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Intensionality phenomena are known to show a strong correlation with syntax. In simple transitive
constructions intensionality effects are standardly absent. Substitution of co-referring object NPs

preserves truth (1a,b)1; furthermore, the presence of a nonreferring or nondenoting object yields a false
sentence (1c):

(1) a. Max met [y, Boris Karloff].
b. Max met [5p Bill Pratt].
c. Max met [5p a unicorn].

By contrast, intensionality manifests itself with all clausal complement constructions. Substitution of co-
referring terms in the complement needn't preserve truth (2a,b); and the presence of a nonreferring or
nondenoting term needn't induce falsity (2c):2

(2) a. Maximagined [~p that [ Boris Karloff] was approaching]]
b. Max imagined [-p that [ Bill Pratt] was approaching]]
c. Max imagined [-~p that [5p a unicorn] was approaching]]

Although pervasive, the correlation between syntax and semantics found in (1) - (2) seems to be
violated by a small class of verbs showing the surface grammar of transitives but the semantic behavior of
clause-taking predicates. So-called intensional transitive verbs like want, imagine, expect, need, look
for appear to take a direct object, but substitution of this term may not preserve truth, and the presence of
an empty term need not yield a false sentence:

(3) a. Maximagined/wanted/needed/looked-for [ Boris Karloff].
b. Max imagined/wanted/needed/looked-for [y Bill Pratt].

c. Max imagined/wanted/needed/ looked-for [ @ unicorn].

In view of their special behavior, the analysis of intensional transitives has been controversial.

L'Boris Karloff' was the stage name taken by Mr. William Henry Pratt.

2For interesting recent discussion of substitutivity in intensional and extensional contexts, see Forbes (1996,

1997a) and Saul (1997). In this paper we will assume that failure of substitutivity and ability to take a non-denoting
object without inducing falsity are correlated properties; this assumption is challenged, however, in Bonomi (1995)
and Forbes (1997b), and as we will see in section 6, the correlation may have to be relaxed in certain cases. In view
of the possibility of such cases, we might define an intensional environment as one which both (i) blocks substitution
and (ii) allows nonreferring expressions.
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In this paper, we defend a view of intensional transitives which is intuitive and quite familiar, but one
which has also been widely discounted. Specifically, we defend the proposal deriving from Quine (1960)
and Montague (1960) that despite surface appearances, constructions like (3a-c) are not transitives at all,
but rather clausal complement constructions containing concealed material.3

(4) a. Max wanted/imagined/needed/ looked-for [p Boris Karloff].
b. Max wanted/imagined/needed/ looked-for [~p...[pp Boris Karloff]...].

On this proposal, the intensionality effects found with the "objects" of verbs like want and imagine are
expected and indeed follow from their underlying syntax.

In part 1, we present some background for the clausal analysis of intensional transitives, including
familiar semantic evidence, and in part 2, we provide a brief account of the syntax of non-finite
complement constructions within the general framework of Chomsky (1995). In parts 3 and 4, we offer our
analysis of concealed for-to complements. These include hope-for and want-type verbs, whose
complements we analyze as containing a covert verb HAVE, and they include look-for and seek-type
verbs, whose complements we analyze as containing a covert verb FIND. A key feature in our analysis is
its appeal to restructuring along lines discussed by Burzio (1986) and Baker (1988) for certain forms of
causatives. In part 5, we extend the account to verbs like imagine and expect, which we analyze as
selecting a concealed ECM complement. We close, in part 6, with a survey of some extensions of our
analysis and some remaining challenges to it.

1.0 Background: Intensional Transitives as Clause-taking

The view that constructions like (5) and (6) are only apparently transitive has been urged by McCawley
(1974), Karttunen (1976), and Ross (1976). A variety of evidence is advanced in support of this view.

1.1 Selectional Restrictions

Transitive predicates showing intensionality effects also typically allow overt clausal complementation,
whereas nonintensional transitives never do. For example, the intensional transitive imagine permits a full
clause to follow it, whereas the nonintensional transitive meet does not. This suggests that the ability of
verbs like imagine to induce intensionality effects in an 'object’ nominal is somehow tied to their clausal
selection properties.

In addition, Ross (1976) points out that specific selectional properties of certain intensional
transitives suggest a hidden complement. Thus he notes that selection by "transitive” want (and similarly
need, expect, require, demand, would-like, seek, hope-for, beg-for, plead-for, etc.) tracks that of have very

3Quine (1960) doesn't actually propose that English has a clausal complements in these cases, but rather that we
can "regiment" English to suit our needs. Accordingly, Quine does not advance an empirical thesis about the
structure of English. Montague (1960) considers the idea as a substantive thesis about English, and attributes the
idea to the medieval logicial Buridan. If Buridan (1966) is any indication however, Buridan was merely reporting (and
rejecting) a thesis that was already familiar to the medievals. Parenthetically, the specific thesis was that 'l owe Jean
a horse', might be analysed as 'l owe that | give Jean a horse', thus allowing the reading in which no particular horse
is owed Jean.
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closely. Ross offers the following paradigms:

5B) a | want a cold b. | have a cold
a sister a sister
freedom freedom
a driveway a driveway
#sentencehood #sentencehood

If apparent complements to want (and similarly need, expect, require, demand, would-like, seek, hope-for,
beg-for, plead-for, etc.) are actually complements of an inaudible HAVE in a concealed clause, then these
parallelisms are directly explained (6).4

(6) Iwant TO HAVE a cold
a sister
freedom
a driveway
#sentencehood

1.2 Binding Effects

Ross (1976) attributes to Perlmutter the observation that certain abstract nouns such as help,
cooperation, sympathy, etc. show disjointness effects following have. When a possessive pronoun
modifying N is coreferential with the subject the sentence is odd (7):

(7)) a. I had f *my cooperation.
{ your/his/their/Ed's cooperation.
b. You have f *your sympathy.
my/his/their/Ed's sympathy.
c. Ed; had {*hisi help.

hisj/my/her/their help.

Ross notes this same disjointness effect occurs with want (and similarly desire, need, expect, require,
demand, would-like, seek, hope-for, beg-for, plead-for, etc.) substituted for have in (8), but that the effect
is absent with other transitives (9):

8) a. | want f *my cooperation.
{ your/his/their/Ed's cooperation.
b. *You want your sympathy.
C. Ed; wants {*hisi help.

hisj/my/her/their help.

4This parallel also extends to all so-called "light verb" uses of have. Thus Max had a bath is equivalent to Max
bathed; similarly Max wanted a bath is equivalent to Max wanted to bathe:
0] a. | want a bath/a nap/a drink/a smoke...

b. 1| had a bath/a nap/a drink/a smoke...
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(9) | mentioned
boasted about cooperation
described my/your/his/their/Ed's help
played up sympathy
regretted

Ross takes these facts to argue directly for havein the complement of "transitive" want>
(10) Ed;wants [PRO; TO HAVE *his; help]
1.3 Adverbial Modification

McCawley (1974), Karttunen (1976), and Ross (1976) observe that intensional transitives often show
adverbial ambiguities similar to those arising with clausal complementation.6 For example, (11a,b) are
both ambiguous depending on what the adverb tomorrow is understood as modifying:

(11) a. Max will need to have a bicycle tomorrow. (ambiguous)
b. Max will need a bicycle tomorrow. (ambiguous)

5The source of obviation in cases like (7) is an interesting question. Although we cannot pursue the point here, we
believe the disjointness observed with havein (i) is similar to the well-known effect observed with be in (iia), which
Fiengo and May (1993) assimilate to the ill-formedness of (iib).
(i) *Ed; have hisjsympathy.
(i) a. *Edjis his; cook.
b. *Ed;is the cook for him;
Plausibly, disjointness effect in (ii) can be accounted for using a binding theory framed in terms of complete functional
complexes (CFCs) (Chomsky (1986)). Assuming a copular analysis of be (Stowell (1981), Couqueax (1982)), the
structure of (iia,b) is (iiia,b), respectively, where Ed is underlyingly the subject of his cook and the cook for him.
Assuming that his/ himis a benefactive argument of cook, coindexing Ed and his/ himyields a pronoun that is bound
within its minimal CFC violating Principle B. This effect is absent with transitives like John fired his cook since John
does not originate within the CFC of cook in such cases.
(i) a.*Ed;is [t; hisj cook]
\ /
b. *Edjis [tj the cook for himj]
\ /
It seems to us that this account might be extended to havein (i) under the general Benveniste-Freeze-Kayne

analysis, relating have constructions to be+dative. On the BFK approach, the relevant structure for (i) might be
approximately as in (iva,b), with be+tospelled out as have:

(iv) a. __ be [ hisj sympathy to Ed|]
b. *Ed; be+to [ his; sympathy t; ]
\ /

Again, assuming that the pronoun is an argument of sympathy (plausible given the near synonymy of (i) with Ed
sympathizes with him), coindexing Ed and his yields a pronoun bound within its minimal CFC; hence the example is
out. This effect is absent with transitives like John mentioned his sympathy since John does not originate within the
CFC of sympathy in such cases.

6Ross (1976) credits the observation of adverbial ambiguities with want to Masaru Kajita.
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In (11a), the adverb can be understood as modifying the matrix verb need or the embedded verb have.
On the former (nonpreferred) reading, it is the needing that will be tomorrow (cf. Tomorrow Max will need
to have a bicycle). On the latter reading, it is the having that will be tomorrow (cf. Max will need to have a
bicycle, and he must have it tomorrow). This ambiguity can be analyzed as directly arising from the two
possible attachments for tomorrow:

(12) a. [Max will need [PRO to have a bicycle tomorrow]]
b. [Max will need [PRO to have a hicycle] tomorrow]

If an underlying clausal analysis is provided for (11b), then its ambiguity can be analyzed in a completely
parallel way (13):

(13) a. [Maxwill need [cp PRO HAVE a bicycle tomorrow]].
b. [Max will need [rp PRO HAVE a bicycle] tomorrow]].

If we reject this approach, however, we not only need to provide an alternative analysis of the ambiguity in
(11b), we must also explain why ambiguity fails to arise with extensional transitives that do not select
clauses - why, for example, no comparable ambiguity arises in (14):

(14) Max will ride/repair a bicycle tomorrow. (unambiguous)

In a similar vein, McCawley (1974) observes that intensional transitives like want allow for the
possibility of two non-agreeing time adverbs (15a), whereas garden-variety transitives like paint do not
(15b). Again, if an underlying clausal analysis is provided for (15a), then the coherence of this example is

directly comparable to the coherence of (16):

(15) a. A week ago Bill wanted your car yesterday
b. #A week ago Bill painted your car yesterday

(16) [A week ago Bill wanted [~ p PRO to have your car yesterday]].

If we reject the biclausal approach, we require an alternative (and presumably unrelated) analysis of why
(15a) involves no "temporal clash".”

1.4 Ellipsis

Evidence for clausal complementation with "transitive" wantis provided by the understanding of elliptical
examples like (17):8

"To our knowledge, this correlation of facts has simply not been addressed in non-clausal accounts of intensional
transitive complements. See for example, Montague (1974), which analyzes the complements of intensional
transitives as denoting properties of properties; see also the latest work in this framework, e.g., Zimmermann (1993),
Moltmann (1997).
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(17) a. A: Do you want another sausage?

B: lcan't[ypé]. I'mon a diet.

(cf. A: Do you want to have another sausage?
B: I can't have another sausage. I'm on a diet.)

b. A: Do you want a beer?

B: I shouldn't [\p €], but | will [ \/p € Jjust this one time

(cf. A: Do you want to have a beer?
B: I shouldn't have a beer, but | will have a beer just this one time.)

What is reconstructed in the VP ellipsis site in these cases appears to be a VP involving have.

Similarly, consider the sequence of example in (18), pointed out to us by David Pesetsky (p.c.).
Pesetsky observes that (18a), involving comparative ellipsis, has interpretations equivalent to either (19a)
or (19b). Perhaps surprisingly, however, (18b) is similarly ambiguous. Thus (18b) may be understood as
asserting that Jonathan wants (to have) more toys than Benjamin wants (to have); but it also may be
understood as asserting that Jonathan wants more toys than Benjamin has, however many that might be.

(18) a. Jonathan wants to have more toys than Benjamin.
b. Jonathan wants more toys than Benjamin.

(19) a. Jonathan wants to have more toys than Benjamin wants to have.
b. Jonathan wants to have more toys than Benjamin has.

The analysis of this ambiguity is straightforward if "transitive" want involves a clausal complement: the
ambiguity of (18b) simply assimilates to the ambiguity of (18a). By contrast if no such complement is
present, the analysis of comparative ellipsis reconstruction becomes considerably more complicated.®

8\We are grateful to Jerry Fodor and Ernie Lepore for extensive discussion of these and related examples.
9McCawley makes an interesting point about intensional transitives in connection with the comparative ellipsis
examples in (i). Supposing Sam has $100 and the speaker has $90, McCawley suggests that the want expressed by
(i) could be satisfied in either of two ways: by giving the speaker more than $100, or by giving the speaker more than
$15:

(i) 1want more money than Sam has.
McCawley ties what he detects as an ambiguity in (i) to the presence of either of two (concealed) Vs in the
complement of want. GET or HAVE. Thus the want that would be satisfied by getting $100 or more correlates with
the structure in (iia); and the want that would be satisfied by getting $15 or more correlates with the structure in (iib):

(i) a. Ilwantto get more money than Sam has

b. 1wantto have more money than Sam has

It is unclear whether this is an ambiguity involving GETvs. HAVE, or an ambiguity involving HAVE alone. Supposing
I have $90, (iii) seems to have a reading under which my want would be satisfied by getting $10 from the listener, and
a reading under which my want would only be satisfied by getting a full $100 from the listener (the latter is brought out
by adding from you to the complement):

(iii) I need to have $100 (from you)
If have already contains the observed ambiguity/polysemy, it seems reasonable to attribute the same meaning
variation to HAVE.
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1.5 Propositional Anaphora

McCawley (1974) observes that nominal objects of intensional transitives license propositional anaphora.
Thus he points out that the it appearing after allow in (20a) cannot be anaphoric on a horse in the
preceding clause since it does not otherwise agree with the latter in number or gender (cf. (20b,c)):

(20) a. Joe wants a horse, but his mother won't allow it.
b. Joe wants some horses, but his mother won't allow it*them.
c. Joe wants a wife, but his mother won't allow it/*her.

On the other hand, if what follows want is a clausal complement, then the anaphoric relations in (20) are
analogous to those in (21), where it simply refers back to the preceding clause:

(21) Joe wants [PRO to have a horse], but his mother won't allow it.
(cf. Joe wants to have a horse, but his mother won't allow Joe to have a horse.)

2.0 The Syntax of Non-finite Clausal Complements

The concealed clause analysis clearly has empirical motivation, and also has the virtue of reducing
unexpected properties of apparent transitive constructions with want, need, imagine, etc. to the expected
properties of clausal complement constructions with the same verbs. At the same time, however, the
analysis raises a large number of syntactic issues. We are immediately faced with the question of what
form concealed complement clauses take, and what principles license their parts. Furthermore, we have
to face some divergences in the behavior of intensional transitives and their overt clausal counterparts.
For example, if "objects" of intensional transitives arise in a complement clause, then why can they be
passivized when their overt clausal counterparts cannot?

(22) a. Crackers are preferred/wanted/desired/hoped for.
b. *John is preferred/wanted/desired/hoped for to leave.

To address these issues, we begin by examining the analysis of overt nonfinite complements, with
particular attention to the issue of Case assignment.

2.1 ECM Complements (Lashik & Saito 1991, Lasnik 1993)

In recent work, Lasnik & Saito (1991) and Lasnik (1993) propose an interesting account of ECM
constructions like (23a) that captures some aspects of the "raising to object" analysis defended by Postal
(1970). The authors propose that (23a) involves a covert raising operation in which the subject him of the
embedded clause (AgrgP) moves to Spec Agrg where accusative Case is checked (23b). Thus although
the embedded subject never becomes a thematic object of believe, it does become an object with respect
to Case:
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(23) a. Max [yp believes [Agrsp him to be patient]].
b. Max [Agrop him believes [yp t [Agrsp t to be patient]]]

The Lasnik and Saito analysis has a number of attractive features. For example, it allows the ability of an
ECM subject anaphor to be bound by a higher subject to be explained under something like the early (and
conceptually simple) clausemate condition. At LF, the anaphor and antecedent are in a highly local
relation: they are constituents of the same clause (24a). The analysis also clarifies certain issues left open
in earlier accounts. For example, consider the question of why there are no three-argument ECM verbs:
no verbs parallel to persuade, but which take an ECM clause rather than a control complement (24b.i).

(24) a. Max [Agrop himself believes [\/p t [Agrsptto be patient]]]
b. i. *Max VERB Seymour [Agrsp him to be patient]
ii. Max [Agrop Seymour VERB t [Agrsp him to be patient]]

At an earlier stage of the theory, two hypotheses were available: (24b.i) is out because him fails to be
adjacent to the case assigner VERB; alternatively, (24b.i) is out because VERB would only have one
Accusative Case to assign, and hence one of Seymour or him must go Caseless. Under the Lasnik and
Saito approach, we can now resolve the question in favor of the latter: adjacency becomes irrelevant,
(24b.i) is out because Argg can check the case of at most one of Seymour or him.

2.2 For-to Complements

We adopt the Lasnik and Saito analysis and propose to extend it to infinitival for-complements, which
have also standardly been assumed to involve exceptional case-marking. In Chomsky (1981), for
example, it is proposed that (25a) involves case-marking of the subject him across a sentence boundary
(here identified as AgrgP) by the prepositional complementizer for. We suggest that such cases be
analogized to the believe-type, with the modification that with these verbs, the complementizer for raises
and incorporates into the matrix V (25b). This V-P complex then checks Accusative Case on the
embedded subject (25¢).10

(25) a. Max [yp prefers [cp for [Agrsp him to be patient]]]
b. Max [yp prefers-for [cpt [Agrsp him to be patient]]]
c. Max [AgroP him prefers-for [yp t [cpt [Agrsp t to be patient]]]]

With examples like (26a), where no overt prepositional complementizer appears, we make the standard
assumption that the structure contains an unpronounced counterpart to for (FOR) (26b):11

10For recent discussion of infinitives and Case-assignment, see Boskovic (1995,1996), Martin (1992), Ormazabal
(1995), Snyder and Rothstein (1992), and Watanabe (1993).
11an alternative is to assume a deletion rule that elides for at PF (under somewhat obscure circumstances).
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(26) a. Max wants him to be patient.
b. Max [ypwants [cp FOR [Agrsp him to be patient]]]

c. Max [Agrop him wants-FOR [yp t [cpt [Agrsp t to be patient]]]]

Inaudible FOR is assumed to bear an Accusative Case feature and to incorporate and check Case in
concert with the verb, exactly like its overt counterpart (26c).12

This analysis inherits one attractive feature of the ECM account. Specifically, the ability of an
embedded subject anaphor to be bound by a higher subject is explained in a parallel way (27a): the
anaphor becomes a constituent of the higher clause containing its antecedent.13 As we will see later, it
is somewhat less clear that this account rules out three-argument verbs that take an infinitive with an
overt subject rather than PRO (27b.i).

(27) a. Max [Agrop himself prefers-for [\yp t [cpt [Agrsp t to be patient]]]]
b. i. Max VERB Seymour [¢p for [Agrsp him to be patient]]
ii. Max [Agrop Seymour VERB- for t [cpt [Agrsp him to be patient]]

Even if VERB + for/FOR can check the Case of at most one DP, it is still conceivable that the verb could
possess its own independent ACC feature, allowing both Seymour and him to have their Cases
checked.14.15

127his analysis owes an evident debt to proposals by Kayne (1983), but essentially inverts the latter's account.
Rather than analogizing ECM cases with believe to the want-class by appealing to an inaudible prepositional
complementizer F , we analogize want to the believe-class, appealing to a form of derived transitivity in the V-P
composite.
13The for-incorporation analysis with want -type verbs is virtually forced under Reinhart and Reuland (1993) , which
claims that reflexivization applies to syntactic predicates. A syntactic predicate is formed from a head H, its syntactic
arguments and its external argument; syntactic arguments of H are those elements to which it assigns a Q-role or
Case. If the reflexive is to be a syntactic argument of prefer in John prefers for himself to win, and if for is assumed to
be the source of Case-assignment, then for must incorporate with preferand the two must assign Case.
14The possibility that both incorporating and incorporated elements contribute Case-features seems to be
independently attested in the case of verb incorporation, as discussed by Baker (1988). We also note that the
incorporations proposed here meet Baker's Case Frame Preservation Principle, which requires that complex heads of
category A in a given language can have at most the maximal Case assigning properties permitted to a
morphologically simple item of category A. See Cho (1997) for arguments that a form of Case-checking analogous to
(27b) explains multiple Accusative marking, as found in Korean "inalienable possession constructions". For further
discussion, see also section 3.2.3.
15 asnik and Saito (1991) reject a raising to Agr analysis of want on the basis of a number of arguments, all
involving very subtle data judgments. For example, they note the contrast in (i), due to Bach (1977), where himand
Bob are to be understood as coreferent, and where the adverbial even-clause is to be understood as modifying the
matrix verb. The suggestion is that the reduced acceptability in (ib) reflects a Condition C effect, the product of raising
himto the matrix clause (where it c-commands Bob):

(i) a. ?Joan wants him; to be successful even more fervently than Bobj's mother does.

b. ?*Joan believes him; to be successful even more fervently than Bob;'s mother does.
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Evidence for raising can also be derived from recent proposals about Antecedent Contained
Deletion phenomena, of which (28a) is an example. Such examples apparently require movement of DP
out of the main VP for proper resolution of the elliptical material.16 In May (1985) and Larson and May
(1990), this movement is attributed to a rule of Quantifier Raising, which extracts DP and adjoins it to the
clause (15b). Citing a variety of arguments, however Lasnik (1993) and Hornstein (1994,1995) have
recently argued that it is not QR, but rather raising to Agr that is the relevant movement operation in
ACD, moving DP out of VP:

(28) a. Max [yp likes [pp everyone you [yp €]l]
b. [ppeveryone you [\p €]] [Max [p likes t]]
. Max [sqp [ppeveryone you [yp €]l [yp like t]]

Assuming the latter proposal, examples like (29a-c) with ECM predicates are predicted to be licit; and as
noted in Larson and May (1990), Lasnik (1993), and Hornstein (1994,1995), they are. Under the
Hornstein-Lasnik analysis, all involve a structure as in (29d), where ellipsis is licensed by raising the
postverbal DP to Agry Spec.

(29) a. ?Max believes [everyone you do [,p €]] to be a genius.
b. ?Max expects [everyone you do [yp €]] to visit Mary.
c. ?Max finds [everyone you do [yp €]] to be qualified.
d. Max [ag,,p [pp everyone you [yp €]] V [ag pt to VP

Consider now (30a-d) which involve want-type predicates, and which to our ear show no difference in

These judgments are delicate, but even if they are accepted, their interpretation as reflecting Condition C appears
dubious. First, the level of unacceptability in (ib) is surely below that of a standard Condition C violation. Second, the
claim that the difference in (ia,b) reflects a matrix versus embedded position for him is directly contradicted by (ii),
which should be compared to (ia):

(i) (?)Joan wants him; even more fervently than Bobj's girlfriend does.
Coreference in (ii) appears to us to be at least as accessible as in (ia), but note here that there can be no question of
himbeing in the matrix clause at the relevant point (LF). We conclude that whatever may be the source of the
contrast in (i), it does not bear on raising to Agrg.
16The elided material can be regarded as missing in initial structure and reconstructed at LF, or as present in initial
structure and elided at PF. On the first approach, the LF in (15b) is subject to some form of copying operation,
yielding the result in (i). On the second approach, the initial form of (15a) is as in (iia), with the italicized material
deleted at PF. Movement as in (iib) is then necessary to create an appropriate deletion trigger, i.e., one not contained
within the deleted material. This trigger must be checked at LF (after raising):

(i) [ppeveryoneyou [\ like t]] [Max [yp likes t]]

= Copy¢,
(i) a. [Max[yp likes [y everyone you [p like t]]]]
b. [yp everyone you [, like t]] [Max [p likes t]]

™ Check "%

10
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acceptability from (29a-c). Again under the Hornstein-Lasnik analysis these must involve raising to raising
to Agrg Spec, and under the analysis proposed here, shown schematically in (30d), this is exactly what

occurs.

(30) a. ?Max wants [everyone you do [y €]] to be elected.
b. 7?Max desires [everyone you do [yp €]] to visit Mary.
c. ?Max wishes [everyone you do [\, €]] to be recognized.
d. Max [AgroP [pp everyone you [yp €]] V-FOR [ op t to VP]]

Hence on the Hornstein-Lasnik account, ACD phenomena support the raising analysis.17:18

2.3 Passive

An important issue that we are obliged to address, one that will become important later, is the analysis of
passive. One of the key reasons for resisting a parallel analysis of ECM and for-to constructions is the
well-known asymmetry in (31), which shows that ECM verbs allow passivization of the embedded subject
whereas for-to verbs do not. Given the close analogy our analysis draws between (23a) and (25a), we
require an explanation of the contrast:

(31) a. He was believed to be patient.
b. *He was preferred (for) to be patient.

Note further that options are sparse. Since the embedded subject is assumed to raise smoothly to the
Spec of the matrix Agrg in both cases, older ECP-based accounts will not work for us. We must take
movement to be licit in both cases. Furthermore, the ill-formedness cannot be explained by claiming that
the for-to type verbs don't undergo passive at all. Such verbs can passivize the entire complement clause
(e.q., For Bill to win is fervently desired by Al). If there is to be an explanation of (31a) versus (31b) in our
account, it would seem to have to appeal to some property of the moved item itself: the subject of an ECM
complement versus the subject of a for-to complement. Something about being the subject of a for-to
infinitive must block passive. Our answer to this problem appeals to recent proposals about the Case
marking of infinitival control subjects.

17The presence of an overt complementizer forstrongly blocks ACD in the want-class examples(cf. (ia-c) versus
(30a-c)). Presumably this is due to the fact that, at the relevant level of structure, there will be a Comp-trace violation
comparable to what is seen in the overt example (ii):
() a. *Max wants very much for [everyone you do [, €]] to be elected.
b. *Max desires for [everyone you do [, €]] to visit Mary.
c. *Max wishes for [everyone you do [, €]] to be recognized.
(i) *Max wants [~p for [, everyone you [, want [~ fort to VP ]]] to VP]
18 ennedy (in press) presents interesting counterarguments to the general claim that movement to Agr can replace
QR in an account of quantifier scope. So far as we can tell, however, Kennedy's point does not undermine Hornstein
and Lasnik's general observation that ACD seems to be licensed primarily in object positions, and not simply in
positions from which quantifiers are able to take scope.

11
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2.3.1 "Light Nominative Case" and PRO

Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) have argued that standard government-based explanations of the distribution
of PRO should be replaced by an account based on Case. In brief, they propose that PROs licensed by
a special Null Case that is checked solely by the Tense (to) occurring in infinitival control complements.
Null Case is assumed to be the only Case that PRO can bear. Thus in (32) PROreceives Null Case from
to, making it visible for Q-role assignment.

(32) Max [yp prefers [cp [Agrsp PRO to be patient]]] (null Case on to checked by PRO)

On this proposal, (33a) is excluded, not because PRO is in a governed position, but rather because the
prepositional complementizer forhas an Accusative Case feature that cannot be checked by PRO.19
(33b) crashes because believe has an Accusative Case feature that cannot be checked by PRO, but also
because PRO bears a Null Case feature that cannot be checked by the infinitival to in this structure:

(33) a. *Max [yp prefers [cp for [Agrsp PRO to be patient]]] (ACC Case can't be checked by PRO)

b. *Max believed [PRO to be patient] (ACC Case can't be checked by PRO;
no Null Case to license PRO)

The assumption that the to's occurring in (33a,b) differ in capacity to check Case is justified on the basis
of their difference in "tense content". As discussed by Bresnan (1972) and Stowell (1982), infinitival
complements of non-ECM verbs involve a clear future/ irrealis meaning, whereas infinitival complements
of ECM verbs are essentially tenseless. On the usual assumption that ability to Case-mark/check a
subject correlates with the presence of a genuine tense, the contrast postulated by Chomsky and Lasnik
between control and ECM verbs appears reasonable.

Chomsky and Lasnik do not comment in detail on the nature of Null Case. They simply suggest that
since Null Case is assigned by T it is essentially equivalent to Nominative.20 Likewise they do not

1%n important consequence of this analysis, which will be important to us later, is that constructions like (33a) might
be rescuable if for had an alternative way of checking its Case feature.

20sjgurdsson (1991) provides compelling evidence that PRO in Icelandic is Case-marked, and further that Icelandic
PROs that do not bear Quirky Case are assigned Nominative Case in infinitival control complements. Thus he notes
that floating quantifiers (allir) and passive participles (kosnir) show Case agreement, and when such elements occur in
infinitival control complements not involving Quirky Case, their inflection is invariably Nominative (ia,b):

() a. StrOkarnir vonufusttil [a] PRO komast allir a veisluna]
the boys(N) hoped forto (N) get all(Npl.m.) to party

b. StrOkarnir  vonufust til [a] PRO verfa  kosnir a stjirning]

the boys(N) hoped forto (N) be elected(Npl.m.) to the board

Sigurdsson further observes that the Nominative agreement inside these infinitives cannot be attributed to the
controlling subject in view of examples like (iia,b), where the matrix subject is not Nominative:

(i) a. StrOkana langafi til[af PRO komast allir a veisluna]
the boys(A) wanted for to get all(Npl.m.) to party

b. StrOkunum leiddist [a] PRO verfa kosnir a stjirning]

the boys(D) bored to be elected(Npl.m.) to the board
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comment on examples like (25a), where the infinitival fo bearing Null Case co-occurs with a for bearing
ACC:

(25a) Max [y/p prefers [cp for [Agrsp him to be patient]]]

Logically, it seems that both Case features must be checked by the subject him occurring in the lower
clause. But how exactly should this go?

Following Chomsky and Lasnik's lead, let us assume that Null Case is in fact a form of Nominative
Case, which is "light" in the following sense:

Chains headed by the phonologically empty element PRO can be made visible by light NOM
Case,21

Chains headed by any phonologically contentful element can bear light NOM Case, but cannot
be made visible by it.

These proposals entail that a phonologically contentful argument may bear light NOM Case, but that it
must also bear another Case feature for convergence. Thus, assume that the embedded subject (him) in
a for-to infinitive like (25a) enters the numeration bearing two formal Case features: light Nominative and
Accusative. The former is checked by to in the embedded clause; the latter is checked by forin Agry Spec
after incorporation of C to V and raising of V-C:

(34) Max [Agrop him prefers-for [ypt [cpt [Agrsp t to be patient]]]]
\—ACCC")‘/ LIGHT\NOM/O

This situation contrasts with that in a standard ECM construction like (35), where the embedded subject
(him) can be assumed to enter the enumeration bearing only an Accusative Case feature. This single
feature is checked in Agry Spec.

(35) Max [Agrop him believes [yp t [Agrsp t to be patient]]]

“acco”

2.3.2 Blocking Passive in  For-to Infinitives

The double Case-checking apparently required with for-to examples like Max prefers for him to be patient
is odd from a general conceptual point of view. Chains are standardly assumed to enter into biunique
relations with formal contents like F -features, Q-role, and Case, so that each chain receives exactly one

The view that control PRO is fundamentally Nominative is further supported by Terzi's (1992) analysis of subjunctive
clauses in the Balkan languages, and by latridou's (1993) discussion of similar facts in Greek. See also Watanabe
(1993) for related discussion.

2lwe assume that the abstract WH operator of infinitival subject relatives can likewise be made visible by light
Nominative Case.
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