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1 Ura(1993) and Bokovi  (1997) claim that pronouns are also wager rescuers. |f these data can be maintained, then
it could be that case to pronominals (or raising to object of pronouns) is different than lexical DPs.
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2 Prompting Kayne (1984, p121) to comment that Postal’s DOC facts are not “at all clear”. Kayne finds ECM good
with most of the cited verbs. | disagree: the core wager verbs, like say, claim, allege are all terrible in
straightforward ECM/RTO constructions. ECM isimproved if the complement clause has a subjective or evaluative
component:

Q) a. She said Fred/him to be very pretty. ‘subjective’ complement
b. Fred thought him to be irresponsible. ‘subjective’ complement
cf. *She said him to be in the room next door. not subjective

cf. *Fred thought him to be in the office. not subjective
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% R-to-O/ECM is alowed in French small clause complements (i). | will leave small clauses aside for now, since |
do not know how they conform to the proposal for attitude ascription adopted in this paper.

(M Je crois Marie intellegente.
* Expletives appear not to be wager rescuersin French. Since expletivesin French have Case requirements different
from English expletives, we expect different conditions on their appearance in infinitives.
® There is considerable variation, it seems, in the availability of passive raising. For Italian, Rizzi (1982) reports that
passive raising is possible from infinitives as long as the matrix verb is one that can also embed a small clause (and
small clause subjects do passive raise). Rizzi suggests that such cases of passive raising out of infinitives are cases
of analogy to the small clauses. Pesetsky (1992) reports similar findings from French, and argues that an anaological
process cannot be the source of passive raising out of infinitives. Since, in the general case, passive raising is out for
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verbs that embed infinitives, | will assume that English and French differ on this count. However, as we will seg, |

put the passive raising in a separate category from the other wager—class rescuers, which has the effect of making
the differences between French and English, jumping ahead a bit, a question not about raising but about the
availability of raising adjectives.
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®“The Country Wife Q & A” http://www.u.arizona.edu/~atinkham/TCW.html
"“Operational Meaning” http://deming.eng.clemson.edu/pub/den/files/opermng.txt
8 “Evolution Blog” http://evol utionblog.blogspot.com/feeds/114546640836160477/comments/default
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° Both here and elsewhere, | am not providing (temporally) centered worlds (Lewis 1979). We are going to have to

recover the attitude holders counterpart (and internal time) somehow (see Kratzer 2006 for a proposal).
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19 Here and elsewhere, | provide predicates with event and world arguments, which has the effect of complicating
certain issues related to restrict. Strictly speaking, once the move is made to a situation semantics, predicates will
have one intensional argument.

1 Of course, | haven't given any meaning for believe now. And recovering the accessibility relation from the content
argument cannot be entirely right, since we will still need to get a hold of an attitude holder’ s doxastic alternatives
independently of the content noun. Thisis because in a ascription such as John believed that rumour, what we really
need to capture is the fact that all those worlds compatible with the attitude holder’ s beliefs are worldsin which the
content of (a particular) rumour are true. This means that the content nominal alone does not provide the modal base.
| think what this shows is that B-class verbs (or any verb that takes content nominals) may have a ‘built-in’
accessibility relation —which isjust the standard account (Hintikka 1962). | leave thisto future research, noting that
amore thorough understanding of how these verbs select content nouns might help understanding issue surrounding
complementizer incorporation which | addressin the last section of the paper.
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12 Since a belief state has content, as much as contentful events, this strategy will be available to B-class verbs as
well. Crucialy, it will be the only strategy available to wager-class verbs.

3 The DP objects that wager verbs do take will then be understood as referring to the kinds of things CPs refer to:
which is properties of contentful events. (More might need to be said about the objects of verbi dicendi.)
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14 The question then arises why raising is needed at all, if case can be licensed with the infinitival subject in the
embedded clause. In a companion paper (Moulton 2007) | argue that raising infinitival complements are headed by a
T node that lacks a binder-index. The role of the binder-index is to allow arguments to compose in their moved
positions. If the head of a phrase to which an expression moves doesn’t have a binder index, the expression will fail
to compose there (or lead to atype clash). Further movement is forced from raising infinitivals. In the case of
wager-class verbs, further A-movement, though, is blocked.
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16 Of course, with perfective aspect things change, giving rise to a derived stative that will allow for an
“uninterrupted” reading of the predicate.
1N this respect, think behaves a little differently from other wager verbs. It seems that in the for-frame it cannot
pick out repeated events (perhaps due to more difficult individuation conditions on thinking-events)

() For years, | thought that the Leafs would make it to the cup.
| take think’ s ability to appear in the progressive as evidence that it can describe an event.
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18t is unclear to me whether wager-class verbs can be event passives at all, independently of passive raising:

Q) 2t isbeing said that Mary was the criminal.

(i) ?*1t is being thought that Mary was in danger.

(iii) 2t isbeing claimed that Mary was responsible.
This does not affect the point | am making. Either the passive of these verbsis not averbal passive in general, or itis
not averbal passive when raising occurs. | leave this to future research.
19 These test now give us a sense of whether we are dealing with the CP-analysis. The fact that expletives are
wager-class rescuersin English (and probably not French) allows us to test the division of labor. Expletives pattern
with passive raising and are not compatible with the progressive:

a. Hewas probably thinking that there were no police around.

b. *He was probably thinking there to be no police around.

cf. He thought there to be no police around.

| refer the reader to Moulton (2007) for an account of expletives as wager-class rescuers. That account, based on the
lack of abinder index in raising infinitives, allows expletives to surface as the subject of infinitivals since expletives
do not need to compose as other referential arguments do.
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2 Bogkovi and Lasnik (2003) argue that the complementizer incorporation story (along with the PBC) does not
adequately account for null finite complementizers. | will leave these considerations for future study, noting that the
complementizer available to B-class verbs, that allows for R-to-O, is an affixal complementizer.

2 pesetsky’s (1992) account is alittle more nuanced than | have made it appear.
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2 There are, though, some interesting prospects now for accounting for a number of complementizer deletion facts.
Take the obligatoriness of the overt complementizer that for subject sentences. | follow Alrenga (2004) who quite
conclusively shows that sentential subjects are (base-generated) topics, and a DP element has A-bar extracted over
the internal argument position of a verb, like believe. Complementizer incorporation, seen here as affixal C, will not
work for subject sentences. Here' s how the composition of (ia) works under the proposed system, where the content
argument is abstracted over at TP, and the topicalicalized CP will then intersect (not shown below) asin the cases
where it appearsin object position (sentence-level $-closure will bind the content argument x.):

(ia) That [[John was happy]=p] was widely believed.

(i) [lep X« p." W.compatible(x)(W'): p(wW)] [t Xc.believed (xJ)(w)]]

Without a complementizer, this composition will fail, since TPs are standard propositions (sets of worlds) and will
not compose with a predicate of contents. Nor will complementizer incorporation work either, on the assumption
that affixal complementizers do not themselves undergo A-bar movement.
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% Of course, the finite-clause selecting C (that) can also be null. Conditions on this null-C are different than those
conditions that involve affixal C, since wager verbs show that the ability to select a null that (John said he was
happy) does not travel with the ability to be selected by the incorporated complementizer (e.g. ECM).

% Here | refer to reader back to footnote 11. There | revealed that the meaning | gave for believe and other content-
noun taking verbs won't get their meaning quite right. It may be that, like the classical analysis, B-class verbs have
their accessibility relation hard-wired in. That would mean that they don’t incorporate anything like a
complementizer meaning | have given. Then the analysis would be ssimpler: wager-class verbs would take
complementizers, and we wouldn’t need to require any (non-finite selecting) complementizers to incorporate.
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% This sentence is grammatical insofar as the of-DP isread like ares argument, in a philosophical register, familiar
from discussions of de re belief. | don't think thisis part of natural language.



Keir Moulton Clausal Complementation 28

+ B 9 o+ I < !
& > 9 > I
4
+H $ 9 - 8 ?
& - -
% 5 5 5V 6P
+ % - ' (
4
+, 43 1%
Vv
$ c ¢c 5 6 ® 0 5 6
@
1 ' - 1 G
1 A I - > <
& &"
1 ! -
G X (02 ! - 9 >0 @
[ 4
+= $ 9
$ 9
& @0 @ 9

% | owe this observation to a discussion with Kyle Johnson.

" Further evidence may come from the fact that the nominalization of B-class verbs such as believe and prove
undergo phonological change: the nominalizer devoices the final consonant belief, proof. This may suggest itisa
root nominalizer, although certain morphological theories may not require such a close relationship to the root to
account for phonological change.

% And | presume the assignment of of-Case to DPs within the CP complement of the nominal is ruled out too.
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