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1 Introduction

Copy raising, shown in (1), has received much less attemtidheoretical linguistics than subject-to-subject
raising, shown in (2), which has been a mainstay in the fieldesRosenbaum (1967).

Q) Chris seemed like he enjoyed the marathon.
(2) Chris seemed to enjoy the marathon.

For example, a prominent recent book-length overview oftrbrand raising specifically sets copy raising
aside (Davies and Dubinsky 2004: ix), only mentioning thaidon passing a handful of times (Davies and
Dubinsky 2004: 56, 246, 252).

In this paper, we examine copy raising in two closely rel@&imanic languages, English and Swedish,
and offer a formal analysis of its syntax and semantics. Weeentrate particularly on the latter aspect and
develop a new event semantics analysis of copy raising. ditiad to augmenting the body of empirical data
on copy raising, we show that, far from being a marginal ooth&cally uninteresting phenomenon, copy
raising yields novel insights into a number of key theowdtissues, in particular language and perception, the
theory of arguments and thematic roles, and the broadeng@saf control and raising.

Our primary concern is the linguistic encoding of percepteports, on which copy raising sheds new light.
We investigate in detail the expression of the source ofgpion, which is what is perceived in a perceptual
event or state. We also briefly examine the goal of perceptienthe perceiver. Our analysis of perceptual
sources in copy raising in turn has consequences for thadatisin between arguments/thematic roles and other
participants in events and states. In particular, we argaieperceptual sources and goals are not linguistically
encoded as arguments or as thematic roles. We examine thequeances of the semantics of copy raising, and
of perceptual sources and goals in particular, for theafi¢isematic roles. We argue that certain finer-grained
distinctions must be introduced to linguistic theory to gedy deal with the semantics of copy raising. We
demonstrate how our semantics for copy raising connecketedmantics of both control and standard raising.
Copy raising and related perceptual constructions revei@har semantic space for control and raising than
has hitherto been explored. The heart of the paper conoemerpirical puzzles, which we introduce and
subsequently offer solutions to. The first puzzle concerogrdarast that holds in both Swedish and English
between copy raising and subject-to-subject raising itagecontexts. The second concerns the distribution
of an adjunct that encodes the source of perception in Stvedis

2 Copy raising in English and Swedish

In this section, we review the central characteristics gdfycaising and illustrate the phenomenon with ex-
amples from English and Swedish. The key data are largebllphin the two languages, but there are some
differences, which will be pointed out below. There is alsme interesting dialectal variation in each language,
to which we devote section 2.1.

True copy raising is a phenomenon in which a raising verbstakeon-expletive subject and a complement
containing an obligatory pronominal ‘copy’ of the subject:

3) a. Tina seems like she’s found the chocolate.

b. *Tina seems like Fred’s found the chocolate.
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4) a. Tinaverkarsomomhonhar hittat chokladen.
T. seemsas if shehasfoundchocolateDEF

‘Tina seems as if she has found the chocolate.’

b. * Tinaverkarsomom Fredhar hittat chokladen.
T. seemsas if F. hasfoundchocolateDEF

The grammatical (a) examples in (3—4) contain the pronainesand hon which are coreferential with the
main clause subjects. The (b) examples do not contain aergfal pronouns (‘pronominal copies’), and the
sentences are ungrammatical.

English copy raising was initially noticed by Postal (19288, fn.1) and was also touched on by Rogers
(1971, 1973) in work that principally concerned what heex#flip perception verbgRogers 1971, 1972, 1973,
1974). The topic has recently received renewed attentiomoirk by Potsdam and Runner (2001), Asudeh
(2002, 2004), and Fuijii (2005). The first detailed invedigaof copy raising in its own right was Joseph’s
(1976) work on Modern Greek, which was subsequently brot@der attention by Perlmutter and Soames
(1979). Copy raising is in fact not typologically uncommardéhas been attested in a humber of unrelated
languages, including Samoan (Chung 1978), Hebrew (Lapg8a), Irish (McCloskey and Sells 1988), Haitian
Creole (Déprez 1992), Igbo (Ura 1998), and Turkish (Mo®@88); Polinsky and Potsdam (2006) cite further
examples.

Swedish copy raising has not previously been discusseé iiténature, to our knowledge, but the following
example is included in a major comprehensive referencemar(releman et al. 1999: vol. 4, p.56):

(5) Hanverkarsomom hanar lugnarenu.
he seemsas if he is calmer now

‘He seems like he is calmer now.’

Teleman et al. point out that the subjects must be corefateaithough they do not discuss the issue further.

Copy raising can be compared to ‘canonical’ raising, whiels been a central area of investigation in
theoretical linguistics for quite some time (Rosenbaum7l%%stal 1974). An English raising example is
given in (6a) and a Swedish example is given in (6b):

(6) a. Tina seems to have found the chocolate.

b. Tinaverkarha hittat chokladen.
T. seemshavelNF foundchocolateDEF

‘Tina seems to have found the chocolate.
Raising examples alternate with sentences that have aataeptubject and a finite complement:

@) a. Itseems that Tina has found the chocolate.

b. Detverkarsomom Tinahar hittat chokladen.
it seemsas if T. hasfoundchocolateDEF
‘It seems as if Tina has found the chocolate.’

The finite complementation pattern is a key piece of evidémathe raised subject in the infinitival alternantis
not an argument of the raising predicate, since the subgerinstead be realized as an expletive. We adopt the

1The examples in Teleman et al. (1999) also incladeit(‘look’), which is aperceptual resemblance vefbee below).
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standard assumption the¢emhas a single propositional argument (setting aside anyteakty or situation
argument), even when its subject is not an expletive (as)inr(e copy raising examples).

For both Swedish and English, corpus searches reveal cigiggdo be less frequently occurring than
standard raising. Moreover, speakers often judge copingaie be more colloquial than standard raising. In
these respects, copy raising has a more ‘marked’ statustaadard raising. Nevertheless, there is no shortage
of copy raising examples in corpora, and native speakeggjadpy raising examples to be grammatical.

Copy raising is similar to the finite complementation pattfar raising verbs, since it too apparently in-
volves a finite complement:

(8) Tina seems like/as if/as though she adores ice cream.

(9) Tinaverkarsomom hongillar glass.
T. seemsas if shelikes ice cream

‘Tina seems as if she likes ice cream.’

Asudeh (2002, 2004), following previous work (Maling 198&ycock 1994, Potsdam and Runner 2001),
argues that the complement to copy raising is in fact not &fitlause, but rather a predicative prepositional
phrase, headed hike or as (to which we can now addomfor Swedish), which in turn contains a finite
complement. He assimilates the syntax of copy raising tdipagive raising:

(20) Kim seems crazy/out of control.

(12) Kimverkararg /i toppform.
K. seemsangry/ in top.shape

‘Kim seems angry / in great shape.’

Despite taking a predicative complement, copy raising laihian alternation between a non-expletive and
expletive subject, similar to the alternation between actisjo-subject raising and finite complementation in
(6) and (7) above:

(12) a. Tina seems like she adores ice cream.

b. Itseems like Tina adores ice cream.

(13) a. Tinaverkarsomom hongillar glass.
T. seemsas if shelikes ice cream

‘Tina seems like she likes ice cream.

b. Detverkarsomom Tinagillar glass.
it seemsas if T. likes ice cream

‘It seems as if Tina likes ice cream.’

We will henceforth use the teroopy raisingfor subcategorizations of the raising vedegm/appear/verkaith
like/as/sorcomplements. We will refer to cases of copy raising in itpletive-subject alternant, as in (12b)
and (13b), agxpletive-subject copy raisinyVe will refer to cases of copy raising with a non-expletiubject
and a copy pronoun in the complement, as in (12a) and (13duasopy raisingor non-expletive-subject
copy raising
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In English, raising examples alternate wittat-clauses and copy raising examples alternate with comple-
ments introduced byike or as if/thoughclauses. In standard Swedish, however, the complement is most
commonly introduced bgom on‘as if’; a plain somis also common). Dialectally, one can also find examples
introduced byatt (‘that’) andsom att(‘as that’); (14) is parallel to the English example in (7hpuae:

(14) % Detverkaratt Tinahar hittat chokladen.
it seemghatT, hasfoundchocolatebeF

‘It seems that Tina has found the chocolate.’

Standard Swedish does not allow (14) atelcomplements will not be discussed in detail in this paper.
Asudeh (2002, 2004) observes that the true copy raisingsviertcnglish areseemand appearwith a
like/ascomplement, since these are the verbs that require a copppn in their complements. He contrasts
these withperceptual resemblance verRogers'sflip perception verbsRogers 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974):
look, sound smel| feel andtaste® The latter are similar to copy raising verbs in that theyraliée with an

expletive variant:

(15) a. Tina smells/looks/sounds/feels/tastes like/as though she has been baking sticky buns.

b. It smells/looks/sounds/feels/tastes like/as if/asitio Tina has been baking sticky buns.

However, unlike copy raising verbs, perceptual resemlg@arecbs do not require a pronoun in their comple-
ment, as demonstrated by the contrast shown in (16):

(16) a. *Tina seems/appears like/as if/fthough Chris has bag&ing sticky buns.

b.  Tina smells/looks/sounds/feels/tastes like/as ifilasigh Chris has been baking sticky buns.

Speakers sometimes find examples such as those in (15) dnchibée difficult to get with the verbmel| and
particularly with the verbgeelandtaste Rather than a linguistic constraint, we take this to be dler of
construal — i.e., finding an appropriate context — since weeliaund attested examples in both English and
Swedish!

Asudeh (2002, 2004) provides an analysis of copy raisingabsimilates the phenomenon to resumption,
as centrally exemplified by resumptive pronouns in unbodripendencies (McCloskey 1979, 1990, 2002,
2006, Sells 1984). On Asudeh’s analysis, the copy raisirgesti is not licensed by the copy raising verb
and must instead compose in place of the copy pronoun, whkichmoved from semantic composition by
a manager resourc¢hat is lexically contributed by the copy raising verb. Mgearesources are somewhat
analogous to empty operators that have independently beposed for resumption (McCloskey 2002), but

2As if andas thoughseem to belong to a slightly higher register ttike. The latter seems to be preferred in colloquial speechpaith
there are no doubt also subtle semantic and pragmatic atittes between the three forms, which we set aside here. \Merindipally
use onlylike in what follows.

3These verbs occur in various other usages, such as the jifopaisattitude use ofeel (I just feel that they’re so uncaringr the
intransitive use osmells(This shoe smel)s Also, look andsoundcan be used with quite bleached meanings in which an appEamn
sound is not necessarily involved. In this paper we are omhcerned with the uses of these perception verbs wittetascomplement
and in which a sensory modality is involved.

4The following English and Swedish examples were found u€inggle:

i. Mildly reworked interior that still smells as if a cat hasém stuck in there for a while.
http://ww. j sm net.denon. co. uk/toss/toss3. ht m [Retrieved 27/3/2009]

ii. Vinerna smakarsomom manater farskavindruvor.
winePL.DEFtaste as if one eatsfresh grapepL

‘The wines taste as if one is eating fresh grapes.
http://ww. mar zol f.fr/explication_suede. ht il [Retrieved 27/3/2009]


http://www.jsm-net.demon.co.uk/toss/toss3.html
http://www.marzolf.fr/explication_suede.html
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their logical status is quite different and they can be lakyccontrolled to an arguably greater extent (Asudeh
2004). In particular, a copy raising verb contributes a nggnaiesource, whereas a perceptual resemblance
verb does not. The analysis of the difference between capyngeand perceptual resemblance with respect to
the necessity of a pronoun is not a central concern in thispajthough we return to this difference briefly at

a couple of points. We refer the reader to Asudeh’s work fother details and to the appendix of this paper
for an example of a manager resource in a semantic proof.

There are three key aspects to Asudeh’s analysis. Firdikédiascomplementis treated as a predicative PP
complement headed by the prepositiike or as, which in turn takes a clausal complement. The copy raising
subject is raised from the subject of the predicative complgt, thus assimilating the syntax of copy raising
to predicative raisingim seems angly as mentioned above. In other words, copy raising doedviavo
standard raising on Asudeh’s analysis, but it is raisingnfrthe predicative PP complement and crucially
not from the position of the copy pronoun. The relationship lestwthe copy raising subject and the copy
pronoun is established by standard anaphoric binding, wisithe second key property of the analysis. In
particular, the copy raising subject binds a pronoun soneegvin thelike/ascomplement, but there is no
intrinsic limitation on where in the complement the pronean occur, unlike previous approaches which have
incorrectly assumed that the copy pronoun must be the highiégect in thdike/ascomplement (see further
discussion in sections 2.1 and 5.1 below). Anaphoric bipéintails that copy raising is subject to the normal
locality conditions on pronouns, but is otherwise unbouhdéne unbounded nature of copy raising thus stems
from the general unbounded nature of anaphoric bindinggdyoy raising is not an unbounded dependency in
the narrow sense of the term, unlike resumptive pronounghadccur in standard unbounded dependencies
such as relativization and constituent questions. The gemasource and the anaphoric binding relation are
lexically controlled, which permits a natural account odldctal variation (we return to this in section 2.1
below). The third key aspect is that the copy raising verickdly contributes a manager resource that removes
the pronoun from composition. The compositional semartdfdhie copy raising verb is such that the verb
composes the copy raising subject with the predicate tisattsefrom removal of the copy pronoun; the copy
pronoun would otherwise have saturated the predicate.nin 8sudeh’s approach depends on standard aspects
of raising and anaphoric binding to provide an analysis glyamising that is ultimately grounded in semantic
composition.

Swedish has only a single true copy raising verérka (‘seem’), illustrated in (17) and also in several
examples above:

a7 Jessicaerkarsomom honharborjat jobbaredan.
J. seemsas if shehasstartedwork already

‘Jessica seems as if she has started working already.

The verbverkais also a subject-to-subject raising verb (see (6b) abo@)edish has other raising verbs
that are very similar tzverkain many respects, but they are not copy raising verbs. Theges\ardorefalla
(‘seem’),tyckas(‘'seem’) andse ut(‘look’):
(18) a. Defforefaller/ tycks / ser ut somom Mariaarglad.

it seems /seemdlooksoutas if M. is happy

‘It seems / looks as if Maria is happy.’

b. Mariaforefaller/ ser ut attvara glad.
M. seems /looksoutto beINF happy
‘Maria seems / looks to be happy’
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c. Mariaforefaller/ tycks vara glad.
M. seems [/seemdelNF happy

‘Maria seems to be happy’

The verbse utrequires an infinitival complement introduced &ty (‘to’), the verbtyckascannot takeatt and
forefalla can take a complement with or withoatt.® The verbstyckasandforefalla can only take a finite
complement if the matrix subject is an expletive, as in (18E9) is thus ungrammatical:

(19) * Mariaforefaller/ tycks somomhonarglad.
M. seems /seemss if sheis happy

The verbdorefallaandtyckasare thus not copy raising verBs.

The verbse utalso has a perceptual resemblance alternant with a finitgleonent. However, like in
English, Swedish perceptual resemblance verbs are notomeraising verbs, because they do not require a
pronominal copy in their complement. The perceptual resende verbs in Swedish are thus parallel to their
counterparts in English: although they can take an ex@etibject, as in (20), they can also appear with a
non-expletive subject, as in (21).

(20) Detser ut /later /luktar / kanns/ smakarsomom Chrisharbakat kladdkaka.
It looksout/ soundd smells/ feels /tastes as if C. hasbakedsticky cake

‘It looks / sounds / smells / feels / tastes as if Chris has tagtcky cake”.

(22) Tinaser ut /later /luktar / kanns/ smakarsomom Chrishar bakat kladdkaka.
T. looksout/ soundd smells/ feels /tastes as if C. hashakedsticky cake

‘Tina looks/sounds/smells/feels/tastes as if Chris h&ethasticky cake”.

The generalizations concerning copy raising verbs andepéual resemblance verbs are thus largely parallel
in English and Swedish.

2.1 Dialectal variation

We have conducted a wide-ranging questionnaire survey py caising and related constructions in four
Germanic languages: Dutch, English, German and Swedish.qtibstionnaires included both experimental
items and fillers (normally two fillers per one experimentahi) and subjects were asked to rate sentences
according to a forced-choice scake:'Sounds like a possible sentence of £,'Does not sound like a possible
sentence of L', and ‘Don’t know’. Here we will provide an overview of just the cppaising and perceptual
resemblance results for English and Swedish. We tested umdréd and ten subjects for English and thirty-
nine subjects for Swedish.

The results reveal an interesting pattern of dialectakti@mm. Four dialects of particular interest are sum-
marized in Table 1. The dialect divisions are based on pattef grammaticality for the following types of
sentences (using just English for illustrative purposes):

(22) John seems like he defeated Mary.

5The infinitival markeratt is written the same as the complementiatirsee example (14)), but the two can be pronounced diffgrentl
which indicates that they are separate lexical items.

6Some speakers do allayckasas a copy raising verb. However, most speakers reject exartiké (19), and no copy raising examples
with tyckaswere found in the Parole corpus of Swedibl { p: / / spr aakbanken. gu. se/ par ol e).


http://spraakbanken.gu.se/parole
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English | Swedish
(n=110) | (n=39) | Description Example
Dialect A 6.35% 7 79 N_o copy raising_subcat(_egorizgtion
with non-expletive matrix subject
True copy raising | — copy pronoun
must be highest subject
True copy raising Il — copy pronoun
not necessarily highest subject
Copy raising subcategorization with
Dialect D 6.35% 38.5% | non-expletive matrix subject and no| John seems like Mary wor.
copy pronoun in complement

*John seems like ...

Dialect B 45.1% 28.2% John seems like he . ..

Dialect C 42.2% 25.6% John seems like ... him ..

Table 1: Dialect variation for the non-expletive copy mgssubcategorization in English and Swedish

(23) a. John seems like the judges ruled that he defeated Mary

b. John seems like Mary defeated him.
(24) John seems like Mary won.

Sentence type (22) is true copy raising with the copy proramithe subject of the complementlie (i.e.,

the copy pronoun is the highest embedded subject). Sentgped23a) and (23b) were binned together as
instances of true copy raising with the copy pronoun as e#heobject or embedded subject (i.e., there is a
copy pronoun, butit is not the highest embedded subjectiteBee type (24) is a copy raising subcategorization
with a hon-expletive matrix subject but no copy pronoun imm¢bmplement (i.e., not true copy raising).

Dialect A speakers have the most restrictive grammars fpy caising. These speakers rate as ungram-
matical the copy raising subcategorization with a non-ety subject, no matter where the copy pronoun
appears. A Dialect A speaker thus rejects all of the sentpess (22—24). Dialect B rates copy raising with
a non-expletive subject as grammatical, but only if the cpmnoun is the highest embedded subject, as in
sentence type (22). Dialect C rates copy raising with a ngredive subject as grammatical, but only if there
is a copy pronoun in the complement, as in sentence typesa(@R]23). Dialect D speakers have the least
restrictive grammars for copy raising. These speakersagtgrammatical the copy raising subcategorization
with a non-expletive subject, whether there is a copy proniauthe complement or not, as in sentence type
(24). These four dialects are defined such that they contpledetition speakers with respect to sentence types
(22-24).

Our data for English and Swedish shows a very low proportfddialect A speakers for both languages.
We therefore conclude that copy raising with a non-expéesivbject is not a peripheral phenomenon. There
is a striking difference between English and Swedish witipegt to Dialect D. Dialect D in English captures
as small a proportion of speakers as Dialect A. In contragtlebt D in Swedish has a large proportion of
speakers. The data can be taken as indication that many Swaabakers treat copy raising as a (perhaps very
semantically bleached) version of perceptual resemblance

Dialects B and C receive roughly equal proportions in eaoguage. In both languages the largest pro-
portion of speakers by far belongs to one of the true copyn@idialects, B or C, where dialect B is a proper
subset of Dialect C. For English, 87.3% of the speakers haugeacopy raising dialect. For Swedish, 53.8%
of speakers have a true copy raising dialect. Dialect B iglthkect that has been reported most widely in the
literature (Potsdam and Runner 2001, Fujii 2005). The apsomin the relevant literature is that copy raising
is licensed by a mechanism that can only target the highbgcin the complement. As discussed further
in section 5, this literature essentially lumps Dialectsn@d & together. Our data does not support this move.
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In what follows, our analysis of true copy raising assumes tie are specifying a Dialect C grammar. The
subset Dialect B grammar can nevertheless also be caphnagyh a restriction of the relevant constraint on
Dialect C grammars such that only the highest subject in inepdement can be targeted. Our analysis is cast
in a Lexical-Functional Grammar syntax (Kaplan and Brest@82, Bresnan 2001, Dalrymple 2001), which
straightforwardly supports reference to the highest mstaf the grammatical functicsuBJECT

Our data also sheds light on whether copy raising and paraepgsemblance are the same phenomenon,
as implicitly assumed in all of the literature that we are mwaf other than Asudeh (2002, 2004), starting
with Rogers (1973). The data indicates that this assumj@iflawed and supports our contention that there
is a difference between copy raising and perceptual reseroblwith respect to whether a copy pronoun is
obligatory in the complement or not. Contrast sentence @geabove with (25):

(25) John looked/sounded/smelled/felt/tasted like Bildilserved asparagus.

As shown in Table 1, only 6.35% of our English speakers betoriDialect D, which allows a copy raising
subcategorization with no copy pronoun, as in sentence(B4e In contrast, 30% of English speakers allowed
a perceptual resemblance verb with no copy pronoun in itspterment, as in sentence type (25). Similarly,
although 38.5% of Swedish speakers belong to Dialect D, lmisia larger proportion compared to English, a
yet much larger proportion of Swedish speakers have a grathatagenerates sentence type (25): 64.1% of our
Swedish speakers accepted perceptual resemblance vétzsivain-expletive subject and no copy pronoun, as
in (25). We therefore conclude that the ability of a percaptasemblance verb to take a non-expletive subject
with no copy pronoun should not be conflated with the abilitya@opy raising verb to do so. The latter is
substantially a relatively more marginal phenomenon itntiexiguages.

2.2 Summary

Copy raising is a phenomenon where a raising verb that cdaketa thematic subject takes a non-expletive
subject and a complement that contains an obligatory pramedmmopy of the matrix subject. The copy raising
verbs in English arseemandappearwith like/ascomplements. The copy raising verb in Swediskaska
(‘seem’) with asomrcomplement. Copy raising verbs must be distinguished fpemteptual resemblance
verbs, which may take a non-expletive subject even in theratesof a copy pronoun in their complement.

3 Two puzzles

This section introduces two empirical puzzles whose sohstdo not follow immediately from what is already
known about copy raising. The first generalization has to db the interpretation of copy raising sentences
and leads to what we calhe puzzle of the absent codkhis puzzle arises in both English and Swedish. The
second set of data concerns a PP adjunct that occurs in Swédisnot in English. The PP in question is
headed by the prepositiggd (‘on’) and it gives rise to a puzzle that we ciflle papuzzle a pa-PP cannot be
used in a copy raising sentence.

In section 4, which presents our analysis informally, wevslhioat the two puzzles are connected, both
having to do with the source of perceptual information incgptual reports. The subject of a copy raising
sentence is interpreted as the source of perception andis®MP complement of p&-PP. Perceptual sources
are reminiscent of thematic roles, but we argue in sectidmbthe two notions are ultimately different and
that perceptual sources are not thematic roles. Our asa$/Brmalized in section 6.
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3.1 The puzzle of the absent cook

There is a contrast between the true copy raising subcaregjon of the verbseem/appeaandverkaand
their other subcategorizations. This contrast is sumgisinder the standard assumption that raising verbs have
a non-thematic subject and a single, propositional argtiareth under the conservative auxiliary assumption
that copy raising verbs are unexceptional raising verbiigregard.

Consider the following context:

(26) A and B walk into Tom’s kitchen. Tom is at the stove doignething, but exactly what is a little
unclear.

In this context, the following statements by A to B are alldi&bus:

(27) a. i. Tom seems to be cooking.
i. Tom verkarlaga mat.
T. seemsamakelNF food

b. Itseems that Tom is cooking.

(28) a. i. Tom seems like he's cooking.

ii. Tom verkarsomomhanlagar mat.
T. seemsas if he makesood

‘Tom seems as if he’s cooking.’
b. i. Itseems like Tom’s cooking.

i. DetverkarsomomTomlagar mat.
it seemsas if T. makesood
‘It seems as if Tom’s cooking.’

Now consider the following alternative context:

(29) A and B walk into Tom'’s kitchen. There’s no sign of Tom{ there are various things bubbling away
on the stove and there are several ingredients on the coapfmrently waiting to be used.

Given this context, (27a), (27b), and (28b) are still fetiais, but (28ai-ii), repeated here, are now infelicitous:

(30) a. #Tom seems like he’s cooking.

b. # Tomverkarsomomhanlagar mat.
T. seemsas if he makesood

‘Tom seems as if he’s cooking.’

If Tomis not a thematic subject skem/appear/verkahy are these sentences not felicitous like the infinitival
versions? We call thithe puzzle of the absent cook

3.2 Thepapuzzle

According to the data that has been presented so far, theiSweastbverkais exactly parallel to Engliseeem
In examples (31-33), the Swedish sentences corresporelyctosthe English translations. Example (34) is
ungrammatical, as is its English equivalent.
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(32) Detverkarsomom Tom harvunnit.
it seemsas if T. haswon

‘It seems as if Tom has won.’

(32) Tomverkarha vunnit.
T. seemshavelNF won
‘Tom seems to have won.’

(33) Tomverkarsomom hanhar vunnit.
T. seemsas if he haswon

‘Tom seems as if he has won.’

(34) * Tomverkarsomom Kalle har vunnit.
T. seemsas if K. haswon

These examples and other examples shown in previous sediomonstrate the close similarity betweeem
andverka
However, Swediskerkaallows a type of expression that is not available in English:

(35) Detverkarpa Tom somom hanhar vunnit.
it seemsonT. as if he haswon

~‘Tom gives the impression that he has won.

The p&-PP specifies that the impression that the referent of thegunohan (i.e., Tom or someone else) has
won originates with Tom. It is not specified how Tom gives difstimpression: it could be the way he looks
or acts, it could be something he said, or it could be somgteise. The verlverkathus allows for ga-PP
which specifies theourceof perception, which we will call the ®oURCE’ This PP is an adjunct and not an
argument, as will be discussed in more detail in section 5.

Examples with pa-PPs do not require copy pronouns in thaingdements, as shown by the following
variant of (35):

(36) Detverkarpa Tom somom Kalle har vunnit.
it seemsonT. as if K. haswon
~‘Tom gives the impression that Kalle has won.’

The pa-PP contrasts with the Engligh-PP, which specifies thgoal of perception (BOAL; i.e., the per-
ceiver):

(37) It seemed to Tom as if Kalle had won.

The verbsverkaandtyckascan take a plain NP object with the same interpretation agtiggishto-PP, as
exemplified in (38-39).

"Note that the BOURCEP&-PP is different fronfrom-PPs in examples like the followindi appears from literature that the seriousness
of the societal consequences of an incident is judged te&ser with the square of the number of people kille@ample taken from Biber
et al. 1999: 733). Thékom-PP gives the source of information and is similar to p&ePP. However, the two are nevertheless different, as
the following is unacceptabletlt appears from Tom as if he has wokiVe simply note here that the two cannot be conflated and leave a
full analysis of the Englistfrom-PP to future research.
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(38) % Detverkademig somom Tom hadevunnit.
it seemedme as if T. had won

‘It seemed to me as if Tom had won.’

(39) Dettycktes mig somom Tom hadevunnit.
it seemedne as if T. had won
‘It seemed to me as if Tom had won.’

The PPto Tomin (37) and the object NP in (38-39) do not have the same irgtafion agpa Tomin (35). In
(35), there is something about Tom that makes it seem as idb&bn. Examples (37-39), on the other hand,
leave unspecified what gives off the impression that Tom has Wut rather express to whom the impression
has been giveh.

Let us now return to copy raising, which is surprisingly notratible withpa-PPs. Compare (33) above,
repeated here as (40), to (41):

(40) Tomverkarsomom hanhar vunnit.
T. seemsas if he haswon

‘Tom seems as if he has won.’

(41) * TomverkarpaLisasomom hanharvunnit.
T. seemsonL. as if he haswon

The ungrammaticality of (41) is unexpected, as copy raisergences like (40) are generally considered to be
equivalent to expletive sentences like (42yhich are grammatical witha-PPs, as shown in (43):

(42) Detverkarsomom Tom harvunnit.
it seemsas if T. haswon
‘It seems as if Tom has won.’

(43) Detverkarpa Lisa somom Tom har vunnit.
it seemsonL. as if T. haswon

~‘Lisa gives the impression that Tom has won.’

Why should the PP adjunct be excluded in (41), although itomaimcluded in (43)? This is our second puzzle,
which we callthepapuzzle It is easy to understand what the intended meaning of (4it)issthe same as that
of (43). Yet the example is ungrammatical. Example (41) candntrasted with (44), which containsaPP,
and Swedish (45—46), which contain plain NP objects conipata the Englishio-NP:10

(44) Tom seemed to me as if he had won.

(45) % Tomverkademig somom hanhadevunnit.
T. seemedme as if he had won

‘Tom seemed to me as if he had won.’

8A note on the Swedish data: The Swedish object NP illustraté88—39) does not appear to be as commonly used as the Englis
to-PP. Many speakers find (38) unacceptable. Example (39)ris gemerally accepted, although some find it quite formatolmrast, the
p&PP is not marginal or particularly formal.

9See the literature on copy raising referred to above, andise€Teleman et al. (1999: vol. 4, p.56).

10example (46) is a raising example instead of a copy raisirgngte, sinceyckasis not a copy raising verb; see examples (18—19)
and discussion above.
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(46) Tomtycktes mig ha vunnit.
T. seemedne havelNF won

‘Tom seemed to me to have won.’

The PPto mein (44) and the NRnig in (45-46) denote a perceptual goal (the perceiver), notreepéual
source. Comparing examples (44-45) to (41), we see tBatAPs are compatible with copy raising, but
PsSOURCEPPs are not.

We propose that thea puzzle and the puzzle of the absent cook are connected. $beassof our proposal
is as follows. Both puzzles arise due to the linguistic egpi@n of perceptual reports. The examples that led
to the puzzle of the absent cook are odd because the subjbet abpy raising verb is interpreted as the source
of perception when it is unavailable to offer perceptuatievice. The examples that led to féepuzzle are
ungrammatical because two distinct linguistic expressgmultaneously specify the source of perception.

4 Copy raising and perceptual reports: An outline of the anaysis

We present our formal analysis in section 6, but we will fitgtlier spell out our proposal in general terms.
In copy raising sentences, the subject of the copy raisint i®interpreted as the source of perception
(Psourcpy. This is why (48) and its Swedish equivalent (49) are bottl mda context where the speaker
does not have perceptual evidence of Tom, as discussedtiors8cl.:

47 A and B walk into Tom'’s kitchen. There’s no sign of Tom{ there are various things bubbling away
on the stove and there are several ingredients on the coapfarently waiting to be used.

(48) #Tom seems like he’s cooking.

(49) # Tomverkarsomom hanlagar mat.
T. seemsas if he makesfood

‘Tom seems as if he’s cooking.’

Examples (48) and (49) can be paraphrased as follows: ItsdkenTom is cooking and what gives this
impression is Tom himself. The example is thus not feliGgtgua situation where Tom is not available to be
the source of the report. Swedish and English are equivalénrespect to the interpretation of copy raising,
and so (49) is equally odd in the given context.

A similar observation was originally made by Rogers (1973; Who noted that (50) ‘presupposes’ (51):

(50) Charley looked to me like he goosed Francine.
(51) | saw Charley.

Rogers gives corresponding examples for all the percepésaimblance verbs, but does not discuss copy
raising verbs.

We build on Rogers’s insight, but there are some differenE@st, Rogers (1973) conflated copy raising
verbs and perceptual resemblance verbs, whereas we agjubeattwo are related but different verb classes.
Second, we capture the relationship between (50) and (54 antailment, not a presupposition. Our anal-
ysis of perceptual resemblance verbs in section 6.3 pregbst it is the visual aspect @fharleythat is the
PsouRcE Third, it is also an entailment, not a presupposition, thatsubject of true copy raising (e.g., (50)
if lookedis replaced byeeme} is the BOURCE The implication that the copy raised subject or the relevan
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sensory aspect of the perceptual resemblance subject RsthercEefails the standard projection tests for
presupposition (see Beaver 2001 for an overview). For el@ri) no longer implies (51).

(52) If Charley looked to me like he goosed Francine, | wowddéhtold her so.

However, our analysis does treat absent cook scenariovalsiing a kind of presupposition failure, due to
an incompatibility between the actuat®URCEand the assertedS®URCE see section 6.2.3. In sum, our
analysis generally treats as an entailment the fact thauhpect or an aspect of the subject is trOBRCE
but in certain cases of type mismatch it is automaticallated as a presupposition. This effect is achieved
without positing an ambiguity in either the verbs’ meaningshe FSOURCEfunction.

A consequence of thed®URCEanalysis is that copy raising is different from standardirgj in that there
is a crucial difference in interpretation between the etyeversion and the non-expletive version. Compare
the raising alternation in (53) to the copy raising alteiorain (54):

(53) a. Tom seems to be the smartest guy in the world.

b. It seems that Tom is the smartest guy in the world.

(54) a. Tom seems like he’s the smartest guy in the world.

b. Itseems like Tom is the smartest guy in the world.

Whereas the two examples in (53) have the same interpret@®iosenbaum 1967, Postal 1974), the two ex-
amples in (54) differ. In (54a), Tom is necessarily intetpdeas the source of perception. In (54b), and also in
the examples in (53), the source of perception is not ovepécified. We return to the status of thedURCE

in examples like (53a—b) and (54b) in section 6.2.5.

We contend that the verlseemand appearand their Swedish counterpartrkaentail a source of per-
ception, but that this source is not connected to an argunretfiematic role. We analyzesPuURcCE (and
PGoALS) as entailed participants in the states that these vertigeland argue that this notion should not be
conflated with the notions of semantic argument or themate rThus, the subjettienrikais not athematic
subject ofseenin (55):

(55) Henrika seems like she’s had enough.

There are thus parallels between perceptual sourcesuatemporal and locative modifiers of eventualities,
where we understand the teewentualityto be a cover term for events and states (Bach 1981). Evéiesal
in general entail a time and location, yet these entailmardsonly sometimes overtly realized. In sum, the
solution to the puzzle of the absent cook is that a non-eixpl&opy raising subject is interpreted as the
PsoURCE — the source of perception — and ascribing the role ebBRCEto the subject is infelicitous
if the individual in question is not perceivable as the seun€ the report. We argue for the non-argument,
non-thematic role status ofS®URCE (and RBS0ALS) in section 5.

Since we treat the Swedigl&-PP as contributing agbURCE our analysis treats (56) as synonymous to
(49), if Tomandhanare understood co-referentially:

(56) Detverkarpa Tom somom hanlagar mat.
It seemsonT. as if he makesood

~‘Tom seems as if he'’s cooking.’
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Given our solution to the puzzle of the absent cook, thisiptethat (56) is infelicitous in the same contexts as
(49). This prediction is correct. For example, in the scenahere Tom is absent but the kitchen shows signs
of cooking, (56) cannot be felicitously uttered.

Let us now turn to puzzle number two, thé puzzle, which concerned the ungrammaticality of examples
like the following:

(57) * MariaverkarpaPersomomhonarglad.
M. seemsonP. as if sheis happy

In (57), both Maria and Per are specified as the source of pooe and the example is ungrammatical.

Now the question is: Why can’t twog»URCE be specified? The restriction cannot be due to the state of
the world or our knowledge of it. It is after all possible tgpogt that Maria gives the impression that Per gives
the impression that she is happy or that Maria and Per toggitethe impression that she is happy. However,
(57) cannot express either of these propositions. We therafonclude that there is a linguistic constraint
against expressing multiple perceptual sources. Thist@nscan be understood as a generalization of the
notion that eventualities have at most one instance of dwhatic role (Carlson 1984, Chierchia 1984, 1989,
Dowty 1989, Parsons 1990, Landman 2000). Carlson (1984 &ilarly argues that this is a linguistic
restriction and cannot be simply due to “the nature of theldviiself”. It is conceivable to imagine events
which involve multiple themes, for example, but no verbsatersuch events. Just as a verb cannot have
more than one theme, a verb cannot have more than one patsptce. Landman (2000: 38) proposes the
following principle for thematic roles:

(58) Unique Role Requirement
If a thematic role is specified for an event, it is uniquelycfied.

Following Chierchia (1984, 1989), Landman (2000: 44) cegiuthis requirement formally by defining the-
matic roles as partial functions from eventualities to wndlials. BOURCE are not thematic roles on our
analysis, but we can extend the uniqueness requiremersdw®RCE by similarly defining them as partial
functions on eventualities. The codomain of thed®RCEfunction is, however, not the set of individuals, but
rather the union of the set of individuals and the set of awaities. In this respect, thes®uRrcEfunction is
unlike most thematic roles, which can only be filled by indivals, but is like the thematic rofrimuLus, to
which it bears a clear relationship. Eventualities canfi# stimulus role in event semantics analyses of bare
infinitival complements to perception verbs (Parsons 1940), as in (59):

(59) Tina saw Fred laugh.

Although PsouRcCEbear similarities tesTIMULUS, we have chosen a different label to signal thas@BPrRCE

is not a thematic role assigned to a semantic argumesbAP is similarly comparable to the thematic role
EXPERIENCER but is not necessarily tied to an argument either. The sfttlSOURCEand R5OAL is inves-
tigated in detail in the next section.

5 The status of BSOURCE and PGOAL

In the previous section, we claimed thea ®URCEs are not arguments or thematic roles, but are nevertheless
participants in eventualities. We will use the tesamantic rol€for such participants. This term is used some-
what variably in the literature (see, e.g., Pollard and S8filand Payne 1997), but we intend it specifically as
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a generalized notion of thematic role which subsumes Palstirematic relations (Parsons 1990, 1995). We
motivate our theory of semantic roles by considering cojsig subjects from the perspective of thematic
theory. This literature is vast and rich, so we will partanly look at one prominent representative position on
thematic roles: the Theta Criterion of Principles and Patans Theory (P&P; Chomsky 1981, 1986, 1995),
which posits a tight relationship between arguments anuh#tie roles.

We argue in section 5.1 that the semantic rols®PrRCEand Rs0AL are not arguments and therefore
cannot be thematic roles in the sense of the Theta Critetiobeection 5.2, we present our view of semantic
roles, which avoids the problems in question while yieldingew perspective on thematic information. The
theory is cast in event semantics, based on aspects of Gladk984), Dowty (1989), and Parsons (1990,
1995).

5.1 The Theta Criterion
The Theta Criterion of Principles and Parameters Theorywaparts (Chomsky 1981: 38%:
(60) Theta Criterion

1. Each argument bears one and only 6nele.

2. Eachd-role is assigned to one and only one argument.

The Theta Criterion has been subsumed under the Principkulbfinterpretation (FI) in the more recent
Minimalist Program tradition of P&P (Chomsky 1993: 32, Cheky 1995: 200), but it is clear that it is still
generally understood in the same way and it continues to bpia ¢f work in the Minimalist Program after
its subsumption by FI. Some of this work argues for adjustirgfirst clause of the Theta Criterion such that
each argument has to have at least 6nele, thus allowing multiple theta roles to be assigned sinagle
argument (Hornstein 1999, Brody 1993, BoSkovit 1994)s Ih any case the second clause of the Criterion
that is relevant here.

The second clause states thables are assigned to arguments. It is then possible to #etWPsOURCE
is not a thematic role in the sense of the Theta Criterion 8~+@e — by showing that bearers of the ®URCE
semantic role are not arguments. We first make the case fodiSlwby showing that thpa-PP that realizes
the PSOURCEIs an adjunct, not an argument. We then turn our attentiomigli€h. We argue that the fact
that true copy raising requires a copy pronoun is best utmeion the assumption that non-expletive copy
raising subjects are not arguments. We strengthen our angiulny demonstrating empirical and theoretical
shortcomings of proposals that copy raising verbs can palfiptake thematic subjects (Potsdam and Runner
2001, Fujii 2005).

The Swedistpa-PP in copy raising sentences is an adjunct, not an argumertrding to evidence from
deletion and extraction. Consider the following two exagsplhe first of which contains asBURCEpa-PP
and the second of which contains an oblique argument in a Réfelebypa:

(61) Detverkadepa Jennysomomhonvar lite tokig.
it seemedonJ. as if shewaslittle crazy

‘Jenny seemed as if she was a little crazy.’

11chomsky (1986: 135) subsequently revised the Theta Griter apply to chains, but we use the simpler original verssimce the
revision is not relevant to the point at hand.
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(62) Persdg paJennysomom honvar lite tokig.
P. lookedonJ. as if shewaslittle crazy

‘Per looked at Jenny as if she was a little crazy.’

The PP in (61) can trivially be left out, as in (63). Exampl8)(@oes not specify thed®URCE but it is fully
grammatical without the PP. In contrast, the PP in (62) isgaltdry, and excluding it renders the example
ungrammatical, as shown in (64).

(63) Detverkadesomomhonvar lite tokig.
it seemedas if shewaslittle crazy
‘It seemed as if she was a little crazy.

(64) * Persdg somomhonvar lite tokig.
P. lookedas if shewaslittle crazy

Adjuncts are generally optional and arguments are not,esodhtrast shown in (63—64) is explained under the
assumption that thga-PP in (61) is an adjunct whereas & PP in (62) is an argument.

Further evidence for the adjunct status of tlBRCEpa-PP comes from extraction: the NP-complement
of the PSOURCEPP in (61) cannot be extracted, but the NP-complement of tligue argument PP in (62)
can.

(65) * Vemverkadedetpasomomhonvar lite tokig?
who seemedt onas if shewaslittle crazy

(66) Vemsag Perpasomsomhonvar lite tokig?
who lookedP. onas if shewaslittle crazy

‘Who did Per look at as if she was a little crazy?’

It is generally possible to extract out of arguments but inisch harder to extract out of adjuncts, so (65)
provides another piece of evidence that tl®BRCEPP ofverkais an adjunct. It may be argued that (65) is
difficult to parse on the intended reading because it bringaihd an alternative meaning of the varérka
which can also mean ‘to affect’. However, (67) is equally tamgmatical (note thdét is the past tense form
of the perceptual resemblance véiits):

(67) * Vilken hogtalardat detpasomom skivspelaren var sonder?
which speaker soundedt onas if record.playebeErFwasbroken

(68) Detlat pahograhogtalaren somom skivspelaren var sonder.
it soundednright speakeperFas if record.playeDEFwasbroken
‘The right speaker sounded as if the record player was broken

Example (67) corresponds to (68), which contains@ PRCEpa-PP. Again, the fact that extraction out of the
PsoURCEPP is not possible is evidence that the PP is an adjunct. Ineudence from deletion and extrac-
tion points to an adjunct status for the SwedisDPRCEpa-PP. Since th@a-PP that realizes thed®URCE
semantic role in Swedish is not an argument, it follows the© PRCE cannot be &@-role according to the
standard conception of the Theta Criterion.
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The evidence for the status o6BURCEIn English is necessarily different, because the questiocially
concerns the status of the subjects of copy raising verbstase cannot be syntactic adjuncts. The question
here is instead whether the copy raising subject is a theraggument of the raising verb, which would be
unusual given the normal analysis of raising verbs. PotsatashRunner (2001) apply traditional argumenthood
tests to the English copy raising verbs, and we review thesste here. First, copy raising examples alternate
with expletive examples:

(69) a. Sarah appears as if she will win again.
b. Itappears as if Sarah will win again.
The expletive alternant shows that copy raising verbs demdsasingle (clausal) argument.
Second, copy raising verbs can actually raise expletivieis.i$ shown in example (70), where it is clear that

the expletive in (70) has raised from the lower clause, sgammsannot normally takéhereas an expletive
subject, as shown in (71) and (72):

(70) %There seems like there’s a lot of garbage in the drivewa
(71) *There seems like a lot of garbage is in the driveway.
(72) It seems like a lot of garbage is in the driveway.

As an expletive cannot be associated with a thematic rodealtiility of a copy raising verb to takbereshows
that the verb does not necessarily assign a thematic rote smbject. Copy raising verbs can raise even an
expletive to fill the subject position.

Third, idiom chunks can similarly be raised:
(73) a. %The cat seems like it is out of the bag.

b. %The shit seemed like it hit the fan.

Like expletives, idiom chunks such e cator the shitin (73) are not associated with thematic roles. Although
we do not seek to explain the capacity of these verbs to cajggthereexpletives and idiom chunks (see
Asudeh 2004 for one possible explanation), the data abowad® strong evidence that copy raising verbs
have non-thematic subjects.

Perceptual resemblance verbs can also appear in examplesxpietive subjects, raised expletives and
idiom chunks (Rogers 1973: 82-83):

(74) It looks like Sarah might win again.
(75) %There looks like there’s a lot of garbage in the drivewa
(76) %The cat looks like it is out of the bag.

Recall from above that we argue, following Asudeh (2002 Z0that perceptual resemblance verbs are in fact
not copy raising verbs because of the contrast illustrat€d):

(77) a. John looks like the party ended early.

b. *John seems like the party ended early.
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Example (77a) shows that, unlike true copy raisitogk does not obligatorily require a copy pronoun in its
finite complement. In (77a), the subjectlobkis apparently a thematic argument; thaddadinis apparently a
semantic argument ébok. This has been taken in much of the literature as evidence optonally thematic
status for the subjects of perceptual resemblance verlds ligrextension, the subjects of copy raising verbs,
since the two classes are typically not properly distinged.

In our analysis of perceptual resemblance (see sectiontBe33ubject in (77a) is not a semantic argument
of the perceptual resemblance verb’s denotation, whichrgiatly explains why these verbs too can take an
expletive subject in one alternant. We follow Asudeh (2QIX)4) in tying the distinction between perceptual
resemblance verbs and copy raising verbs with respect toltligatoriness of a copy pronoun to a contrast in
how members of the two verb classes compose with their carmgiés. The necessity of a copy pronoun for a
copy raising verbs follows if its subject is a hon-thematguament that is only licensed through its relationship
to the copy pronoun. One possible realization of such aryaisdab Asudeh’s (2004) treatment of the licensing
relationship as a matter of semantic composition: the copygun is removed from composition and the
subject is composed in its place, thus treating copy raiagg kind of generalized resumption. In contrast,
perceptual resemblance verbs do not perform this kind ofposition with their subjects.

This position contrasts with the position taken in otheergditerature on copy raising, where it is claimed
that both perceptual resemblance verbs and copy raisifg ¢an have optionally thematic subjects. When the
subject is thematic, it haséarole. Potsdam and Runner (2001) and Fujii (2005) proposeaimon-expletive
copy raising subject is sometimes thematic. Matushansk§22221) proposes that such subjects are always
thematic, but Matushansky is not primarily concerned wahycraising and does not argue her position, so we
will concentrate on Potsdam and Runner’s and Fuijii's claims

Potsdam and Runner (2001: 456-458) state that a copy rasbjgct is thematic in cases where the copy
pronoun in the complement is in non-subject position (Potsdnd Runner 2001):

(78) a. Bill sounds like Martha hit him over the head with teeard. (adapted from Rogers 1973: 97)
b.  Ermintrude looks like the cat got her tongue. (Rogers 1979, (51))

c. Mary appears as if her job is going well.

This data is partly problematic, since Potsdam and Run®&4(R, like most work on English copy raising (e.g.,
Rogers 1971, 1973, 1974, Heycock 1994), do not distinguasivden copy raising verbs and perceptual resem-
blance verbs. We have already seen that the perception denst require a pronoun in their complement at
all. Itis therefore irrelevant whether any pronoun thatgeags to occur in the complement is a subject or not.
However, the third example in (78) is an instance of the caisimg verbappear On Potsdam and Runner’s
theory, it is necessary for examples like (78c) to have adamgtion outside their analysis of copy raising,
because their analysis crucially predicts that copy rgig@ronly possible from the highest subject position in
the like/ascomplement. The copy pronoun in (78c) is not itself the bigjtsubject, but is rather contained
within that subject.

It is possible to construct copy raising examples in whighabpy pronoun is embedded yet deeper:
(79) a. Richard seems like the judges have finally annouradde won. (Asudeh 2004: 383)
b. Richard seemed like the judges had decided to support$asgnplaint that he cheated.

Richard seemed like the judges had decided to supporbhiglaint that Mary cheated.

o

d. Richard seemed like the judges had decided to disquatify h

e. Richard seems like the judges have finally declared hinvtheer.
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In these examples, the copy pronoun is a deeply embeddeecs(BPa—79b), an embedded possessor (79¢),
an embedded object (79d), or inside an embedded small d@@ep
Attested examples of copy raising with non-subject pon@amsalso readily be found:

(80) a. He seemed like she could tell him things she couldweheell her sister.
(Takesha PowellThe Goode Sisterdincoln, NE: Writer's Club Press. 2002)
htt p: //books. googl e. com [Retrieved 27/03/2009]

b. | have begged him to take me out to dinner at least once ahploutthe seems like I'm asking
him to sacrifice his first born.
(Fannie HarrisTC: L.O.T. (The Commitment: Love on Trial)fest Conshohocken, PA: Infinity
Publishing. 2005)
htt p: // books. googl e. com [Retrieved 27/03/2009]

c. She seemed like | was offending her by calling.
htt p: // ww. googl e. com[Retrieved 27/03/2009]

In sum, there is a class of apparent copy raising examplegicivthe copy pronoun is not the highest subject
of thelike/ascomplement and Potsdam and Runner’s theory must tredttakése as instances of copy raising
with a thematic subject.

Fuijii (2005) follows Potsdam and Runner (2001) in sepagatiopy raising into two types, one with a non-
thematic subject and the other with a thematic subject. AZoitsdam and Runner’s analysis, the copy raising
subject is non-thematic only if the copy pronoun occurs ashighest subject in thike/ascomplement;
if the copy pronoun occurs in any other position, the copgingi subject is assumed to be thematic. Fujii
(2005: 46) presents new evidence for this treatment. Hesrtbtpicture-NPsas copy raising subjects only
allow reconstruction for binding if the copy pronoun is irethighest subject position in the finite clause
complement tdike/as if/as thouglfFujii 2005: 46, (18),(20)):

(81) a. [Stories about each othlgrseem like [they have frightened John and Maty
b. *[Stories about each othgy seem like John and Mayyike themy

(82) a. [Pictures of hismother] seem as if [theywill make every boy aggravated]

b. *[Rumours about hismother]; seem as if Bill expects thento make every boyaggravated

Fujii (2005: 45—-46) assumes an independently motivatelysisaf psych verbs in which the surface subject of
the psych verb originates as its complement. Based on ti@g;dntrasts between the (a) and (b) examples are
explained if the copy raising mechanism is long-distana@mdv+ement from the highest subject in tiie/as
complement to the subject. The picture-NP originates asdh@plement of the psych predicate, where it is in
a position for the anaphor in (81a) to be properly bound otHerpronoun in (82a) to be a variable bound by
the quantifier. It then moves to become the subject of thetpggib and is lastly copy raised from that position
by long A-movement to matrix subject postion. The bindingtcasts are explained on the assumption that the
movement chain allows reconstruction of the picture-NRsase position.

We acknowledge the contrast between the (a) and (b) exaaipde®, but it cannot be due to reconstruction.
If reconstruction were responsible, we would equally exfi¢o occur in the following:

(83) *[Stories in each otherxollections} seem like [they have frightened John and Maty

(84)  *[Masks worn by hismother]; seem as if [theywill make every boy uneasy]
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(85) *[The cakes at heparty]; seemed like [theypleased every gif
The Swedish possessive reflexsia provides further evidence for lack of reconstruction inyogising:

(86) *[Sitt; kalas]; verkadesomom [det; gladde varje flicka;]
POSSREFL. party seemedas if it pleasedverygirl

(87) * [Gavornapasin; fodelsdag] verkarsomom [de; gjordevarje pojke; besviken]
presents on POSSREFL. birthday seem as if theymade everyboy disappointed

The constrasts that Fujii notes in (81) and (82) thereformotibe due to reconstruction and do not establish
long A-movement as the mechanism for copy raising. Long A#enoent with reconstruction incorrectly pre-
dicts that (83-87) should be grammatical. The argumentmsiglang A-movement also cast doubt on the
recent proposal by Polinsky and Potsdam (2006: 18) that Aicnovement out of the complement clause” is a
condition on copy raising. In sum, Fuijii (2005) fails to maiie separation of copy raising into two types, one
with a non-thematic subject and the other with a thematigestibA likelier explanation for Fujii's contrasts
might rest on the logophoricity of pronominals in pictur@®§(Kuno 1987, Reinhart and Reuland 1991, 1993,
Pollard and Sag 1992).

We have argued that Potsdam and Runner (2001) and Fuijii J2@8% not established that copy raising
verbs can have thematic subjects. Independently of theirltss there are two serious problems with the
postulation of thematic copy raising. The first is a theaadtproblem. It is generally assumed that the raising
verbsseemandappeardenote one-place functions on propositions (whatever segrappears to be the case)
and, crucially, do not have thematic subjects. This ceagalimption explains a number of properties of these
raising verbs, such as their ability to take expletive sciisjeheir preservation of meaning under passivization
of the complement, and their very ability to raise the sutipéthe complement to a matrix position. The claim
that there are instances sdemandappearwith thematic subjects entails that the standard semafatictbese
verbs is wrong and that the verbs at least sometimes denelat®on between individuals and propositions.
In other words, a key theoretical problem with the claim thabpy raising subject can be thematic is that it
undermines the results that stem from the standard semalftraising, which depends on the subject being
non-thematic. In the absence of independent evidence tothteary, an analysis that does not posit that these
verbs can optionally take thematic subjects is preferable.

The second problem with the claim in question is empiricalicisa position erroneously predicts the
possibility of copy raising with no copy pronoun whatsoevidre data from our systematic questionnaire stud-
ies, reviewed in section 2.1, reveals that there are robaktats of both English and Swedish that instantiate
grammars that generate non-expletive subject copy raigitiga copy pronoun that is not the subject of the
complement ofike/as(Dialect C). Nevertheless, speakers of these dialects tmramy sense treat the sub-
ject of copy raising as thematic in the sense of Potsdam anaéRwor Fujii, because they reject sentences in
which there is no copy pronoun. We have encountered cent@iakers who accept some instances of copy
raising without any copy pronoun (speakers of Dialect DY.these speakers, copy raisisgenlikely means
something more like a semantically bleached perceptuahtbance verb. However, a clear majority of our
subjects — 87.3% of our English speakers and 53.8% of our Btvegeakers — reject copy raising without
a copy pronoun. This pattern of data would be completely peeted if these speakers had a thematic use
of copy raising verbs. We therefore conclude, following dsh (2002, 2004), that copy raising subjects are
non-thematic and our formal analysis reflects this.

To sum up, neither theFOURCEP&-PP nor the copy raising subject are thematic argumentsisdéhse
of the Theta Criterion. Thpa-PP is an adjunct, not an argument. The copy raising suljawn-thematic:
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the sole argument cfeemandappearis a predicative or clausal complement. Whether clausatexdtipative,
the complement denotes a proposition (in the latter casegridicative complement is saturated by the raised
argument).

5.2 Semantic arguments, thematic roles, and semantic roles

We have argued that¥®URCEand Rs0AL are not thematic roles in the sense of the Theta Criterionatm
rather a generalized kind of thematic relation that we halled asemantic role We have also argued that a
copy raising subject is not an argument of the verb and thittierds the subject of a perceptual resemblance
verb, in the strict sense. In this section, we propose a sétnapresentation that incorporates aspects of the
event semantics of Chierchia (1984), Dowty (1989), Kra{2886, 2003), and Parsons (1990, 1995).

We treat a verb as a relation with an eventuality argumentpdacks for its arguments, as in Davidson
(1967) and Dowty (1989), instead of treating verbs as oaegpredicates on eventualities, as in some neo-
Davidsonian treatments (e.g., Parsons 1990, 1995). Wethrematic roles as further restrictions on these
arguments, where the thematic role statement is conjoiridtive core verbal relation (Chierchia 1984).
We remain agnostic about whether this mixed sort of reptasien is appropriate for all verbs or only for
certain subclasses, including the raising and perceptgahnblance verbs of interest here. However, we make
the simplifying general assumption that the same semahtilds for all verbs, since it does not affect our
analysis, although we acknowledge that things are sulislignihore complex than this (see, e.g., Kratzer
1996, 2003). We thus adopt a mix of the neo-Davidsonian ‘fiedeent conjunct analysis” analysis (thematic
roles are conjoined functions) and the classic Davidscfimnorporation analysis” (predicates have places for
all arguments, not just an eventuality), to use the ternoiggpbf Parsons (1990: 94).

This allows us to maintain a distinction between argumehtsnatic roles, and semantic roles, such as
PsouURcEand R50AL, as follows:

(88) Semantic argument
A is a semantic argument &f iff the denotation off is applied to the denotation of and the result
is a well-formed expression (i.e., the denotatiomas in the domain of the denotation &f).

(89) Thematic role
A thematic role specifies the role played in an eventualitalsemantic argument (an individual or

eventuality). That is, given a linguistic expression wi#mdtationf (e, oy, ..., a,), wheree is f’s
eventuality argument and,, . .., «, are its other semantic arguments, a thematic role is a fumcti
one thatreturnsone af;,, ..., «, as its value.

(90) Semantic role
A semantic role specifies the role played in an eventualitgibyndividual or eventuality. The indi-
vidual or eventuality in question is not necessarily a sermangument.

We thus get three distinct but overlapping categories. |iemoles are a proper subset of the semantic roles.
Thematic roles are necessarily filled by semantic argumentsve maintain a version of the second clause
of the Theta Criterion, which states that theta roles arigaed to arguments (see section 5.1). However, we
explicitly mean thematic roles to restrict semantic argoteewhereas the Theta Criterion concerns syntactic
arguments. We do not maintain the first clause of the Theti@mn, since not all semantic arguments bear
a thematic role. Lastly, it is possible for a semantic argointe bear neither a thematic role nor a semantic
role. Thus, we do not have to make up a junk semantic role iomtd host the propositional complement of a
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raising verb, such as the somewhat strained ‘In’ functiat Barsons (1995: 644) proposes in his analysis of
the propositional complement btlieve

Turning to a specific example, consider the interpretatio{®8) for the sentence in (91). The lexical entry
for the main predicate in (91) is given in (92):

(92) Kim kissed Robin in Helsinki yesterday.
(92) Ay Az de.[kiss(e,z,y) ANAGENT(e) = z A THEME(e) = y]

(93) Je.kiss(e, kim, robin) N AGENT(e) = kim A THEME(e) = robin A PLACE(e) = helsinki A
TIME(e) = yesterday

We assume standard existential closure of the event varialthe termse, kim androbin are all semantic
arguments okiss. The thematic roles AENT and THEME specify the roles ire played bykim androbin.
Lastly, R.ACE and TiME are semantic roles that reflect the semantic contributibtissoadjunctsn Helsinki
andyesterday

Example (91) has already illustrated two paradigmaticinsts of what we consider to be semantic roles
that are not thematic roles: the time and place of an evenentaalities are grounded in space/time, but
languages in general do not treat these coordinates as angsim- they are typically left implicit. BOURCE
and Rs0AL are similarly semantic roles. We do not make a principletirdi§on here between time, place
and manner adjuncts on the one hand, asd#Rceand Rs0AL on the other. However, there is perhaps good
motivation for such a distinction. Time, place and manngurats can be freely added to any eventuality,
whereas BOURCEand Rs0OAL are restricted to eventualities with a perceptual dimendiwrthermore, there
are specific lexical restrictions orsBURCEand Rs0AL. The verbverkain Swedish does not allow the overt
expression of a ®0AL in many dialects (see (45) above). Also, thed®RCEof the verbtyckascannot be
expressed as a copy raising subject, only p&-2P:

(94) a. Dettycks paTomsomomhanhargivit upp.
it seem®onT. as if he hasgivenup

"Tom seems as if he has given up.’

b. * Tomtycks somomhanhargivit upp.
T. seemsas if he hasgivenup.

PsoURcE and RsoALs thus differ from time, place and manner adjuncts in thait tfistribution and form
are lexically restricted. This distinction is not directlevant here, and so we will not try to invent any new
terminology to reflect the two types of semantic role. We alsserve that the foURCEand RGOAL roles can
be classified together with the roladTRUMENT, exemplified by the English instrumentaith-phrase, such
aswith a knife An instrumentalvith-phrase is a syntactic adjunct, which does not correspoadstamantic
argument, but which bears the semantic rod s TRUMENT. In this respect it is similar to time, place and
manner expressions, but likessBURCEand RGOAL, INSTRUMENT is restricted in that it cannot appear freely
with just any eventuality.

Abstracting away from certain complications that we expliarsubsequent sections, we derive the meaning
in (95b) for the copy raising example in (95a) and the meainir{§6b) for the related perceptual resemblance
example in (96a) (the functiomural in (96b) is discussed in section 6.3):

(95) a. Johnseems to me like he's upset.

b.  3s.seem(s, upset(john)) A PSOURCHs) = john A PGOAL(s) = speaker
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(96) a. John sounds to me like he'’s upset.

b.  3s.sound(s, aural(john), upset(john)) A PSOURCHSs) = john A PGOAL(s) = speaker

This further illustrates the distinctions that we have adjfor. The complements of the raising verb and the
perceptual resemblance verb are treated as arguments eéihe but they are not restricted by a semantic
role. The semantic role$DURCEIn the copy raising example (95) is filled by the subject'satation,john,

but the subject is not a semantic argument of the copy raignl, since its denotation does not occupy a
slot in the verbal relation. Copy raisirsgemnis therefore just like standagkem a function that takes a state
argument and a propositional argument. This points to desulmderstanding of the semantics of raising and
control, which we develop in section 6. The semantic rad®BRCEIn the perceptual resemblance example
(96) is filled by a sensory aspect of the subject's denotatienal(john). Therefore, the denotation of the
subject is not directly a semantic argument of the percépdsamblance verb either, although its denotation
does serve as an argument to an argument of the PRV. Notentbath cases, thougliphnis occupying a
syntactic argument position of subjedbhnis therefore a syntactic argument to both the copy raisimig aad

the perceptual resemblance verb, but is not a semantic &mfuim either. The other semantic roles®aL,
picks out the speaker, where this information is contribig the modifieto me which is a syntactic adjunct
and not a semantic argument.

5.3 Summary

We have argued in previous sections that the notion of paraégource is crucial for solving the puzzle of the
absent cook and thgé puzzle. The present section has concerned the status ostherZErole and also the
status of the BOAL role. The copy raising BOURCEIN not an argument in the sense of the Theta Criterion. It
is more similar to a thematic relation in the sense of Dow88@) or Parsons (1990, 1995), but by separating
the notion of thematic role from the notion of semantic argaitmwe achieve a more satisfactory semantics for
copy raising and perceptual resemblance, in which the xpietive subject is not forced to be thematic and
the propositional complement does not have to be assignetharwise unmotivated thematic function. In this
context, BOURCEand RGOAL are two instances of a more generalized notion of themadts ravhich we call
semantic roles.

All of this points to a potentially interesting conclusiofihe copy raising verbseem/appear/verkand
the perceptual resemblance verbs all crucially involveggtion. Perception in turn must involve a perceiver
(PcoaL) and something that is perceivedd®URCE. However, these perceptual participants are not neces-
sarily encoded as thematic arguments, despite their ¢ealteain the semantics of perception. In the case of
copy raising verbs, neither the perceiver nor the sourcefgption is an argument. In the case of perceptual
resemblance verbs, the source of perception can be ang@tdargument, but the perceiver is still realized
as an adjunct. It might, at first blush, be surprising thahstare aspects of eventualities are not more tightly
integrated into the semantics of the predicates that deheteventualities. However, it is perhaps much less
surprising when we think of temporal and locational aspebtventualities. The semantics of the vast majority
of predicates is such that they involve a time and place,Hisitimformation is typically purely implicit and is
only realized explicitly in modifiers. The perceiver and #mirce of perception are similarly integral to these
kinds of events and are similarly not necessarily tied taargnts and can instead be realized as modifiers.
Thus, BOURCE and BS0ALS are entailed participants in perceptual states and thepaaallels between per-
ceptual sources/goals and temporal and locative modiffergemtualities. However, it was pointed out above
that there are also differences between time and place @djon the one hand andsBuRCEand RGOAL on
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the other. Specific verbs and classes of verbs can specifthet@nd how they express their perceptual sources
and goals. This is captured in our analysis by referencestodRCeand Rs0AL in the lexical entries of the
verbs. We make the standard assumption that modifying egjanmes of time, place and manner are added by
some more general mechanism and are not specified lexically.

6 Formal analysis

We hope that we have been sufficiently clear in our informaépntation that the empirical generalizations and
the solutions to the two puzzles are already apparent. Wanai present a formal analysis that will capture
the key points, but which leaves certain details aside. @alyais builds on the work of Asudeh (2002, 2004)
and some further details can be found therein, although tbsept analysis makes considerable innovations.
A particular factor that we leave aside, and that Asudehudises in some depth, is the syntactic and semantic
contributions of the prepositiorlike andas and by extension Swedistom in copy raising and expletive
examples, although we will present aspects of their syritakdannot be avoided. Our analysis is formalized
in Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG; Kaplan and Bresnan 1®#2snan 2001, Dalrymple 2001) with Glue
Semantics (Glue; Dalrymple 1999, 2001).

The section is organized as follows. We first present theagyait raising and copy raising, with particular

reference to functional structures in LFG. We then turn teemt semantics analysis of the facts discussed in
sections 2-5. We first discuss the core semantics of coppgaisrbs, setting POURCE and Rs0ALS aside.
We show that the semantics of copy raising reveals a finengglasemantic space for control and raising. We
then investigate the semantics d®URCEand Rs0AL in some detail and show how our analysis solves the
pa puzzle and the puzzle of the absent cook. Lastly, we preseanalysis of the semantics of perceptual
resemblance verbs and consider its further implications.

6.1 Syntax

We do not show c(onstituent)-structure trees for raising eopy raising, because these are rather straight-
forward (see Asudeh 2004). English fintteat-complements are analyzed as closed CP complements, with
the subject of the raising verb realized as an explativeBuilding on work by Maling (1983), Heycock
(1994) and Potsdam and Runner (2001), Asudeh (2002, 204¢sithat the complement phrases in copy
raising are predicative PPs, headedikg or as We make standard assumptions about the syntax of raising in
f(unctional)-structures (Bresnan 1982). In particulag, assume that raising involves functional control of an
open complement’s subject by the raised subject. Followisgdeh, we similarly treat copy raising verbs as
functionally controlling thdike/as-complement’s subject. Thus, quite apart from the relatigmbetween the
copy raising subject and the copy pronoun, copy raisings/anmolve raising of the subject of the predicative
like/ascomplement. Perceptual resemblance verbs similarlg this subject of thelike/as-complement. The
distinction between copy raising verbs and perceptuahnbtance verbs rests on the fact that the latter do not
require a copy pronoun, which is further related to the detttcompositional roles played by subjects of the
two verb classes. This is captured through lexical diffeesnin semantic composition to which we return in
section 6.3.

The following sentences are assigned the f-structuresatelil (leaving various irrelevant details aside),
where more than one sentence type may correspond to a sisglefure type (at this level of detail):
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(97)

(98)

Subject-to-subject raising

a.

b.

C.

Infinitival complement

Kim seems to have left.
Kim verkarha akt.
K. seemshavelNF left
‘Kim seems to have left.

Predicative complement

Kim seems crazy.

Kim verkartokig.
K. seemscrazy

F-structure (underspecified) for subject-to-subjeisimg:

PRED ‘seem’

SUBJ PRED ‘Kmf}—
PRED

XCOMP
SUBJ

Copy raising and perceptual resemblance

a.

True (non-expletive-subject) copy raising

Tom seems like he is cooking.

Tom verkarsomom hanlagar mat.
T. seemsas if he makesood

‘Tom seems as if he’s cooking.’

Perceptual resemblance

Tom looks like Fred is late again.

Tina smells as if Fred must have brought his smelly dogiach
Tom ser ut somom Fredarsenigen.

T. looksoutas if F. islateagain.

‘Tom looks as if Fred is late again.’

Tinaluktar somom Fredhar varit har medsinillaluktande hundnu igen.

T. smellsas if F. hasbeenherewith hisbad.smellinglog nowagain.

‘Tina smells as if Fred has been here with his smelly dog again

Expletive variants of copy raising and perceptual redande

It seems like Tom is cooking.

Det verkarsomom Tomlagar mat.
It seemsas if T. makesood

‘It seems as if Tom is cooking.’

It smells like Tom is cooking.

25
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iv. Detluktar somomTomlagar mat.
It smellsas if T. makesood

‘It smells as if Tom is cooking.’

d. F-structure (underspecified) for copy raising and pdt@pesemblance, including both non-
expletive-subject and expletive-subject variants:

PRED ‘seem/look/smell’
SUBJ {1
]
PRED ‘like/as’ -‘
SUBJ
XCOMP
COMP {}
PTYPE CLAUSAL-COMPAR

(99) Thatcomplement

a. Itseems that Tom has left.
b.  F-structure (underspecified):

PRED ‘seem’

PRONTYPE EXPLETIV
SUBJ

FORM IT

_COMP [ . }

The f-structure in (97) shows the standard LFG treatmentbjest-to-subject raising as equality between the
raisedsuBJand thesuBJof an open complementcomp (Bresnan 1982). We assume that this is the syntax
for raising from an infinitival or predicative complementiath English and Swedish. Detailed f-structures for
three examples are presented in the appendix.

In (98), we show the f-structure for copy raising and pergajptesemblance, including expletive variants, in
both English and Swedish. As far as the outermost f-straatarresponding to the matrix clause is concerned,
f-structure (98) is identical to (97); that is, there is adtional equality between thgusJ of the raising verb
and thesuBJ of its like/ascomplementomp (complement). This has two immediate consequences. First,
the syntax of copy raising and perceptual resemblance ishisranalysis, just the syntax of raising from
a predicative complement. In both cases there is a fundtmorgrol equality between the matrix subject
and the complement’s subject. Second, copy raising ancgeptral resemblance are treated as syntactically
identical, which accounts for their identical subcateggtion capabilities, as explored in section 2. The two
key differences between these two verb types are 1) whetb@pypronoun is necessary in the complement,
2) the interpretation of the subject and 3) subtle diffeemnio the semantics of the perceptual source. These
are captured as lexical differences in the semantics of cajgyng and perceptual resemblance; the lexical
distinctions are discussed further in section 6.3.

The xcomp complement in (98) contains the further information tha MREPOSITIONTYPE is
CLAUSAL-COMPARATIVE; we assume that thisTYPE is contributed by the prepositiorike, as andsom
when they take full clausal complements. Two further comisiare in order about (98). First, it is important
to realize that we treat the expletive and non-expletivéamds as equally involving raising of the subject of
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thelike/agsomcomplement. In particular, expletive subjects of copgiraj and perceptual resemblance verbs
are raised from the complement and not generated in matjesiposition (see Horn 1981: 353-356 for evi-
dence of expletive raising in copy raising). Second, we grdwedishrsomwith like andasand treat Swedish
expletive examples as having the same syntax as English bioggever, since theom oncomplement is for
most speakers of Swedish the only way for a raising verb tobteenwith an expletive subject and a finite
clause, it might be that the syntax of Swedish expletive gtasis more like that of (99), thbat-complement
case. This would be somewhat surprising, though, given éneml similarity of meaning and complementa-
tion possibilities between Englidtke/asand Swedislsom Furthermore, some Swedish speakers do produce
complements toerka(‘'seem’) that are headed by the complementaef'that’), which is the complementizer
used with propositional attitudes. It is a reasonable apsiomthat thesatt-complements have the syntax in
(99) and thasomcomplements have the syntax in (98).

The pa-PP ando-PP adjuncts, in Swedish and English respectively, camtito theApJ(UNCT) gram-
matical function of the verb they modify:

(100) PP adjuncts

a. ltseems to me like Kim has left.

b. DetverkarpaKim somom Tom har akt.
It seemsonK. as if T. hasleft

~‘Kim gives the impression that Tom has left.

(101) PRED ‘seem’

PRED ‘to/on’

ADJ
OoBJ [ . }

The value ofabJ is a set containing all of an item’s adjuncts (Kaplan and Baes1982).

Lastly, it is important to avert a potential misunderstaugdiere. According to this syntactic analysis, there
is a standard syntactic raising relationship between tipy caising verb and itke/ascomplement. This
is captured in LFG through a functional equality betweenrttarix copy raising verb'susJjand thesuBJ
of the like/ascomplementxcomp. It is what allowslike/ascomplements to be subsumed, from a syntactic
perspective, by the general class of predicative compléndiowever, this does not have the consequence
that only subjects can be copy pronouns, a position whichave Brgued against explicitly. The copy pronoun
is not the raisedsuBJ of the like/ascomplement. Rather, the copy pronoun is embedded somevims&de
the comp (complement) of théike/ascomplement. Following Asudeh’s analysis, there is noagtit raising
relationship between the copy raising subject and the comyqun: it is an anaphoric relationship.

For example, consider (102) and (103):

(102) Tom seems like he hurt Bill again.
(103) Tom seems like Bill hurt him again.

In both (102) and (103)Tomis the raised subject that is simultaneously $usJ of the matrix verb and the
suBJ of the verb’slike-complementxcomp. In neither case iFomthe copy pronoun. In (102), the copy
pronoun is the subject of the complement of tike-complement (i.e., the raising verlx&ompP’s comMP's
SuBJ), but in (103) the copy pronoun is the object of the completoéthe like-complement (i.e., the raising
verb’sXxCOMP's COMP's 0BJ). The copy pronoun could be yet more deeply embedded, whiphedicted by
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the anaphoric binding relationship between the copy-tassibject and the copy pronoun. As mentioned in
section 2.1, the less permissive dialect that requiresdpg pronoun to be the subject of the complement of
like/ascan be captured lexically by restricting the anaphoric traitg contributed by the copy raising verb
such that it targets only thecomp comp suBJof the copy raising verb.

6.2 Semantics
6.2.1 Types
We adopt an event semantics (Davidson 1967, Higginboth&88,11885, Parsons 1990, Kratzer 1995, 1996,

2003, Landman 2000) in which verbs have an implicit eveitiuatgument, where the set of eventualities is
the union of the set of events and states, following Bach 11.98Ve will not spell out our entire logic, but
rather the basic type theory (104) and the denotations df/fies (105):
(104) 1. e, t, 0, &, andy are types.

2. If o andr are types, thekp, 7) is a type.

3. Nothing else is a type.

(105) . The domaim, of ¢ is the set of individuals).
. The domairD; of t is the set of proposition® (W) (the power set of the set of worlds).
. The domairD, of g is the set of events;.

1

2

3

4. The domainD,, of ¢ is the set of statesl.

5. The domainD. of ¢ is the set of eventualites, U V.
6

. The domain of a functional type, 7) is the set of all functions fron®,, into D..
We adopt the following conventions for variables:

(106) 1. For any type, v,, v, v, ... aretypes variables.

. x, y, z are typee variables over individuals.

. P, Q are type(e, t) variables over properties.

. e, e, e’ ... aretype variables over events.

2

3

4. p, q are typet variables over propositions.

5

6. s,s’,s”,... aretypa) variables over states.
7

. 5,8, 8", ... aretyp€, t) variables over state properties.

Note that we assume an intensional type theory without ttemgional types of, e.g., Montague (1973). The
base type stands for propositions rather than truth values (van Bamth988, 1991).

As discussed in section 5.2, we treat a verb as a relationamthaventuality argument and places for its
arguments, as in Davidson (1967) and Dowty (1989). We tie&natic roles as further restrictions on the
nature of these arguments. The vkitsserves as an example:

(107)  Ay.Az.Xe.[kiss(e,z,y) AN AGENT(e) = z A THEME(e) = y]
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The verb takes two individual-type argumentsand y, and one event argument, The AGENT of ¢ is
restricted to be: and the THEME of e is restricted to be. We have defined the domain of typas the power
set of the set of worlds. We therefore defineand= in set-theoretic terms as follows (note that ‘in the
meta-language is standard equality):

1. For expressions, 8 such thafla], [8] € Dy, [a A 8] = [o] N 5]

2. Wherex, § are of any type[a = j] is the set of worldsv such thafa]* = [5]".

6.2.2 The core semantics of copy raising verbs and its impkdions

The basic meaning term that we assign copy raising verb®inribn-expletive subject subcategorization (i.e.,
true copy raising) — leaving asidesBurRcEand RsoAL for the moment and usingeemto also stand for
appearand Swedislverka(‘'seem’) — is as follows:

(108)  AP.M\z.As.seem(s, P(z))

The lambda term’s first argumen®, is the property contributed by the predicatlike/as/sorrcomplement,
the second argument, is the copy raising verb’s subject and thargument is the verb’s state argument.

The core lexical meaning of the copy raising verb is the finmcteern, which is a two-place function of
type (t, (¢, t)); in other words, the copy raising verb denotes a functiomfeostate and proposition into a
proposition. Around this core meaning is built a lambda ténat specifies how theeem function finds its
arguments compositionally. The lambda term is of type ¢) , (e, (¢, t))) and captures the behaviour of the
copy raising verb at the syntax—semantics interface. Aergblerspective on this is that the functiesem is
not obtainable from the lambda term (108)#yeduction. The copy raising verb is thus exceptional irt tfsa
behaviour at the syntax—semantics interface does nofpaaastly reflect its semantics.

The propositional argument to the copy raising verb is qoettd in composition from application of
the like/as/sorrcomplement’s function to the denotation of the copy rajssubject. Thus, again leaving
aside BouRrcEand Rs0AL for the moment and abstracting away from a fuller analysithefike/as/som
complement (see Asudeh (2004: 383-386) for one possiblgsasiathe meaning for the examples in (109) is
(110)12

(109) a. Johnseems/appears like/as if/as though he is.upset

b.  Johnverkarsomomhanarupprord.
J. seemsas if he is upset

(110)  3Is.seem(s, upset(john))

The result of semantic composition is that, other than thentality argument, copy raising has a single,
propositional argument, although this arises in compmsifirough the application of the property contributed
by the copy raising verb’s complement to the non-expletogycraising subject. However, the subject is not a
semantic argument of the functieeemn inside the lambda term, because this function is evaluaitdrespect

to only two arguments, the state argumerdand the propositional argumenpset(john); neither of these
arguments is the individual-type denotation of the subject

12We make the standard assumption that the eventuality amjuisi®y default existentially closed. There are a number ajsmo
formalize this in Glue Semantics. Perhaps the most strifaigtérd is to allow verbs to optionally contribute a meanaamstructor of the
form AR.3v:[R(v:)] : (1o EVAR) —o 15) —o 1o, WhereEVAR is the verb’s event argument resource. Alternatively a rewctiral
rule could be introduced for event closure.
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Subject-to-subject raisingeem/appear/verkavhich are exemplified in (112) below, are assigned the basic
lexical meaning term in (111), in this case leaving asideRhe@URCEthat is also lexically associated with the
verb’s entry (we return to the issue o§BURCEfor this subcategorization in section 6.2.5).

(111)  Ap.As.seem(s,p)
(112)  Subject-to-subject raising (infinitival or predigatcomplement)

a. John seems/appears to be upset.
b. John seems/appears upset.

c. Johrnverkarvara upprord.
J.  seemsbelNF upset
‘John seems to be upset.’

d. Johnverkarupprord.
J. seemaupset

The function forseem/appear/verkia (111) composes with a state argumentnd a propositional argument,
p. It does not compose with an argument corresponding to lgest) contrasting with the compositional
semantics of copy raising in (108). However, just like cogigingseem, this seem function is a typ€t, (v, t))
function.

We next turn to subcategorizations sdem/appear/verkaith expletive or idiom chunk subjects. Glue
Semantics is based on an architectural assumption of asgeddthough tightly related) syntax and semantics,
as in the Correspondence Architecture of LFG (Kaplan 198891Asudeh 2006, Asudeh and Toivonen 2008).
String well-formedness is handled by an independent syf@aX.FG syntax in this case). A commutative
logic, linear logic (Girard 1987), handles semantic coniims This means that the lack of semantic content
of the expletive can be represented directly: the expletdes not contribute a Glue meaning constructor. The
distribution of expletives is handled by the syntax and thgletive is not interpreted. A proof for example
(113) is shown in (114).

(113) John said it rained.

ApAzAe.say(e,x,p) 1 1y —o jo —o event. —o S e/ [rain(e’)] : 1y

(114) —og
john : j Az Xe.say(e, z,3e [rain(e’)]) : jo —o event. —o s

—og
Ae.say(e, john,3e' [rain(e’)]) : event. —o s
Event3-clos.

Je[say(e, john, 3e' [rain(e')])] : s

There is no expletive term in this proof.
Subcategorizations seem/appear/verkaith expletive or idiom chunk subjects, as in (115), therefalso
have the meaningin (111).

(115) a. Subject-to-subject raising with expletive/idiohunk subject

i. Itseemed to be raining.
ii. There seemed to be a problem.

iii. The cat seemed to be out of the bag.
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iv. Detverkaderegna.
It seemedainINF

‘It seemed to rain.’

v. Tarningerverkarsomom denarkastad.
dieDEF seemsas if it is cast
‘The die seems as if it is cast.’

b. Thatcomplement
i. Itseems that John is upset.
c. Expletive-subject copy raising

i. Itseem/appears like/as if/as though John is upset.

i. Detverkarsomom Johnarupprord.
It seemsas if J. isupset

ii. It seems/appears like/as if/as though there is a prable

v. There seems/appears like/as if/as though there is dgmob
v. The cat seems/appears like/as if/as though it is out dbdge

In other words, all subcategorizationssefem/appear/verkaher than non-expletive-subject copy raising share
the meaning in (111), whether their subjects are raisedadizesl as expletives.

Therefore, all of the examples in (112) — including their letpe alternants in (115b) and (115¢) —
receive the following interpretation:

(116)  3Js.seem(s, upset(john))

The proposition in (116) is precisely the same, again lepA®OURCEand R0AL aside, as the one in (110)
for the related English and Swedish copy raising sentemd@$p). In sum, there is no ambiguity postulated in
the core lexical meaning of the various raising subcategtidns. There is just a single functieeemn of type
(t, (1, t)). However, the identical propositions in (110) and (1163@through different modes of composi-
tion. The non-expletive-subject copy raising subcategion of seem/appear/verkiauilds its propositional
argument up during composition, whereas other subcatag@mns compose directly with their propositional
argument.

Asudeh (2004: 388-391) shows that this difference in contiposcorrectly predicts Lappin’s (1984) ob-
servation (also see Potsdam and Runner 2001) that copggaisibs cannot take scope over their subjects,
unlike other raising verbs, which allow a wide/narrow-seambiguity:

(117)  No runner seemed like she was exhausted.
For no runner x, x seemed like x was exhausted. no > seem
* seent> no

(118) No runner seemed to be exhausted.
For no runner x, x seemed to be exhausted. no > seem
It seemed to be the case that for no runner x, x was exhausted. seent no

There is a valid linear logic proof for the wide scope quaetifieading of (117), as shown in Figure 1 on
page 33. There is no valid proof for the narrow scope quantifadings, as shown in Figure 2. In contrast,
there is both a valid proof for the wide scope quantifier regaif (118), as shown in Figure 3, and for its harrow
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scope quantifier reading, as shown in Figufé Zhe difference in composition between non-expletive-sabj
copy raising subcategorizations and other subcategmizadf the raising verbs in question is thus motivated
by scope differences.

The compositional difference in scope possibilities faeticopy raising versus other subcategorizations
can be understood more generally. A quantifier in Glue Seicghas the standard generalized quantifier type
{(e,t),{(e, t),t)), as shown in the following meaning constructér:

(119) APAQ.no(P,Q): (ve — 1) —o VX . (e — Xi) — X

The linear logic term(v. — 1) is the quantifier’s restriction, correspondingRoin the meaning language.
The linear logic term(a. — X;) is the quantifier's scope, corresponding@oin the meaning language. A
simple derivation for (120) is shown in (121).

(120)  No child frowned.

(121)  APAQ.no(P,Q): child :
(ve —o 11) — VX.(c. —0 Xi) — X; Ve —© Ty frown :
AQ.no(child, Q) : VX .(ce. — X;) —o X, T o f

no(child, frown) : f; —oe,Ve[f/X]

In (121), the quantifier composes with its restriction anghtitomposes with its scope. In composing with
the scope, the variabl& is instantiated to the scope’s resource. This variablamittion allows for scope
underspecification and compact representation of scopégaitb(Dalrymple et al. 1999, Crouch and van
Genabith 1999, van Genabith and Crouch 1999, Dalrymple 2001

Any (e, t) linear logic term of the forn, — ¢; can serve as the quantifier’'s scopg, — X;, so long
asf. anda, are the same linear logic term and substitutes fak,;. Thus, in Figures 1 and 2, either the term
re —o 8 (which can be constructed from the term for the copy raiserpand a discharged assumption, as in
Figure 1) or the term, — ¢; (which is the term for the copy raising verb’s complement)idan principle
serve as the scope of the quantifier. However, if the compi¢teemr, — ¢, serves as the scope, then both
the copy raising verb and the quantifier are seeking to coaghm single resource that corresponds to this
term. This leads to proof failure, given the resource seitgiof linear logic (Girard 1987, Dalrymple 1999),
as shown in Figure 2. Thus, linear logic composition enthits the only possibility is for the quantifier to
scope wide, consuming —o s; as its scope. In contrast, the term for the other subcategt@ans of raising,
as seen in Figures 3 and 4, does not contain the termo ¢;. Therefore, the quantifier can either consume
re —o e, taking narrow scope with respect to the raising verb (asgar€ 4), or it can consume, — s,
taking wide scope with respect to the raising verb (as in f&i@).

We can state the following theorem with respect to scope ire@Gemantics:

(122)  Glue Scope Theorem:
If a functor takes a typex, — ¢, argument, then that argument cannot also serve as the stape o
quantifier.

This theorem entails that, in true copy raising, the sulgétthe copy raising verb must take wide scope with
respect to the verb.

13The lambda term for the copy raising verb has been curriedgiarés 1 and 2.
14The universal quantifiety, in the linear logic side is used only for scope underspetitin. The denotation of the quantifier in the
meaning language does not depend on the linear logic ualvers
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Az AP \s.seem(s, P(x)) : [Copy pronoun licensing]

1
re —o (re —o €) —o event. —o &

[y : 7]

—og .
APAs.seem(s, P(y)) : Az.3s'[ezhausted(s’, 2)] :

(re —o e;) —o event. —o s Te —0 €

As.seem(s,3s' [exhausted(s’, y)]) :

event. —o S Event

Js[seem (s, Is'[exhausted (s', y)])] : s F-clos.
—oT,1

Ay.3s[seem(s, 3¢’ [exhausted(s', y)])] : no(runner) :
Te —© S¢ VX.(T’Q —0 Xt) —0 Xt

—0g&,

Vels/X]

no(runner, \y.3s[seem (s, s’ [exhausted(s’, y)])]) : st

Figure 1: Valid proof for copy raising with wide-scope sutije

[Copy pronoun licensing]

Az APAs.seem(s, P(x)) : Az.3s'[exhausted(s’, z)] : no(runner) :
[y:r]" 1o —o (re — €) —o event. —o s Te —o € VX.(re — X;) — X¢

&
AP Xs.seem(s, P(y)) : no(runner, \z.3s'[exhausted(s’, z)]) : Vele/X]

(re — et) —o event, —o st e

Fail

Figure 2: No valid proof for copy raising with narrow-scopbpgect

Ay.3s [ezhausted(s', y)] :

o
ApAs.seem(s,p) : [z 7e] Te —© €

e, —o evenl, —o 8 3s'[exhausted(s’, z)] : e

—o¢

As.seem (s, Is'[exhausted(s', )]) : event. — st gyont
ds[seem (s, 3s'[exhausted(s', z)])] : s iclols' no(runner) :

Az.3s[seem (s, s [exhausted (s, z)])] : 1o — 8¢ VX.(re — X;) — X;

—0&,

Vels/X]

no(runner, \z3s[seem (s, 3s'[exhausted (s, z)])]) : s

Figure 3: Valid proof for subject-to-subject raising witlide-scope subject

Az.3s'[exhausted(s', )] no(runner) :
ApAs.seem(s,p) : Te =™ & VX.(re — Xi) — Xy _,,
e —o event, —o 8 no(runner, 3s'[ezhausted(s’, z)]) : e VelelX]

—og
As.seem(s, no(runner, 3s'[exhausted(s’, x)])) : event: — st gyen

Is[seem (s, no(runner, 3s'[exhausted(s', z)]))] : event, —o s, 3C10S:

Figure 4: Valid proof for subject-to-subject raising witarnrow-scope subject
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The compositional scheme for copy raising, repeated bek\ida3), is analogous to Asudeh’s (2005)
treatment of control verbs with a propositional argumembyen in (124)°

(123) AP.M\z.Xs.seem(s, P(z))
(124) APz Xe.try(e,z, P(x))

In control, as in copy raising, the resulting propositioagument is built out of a property and an individual
variable: the control verb applies the property’s functiorthe individual in composition. One of the conse-
guences of this composition scheme is that the wide scopertdfadlers relative to control verbs (Montague
1973, Dowty et al. 1981) is similarly predicted (Asudeh 20889-491). Asudeh (2005) shows that the very
same composition scheme can yield a property denotatiombgpplying the property to the controller. The
scope results still hold, though, because they are basely sl the verb composing separately with an indi-
vidual and a property, which holds true no matter whethetiegiion is taking place inside the verbal term or
not. The compositional treatment of wide-scope subjedtsus very general.

True copy raising categorizations of raising verbs thusesikammonalities with both control verbs and
‘canonical raising’ (i.e., raising verbs in subcategdias other than non-expletive-subject copy raising):

(125)  Ap.As.seem(s, p) canonical raising
(126) AP.M\z.\s.seem(s, P(z)) true copy raising
(127)  AP.\z.Xe.try(e,z, P(x)) control

In the term for canonical raising, the body of the verbal fimt contains two slots for semantic arguments.
One slot is occupied by the verb’s eventuality (state) argnins, and the other by the verb’s propositional
argumentp. In the term for true copy raising in (126), the body of thebadifunction also contains two slots
for semantic arguments. Both canonical raising and trug caiging therefore share the core meaning that is
the two-place functioseemdespite their differences with respect to mode of comosit

In contrast, the control verb meaning in (127) is a threegfanctiontry. The three arguments toy are
the eventuality (event) argument,the controller argument;, and the propositional argument corresponding
to the controlled complement, where this argument arisesiimposition through application éf to z. Thus,
with respect to their core meanings, true copy raising amdrobare distinct: the former denotes a two-place
function, whereas the latter denotes a three-place fumn¢far subject control). Where they are similar is
in how they compose with their arguments. In both cases,ambdla term built around the core meaning,
which specifies the verb’s mode of composition with its argats, takes the denotation of the subject as an
argument. Thus, although copy raising and control exprasstions of different arities in terms of their core
lexical meanings, they are united in applying to their satgién composition.

We thus see that for control and canonical raising, therdigha match between the arity of the function
that expresses the core verbal meaning and the number ahargsi taken by the lambda term that controls
composition. The lambda term for canonical raising in (1&&nposes with two arguments and the function
seem is a two-place function. The control verb composes withérmeuments and the functiery is a three-
place function. The lambda term for true copy raising, haveintroduces a mismatch between the number
of arguments taken by the lambda term for composition andahtimeber of arguments taken by the function
seem Like a subject control verb, true copy raising has compeg#s three things, corresponding to its

15Asudeh (2005) does not adopt event semantics and his mefanitrg therefore has no event variable. We have inserted one here fo
parity with the rest of our semantics.
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Semantics
Core meaning Mode of composition
Raising Control Raising Control
Canonical Expletive-Subject Non-Expletive-Subject Control
Raising Copy Raising Copy Raising
e.g. (112), (115a—b) e.g. (115c¢) e.g. (109)
Core Raising Semantics Hybrid Semantics Core Control Semantics
Ap.As.seem(s, p) AP Az As.seem(s, P(x)) AP Az Ne.try(e, z, P(z))

Figure 5: Semantics of control and raising

eventuality argument, its subject, and its predicative glement. However, like a canonical raising verb it
denotes a two-place function, where the propositionalment is built up out of the entity and the property
with which the term for true copy raising composes. The tevnmrue, non-expletive-subject copy raising thus
constitutes a kind of hybrid meaning, sharing an underlyirganing with canonical raising but having the
mode of composition of subject control.

The overall picture is summarized in Figure 5. This figurevghthat if we look at the semantics of control
and raising in two dimensions, according to core meaningusgmode of composition, there is generally a tight
correspondence between the two dimensions. However, @ging constitutes a hybrid semantic category,
having the compositional semantics of control, but the teianal semantics of raising.

6.2.2.1 Summary

We have situated the semantics of the true copy raising sedpmadzation of Englisiseem/appeasind Swedish
verkawithin the semantics of control and canonical raising. Wanskd that copy raising shares aspects of both
classic control and raising. True copy raising is like cohitn how it composes with its clausal complement:
the verb applies the functor corresponding to its complédrteean individual-type variable that corresponds
to one of its syntactic arguments — the non-expletive cojsing subject or the controller. Copy raising
is like canonical raising in that the result of the compasitis a proposition and this proposition is the sole
denotational argument other than the eventuality arguniétis also sheds further light on what is meant by
the claim that a copy raising subject is not a semantic argaiwfethe copy raising verb. The denotation of
the subject is not an argument of the functiaam. But, in the case of true copy raising, the propositional
argument ofseem is built up in composition using the denotation of the subj@te semantics of true copy
raising thus points to a subtler understanding of the géseraantics of control and raising in which issues of
composition must be teased apart from issues of denotation.

The mismatch between core meaning and mode of compositimagrcopy raising itself deserves further
study. One research question that arises is whether thimaiid could form the basis for an account of
why it is that certain speakers acquire grammars of copyngis which copy pronouns are not necessary,
which we called Dialect D in section 2.1. Perhaps these sgediave resolved the mismatch by assuming
an alternative denotatioseern’ that is a three-place function that takes the subject asqanrent. For these
Dialect D speakers, the semantics of copy raising would beeriike the semantics of control. It would then
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also be interesting to see if there are other speakers whe tesolved the mismatch in the opposite way,
by not allowing the subject in true copy raising as a compmsidl argument, thus having a single mode of
composition for both copy raising and canonical raisingve@iAsudeh’s analysis of copy raising based on
semantic composition, which we have adopted, the predidithat for such speakers true copy raising per se
would be entirely ungrammatical, since the licensing ofabpy raising subject rests on its compaosition in the
place of the copy pronoun and this in turn rests on the subjgiog a compositional argument of the lambda
term for true copy raising. These are the Dialect A speakexxrding to our classification in section 2.1. These
speakers would then be predicted to lack copy raising bulidav@xpletive-subject example#t Geems like
...). Such speakers could possibly also allow alternants @itm chunk subjects artiere-expletive subjects
(There seems like .),.depending on other lexical facts about their grammarsi@l 2004: 377-383).

6.2.3 The semantics of BOURCE and PGOAL
We define the semantic rolesBurCEas follows:

(128) PsOuURCEIis a partial function from eventualities into eventuabt@ individuals.
PSoOuRce: D. — (D. U D)

The uniqueness requirement osURCEfollows from its definition as a function: If an eventualitadha
PsoOURCE then it has only one foURCEdenotation.

We can now add the $bURCE information to the partial semantics for copy raising depeld in sec-
tion 6.2.2. A copy raising verb has the following interpteta (using English as the meta-language for both
English and Swedish):

(129) AP.M\z.As.seem(s, P(z)) A PSOURCHs) =, «

The copy raising verb composes its subject with the propsstyesponding to théke/agsomcomplement.
The copy raising verb also contributes adURCEand requires that its subject is the®URCE We curry this
term whenever convenient in proofs.

PsouRcEattribution involves a particular kind of equality, whicrewdefine as follows:

(130) Ifa andg have the same type, thén =, 3] = [o = (].
Otherwise]a =, d] is undefined.

Thus, = is a standard typed equality (Martin-Lof 1984, Turner 199897), which yields a kind of partial
equality. In particular, unlike standard equality, is undefined if two disjoint types are equated, rather than
false. This typed equality will play a role in our treatmehtertain key facts aboutd-PPs and the puzzle of
the absent cook.

English and Swedish copy raising sentences like those i) (EReive the interpretation in (132), leaving
aside a number of details, including tense, the interpoetaif like/agsom and the composition of the copy
raising verb’s complement. We leave aside the correspgridiear logic terms in our semantics for simplicity’s
sake. These can be reconstructed from the meaning terms, lgiden the Curry-Howard isomorphism. Full
Glue Semantics proofs for three examples are provided iagpendix.

(131) a. Tom seems like he is laughing.

b. Tomverkarsomom hanskrattar.
T. seemsas if he laughs
‘Tom seems as if he is laughing.’
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(132) )
APAzAs.seem(s, P(xz)) A PSOURCHS) =, Ay.Je[laugh(e, y) AN AGENT(e) = y]

tom Az As.seem(s, Je[laugh(e, z) A AGENT(e) = z]) A PSOURCHs) =, x

As[seem(s, Je[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom]) A PSOURCHS) =, tom]

ds[seem(s, Je[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom]) A PSOURCHs) =, tom)]

We make the standard assumption of existential closureettentuality variable in the absence of other
guantification.

PsourcEewas defined in (128) as a partial function from eventualitid@wever, allperceptuakventuali-
ties — eventualities involved in perceptual reports — muasteha source of perception, i.e. something that is
perceived. To capture this, we makedURCEa total function on perceptual eventualities:

(133) PsoURCEis a total function from perceptual eventualities into dvatities or individuals:
PSOURCE: P — (D. U D.), whereP is the set of perceptual eventualities ahd- D..

Perceptual eventualities must equally have a perceieerihat we have called ag®AL. We define BOAL
similarly to PSOURCE as a patrtial function on eventualities in general and aga tonction on perceptual
eventualities:

(134) RsoaL is a partial function from eventualities into individuals.
PGoAL: D, — D,
PGoAL is a total function from perceptual eventualities into induals:
PGoAL : P — D., whereP is the set of perceptual eventualities aAd- D..

The Rs0AL function returns only individuals, since only individualsn be perceivers.

PGoaLs now have to be added to our semanticsgam/appeaaindverka English can express thesPAL
as ato-PP adjunct and this can occur in all of the alternations we f@oked at. The interpretation taf in this
usage is shown in (135). A proof for example (136) is showrlBv{.

(135)  Az.AS.As.5(s) APGOAL(s) =z
(136) Tom seems to Mary like he is laughing.

(137)
tom  AzAP\s'.seem(s’, P(z)) A PSOURCHS') =, x

AP)s'.seem(s’, P(tom)) A PSOURCHs') =, tom Ay.3e[laugh(e, y)./\ AGENT(e) = y] mary AzASAs.S(s) APGOAL(s) =z

As'.seem(s’, Ie[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom]) A PSOURCHS') =, tom ASAs.9(s) A PGOAL(s) = mary

As.seem(s, Je[laugh(e, tom) N AGENT(e) = tom]) A PSOURCHs) =, tom A PGOAL(s) = mary

Is[seem(s, Je[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom]) A PSOURCH(s) =, tom A PGOAL(s) = mary]

Proof (137) is just proof (132) with the addition o6EBAL composition (modulo currying of the copy raising
term). Since BOAL is a function, we correctly predict the impossibility of liay two denotationally distinct
PGcoAL PP adjuncts:

(138) *Tom seemed tired to me to you.
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Since R0AL only returns individuals, we use simple equality in (13&}her than typed equality.

Swedish can expressGPAL as an object, in certain circumstances. It is standardlgipEswith the
infinitival raising verbtyckasand it is also possible for some speakers with the verka This was shown in
(45) and (46), which are repeated here:

(139) % Tomverkademig somom hanhadevunnit.
T. seemedme as if he had won

‘Tom seemed to me as if he had won.’

(140) Tomtycktes mig ha vunnit.
T. seemedne havelNF won

‘Tom seemed to me to have won.’

Since the Swedish®OAL is an object, it is inappropriate to extend the adjunct asialgf the Englisho-PP to
Swedishmigin (139-140). Instead, these could be added to the lexicalyributed meanings of the Swedish
verbs themselves, equivalently to how thed®RCEcontributed by a non-expletive copy-raised subject was
treated in (129). The meanings for Swedish copy raisieda (for speakers who allow the objectGBAL)
would be (141) and the meaning for standard raisyregasandverkawould be (142):

(141)  Ay.AP.A\z.As.seem(s, P(z)) A PSOURCHS) =, x A PGOAL(s) =y
(142)  Az.Ap.As.seem(s,p) A PGOAL(s) =z

Notice that these meanings reflect the differing modes ofpamsition for copy raising and infinitival raising
that were motivated in section 6.2.2 and the fact theltas which is not a copy raising verb, does not lexically
contribute a BOURCE

We capture the requirement that all perceptual eventeslitave a BOURCEand a Rs0AL with the fol-
lowing meaning postulate:

(143) Vv.3v'320[v. € P — PSOURCKw:) =, v' Av' € (D, U D,) A PGOAL(v.) = 7]

This meaning postulate has consequences for the analysignefrue-copy-raising alternants of the raising
verbs concerned. In particular, the question arises as éthehthose alternants also denote perceptual eventu-
alities. This would be a welcome result, because it wouldmtleat the raising vertseem/appear/verk@denote
perceptual eventualities in general, rather than the topg caising alternant doing so exceptionally. Then this
meaning postulate should apply to the verbs in generalusotg the one alternant. In section 6.2.5, we present
empirical evidence from Swedish that impinges on this daesFirst, though, we present a solution to fite
puzzle.

6.2.4 A solution to thepa puzzle

The Swedislpa-PP adjunct contributes as®URCEto the eventuality that it modifies. We assigned the prepo-
sition pa in this use the following meaning:

(144)  Az.\S.As.5(s) A PSOURCHS) =;

Swedishpa-PPs are thus similar to English-PPs, except that they contribute adURCEinstead of a BOAL.

The ungrammaticality of Swedish copy raising withp@&PP adjunct — thepd puzzle — follows from
the presence of two$bURCE — one contributed by the copy raising verb and one contibby thepa-PP
adjunct. The relevant part of the semantic derivation fdb{lis shown in (146):
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(145) * TomverkarpaRobinsomom hanskrattar.
T. seemxonR. as if he laughs

(146) : :
As'AP.seem(s’, P(tom)) A PSOURCHs) =, tom ASAs.S(s) A PSOURCHs) =, robin

AsAP.seem(s, P(tom)) A PSOURCHs) =, tom A PSOURCKS) =, robin

The uniqueness requirement fos ®URCE blocks such cases: the specification of two denotatiodéatinct
PsouRcCEs cannot be satisfied, due te ®URCEdenoting a function.

6.2.5 Existential closure of BOURCE

We now return to the matter of whether the raising verbs thatibin copy raising always denote perceptual
eventualities or whether they do so only in their non-expéesubject copy raising alternants.

Evidence from Swedish suggests that the copy raising verkaalso denotes a perceptual eventuality in
its subject-to-subject raising alternant, i.e. when itdlions as a canonical raising verb. The cases of interest
are instances of subject-to-subject raisiegkawith a pa-PP, which speakers find quite odd:

(147) # MariaverkarpaJonashaskrattat.
M. seemsonJ.  behappy.

In subject-to-subject raising, the subject of the raisiegous not tied to the perceptual source interpretation,
since such sentences can be felicitous in the absence oftivediual in question (i.e., subject-to-subject raising
does not give rise to the puzzle of the absent cook). Examgl®) (s thus not ruled out because of ®RIRCE
clash betweeMaria andJonas

This otherwise puzzling data is explained if the verb has»astentially bound BOURCE The meaning
for (147) would then be:

(148)  dsdv[seem(s,e[laugh(e, jonas) A AGENT(e) = jonas|) A PSOURCHSs) =, v: A PSOURCHSs) =, jonas]

The subject-to-subject raising verb contributes the erisl closure of BouRcEand thepa-PP contributes
the PSOURCEjonas The existential closure is over an eventuality variabléypke c. Thus, in contrast to
copy raising and th@a-PP, which respectively require their individual-dengtsubject or complement to
be the BOURCE this existential closure treats the source of perceptoaraeventuality. Eventualities and
individuals belong to distinct domains in our theory. THere instantiation of the existential quantification
over v, must return an eventuality, which is clearly denotationdlktinct from the individual denotation for
jonas. Examples like (147) with an existentially closeddURCEas well as a-PP PsouRcEare therefore
also blocked by the uniqueness requirement s BRCE

The typed equality=., has another interesting consequence. By substitutidreiequality for BOURCE
in (148), we get:

(149) wv. =, jonas

As noted above, the existentially bound variabléhas types while jonas has typee. The typed equality is
defined such that if it evaluates distinct types the resuihdefined. Therefore, the relevant sub-proposition of
(148), shown in (150), has no truth value:

(150) ... A PSOURCHs) =; v- A PSOURCHS) =, jonas
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As a result, the interpretation (148) for sentence (147)waba@le lacks a truth value. The infelicity of (147)
is thus modelled as presupposition failure, which refleptsakers’ intuitions that the sentence is quite odd,
although not precisely false. In sum, although there is aoURCcEclash betweeiMaria andJonasin (147),
there is a BOURCECclash between the existentially bounddUrcEand thepa-PP PsOURCE Jonas

The Swedish data thus indicates thatkain general contributes ag®uRrRCEand denotes a perceptual
eventuality, not just in its true copy raising alternant. ti¢enot have direct evidence that English subject-to-
subject raising involves an existentially boungdd®RCE but it is reasonable to assume parity with Swedish,
given the lack of evidence to the contrary and given the gdremilarities between English and Swedish
raising. This leaves the matter of Englishenfappearwith thatcomplements. It is possible that in this
alternant the BoURCEis entirely absent. This is discussed further in the conatugsection 7).

Existential closure is further supported by felicitousletipe-subject sentences in the absent cook scenario:

(151) A and B walk into Tom’s kitchen. There’s no sign of Torat there are various things bubbling away
on the stove and there are several ingredients on the coaptarently waiting to be used.

a. Itseems that Tom is cooking.

b. Itseems like Tom is cooking.

c. DetverkarsomomTomlagar mat.
It seemsas if T. makedood
‘It seems as if Tom’s cooking.’

In this case, the PoURCEis the state of the kitchen. Expletive-subject copy raisérfglicitous in this scenario,
even though non-expletive-subject copy raising is not.

If we treat such expletive examples as having an existéntimund FSOURCE then we can maintain a
general perceptual semantics gmemn all alternations. We must, however, make the further mgdion that
the existential closure is obligatory in English explex@mples, but only optional in Swedish, since Swedish
allows apa-PP expression of thed®URCEto co-occur with an expletive subject, as in (56) and theofueiihng
example:

(152) DetverkarpaPersomom Mariaarglad.
it seemsonP. as if M. s happy

~‘Per gives the impression that Maria is happy.’

However, when th@a-PP is absent, as in (153), the existential closure is ofgliga Our analysis therefore
assigns the following Swedish sentence the same broagiatation as English (151b) above:

(153) Detverkarsomom Tomlagar mat.
it seemsas if T. makesfood

‘It seems as if Tom is cooking.’

Thus, expletive examples involve existential closure ef BBOURCE this operation is obligatory in English
and optional in Swedish.
In sum, the pattern of foURCEexpression in English and Swedish is as follows:

1. English and Swedish true copy raising: The non-explet@y-raised subject is thesBURCE

2. English and Swedish subject-to-subject raising: TeeBRCEis obligatorily existentially closed.
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3. Expletive subjects (including expletive-subject cogiging):

(a) English: The BouRcCEis obligatorily existentially closed.

(b) Swedish: The BouRcCEis optionally existentially closed.

One principal typological difference between the two laages with respect toddURCErealization lies in
whether existential closure of thesBURCEis obligatory or only optional in expletive examples. Thédence
for this difference came from another typological diffecenwhich is the capacity of Swedish to alternatively
express the POURCEIn apa-PP adjunct.

Some avenues for further research suggest themselves gudinit. The first concerns optional existen-
tial closure of BOURCEIn Swedish expletive examples. This is currently a stipotathat is descriptively
accurate, but not yet an explanation. In particular, whytlkat the existential closure is obligatory in subject-
to-subject raising but only optional in the expletive subase? The second issue for further research concerns
the status of BOAL. In the absence of other information (e.gtoaPP in English), the speaker seems to fill
the role of RBEOAL. However, it is a legitimate question whether this is an iém&nt, with the R0AL be-
ing equated in the semantics with the speaker index. Alteelg, the information that the speaker is the
PGoAL could be a presupposition or conventional implicaturehwlite RsOAL being existentially closed in
the semantics on a par wittsBURCE

We now turn to a formal analysis of the existential closurgesaturning first to subject-to-subject raising,
which involves existential closure of thesBuRCEin both English and Swedish; the interpretation is shown
in (154). We represent the core verbal semantics and theeaka closure separately, as this will facilitate
discussion of subcategorizations with expletive examipédsw.

(154) 1. Ap.As’.seem(s’, p)
2. AS.As.3v:[S(s) A PSOURCHS) =, ]

Recall that, in contrast to copy raising, subject-to-sabjaising takes a propositional complement that has
already combined with the raised subject. This again has teith the copy pronoun, but also underlies how
Asudeh (2004) derives the differing scopal behaviour ofycising and subject-to-subject raising (Lappin
1984), as discussed in section 6.2.2.

The equivalent English and Swedish subject-to-subjesimaisentences in (155) receive the interpretation
in (156):

(155) a. Tom seemed to laugh.

b. Tomverkadeskratta.
T. seemedaughINF
‘Tom seemed to laugh’

(156) :
ApAs’.seem(s’, p) Je[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom)|

As'.seem(s’, Je[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom]) ASAs.3v:[S(s) A PSOURCHES) =7 ]

As.Ju:[seem (s, Je[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom]) A PSOURCKS) =+ ]

ds3v[seem (s, Te[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom]) A PSOURCHSs) =+ ]

There is a perceptual source contributed in these sentdnaieiss precise identity is left unspecified beyond
that it is an eventuality: something is the source of peiioegnd that something is an eventuality. In this case,
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for example, it could be an event of Tom making some oral ndi#though the exact nature of thesBURCEis
left underspecified in subject-to-subject raising, themednetheless as®URCEcontributed by the verb. Thus,
we correctly capture that Swedish subject-to-subjecimgisannot occur with @a-PP due to the type conflict
betweenv. and the individual-type object of th@-PP, as discussed above in relation to example (147).

The last case to consider is that of occurrencese®m/appear/verkaith expletive subjects, whether
expletive-subject copy raising subcategorizations oewofubcategorizations. In English, this involves oblig-
atory existential closure and it is therefore equivalenth® subject-to-subject raising case. In Swedish, the
existential closure is only optional, since expletive epéaa can occur with or withoutga-PP. Example (157)
demonstrates English expletive examples and Swedishtaxpéxamples and their shared interpretation. Ex-
ample (158) demonstrates a Swedish expletive example Wl and its interpretation on the reading where
Tomandhanare co-referential.

(157) a. Itseems that Tomis laughing.
b. Itseems like Tom is laughing.
c.  Detverkar som om Tom skrattar.
dsJv.[seem (s, Te[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom]) A PSOURCHS) = ]

(158)  Det verkar pa Tom som om han skrattar.
Js[seem(s, Je[laugh(e, tom) A AGENT(e) = tom]) A PSOURCHs) =, tom)]

The interpretation of (157) is the same as the subjectdjestiraising case in (155-156). In particular, the
PsouURCEiIn both cases is existentially closed and is an eventudltig interpretation of (158) is the same as
the interpretation of (131a—b), shown in (132).

6.2.6 A solution to the puzzle of the absent cook

Let us now return to the puzzle of the absent cook to see howeamantics for BOURCESsolves the puzzle.
First, consider the scenario in which Tom is present and &theaitterances in (159a—c) by A to B is felicitous:

(159) A and B walk into Tom’s kitchen. Tom is at the stove dogmgnething, but exactly what is a little
unclear.

a. Tom seems to be cooking.
b. Itseems like Tom’s cooking.

c. Tom seems like he’s cooking.

Our semantics assigns the first two sentences@uRcEthat is filled by an existentially bound eventuality.
The impression is conveyed by some eventuality, presunthblgtate of the kitchen. In the last sentence, the
speaker is making the more specific claim that it is Tom whaiéssource of the perception. The ®URCE
function in this case returns the individual Tom and sinegeghbject denotes the individual Tom, the sentence
is true.

Now consider the scenario where Tom is absent, in which tpg caising sentence is no longer felicitous:
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(160) A and B walk into Tom’s kitchen. There’s no sign of Torat there are various things bubbling away
on the stove and there are several ingredients on the coaptarently waiting to be used.

a. Tom seems to be cooking.
b. Itseems like Tom’s cooking.

c. #Tom seems like he’s cooking.

In this scenario, the ®oURCEfunction cannot return Tom, because Tom is not present isttite that it applies
to. The likeliest actual ®oURCEin this scenario is the state of the kitchen, a typstate, and the expression
PSOURCHs) =, tom has to be evaluated with the first argument of typend the second of type Given our
definition of =, in (130), the result of evaluatingd®URCHs) =, tom with arguments of different types is
undefined. Therefore, the conjunctiegem(s, ...) A PSOURCHSs) =, tom cannot be assigned a truth value.
The presupposition that Tom is the®URcCEtherefore fails. This correctly predicts that the negatib(160c)

is equally infelicitous in this scenario, if thesBURCEIs the state of the kitchen or any other non-individual

type:
(161) #Tom doesn’t seem like he's cooking.

Our account thus solves the puzzle of the absent cook antd treainfelicity of copy raising in the absence
of perceptual evidence of the subject as presupposititurégiaccording to a simple Strawsonian notion of
presupposition failure as meaninglessness through laakroth value (Strawson 1950, 1964).

This contrasts with a scenario that we have not so far coresida which there is an individual present to
serve as a SOURCE but it is not the individual named in the sentence (and bond B know that the two
individuals are not the same):

(162) A and B walk into Tom’s kitchen. Robin is at the stoverdpsomething, but exactly what is a little
unclear. A and B recognize Robin and know that Robin is not.Tom

(163) Tom seems like he’s cooking.

In this scenario, our analysis treats an assertion of seatér63) as simply false. ThesBURCEis Robin,
not Tom, and since Robin and Tom are both of the same typehen BOURCHs) =, tom is defined as
robin = tom, which does not include the world of the scenario.

6.2.7 Summary

We have presented a semantics for the semantic rdes)RCEand RG0AL which treats both as partial func-
tions on eventualities (total functions on perceptual avelities). The non-expletive-subject copy raising
subcategorization cfeem/appear/verkaxically specifies that the copy raising subject is ttBRCE The
adjunctpa-PP in Swedish also contributes s®URCE Englishto-PP adjuncts contribute ag®aL. We
showed that our analysis provides solutions topgheuzzle and the puzzle of the absent cook.

One final feature of our semantics is that it explains angpligeling contrast between subject-to-subject
raising and copy raising. Namely, the classic equivaleratevden (164a) and (164b) in subject-to-subject
raising (Rosenbaum 1967) does not hold for copy raisinghass in (165)’

16This notion of presupposition is ultimately too simplistBeaver 1997, 2001), but situating our treatment in a moegaate theory
of presupposition would have taken us too far afield from #h&ral facts of the paper. It is obvious that such a refortianas possible.
1"We thank Pauline Jacobson (p.c.) for discussion of thessscasd for the examples in (165).
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(164) a. Bushseemed to control Congress.

b. = The Congress seemed to be controlled by Bush.

(165) a. Bushseemed as if he controlled Congress.

b. # Congress seemed as if Bush controlled them.

In (164a) and (164b), thed®URCEIs an existentially bound eventuality in both cases. Thistwes the
synonymy of the two cases, given that any event in which tral@xamines John is one in which John is
examined by the doctor. In contrast, (165a) and (165b) hastact PSOURCE: the BOURCEOf (165a) is
bush, whereas the SOURCEOf (165b) iscongress.

6.3 Perceptual resemblance verbs

Perceptual resemblance verbs pattern similarly to comingi but recall that a key difference is that the
perceptual resemblance verbs do not require a copy prondheir complements:

(166) a. Tinalooks/sounds/smells/feels/tastes likéfas though Chris has baked sticky buns.

b. Tinaser ut /later /luktar / kanns/ smakasomom Chrisharbakat kladdkaka.
T. looksout/ soundd smells/ feels /tastes as if C. hasbakedsticky cake

‘Tina looks/sounds/smells/feels/tastes as if Chris h&sthasticky cake”.

The difference with respect to copy pronouns is reflecteitddly: perceptual resemblance verbs, unlike true
copy raising, do not contribute a manager resource (Asu@6h)2they therefore do not need to consume a
pronoun in their complement for successful compositiortetms of the semantics we have been developing
here, this basically boils down to mode of composition. Acggtual resemblance verb states that its subject is
the PSOURCEand composes with its complement without the requiremexttitie subject compose in place of
a copy pronoun.

There is another important difference between copy raigmhs and perceptual resemblance verbs. Namely,
the latter restrict the nature of thesBURCEto an appropriate perceptual dimension as follows:

(167) look: wisual is a partial function{D. U D.) — D, that returns the visual aspect of its argument
(i.e., the argument’s look).

sound aural is a partial function(D. U D.) — D., that returns the aural aspect of its argument
(i.e., the argument’s sound).

smelt olfactory is a partial function(D. U D,) — D,, that returns the olfactory aspect of its argu-
ment (i.e., the argument’s smell).

feel tactile is a partial function(D. U D.) — D, that returns the tactile aspect of its argument
(i.e., the argument’s feel) .

taste gustatory is a partial function(D. U D.) — D., that returns the gustatory aspect of its argu-
ment (i.e., the argument’s taste).

The interpretation of the verdound for example, is:

(168)  Ap.Az.As.sound(s, aural(PSOURCH3S)), p) A PSOURCHs) =, «
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The verbsounddenotes a function on the aural aspect of isOBRCE (i.e., the BOURCES sound) and the
verb’s complement. This was anticipated by Rogers (1978:a&discussed in section 4. The subject of the
perceptual verb is not a direct semantic argument of the &atbis therefore not a true thematic argument.
Instead, a link is established between the relevant seasmgct of the subject and the ®urRCEsemantic role
that is filled by the subject. This may explain why percepteaemblance verbs can have expletive subjects:
the subject of these verbs is not a true thematic grammditination.

Example (166) with the verboundor lata has the following interpretation (setting aside the dstaflthe
perception verb’s complement):

(169) 3Js.sound(s, aural(PSOURCH3S)),...) A PSOURCHS) =, tina
Perceptual resemblance verbs in both English and Swedishlsa occur with expletive subjects:

(170) a. Itsmells/looks/sounds/feels/tastes like Chaistbeen baking sticky buns.

b. Detser ut /later /[luktar /kanns/ smakarsomom Chrisharbakatkladdkaka.
It looksout/ soundd smells/ feels /tastes as if C. hasbakedsticky cake
‘It looks/sounds/smells/feels/tastes as if Chris has 8&dkacky cake”.

The interpretation for the case with a non-expletive suligethe one given in (168) above. In the case with
an expletive subject, thes®URCEis existentially closed and the interpretation is as in jlofice again using
soundas the exemplar. We continue to represent the core verbetidmrand the existential closure separately,
but they could be combined in one meaning term instead.

(171) 1. ApAs’.sound(s’, aural(PSOURCES')), p)
2. ASXs.3v-[S(s) A PSOURCHS) = v]

Example (170) with the verboundor lata has the following interpretation:
(172)  3sTv:[sound(s, aural(PSOURCH3S)),...) A PSOURCHS) =, v.]

A perceptual resemblance verb thus consistently denotdatéon between a perceptual aspect of 8©BRCE
and the verb’s complement, whether thed®RCEis a sensory aspect of the verb’s subject, as in (168), or is
an existentially bound eventuality, as in (171).

The existential closure is once again obligatory in Enghbshonly optional in Swedish, since the latter
allows apa-PP expressing thes®URCEto occur with expletive-subject perceptual-resemblamecbst®

(173) Detlater paTinasomom Chrisharbakat kladdkaka.
It soundonT. as if C. hasbakedsticky cake

~‘Tina sounds as if Chris has baked “sticky cake”.’

The interpretation of (173) is the same as (169), but thig tine BSoURCEis contributed by th@a-PP rather
than the perceptual resemblance verb’s subject. In alkcdise verb takes a function on itS®URCEas an
argument, whether thes®URcEitself is contributed by the verb (from its subject or throwxistential closure)
or is contributed by an adjunct. Even when the subject is qhetixe, the perceptual resemblance verb still
takes the BOURCES sensory aspect as an argument, although g@URcEitself is either existentially closed
or contributed by @a-PP adjunct.

18The verbdukta andsmakaoccur less frequently with p&-PP than the other perceptual resemblance verbs. Somesspaalem not
to like them at all, although many speakers find such exampigsoblematic. We think this is the same problem of consimsavas
discussed in connection with examples (15-16) in section 2.
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7 Conclusion

We have carried out a comparative study of copy raising in@&mmanic languages, English and Swedish. We
showed that there were strong similarities between the amguages, but also important differences. English
and Swedish both have adjuncts that encode different gaatits in a perceptual eventuality. English allows
expression of the goal of perceptiond®AL) in ato-PP and Swedish allows the expression of the source of
perception (Bourcp in a PP adjunct headed by the prepositi@n(‘on’). We argued that BouRcEand
PGOAL are not theta roles in the sense of the Theta Criterion. Wegsed a thematic theory in which thematic
roles are tied to semantic arguments, but in which not allesgim arguments necessarily bear a thematic role.
In particular, the propositional complement to raisingslnet bear a thematic role, thus avoiding the problem
of positing an unmotivated relation for this complement thidses in a neo-Davidsonian theory like that of
Parsons (1990, 1995). We also argued for a generalizedmetithematic role, which we called semantic
role and proposed thatd¥duRCEand ROAL are semantic roles. Copy raising thus motivates a somewhat
finer-grained distinction between semantic argumentslaaahatic relations than is commonly assumed.

Our formal analysis concentrated on the semantics of capyngpand other instances of the vedeenand
verka but we also extended the analysis to related perceptuahtdance verbsspund look, smell feel and
tastg. With respect to the adjuncts, the formal analysis cormreg¢ed on the Swedishd®uURcEadjunct, but also
extended the analysis to the Englisa@nL adjunct. We showed that, in terms of composition, copy mgiss
related to control, but that in terms of the meaning of theea@rbal relation, copy raising is indeed a form of
raising. No ambiguity is postulated for the functiesem, which is a two-place typét, (v, t)) function in all
subcategorizations of raising. Copy raising has a kind @fridymeaning term with commonalities to control
in its mode of composition and to raising in its core meaniflgis in turn reveals a subtler understanding of
the general semantics of control and raising and a subttiengtanding of the notion of semantic argument.

A puzzle, which we called thpa puzzle, arose concerning why the Swedi8hPP cannot occur in a true
copy raising sentence. We argued that this is because ottotirexpletive copy raising subject and HdePP
are contributing the source of perceptiosdRCE Although the BOURCEIs not an argument, it must be
uniquely specified, becauss®URCEis a function. Another puzzle, which we called the puzzlehef absent
cook, also concerned®URCE and was likewise explained by the fact that a non-expletipy-raised subject
encodes the source of perception. Our analysis treats sisggesition failure a copy raising sentence uttered
in a situation where the source of perception indicated bstibject is absent and the ®URCEis existentially
bound. In contrast, the analysis predicts that a copy msémtence is false if uttered in a situation where the
PsouRcEis an individual that is not the one denoted by the non-ek@eopy raising subject.

The analysis of BOURCE bears a potential relationship to other evidentiary phra. For example,
Gunlogson (2003) observes that rising declarative questias in (174), have stricter felicity conditions than
simple interrogatives, as in (17%):

(174) It'sraining?
(175) Isitraining?

Consider a scenario where the issue of whether it is raimnoiesolved. A is in a room that does not allow
observation of the weather (e.qg., it has no windows) and Brentearing a raincoat. In such a scenario, both
of these utterances by A are felicitous. However, if B entdtlout a raincoat on and does not give any other

19e thank Line Mikkelsen (p.c.) for pointing out the relevaraf these cases.
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indication that it may be raining, the rising declarativinifelicitous, although the simple interrogative is not.
Perhaps the rising declarative entails a source of pemgptihereas the simple interrogative does not.

Linguistic encoding of evidentials, as found in languageshsas Quechua (Faller 2002) and Tibetan (Gar-
rett 2002), is another potential point of connection with pinesent work. In terms of Willet's (1988) taxonomy
of sources of information, oURCE would seem to belong to thetestedsubcategory oflirect sources. It
would be interesting to see if data from a language with boimgnaticized evidentiality and Germanic-type
copy raising bore this out, if such a language can be idedtif@opy raising is especially relevant to the rela-
tionship between evidentiality/perception on the one hemdiepistemic modality on the other (Garrett 2002),
because it constitutes a case in which the speaker is agpditect perception of something about which s/he
nevertheless remains epistemically uncertain.

The relationship between perception and epistemic knaydéslalso particularly salient in Engliseenfappear
with thatcomplements, as in (176), which we have treated as alsdriegja PSOURCE on a par with expletive
alternants of copy raising sentences.

(176) It seems that Tom is cooking.

It has been argued that this sortsg#em/appeais purely epistemic and does not involve a perceptual report
(Matushansky 2002 and references therein). If these angisnaee correct, then thteat-complement cases
lack PSOURCEs (and Rs0ALS) entirely.

We think a more tenable position is that this use of the wesmalso involves both an epistemic and a
perceptual aspect. It is otherwise unexplained why a PPesgfitg a BOAL (perceiver) can be used with a
that-complement subcategorization of a raising verb:

(177) It seemed to her that they did not pose a threat.

Furthermore, Swedish speakers who allivat-complements with raising verbs (recall that this is ditd§c
allow them to occur withpa-PPs expressingfURCE

(178) % DetverkarpaTomatt hanhargjort det.
it seemnT. thathe hasdoneit

~‘Tom gives the impression that he has done it

However, neither English nor Swedish allows adAL or PSOURCEto occur in related examples with the
epistemic vertknow

(179) a. *Tom knows to me that it is raining.

b. * Tomvet paRobinatt detregnar.
T. knowsonR. thatit rains

The verbknowis surely as good a candidate for a purely epistemic verba® tis. The fact that ®oAL
and PBsouRrcEadjuncts cannot freely occur witnowbut can occur witlseemin its that-complement guise
is therefore a strong indication that even this usesa@dmis not purely epistemic and involves a perceptual
component.
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A Appendix
1. We have not treated the syntax or semantics ofikiee as or somhead of thdike/as/sorrcomplement

A.l
(180)

(181)

(182)

A2
(183)

(184)

(185)

in any detail. We follow Asudeh (2004) in treating the conmpét syntactically as an open predicative
complement. The semantics of tlilkee/as/soracomplement is interesting in its own right, but here we
simply treat it as a function on its sentential complementftirther details, see Asudeh (2004: ch. 9).

. The proof rule used in the Glue proofs below is implicagtimination, unless otherwise indicated.

The lines in bold in the Glue proofs are there for expositialy and are not a formal part of the proof.
They specify which lexical item contributes the premise,avttere appropriate, the role of the premise.

We adopt the standard practice of using English as the-laetpage for the Swedish structures below.

Example: True Copy Raising (English)

John seems like he won.
PRED ‘seemXxCcoOMP)SUBJ
PRED ‘John’
|PERSON 3
SUBJ i
NUMBER SG
GENDER MASC
PRED ‘like’
S
SUBJ
PRED ‘win(SuBJj)’
XCOMP | PRED ‘pro’
COMP W PERSON 3
SUBJ
NUMBER SG
GENDER MASC

Interpretation: see Figure 6

Example: Expletive-Subject Copy Raising (English)

It seems like John won.

EF

PRED  ‘seemXCOMP)SUBJ

PRONTYPE EXPLETIV
SUBJ
FORM

S PRED ‘like’ w
SUBJ
XCOMP |
PRED ‘win(SuBy’
COMP W
SUBJ J PRED ‘John

Interpretation: see Figure 7
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A.3 Example: P&-PP (Swedish)

(186)  Detverkarpa Tomsomom Johnvann.
it seemsonT. as if J. won

~Tom gives the impression that John won.

(187) PRED  ‘S€EenXCOMP)SUBJ
PRONTYPE EXPLETIV
SUBJ
FORM
PRED ‘like’ w
SUBJ
S| xcomp |
PRED ‘win(SuBj)’
COMP W
SUBJ J PRED John
PRED ‘on{OBJ)’
ADJ
OBJ qPRED ‘Tomq

(188) Interpretation: see Figure 8
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Manager Resource (seems) he won
MAz.x Ay.y X y: i Az.Jewin(e, z)] :
: . . . : ; ike 1
John j— Gop] =0 —34) J—(ep Apflp): wipl P ow
. . , , seems .
john : j Avoij ] AzAPAs.seem(s, P(z)) A PSOURCHs) =, z : w el Jefwin(e, y)] : w
john : j j— (p — 1) —o event —o s fQwin(e,y)]) : 1

AP)s.seem(s, P(john)) A PSOURCESs) =, john : (p — 1) —o event —o s

NS Glwin(e,y)) i p — 1

As.seem(s, f(I[win(e, john)]) :) A PSOURCHS) =, john : event —o s

ds[seem(s, f (I[win(e, john)]) :) A PSOURCHs) =, john] : s

Figure 6: Glue Semantics proof fdohn seems like he won

won
like j:}l;;]-j jw.ﬂe[;uin(ew)} :
seems f\p'f(]))]: S olwinte o
ApAs’.seem(s’, p) : w —o | elwin(e, john)] : w
[ —o event — s f(3e[win(e, john)]) : 1

As'.seem (s, f(e[win(e, john)])) : event —o s

Event3-clos.

Existential PSoURCE closure (seems)
ASAs.3v.[S(s) A PSOURCHES) =, v] :
(event —o s) —o (event —o s)

As.Fv.[seem (s, f(Fe[win(e, john)])) A PSOURCHS) =, v.] : event —o s

IsTv.[seem(s, f(Te[win(e, john)])) A PSOURCHS) =, v : s

Figure 7: Glue Semantics proof ftirseems like John won

Event3-clos.

uondaalad pue Buisrey AdoD

6002 ‘0T udy

0§



vann
som .?OFIL'm ‘ )gv.ﬂe[wm(ew)}:
, . John:j  j — w
verkar //\P~f(£”)l~ o pa
ApAs’.seem(s’, p) : v elwin(e, john)] - w AzASAs.S(s) A PSOURCHs)=,z : Tom
I —o event —o s f(3elwin(e, john)]) : 1 t —o (event — s) —o (event —o ) tom : t
As'.seem (s, f(e[win(e, john)])) : event —o s ASAs.S(s) A PSOURCHs)=rtom : (event — s) —o (event —o s)

As.seem(s, f(Je[win(e, john)])) A PSOURCKS) =, tom : event —o s

Event3-clos.
ds[seem(s, f(Fe[win(e, john)])) A PSOURCHs) =, tom] : s

Figure 8: Glue Semantics proof fBet verkar g Tom som om John van@‘Tom gives the impression that John won.)
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