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ABSTRACT

This chapter defends an analysis of the active/passive alternation sharing with
Collins’ smuggling proposal the idea that the participial VP occupies a specifier
position above the external argument, but base-generating it in this position rather
than moving it there. In both the active and the passive, the VP and the external
argument are in a predication structure, with a RELATOR mediating the predication
relation. The active voice builds a canonical predication structure, with the VP in the
RELATOR’s complement position and the subject of predication as the specifier. In the
passive voice, the VP is externally merged in the specifier of the RELATOR and the
external argument in its complement. This analysis provides an explanation for
obligatory auxiliation, the unavailability of accusative Case for the internal argument,
Visser’s Generalization (the ban on personal passivization of subject control verbs),
and the restrictions on referential dependencies and depictive secondary predication
in passives.
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1 Introduction

Collins (2005a) presents an approach to the active/passive diathesis alternation which has the two
conjoined goals of (i) abiding by the rigor of the principles-and-parameters approach (no downward
movement, no locality incursions), and (ii) base-generating the arguments of the verb in exactly the
same structural positions in both constructions (in strict compliance with Baker’s 1988 UTAH). In
the context of (ii), Collins unfolds an outlook on the by-phrase, taking the noun phrase following by
in the passive form to occupy the same position as the external argument in the underlying represen-
tation of the active form (the SpecvP position of Chomsky 1995:Ch. 4) and merging the preposition
by in a functional head (Voice) located immediately outside vP.1 The object of the passivized verb,
which is promoted to structural subject, is first ‘smuggled’ around both the external argument
(SpecvP) and by (Voice) via movement of the participial VP to SpecVoiceP, and subsequently
extricates itself from the participial VP in a final NP-movement step to SpecTP. Collins’ analysis
of the passive, illustrated for the sentence the book was written by John, is summarized in (1):

(1 ) 

 DP
John

by

1 In Collins (2018a), the idea that by spells out Voice and does not form a constituent with the Agent is dropped,
and [by+Agent] is base-generated as a constituent in SpecvP. In combination with the claims that by is ‘semantically
vacuous’ and that it does not interfere with the c-command relationship needed for predication (see Williams 1980), this
amendment to Collins (2005a) will still ensure compliance with UTAH: it is the Agent and not the by-PP that receives
the external è-role of the verb. But the by-PP as subject of predication is peculiar — as is Collins’ (2018a) claim that
passive by denotes ‘an identity function’: to the extent that there are P-elements that can denote the identity function, in
English only of seems to be a potential candidate (as in that idiot of a doctor). I set Collins’ (2018a) amendment aside.
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The movement of the VP to SpecVoiceP is called ‘smuggling’ because it gets the internal
argument past the vP (an absolute barrier or ‘phase’) and the external argument in SpecvP (an
intervener in an A-position, which would otherwise have obstructed movement of the object to a
position of the same type) without the object itself doing any movement during the relevant part of
the derivation: it is smuggled out of the vP in VP’s baggage. Finally, the internal argument does
make a move of its own, to its final landing-site, SpecTP.

It is here that we encounter a wrinkle in the ‘smuggling’ approach to the active/passive
alternation: movement to SpecTP takes the object out of a constituent that has moved into a specifier
position; but derived specifiers are often opaque (something customarily attributed to Wexler &
Culicover’s 1980 Freezing Principle, going back to Ross’s 1967 ‘frozen structure constraint’). We
will see in section 2 that, while perhaps not an insuperable problem in the general case, the ‘freezing’
issue presents a particularly serious challenge for Collins’ analysis when viewed in the context of
other instances of movement of a predicate into a specifier position (‘predicate inversion’).

My response to this problem, in section 3, is to analyse the passive in a way reminiscent of
Collins (2005a) except for the movement of the participial VP to SpecVoiceP. Rather than ‘smuggl-
ing’ the internal argument past the external argument by raising the VP, my analysis (based on a
proposal made in Den Dikken 2006) merges the VP directly in the specifier position of the RELATOR-
head that establishes the predication relation between VP and the external argument. The passive is
represented as a ‘reverse predication’ structure, with the predicate merged higher than the subject
of predication. With the key configuration needed for the passive base-generated instead of move-
ment-derived, the ‘freezing’ problem for promotion of the internal argument to subject evaporates,
while the need for auxiliation (a hallmark of the participial passive in tensed environments) is
derived from the independently established fact that the head of the predicate in a reverse predication
configuration is not a possible goal for Agree.

In section 4, I show that the ‘reverse predication’ approach to the passive construction has
the interesting benefit of deriving Visser’s Generalization — the fact that subject control verbs do
not passivize except in impersonal constructions. On my analysis this follows quite simply from the
fact that the external argument of the passive, merged in the complement position of the RELATOR-
head mediating the predication relation between the participial VP and the thematic subject, is unable
to c-command and control the PRO subject of the infinitive. In section 5, I show how the analysis
explains the restrictions on coreference of the external and internal arguments of the passive.

Collins (2005a) and I share the burden of making the by-phrase behave as a constituent. In
neither approach is the string of by and the external argument a minimal constituent. In section 6,
the question of how the constituency of the by-phrase can be derived is discussed against the
background of the versatility of by. Finally, section 7 shows that an analysis of the active/passive dia-
thesis alternation exploiting canonical vs reverse predication is fully compatible with Baker’s (1988)
UTAH.

The principal message of this chapter is that the participial VP of the passive is in a specifier
position of the Voice-head, and is predicated of the external argument via ‘reverse predication’ (in
the sense of Den Dikken 2006). The base-generation approach allows the internal argument to raise
to SpecTP without crossing over the external argument, and needs no recourse to ‘smuggling’ to
achieve this. This simplification of Collins’ analysis leaves most of its positive ingredients intact,
improves upon its empirical coverage, and dispenses with the ‘smuggling’ operation.
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2 ‘Smuggling’ and ‘freezing’

A central ingredient of Collins’ (2005a) analysis of the passive is that promotion of the internal
argument to subject involves movement out of the VP after the latter’s movement into SpecVoiceP. 
It is often said (following Ross’s 1967 frozen structure constraint and Wexler & Culicover’s 1980
Freezing Principle) that a constituent in a derived position in which it is fully licensed is ‘frozen’:
the constituent itself can undergo no further movement, and it is also impossible to extract anything
from this constituent. Subextraction of the object after ‘smuggling’ is an instance of the latter kind
of derivation (see also Boškoviæ’s chapter in this volume). How big a problem is this?

2.1 Heavy NP Shift: Extraction from the shifted noun phrase
Collins (2005a:97) writes that ‘[i]t is important to note that smuggling derivations assume that
Freezing ... does not hold for all types of movement’.2 Indeed, while onward movement of a
constituent from a position in which this constituent is fully licensed is certainly impossible (see (2b)
for failed attempts at moving who, licensed as the specifier of the embedded question in (2a), into
the specifier position of the matrix clause, or moving BILL, the focus of the embedded clause in (2a),
into a focus position in the upstairs clause), the alleged ban on subextraction from terminally moved
constituents is much less clearly descriptively adequate. Thus, Kayne’s (1985, 1994) examples in
(3) show that in ‘Heavy NP Shift’ constructions, it is often quite easy to establish a filler–gap
dependency between a wh-filler outside the extraposed heavy NP and a gap inside  it.3

(2) a. are you wondering who Mary invited? it’s that it’s BILL that she invited
b. *who are you wondering ec Mary invited? *it’s BILL that it is ec that she invited

(3) a. Mary is the only person who I dared mention to John [the possibility of him going out
with ec] (Kayne 1985:131)

b. the problem which I explained to John [only part of ec] (Kayne 1994:74)

Postal (1998:166), while agreeing that (3a,b) are acceptable, nonetheless disagrees with Kayne’s con-
clusion that an extraposed heavy NP is not an island. He points out that while argument extraction,
as in (3), succeeds quite well from extraposed heavy NPs, non-argument extraction does not:

(4) a. *how long did they try to mention to John [the possibility of him remaining there ec]?
b. *what color did they try to mention to John [the possibility of him painting his yacht ec]?
c. *what they tried to mention to John [the possibility of him being able to tell ec] was her IQ

2 Collins (2005a:97) attributes freezing to Müller (1998:124). Though he dismisses it in the context of promotion
of the internal argument, in a different context (on p. 115) Collins does actively appeal to freezing.

3 It is irrelevant for the discussion of (3) whether ‘Heavy NP Shift’ is an operation that extraposes the heavy NP
into a position in the right periphery of the clause (‘rightward movement’) or results instead from a leftward movement
operation (à la scrambling) of the heavy NP followed by remnant movement of the VP around the landing-site of the
heavy NP (as in Kayne 1994). Either way, the heavy NP is in a derived position. The Kayne (1994) analysis stands more
of a chance to make sense of the opacity of the remnant VP, discussed further below in the main text.
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It seems, then, that an extraposed heavy NP is a selective island: it is opaque to non-argument
filler–gap dependencies but not to (referential) argument extraction. The same is true for
topicalization: while (5a) (modeled on Kayne’s (3a)) and (5b) (cf. Lasnik & Saito 1992:111) are
quite acceptable,4 the examples in (6a,b) (modeled on Postal’s (5a,b)) are impossible.

(5) a. ?(?)Mary is the only person who I think that [the possibility of him going out with ec], I
would dare to mention to John

b. ?who do you think that [pictures of ec], John would never buy?
(6) a. *how long do you think that [the possibility of him remaining there ec], they were trying

to mention to John?
b. *what color do you think that [the possibility of him painting his yacht ec], they were

trying to mention to John?

Will it be sufficient for Collins (2005a), whose filler–gap dependencies across the moved VP
in SpecVoiceP are systematically argumental in nature, to point to the grammaticality of (3) to keep
his ‘smuggling’ approach to the passive standing? The answer is ‘no’: there are two syntactic
environments (brought up in sections 2.2 and 2.3) in which a displaced constituent shows categorical
freezing, even for subextraction of arguments, and these syntactic environments are particularly
germane to Collins’ (2005a) ‘smuggling’ analysis of the passive, posing a major problem for it.

2.2 Heavy NP Shift: Extraction from VP
Consider first the flipside of Wexler & Culicover’s (1980) Freezing Principle, for cases such as
Heavy NP Shift: for them, not only is the extraposed heavy NP itself an island, the VP containing
the trace of the heavy NP is frozen, too. This latter case of ‘freezing’ turns out to be more robust than
the islandhood of the heavy NP itself: sentences of the type in (7a) (from Kayne 1994:74) and (7b)
(cf. (3b)) are impossible; see also (8b), based on (8a), and the contrast with the double-object
construction in (8bN), based on (8aN). Kayne (1994:74) comments that to his ear, ‘the extraction
violation in [(7a)] is stronger and more consistently found than the one in [(3b)]’.

(7) a. *the person who(m) John [gave to ec] all his old linguistics books
b. *the person who I [explained to ec] only part of the problem

(8) a. I gave to Mary a brand-new book about the history of aviation
aN. I gave Mary a brand-new book about the history of aviation
b. *who did you give to ec a brand-new book about the history of aviation?
bN. who did you give ec a brand-new book about the history of aviation?

Note that the examples in (7) and (8b) involve argument wh-dependencies. So the remnant-VP in
Heavy NP Shift constructions is an absolute island, not a selective one. With the help of Kayne’s
(1994) approach to Heavy NP Shift, we can understand this as follows:

4 Lasnik & Saito (1992:111) say that their example (which athletes do you think that pictures of, Mary bought)
is ‘no worse than marginal’. The example in (5b) improves on it further by making the tail following the fronted topic
a bit weightier.
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(9) [XP [VP gave tDP  to Mary] [X [YP [DP a brand-new book about ...] [Y [tVP]]]]]

The word order of a sentence such as (7a) results not from rightward movement of the heavy NP but
short leftward movement thereof followed by remnant movement of the VP to a position higher up
the tree than the landing-site of short object movement. The remnant VP, in its derived specifier
position, is an island for the establishment of filler–gap dependencies of all stripes.

The relevance of this approach to (7) and (8b) for Collins’ (2005a) analysis of the passive
should be clear: in the analysis of Heavy NP Shift in (9) there is movement of the VP to a derived
specifier position, just as in Collins’ analysis of the passive there is movement of the VP to a derived
specifier position. The nature of the landing-sites of the two VP-movement processes is doubtless
different (Kayne does not specify the landing-site, but Voice is unlikely to be involved); but in both
analyses the VP is displaced to a specifier position. In (9), such displacement leads to total opacity
while in the ‘smuggling’ derivation of the passive it crucially must not.

2.3 Copular inversion: Extraction from the raised predicate
Next, consider pairs of the type in (10), well known from the extensive literature on specificational
copular sentences (Heggie 1988, Moro 1997, Heycock & Kroch 1999, Mikkelsen 2005, Den Dikken
2006, etc.).

(10) a. John is the biggest fan of ABBA
b. the biggest fan of ABBA is John

Such pairs show an important asymmetry with it comes to extraction from the superscriptional noun
phrase the biggest fan of ABBA: while this works just fine in (10a), it fails in (10b):

(11) a. ABBA is the Swedish band which John is [the biggest fan of ec]
b. *ABBA is the Swedish band which [the biggest fan of ec] is John

If (as Moro 1997, Hoekstra & Mulder 1990, and Den Dikken 2006 argue, among others) the
superscriptional noun phrase in (10b) occupies the structural subject position of the clause (SpecTP),
the root cause of the ungrammaticality of (11b) could be the fact that subextraction from the struc-
tural subject position of a finite clause is generally impossible in English (the Subject Condition):

(12) *ABBA is the Swedish band which [pictures of ec] are on sale all around town

But the effect of the Subject Condition (the ban on subextraction from SpecTP) can be
factored out by looking at (relatively rare but fully grammatical) cases of predicate inversion in
small-clause (i.e., TP-less) environments, first pointed out by Heycock (1994):

(13) a. if Bill has an alibi for 6 p.m., that makes John the murderer
b. if Bill has an alibi for 6 p.m., that makes the murderer John

Let us construct examples of the type in (13) with a superscriptional noun phrase complex enough
to be able to harbor a gap bound by an outside filler, and then test their behavior under extraction:
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(14) a. this makes the United States the biggest polluter of surface water
b. this makes the biggest polluter of surface water the United States

(15) a. what does this make the United States [the biggest polluter of ec]?
b. *what does this make [the biggest polluter of ec] the United States?

This time around, the sharp ill-formedness of (15b) cannot be blamed on the Subject Condition be-
cause the subject position of the small clause embedded under make is relatively transparent for ex-
traction:

(16) a. ?what does this make [pictures of ec] worth collecting?
b. ?what does this make [videos of ec] the favorite entertainment of internet viewers?

What we see, then, is that extraction from the superscriptional noun phrase of a specification-
al copular sentence is impossible when this noun phrase appears to the left of the specifying noun
phrase. Den Dikken (2006) argues at length (following Moro 1997) that the word-order alternation
in pairs such as (10) and (13) arises via raising of the superscriptional noun phrase (the underlying
predicate) in the b–sentences, to a specifier position higher up the tree than the subject of predication.

Again, the relevance of this for Collins’ (2005a) analysis of the passive is hard to miss. Both
that analysis and Den Dikken’s (2006) analysis of the word-order alternation in specificational copu-
lar sentences involve raising of the predicate to a specifier position above the base position of the
subject of predication. The examples in (11b) and (15b) show that predicate raising renders the
moved predicate opaque (‘freezing’), and (15b) is particularly revealing in demonstrating that this
opacity effect is not recastable as a Subject Condition effect. When we now look back at Collins’
(2005a) analysis of the passive, we would expect the raised participial VP (the predicate of the
thematic subject) to be frozen. But the point of Collins’ ‘smuggling’ is precisely to give the object
a chance to make it to SpecTP without being hindered by the phasehood of vP and the presence of
the external argument in SpecvP. So the raised VP in (1) must, for Collins, remain transparent. Given
that this VP is a raised predicate, the fact that well-established cases of predicate raising deliver clear
‘freezing’ effects elsewhere poses a problem for the ‘smuggling’ analysis of passives.

2.4 Freezing and the participial VP of the passive: Two last remarks
At this point, the reader might still be inclined to think that I have been comparing apples and
oranges by looking, in the case of (11b) and (15b), at Â-extraction whereas in Collins’ (2005a) anal-
ysis of the passive we are dealing with NP-movement of the object to SpecTP: perhaps NP-move-
ment is somehow oblivious to the effects of ‘freezing’ induced by predicate raising. But note that
for Collins, the raised participial VP does not just need to be transparent for NP-movement: to get
the facts of the passive right, he must also guarantee that Â-movement from this VP is grammatical,
in light of the following examples:

(17) a. Mary was [given the book] by Bill
b. this is the book which Mary was [given ec] by Bill
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In (17b), an Â-dependency between which and the gap marked by ‘ec’ inside the participial VP is
successfully established. Note that the gap arguably must be located inside the raised VP: in (17a),
the book shows up to the left of the by-phrase; although it is marginally possible to place the book
to the right of by Bill, such placement is impossible for a pronominal direct object:

(18) Mary was given by Bill {??the book/*it}

The wh-pronoun which in (17b) is the [+WH] counterpart of the pronoun it in (18). Since we know
from (18) that pronominal objects cannot be ‘stranded’ to the right of the by-phrase in the passive
of a double-object construction, the conclusion seems inescapable that the gap bound by which in
(17b) must, as shown, find itself inside Collins’ (2005a) raised participial VP. In light of the ungram-
maticality of (11b) and (15b), the fact that the Â-dependency between which and ec in (17b) is
grammatical comes as a surprise from the perspective of Collins’ analysis of the passive.

One last consideration casting empirical doubt on the ‘smuggling’ analysis comes from
quantifier scope. As first observed by Aoun & Li (1989) and frequently discussed in the literature
since then (see esp. Bruening 2001), the English double-object construction (unlike its prepositional
dative counterpart) shows a rigid scope relation between the two objects when both are quantified:

(19) a. they gave some book to every student 6 ambiguous; distributive reading available
b. they gave some student every book 6 unambiguous; surface scope only, distrib-

utive reading unavailable

Importantly, the passive of a double-object construction, featuring promotion of the indirect object
to subject, allows the direct object to scope over the promoted indirect object:5

(20) some student was given every book 6 ambiguous; distributive reading available

The ‘smuggling’ approach to the passive is expected to make inverse scope harder in (20) than in
(19b), in light of the fact that only in (20) is the VP containing the theme being raised into a derived
specifier position. The facts show exactly the opposite. Again we see that the ‘smuggling’ approach
to the passive is struggling to get the facts right.

3 Why struggle to smuggle when Merge will converge?

3.1 Canonical versus reverse predication
For Collins and most other syntacticians, base-generating the participial VP in a specifier position
higher up the tree than the external argument would not be an option. But in Den Dikken (2006) an
outlook on the syntax of predication is laid out according to which predication relations, while

5 Readers may find this easier to verify for the examples below. (ia) is unambiguous, allowing only a referential
reading for a different student; (ib), by contrast, allows every paper to scope over a different student.

(i) a. the professor assigned a different student every paper on the reading list
b. a different student was assigned every paper on the reading list (by the professor)
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necessarily asymmetrical, are not directional: the predicate can originate lower than its subject (as
in the familiar case), but it can alternatively be base-generated higher. The relationship between a
predicate and its subject is always mediated by a RELATOR, whose X-bar projection ensures that the
predication configuration is asymmetrical: one of the terms in the predication relation occupies the
complement position of the RELATOR while the other one sits in the RP’s specifier position. But the
question of which of the terms takes the complement position and which one the specifier is not pre-
ordained. So (21b) is just as well-formed as (21a).

(21) a. [RP [Specifier SUBJECT] [RN RELATOR [Complement PREDICATE]]]
b. [RP [Specifier PREDICATE] [RN RELATOR [Complement SUBJECT]]]

The choice between (21a) and (21b) is made on a variety of bases. Though both structures
express the fundamental relationship of predication between the two dependents of the RELATOR,
there can be semantic differences between the two structures revealing themselves in the details of
the relation — Den Dikken (2006:Ch. 5) discusses this at some length in the context of Binominal
Qualitative Noun Phrases such as that idiot of a doctor; in more recent work (see Den Dikken
2015a), I have also applied the semantic distinction between (21a) and (21b) in a discussion of the
structural difference between alienable and inalienable possession relations inside the complex noun
phrase. So semantics is one basis on which the choice between (21a) and (21b) can be determined.

Another, not surprisingly, is syntax. In the discussion in this section and the next, I will be
playing the syntax card in constructing an argument for the selection of (21b) as the structure under-
lying passive constructions (with the familiar (21a) serving as the basis for active ones). In the
remainder of the present section, I will flesh out the syntax of the passive based on (21b) and high-
light the important differences and similarities between (21b) and Collins’ (2005a) ‘smuggling’
analysis. The discussion will lead us to a simple answer to the question of why passives require
auxiliation and to a new definition of the passive, and also throws light on the distribution of
passivization beyond the familiar cases with a transitive base. The analysis is modeled closely on
Den Dikken (2006:2.7.1), and ultimately inspired in fundamental ways by Hoekstra (1996). In
sections 4 and 5, I will subsequently present arguments from control and coreference (not present
in Den Dikken 2006) which support the case for (21b) as the underlying representation of passives.

3.2 The proposal, and a comparison with Collins (2005a)
Taking seriously the claim that the predicate and its subject can be linked in either of the two ways
in (21) gives the two members of the active/passive diathesis alternation straightforwardly different
underlying representations:6

(22) a. John kissed Mary [TP Spec [TN [RP [DP John] [RN RELATOR [VP kissed Mary]]]]]
b. Mary was kissed by John [TP Spec [TN [RP [VP kissed Mary] [RN RELATOR [DP John]]]]]

6 The RELATOR of the predication relation between VP and the external argument in active (22a) can be taken
to be the v of Chomsky (1995:Ch. 4) or the head ‘Voice’ of Kratzer (1996) and Collins (2005a). The RELATOR of the
reverse predication relation in (22b), when overt, is the preposition by. For the purpose of an understanding of the syntax
of the active/passive alternation, the labels of the RELATORS of the predication relations in (22) are immaterial. It is
equally unimportant in the present context whether the verbal predicate is a (possibly acategorial) ‘root VP’ or a
(categorized) v+VP composite. In (22), ‘VP’ stands for a verbal predicate, whatever its size or precise internal structure.
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The structure in (22b) shares with the output of Collins’ (2005a) ‘smuggling’ the idea that
the participial VP occupies a specifier position — more particularly, the specifier position of a head
that is spelled out as by. Collins dubs this head ‘Voice’; I call it a RELATOR, abstracting away from
a specific label. The key differences between (22b) and Collins’ (2005a) structure (recall (1)) are the
fact that the participial VP in (22b) is not moved into SpecRP but base-generated there, and that the
complement of the RELATOR-head in (22b) is just the external argument, John, not a vP whose
specifier position is occupied by John and whose complement hosts the trace of the raised VP.7

3.3 Auxiliation
From the structure to the right of (22a) one gets to the surface output by raising the agent John to
SpecTP. The functional head T engages in an Agree relationship with the head of the VP in (22a),
as usual, which means that in finite clauses the verb is equipped with tense and ö-feature inflection.
In (22b), on the other hand, the object Mary raises out of the VP in SpecRP to SpecTP, and the verb
cannot be inflected for tense and ö-features: V must instead surface in a participial form, and an
auxiliary (be) must bear the burden of hosting the tense and ö-features.

The fact that the verb in the reverse predication structure in (22b) is a participial form and
cannot be tense/ö-inflected can be directly related to the fact that its projection is not in a comple-
ment position (as in canonical predication structures like (22a)) but instead in a specifier position.
It is well known that head movement out of specifier positions is much more difficult than head
movement out of complement positions (see, e.g., Baker 1988, Hale & Keyser 1993). For the verb
in (22b) to be adorned with tense/ö-morphology, it would have to be able to build a syntactic link
to the functional head (T) that has the matching tense/ö-features; whether forged by overt movement
or its covert counterpart, such a link would face the problem of getting out of a specifier. In
languages such as English, there is no passive in which the lexical verb is tensed because in the
syntax of the passive in (22b), it is impossible for the verb to link up to T.8 Tense and ö-features are
borne instead by an auxiliary, be, which is obligatory whenever the passive structure in (22b) is
embedded under an T-node with tense/ö-specifications.9

7 The è-role of the external argument is a function of the semantic properties of its predicate. Since the semantic
nature of the verbal predicate is the same in the active and the passive, the è-role of the external argument will, for any
particular choice of verbal predicate, be the same in the active and the passive. Because the bearer of this è-role is the
specifier of the RELATOR in (22a) and the RELATOR’s complement in (22b), readers may be concerned that this proposal
is at odds with Baker’s (1988) Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH). The short response to this concern
is that it is not: the UTAH is about relations, not absolute positions. For a longer version of this reply, see section 7.

8 What is called a passive in languages other than English does not necessarily have precisely the same syntax
as the English-type passive in (22b). Medio-passives and Scandinavian s-passives can be finite, either because the
structures underlying these constructions are different from the one featured in the English passive or because their deri-
vation involves a step not featured in English whereby the VP in the specifier of the reverse predication structure is
‘opened up’ to an Agree relationship with T. For relevant discussion of ‘non-canonical’ passive-like constructions and
their syntax (viewed from the reverse predication perspective) see Den Dikken (2019) and Den Dikken & Dékány (2019).

9 Note that this predicts, correctly, that in the absence of a T-node specified for tense/ö, the passive requires no
auxiliary: in with(out)-absolutes (with our car stolen (by organized criminals), we won’t be able to go on the trip) and
in the complement of causative or experiencer-have (I had my car stolen (by organized criminals)) we find the structure
in (22b) by itself, without an auxiliary.
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3.4 The periphrastic perfect
There is an alternative output that (22b) can give rise to. If instead of raising Mary we raised the
prepositional RELATOR up to I, we would end up with an auxiliary with a P incorporated into it —
a be+P composite which would be realized on the surface as a form of have (Benveniste 1966:197;
see also Kayne 1993). Such incorporation of the prepositional RELATOR into be would deprive the
RELATOR’s complement of a source to check its case feature in situ. So such incorporation would
necessarily prompt the subject of predication (John) to raise to SpecTP to check nominative case.
The fact that the be+P composite would position P’s case feature right above the participial VP in
turn facilitates the case-licensing of the internal argument (Mary), which would get accusative case.
Adding things together, we would then end up an auxiliary+participle construction which, unlike the
passive, features the external argument in SpecTP and the internal argument inside the participial
VP — concretely, a periphrastic perfect:

(23) John has kissed Mary
be [RP [VP kissed Mary] [RN RELATOR=P [DP John]]] 6
[DP John]j [be+Pi=have [RP [VP kissed Mary] [RN ti tj]]]

The underlying structure in (22b) can give rise to an ‘active’ output (i.e., an output in which
the external argument is raised to an A-position outside the predicational core) only if the RELATOR

incorporates into the auxiliary introduced outside RP. If instead the RELATOR stays put, it licenses
the external argument in situ, and the internal argument raises out of VP to SpecTP to satisfy the
EPP, checking nominative case. This is the ‘passive’ output.

In the previous paragraph, I placed ‘active’ and ‘passive’ in inverted commas because, as the
discussion will have made clear, these terms really have no deep significance. While the structure
in (22a) can only yield an ‘active’ output (i.e., an output in which the argument externalized to
SpecTP is the agent, not the theme), the one in (22b) can in principle give rise to either an ‘active’
or a ‘passive’ surface result, depending on the way the derivation ensues. In a language such as
English, we traditionally call a sentence ‘passive’ when it contains a participial main verb and
features externalization of the internal argument (the patient).10

3.5 Impersonal passives
The approach to the active/passive alternation based on (22) can also help us make sense of the
grammaticality of impersonal passives and pseudo-passives based on verbs that do not assign an
external è-role (ergatives/unaccusatives), as illustrated in (24) (where (24b) is a Dutch example
adapted from Zaenen 1993).11 12

10 Thus, note the terminological links between ‘active’ and ‘agent externalization’, and between ‘passive’ and
‘patient externalization’. Of course the externalized argument of an ‘active’ sentence is not always an agent (John fears
snakes) nor is the externalized argument of a ‘passive’ sentence necessarily a patient (Mary was seen by John).

11 Perlmutter (1978) asserts that unaccusatives do not support impersonal passivization in Dutch, presenting the
contrast in (i) as support. I find that replacing vaak ‘often’ with something like op grote schaal ‘on a large scale’ or aan
de lopende band or continu (both meaning ‘constantly’) makes (ib) much better. This relates to Zaenen’s  (1993) claim
that impersonal passivization requires atelic Aktionsart for the sentence as a whole (cf. de hele nacht ‘all night long’ in
(24b)). 
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(24) a. after much deliberation, a decision was arrived at (by the committee)
b. er werd de hele nacht aangekomen en vertrokken (door allerlei gasten)

there was the whole night arrived and departed by all.sorts.of guests
‘all night long, all sorts of guests were arriving and departing’

The argument in the by-phrase in the examples in (24) is a theme rather than an agent.
Themes, like agents, are arguably structurally represented as subjects of predication — with a smaller
portion of the projection of the verb serving as the predicate (see Den Dikken 2015b for discussion
of the hypothesis that the ‘object-of’ relation involves low predication):

(i) a. in de zomer wordt er hier vaak gezwommen
in the summer becomes there here often swum
‘in the summer, people often swim here’

b. *in de zomer wordt er hier vaak verdronken
in the summer becomes there here often drowned

But atelicity cannot be elevated to the level of an absolute constraint on Dutch impersonal passivization with
unaccusatives — it is neither a sufficient condition (see Perlmutter’s (ib)) nor a necessary one (see the attested examples
in (ii), which all report once-only telic eventualities; there are plenty more Dutch examples of similar impersonal passives
with unaccusatives on the internet, and all of them sound fine to my native-speaker ear).

(ii) a. het is dit jaar voor het eerst dat er op dezelfde camping wordt aangekomen als waar we gestart zijn
it is this year for the first that there on the.same camping.site is arrived as where we started are
‘this year for the first time, we are arriving at the same camping site as the one we left from’

b. er werd moe maar voldaan in Veenendaal aangekomen
there became tired but satisfied in Veenendaal arrived
‘we arrived in Veenendaal tired but satisfied’

c. de busreis naar huis duurt van ’s ochtends 11:00 uur tot de volgende avond 
the bus.trip to home lasts from in.the morning 11 o’clock until the following evening
om 18:30 uur in Duisburg wordt aangekomen
at 18:30 o’clock in Duisburg becomes arrived
‘the bus trip lasts from 11 a.m. until we arrive in Duisburg the following evening at 6:30 p.m.’

d. er wordt gearriveerd, geklaagd en gedronken, en natuurlijk komt iemand niet opdagen
there becomes arrived complained and drunk and of.course comes someone not show.up
‘people are arriving, complaining and drinking, and of course someone isn’t showing up’

12 In connection with (24), note that Quirk et al. (1985) mention that while the expected result was arrived at is
fine, ?*the splendid stadium was eventually arrived at is not — making a contrast between abstract and concrete noun
phrases. But several attested examples involving physical arrivals are reproduced in (i). Relatedly, while the abstract
examples in (iia,b), featuring gone into, are perhaps more natural than (iic), Givón (2017:375) finds the latter ‘rather
dubious’ but not worse than the standard pseudo-passive Mary was talked to, which he also finds ‘rather marginal’.

(i) a. Franklin was little more that a station building in the wilderness, but bands played and the passengers
cheered when the station was arrived at

b. many obstructions were met, and the place was arrived at with difficulty
c. after a stiff climb the top was arrived at
d. the first overlook near the top was gotten to with only one brief shower

(ii) a. this matter was gone into by the Committee
b. an enquiry was gone into by the House
c. ?the house was gone into
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(25) [RP2 Agent/Cause [RELATOR2 [RP1 Theme [RELATOR1 [VP V [Complement ...]]]]]]

In the canonical predication structure in (25), the minimal VP is predicated, with the help of
RELATOR1, of the theme. The predication structure thereby created can (if still unsaturated) in turn
serve as the predicate of the agent/cause, connected to it by RELATOR2.

In ergative/unaccusative constructions, lacking an agent/cause, RP2 is absent, and the
structure is no larger than RP1. Just as in (22), the predication relation between the VP and its
subject can be established either canonically, as in (26a), or in reverse, as in (26b). It is the latter
strategy that procures (24), with spell-out of the RELATOR as by/door and, in (24a), promotion of a
decision from within the complement of the participial V to the structural subject of the clause.

(26) a. [RP1 Theme [RELATOR1 [VP V [Complement ...]]]]
b. [RP1 [VP V [Complement ...]] [RELATOR1 Theme]]

3.6 The definition of the passive
It is customary in the generative literature (esp. in introductory textbooks) addressing the active/
passive alternation to characterize the passive in terms of the ‘absorption’ of the external è-role and
‘absorption’ of the verb’s accusative Case-assigning capacity.

That passivization does not always implicate accusative Case is reasonably well known: it
is clear not just from the grammaticality of the Dutch examples in (24b) and fn. 11, but also, in a
different way, from impersonals in a variety of other languages, including Ukrainian (Sobin 1985)
and Welsh (Perlmutter and Postal 1984).13 The examples in (27) illustrate that the deep object of the
Ukrainian periphrastic passive can be either nominative or accusative, ‘in more or less free variation’
(Baker, Johnson & Roberts 1989:236).

(27) a. cerkv-a bul-a zbudova-n-a v 1640 roc’i
church-NOM.FEM was-FEM built-PASS-FEM in 1640

b. cerkv-u bul-o zbudova-n-o v 1640 roc’i
church-ACC.FEM was-IMP built-PASS-IMP in 1640

Much less well known is the fact that passivization does not always implicate the external
è-role. Examples of the type in (24) do not figure prominently in the literature on passives. The fact
that they are grammatical indicates that not only ‘accusative Case absorption’ but also ‘external è-
role absorption’ should be scratched off the list of key properties of the passive. Since the passive
is customarily defined exclusively in terms of these two properties, and since neither is a genuine
hallmark of the passive, a new definition of the passive is called for.

The proposal in this section gives us a definition of the passive that eschews all mention of
è-roles and Case:

(28) passive =def  reverse verbal predication without promotion of the subject of predication

13 Baker, Johnson & Roberts (1989:236) also list Polish and Italian. On the latter’s si-passives, see fn. 8 for a
caveat. Maling & Sigurjónsdóttir’s (2002) careful discussion of alternations seemingly similar to Ukrainian (27) found
in Polish (Keenan and Timberlake 1985, Billings & Maling 1995) and Icelandic makes it clear that in these two
languages the b–variant is active, not passive. But Ukrainian (27b) responds to all of Maling & Sigurjónsdóttir’s
diagnostics as a genuine passive construction.
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The reverse predication structures in (22b) (for transitive-based passives) and (26b) (for unaccusa-
tive-based passives) are a central ingredient of the passive. But by itself, reverse verbal predication
does not yet define the passive: when the subject of the reverse predication is advanced to
grammatical subject, we are dealing with a perfect, not a passive. It is only when the subject of the
reverse verbal predication is NOT advanced to the structural subject position that we have a passive
on our hands. I hereby advance the definition in (28) as a replacement of the absorption-based gold
standard.

4 Passives and control by the implicit external argument

The reverse predication analysis of the passive given in section 3 (based on Den Dikken 2006:43ff.,
sect. 2.7.1) raises the question of control by the implicit agent: can the subject of predication, on its
low right branch in (22b), control a PRO inside the participial VP? The answer is ‘no’: there can be
no c-command relation between the ‘demoted’ external argument of the passive and a PRO inside
the participial VP, and since, on standard assumptions, a control relationship requires c-command,
control should fail. The theoretical picture is clear, and the empirical prediction is, too. And as it
turns out, this prediction is borne out by facts which are usually referred to under the rubric of
Visser’s Generalization — the fact, first discussed under this title by Bresnan (1982) (but see already
Jenkins 1972 for relevant discussion), that subject control verbs resist personal passivization.

4.1 Control in personal passives
In (29) and (30), I have juxtaposed familiar examples of verbs that take both a nominal and a clausal
dependent. In (29a), it is the nominal object of the matrix verb that controls the PRO in the infinitival
clause — a case of object control, causing themselves but not them to serve as the embedded object
coreferent with the matrix object. In (30a), by contrast, the controller of the infinitive’s PRO subject
is the subject of the matrix verb — we are dealing here with subject control, hence the object of the
infinitive coreferent with the matrix object must be the pronoun them, not the anaphor themselves.
Interestingly, while passivization in (29b) reshuffles the grammatical functions but leaves control
unaffected, in (30b) we see that the subject control construction resists passivization with promotion
of the nominal object, even in the presence of an explicit ‘demoted’ external argument in the form
of a by-phrase.

(29) a. John persuaded [DP the politicians]i [CP PROi to reward {themselves/*them}i]
b. the politiciansi were persuaded PROi to reward themselvesi

(30) a. John promised [DP the policitians]i [CP PRO to reward {them/*themselves}i]
b. *the policitiansi were promised PRO to reward themi (by John)

4.2 Analysis
From the approach to the passive taken in section 3, this contrast between persuade-type and
promise-type verbs falls out immediately. With persuade-type verbs, it is the nominal object that
serves as the controller in the active sentences; and this nominal object continues to be present in a
position c-commanding the control infinitive in the passive sentences: from its high perch in SpecTP,
the promoted object of course readily c-commands the PRO that it is supposed to control.
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With promise-type verbs, by contrast, it is the external argument that serves as the controller
in the active sentences. When a promise-verb is passivized, and avails itself of the syntax in (22b),
the external argument finds itself in the lowest complement position in the clause, whereas the con-
trol infinitive sits in the complement of the participial verb whose projection occupies the specifier
position of the RELATOR phrase:

(31) [RP [VP promised the polsi [CP PRO to reward themi]] [RN RELATOR=by [DP John]]]

It should be obvious at a glance that in (31) there is no hope of a control relation between
John, the ‘demoted’ external argument of promise in the complement position of the RELATOR, and
the PRO in the subject position of the infinitival CP: John cannot possibly c-command PRO.14 The
account of the core of Visser’s Generalization could hardly be simpler.15

4.3 Control in impersonal passives
In (30b) we saw that subject control verbs do not allow personal passivization — i.e., passivization
with promotion of an argument to subject. But a blanket ban on passivization of subject control verbs
would be inaccurate. For subject control verbs such as decide, which take a clausal complement but
no additional nominal object, we see this in (32a), a grammatical impersonal passive (with the
expletive it, which is not an argument of decide, in the structural subject position). Kawasaki
(1993:105) observes that to the extent that English speakers allow impersonal passivization with
promise (such that the structural subject of the passive promise clause is occupied by the expletive
it), they (somewhat marginally) allow the ‘demoted’ external argument of promise to control the
PRO-subject of the infinitival clause: see (32b). Van Urk (2013) (who does not mention Kawasaki’s
observation) strengthens this finding for several other Germanic languages (see Dutch (32c)), where
impersonal passivization is usually available much more naturally than it is in English.

14 When by John is not present in the sentence, an implicit argument (‘IMP’; either pro or PRO) is represented in
the complement position of the silent RELATOR. I will return to this in sections 5 and 6. The syntactic configurations for
the version of (30b) containing by John and its counterpart without by John are exactly the same.

15 Collins (2005a) does not explicitly address Visser’s Generalization. Let us examine how his analysis would fare
in the account of the facts just reviewed. Another look at the structure in (1) reminds us that in Collins’ approach to the
passive, the ‘demoted’ external argument occupies the structural position in which the external argument is merged in
the active as well. Plainly, in the active the external argument of a promise-type construction experiences no difficulty
in controlling the PRO-subject of the control infinitive. In the passive, to be sure, the control infinitive is pied-piped
along with the participial verb into the SpecVoiceP position, above the position of the external argument. But a complete
copy of the moved participial VP stays behind in its base position, c-commanded by the external argument.

The fact that the ‘demoted’ external argument of the passive is unable to control the PRO-subject of the
infinitive in promise-passives could fall out from Collins’ analysis if one could prevent PRO from being controlled ‘at
D-structure’ or ‘under reconstruction’. It may be possible to preclude this in a non-stipulative way, but too little is known
about the nature of the movement operation that the participial VP undergoes (is it A-movement or Â-movement or some
hybrid of the two?) and too much is uncertain about the restrictions on ‘reconstruction’ to make it possible to hazard a
guess. At any rate, Collins (2005a:111) himself explicitly assumes that reconstruction of the participial VP is possible
(though ‘difficult’) in the passive. Such reconstruction would obviously not be conducive to an account of Visser’s
Generalization on his approach. The alternative analysis presented in section 3 explains the ungrammaticality of (30b)
directly, as we have seen, in terms of lack of c-command at all levels of representation.
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(32) a. it was decided to stay for dinner
b. %?it was promised (by the committee) to investigate the matter
c. er werd me beloofd om me op de hoogte te houden

there became me promised COMP me on the height to keep
‘it was promised me to keep me informed’

4.3.1 Van Urk’s (2013) analysis
In light of these impersonal passivization data, Van Urk (2013:172) revises Visser’s Generalization
as in (33):16

(33) obligatory control by an implicit subject is impossible if an overt DP agrees with T

How does this restatement of Visser’s Generalization make the desired distinction between (30b)
and (32)? Van Urk (2013:fn. 11) assumes (without explicit justification) that the expletives in the
structural subject position in the latter set of sentences are not in a ö-agreement relation with T, so
T is free to establish a ö-agreement relation with the implicit argument instead. It is through this ö-
agreement relationship that he assumes control of the PRO subject of the infinitival clause is taken
care of, along the lines of Landau’s (2000 et seq.) agreement-based theory of control. The fact that
in (30b) T explicitly ö-agrees (were) with the nominative subject (the politicians) makes it imposs-
ible for T to also agree with the implicit external argument of promise. On the hypothesis that ö-
agreement with T is a precondition for the establishment of a successful relationship of obligatory
control, the ungrammaticality of (30b) is then ensured.

But two problems stand out for this account of the facts reviewed above. First, it is far from
self-evident for English it, German es and Scandinavian det (which are all nominal expletives) that
T does not agree with them in ö-features. Take the case of it, in particular. In English it-clefts, the
postcopular noun phrase can never control agreement with T: unless we should be dealing here with
‘default’ inflection, T ö-agrees with it in sentences such as it is these books that I would like to read.
Another indication that the nominal expletive it is likely dependent on an agreement relation with
T for its licensing comes from the fact that it is excluded from environments that lack a finite T such
as *[it to be unlikely that John will apologize] is regrettable.

A second problem for Van Urk’s analysis of the impersonal passive cases is his assumption
that ‘implicit arguments always trigger 3rd person singular agreement’ (p. 173). For arbitrary pro in
Italian, Rizzi (1986) shows that it is 3rd person plural (questo dottore visita pro nudi ‘this doctor
visits (patients) nude.3PL.M’). For the implicit argument of impersonal passives, it can be demon-
strated on the same basis that it can be plural: è stato deciso per essere influenti ‘it was decided to
be influential.3PL.M’ (Adriana Belletti, p.c.). Further confirmation beyond Italian comes from the
English examples in (34) and (35).

(34) a. it was decided to remain Hungarians/be better people
b. {they/*one} decided to remain Hungarians/be better people

16 In the running text just above this revised generalization, Van Urk talks about a relation between T and a
nominative argument, which seems more on target than the ö-agreement account that he ends up adopting. See my
revision of Van Urk’s Revised Visser’s Generalization given in (40).
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(35) a. it was decided in the end to give the awards to themselves
b. {they/*one} decided in the end to give the awards to themselves

The infinitives in (34) and (35) require a plural subject, both locally and in the matrix clause, as the
ill-formedness of the b–examples featuring one shows. The plural PRO in the infinitival clause of
(34a) and (35a) is thus expected to require a plural controller: the implicit agent. In light of the fact
that the predicates Hungarians/better people and give the awards to themselves are grammatical only
with a plural subject, not with singular impersonal one, the a–sentences in (34) and (35) make the
case for the plurality of the implicit argument in these impersonal passives (pace Van Urk 2013:173
and, for unspecified implicit arguments, Collins 2018b).17

A comparison with Dutch further cements the conclusion reached on the basis of English (34)
and (35), and adds beloven ‘promise’ into the mix. Consider the examples in (36). In the active, the
use of impersonal men ‘one’ as the subject is possible only when the predicate nominal is singular
(men is Nederlander(*s) ‘one is Dutchman’); plural ze ‘they’, on the other hand, combines freely
with either a singular or a plural nationality-denoting predicate nominal (ze zijn Nederlander(s) ‘they
are Dutchman/Dutchmen’). In passive (36a) there is a choice between a singular and plural predicate
nominal. The grammaticality of the plural form can only be understood if it is possible for the PRO-
subject of the infinitival clause to have a plural controller in the matrix clause — and that controller
is the implicit external argument of the passive participle, which must in turn be able to be plural.

(36) a. er/het werd besloten/beloofd Nederlanders te blijven
there/it became decided/promised Dutchmen to remain
‘a decision/promise was made to remain Dutchmen’

b. men besloot/beloofde Nederlander/*Nederlanders te blijven
one decided/promised Dutchman/Dutchmen to remain

17 Care is needed with the argument based on plural predicate nominals. The impersonal passives in (ia) and (iia)
are distractors: the predicates friends and enemies introduce an unwelcome complication since they allow singular sub-
jects, as in (ib) and (iib). But for the main-text examples, the argument stands. In Dutch (discussed in the next paragraph
of the text), the plural predicate vrienden ‘friends’ (esp. in its diminutive variant, vriendjes ‘friend.DIM.PL’) is also a
distractor: it allows a singular subject under the same circumstances as its English counterpart (see (iii)). But vijanden
‘enemies’ does not: (ivb) is impossible. So the grammaticality of (iva) actually makes the point pursued in the main text.

(i) a. it was decided to stay friends
b. she decided to stay friends with her divorced husband

(ii) a. it was decided to remain enemies
b. America decided to remain enemies with Russia

(iii) a. er werd beloofd/besloten goede vrienden te blijven
there became promised/decided good friends to remain
‘a promise/decision was made to remain good friends’

b. ze beloofde/besloot goede vrienden te blijven met haar man
she promised/decided good friends to remain with her husband

(iv) a. er werd besloten/beloofd vijanden te blijven
there became decided/promised enemies to remain
‘a decision/promise was made to remain enemies’

b. *Amerika besloot/beloofde vijanden te blijven met Rusland
America decided/promised enemies to remain with Russia
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bN. ze besloten/beloofden Nederlander/Nederlanders te blijven
they decided/promised Dutchman/Dutchmen to remain

The data in (34)–(36) thus lead us to conclude that the implicit argument of the passive
cannot be assumed to be intrinsically 3rd person singular, contra Van Urk (2013:173).18 This con-
clusion makes Van Urk’s analysis of control in impersonal passives, in terms of a ö-agreement
relation between T and the implicit argument, untenable: for the a–examples in (34)–(36), we need
the implicit argument to be plural, yet T bears 3rd person singular inflection (was, werd), hence
clearly does not ö-agree with this implicit argument.

4.3.2 A new proposal
With Van Urk’s perspective on these impersonal passives off the table, let us work towards an
alternative analysis of the facts in (32) and (34)–(36). In all these examples, the matrix T arguably
engages in a ö-agreement relationship with the pronominal subject it, an explicit source for 3rd per-
son singular ö-features. This pronoun, while controlling ö-agreement in narrow syntax, has no role
to play at LF: it is an expletive. It is customary to assume that it is removed from the representation
at the end of the LF-syntactic derivation. This opens up the SpecTP position for something else to
move into at LF. In the examples under discussion, there are two possible candidates for taking this
spot: the expletive’s associate (i.e., the embedded clause) and the implicit external argument of the
passive. If the infinitival clause takes it’s spot, control of its PRO-subject is not facilitated thereby;
but if the implicit external argument of the passive participle raises to SpecTP at LF, this creates an
excellent opportunity for control: with IMP in SpecTP, it c-commands the PRO-subject of the infini-
tival clause. The implicit external argument is eligible to raise to SpecTP at LF because it was not
‘deactivated’ in narrow syntax via an Agree relation with some probe. Explicit arguments always
engage in an Agree relation for Case with a probe; but the implicit external argument has no Case
probe that renders it inactive, and thus in principle remains ready for action at LF. For the establish-
ment of a control relationship with the PRO-subject of the infinitival clause in (32) and (34)–(36),
raising the implicit external argument of the passive participle to SpecTP at LF is just the right tool.

18 One might have wanted to bolster the case against Van Urk’s (2013:173) singularity hypothesis further on the
basis of examples involving infinitival clauses containing a reciprocal, such as (i)–(ii), the latter from Dutch. But the
grammaticality of these sentences turns out to be under-informative for the singularity or plurality of the implicit
argument of the impersonal passive: it is generally not impossible for Germanic reciprocals to take a morphologically
singular antecedent (as in everybody hates each other, ?men bleef elkaar trouw ‘one remained each.other faithful’).

(i) it was decided to remain forever faithful to one another
(ii) er werd plechtig beloofd/gezworen elkaar eeuwig trouw te blijven

there became solemnly promised/sworn RECIP forever faithful to remain
‘a solemn promise/pledge was made to remain forever faithful to one another’

Van Urk’s hypothesis that the implicit argument of the passive is inherently third person singular is also not
compromized by the ungrammaticality of coreference in *a letter was IMPi sent to hisi mother and *it was IMPi  decided
to sent a letter to hisi mother. Collins (2018b) concludes from this that IMP here is ö-featureless; but this conclusion is
not supported by the examples provided in the main text. Coreference in the above sentences presumably fails because
of the non-specificity of IMP, not because of its ö-feature composition. This therefore does not bear on Van Urk (2013).
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In this perspective, the fact that the impersonal passives in (32) and (34)–(36) do not comply
with Visser’s Generalization (which holds exceptionlessly for personal passives of subject control
verbs) follows directly from the fact that these are impersonal constructions with an expletive subject
that is subject to removal from the LF representation. Given that in the cases at hand expletive
replacement can be performed not just by the associate of the expletive but also by the implicit
external argument of the passive, the grammaticality of the examples in (32) and the a–sentences in
(34)–(36) can be explained.

4.3.3 Why aspectual verbs and forget resist impersonal passivization
It is relevant in connection with the proposal for the sentences in (32) and their ilk advanced in
section 4.3.2 to draw attention to the fact that aspectual verbs such as begin and also the verb forget
resist impersonal passivization, in both English and Dutch (see Landau 2015):19

(37) a. *it was begun to clean the room
b. *er werd begonnen de kamer schoon te maken

there became begun the room clean to make
(38) a. *it was forgotten to clean the room

b. *er werd vergeten de kamer schoon te maken
there became forgotten the room clean to make

This is not because the surface subject of these verbs cannot be an expletive: the version of
(37b) without the infinitival clause (er werd begonnen ‘there was begun’) is grammatical, as is er
wordt vergeven maar niet vergeten ‘there is forgiven but not forgotten, i.e., people forgive but don’t
forget’. But such impersonal passives do not support by-phrases: *er werd begonnen door hen ‘there
was begun by them’ and *er wordt nooit vergeten door hen ‘there is never forgotten by them’ are
impossible. The root of the problem is that the verb in these cases is not underlyingly transitive. This
is particularly clear for Dutch: transitive verbs never select zijn ‘be’ in the perfect; but the active
counterparts to (37b) and (38b) do — obligatorily so for beginnen and optionally for vergeten:20

(39) a. ze zijn/*hebben begonnen de kamer schoon te maken
they are/have begun the room clean to make
‘they began to clean the room’

b. ze zijn/hebben vergeten de kamer schoon te maken
they are/have forgotten the room clean to make
‘they forgot to clean the room’

19 Levshina (2016) reports finding 383 Google-hits (arguably a negligible sum) for the string “er werd vergeten
om” ‘there became forgotten COMP’, versus more than 4,000 hits for the string “er is vergeten om” ‘there is forgotten
COMP’. I have no explanation to offer at this time for the fact that the latter is significantly more frequent than the former.

20 The use of zijn ‘be’ with vergeten ‘forget’ is arguably the primary option: there is one use of vergeten for which
hebben ‘hebben’ is in fact excluded in the perfect (viz., vergeten in the sense of ‘not know anymore’: hij is/*heeft zijn
naam vergeten ‘he is/*has his name forgotten’). That hebben is possible in (39b) may support the text suggestion that
the experiencer subject originates in a PP, along the lines of the Benveniste/Kayne approach to the be/have alternation.
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Aspectual begin is well known to support raising (there began to be trouble, the shit began
to hit the fan). For forget, a raising derivation is not suppored by the familiar diagnostics (*there
forgot to be trouble, *the shit forgot to hit the fan), but the fact that forget is a verb with an
experiencer subject may, in conjunction with the fact that experiencers are often arguments of
prepositions (this is pleasing to me), suggest a derivation in which the subject of forget is promoted
from an internal argument position. The fact that begin and forget are not underlyingly transitive
deprives them of the opportunity for control of the embedded subject by an implicit argument in the
matrix: such an implicit argument cannot, for these verbs, be represented in the complement position
of the RELATOR, the only position from which covert promotion to subject is possible.

4.3.4 Visser’s Generalization re-revised
In light of the discussion in the previous subsections, I propose to revise Van Urk’s Revised Visser’s
Generalization as follows:21

(40) obligatory control by an implicit subject is impossible if an argumental DP occupies
SpecTP at LF

This generalization is both empirically more accurate than Van Urk’s and simpler in that it factors
agreement with T out of the analysis and instead captures the facts with reference to the familiar
requirement that PRO have a c-commanding controller: such a control relationship can be estab-
lished from SpecTP (at LF) only when no argumental DP occupies this position.

4.4 Control of depictives
The discussion in the previous section has opened the door to control by the implicit external
argument of the passive. This now leads us to investigate whether other cases of such control,
beyond complement infinitives, can be found. The first case that I would like to consider is the case
of depictives — a case of control on the standard assumption that depictive secondary predicates
have a local PRO subject linked to an argument in the containing clause (the subject for subject
depictives such as she left the room nude, and the object for object depictives such as she ate the
meat raw). Collins (2005a:101) (referring to Baker 1988:318) gives a number of examples of pass-
ives with subject depictives, reproduced here in (41a–c), all of which he finds acceptable (see also
Collins 2017). To these, I have added (41d), which Bruening (2013, fn. 8) gives as grammatical.

(41) a. the book was written drunk
b. at the commune, breakfast is usually eaten nude
c. this song must not be sung drunk
d. this issue must have been discussed stoned

But the claim that the implicit argument of the passive can license a depictive secondary predicate
has frequently been denied in the literature — incl. Jaeggli (1986:614), Landau (2000:170, fn. 10),
Roberts (1987:70, sect. 3.2.2), and Watanabe (1993:334, fn. 56) on English (see Collins 2005a:102,

21 The deep subject controlling PRO does not, of course, have to be implicit: it can also be expressed overtly in
a by-phrase (recall (32b)). The account presented in the text carries over to these cases without modification.
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fn. 17), and Maling & Sigurjónsdóttir (2002:103, 124) on Polish and Icelandic (though for the latter,
they point out, attributing the observation to Höskuldur Thráinsson, that ‘such sentences can be
improved given suitable context’; p. 125, fn. 14). What might be behind this apparent discord?

Instructive here are contrasts of the type in (42), from Dutch.

(42) a. er werd naakt gedineerd
there became naked dined
‘there was dining in the nude’

b. het diner werd naakt genoten
the dinner became naked enjoyed
‘dinner was eaten nude’

c. de biefstuk werd {rauw/*naakt} gegeten (door Jan)
the steak became   raw/naked eaten by Jan
‘the steak was eaten {raw/*nude} (by Jan)’

d. het meisje werd naakt gekust (door Jan)
the girl became naked kissed by Jan
‘the girl was kissed nude (by Jan)’ (object-depictive reading only)

The first of these examples is an impersonal construction with an expletive subject (er), very similar
to the examples under review in the previous subsection. In the second example, het diner ‘dinner’
physically occupies the structural subject position in narrow syntax. The depictive can be understood
as predicated of the implicit agent here, just as in (42a). But now consider (42c,d). Here, we see that
a depictive related to the object-turned-subject is fine, but a depictive linked to the implicit agent of
the event is impossible. Adding an overt agent in a door ‘by’ phrase does not make a difference.
Thus, even het meisje werd naakt gekust door Jan ‘the girl was kissed nude by Jan’ still supports
only a reading in which the girl is nude. This is striking in light of the fact that in the active
corresponding to (42d) (de jongen kuste het meisje naakt ‘the boy kissed the girl nude’) the depictive
can freely be applied either to the subject or to the object.

I would like to argue that the data in (42) are directly compatible with the analysis given for
control by the implicit external argument of the passive in section 4.3.2. The key ingredient of this
analysis is the hypothesis that such control is successful only if the implicit argument can make its
way into SpecTP at LF. In impersonal (42a), this is straightforwardly possible in light of the fore-
going discussion. For (42b), it is important to note that het diner genieten ‘enjoy dinner’ is a phrase
equivalent to dineren ‘dine’, with genieten receiving the interpretation of a ‘light verb’ devoid of its
lexical meaning of ‘enjoy’: even if dinner was not particularly enjoyable, the expression het diner
genieten can felicitously be used to describe the experience, with minimal or no irony; genieten here
lacks its lexical content and is equivalent to English have in have dinner.22 The verb’s lightness
makes it plausible to assume that at LF the expression het diner genieten is reanalysed as a single
complex verb. In passive (42b), this then leaves the structural subject position open for raising of the

22 Contrast this with the case in which genieten ‘enjoy’ idiosyncratically selects a PP-complement headed by van
‘of’ and hence can only be construed as a lexical verb: the use of the expression genieten van het diner ‘(lit.) enjoy of
the dinner’ is either infelicitous or sarcastic in a situation in which the dinner was not enjoyable. Also relevant in the
context of the text discussion is the grammaticality of promises/a promise were/was made to investigate the matter (cf.
the impersonal passive in (32b)), where make+promise forms a ‘light verb’ construction.
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implicit external argument into a position from which it can c-command the PRO-subject of the
depictive. In (42c,d), by contrast, a referential argument (de biefstuk ‘the steak’, het meisje ‘the girl’)
occupies the subject position of a garden-variety passive in which the verb and the object do not
form a ‘light verb’ construction.  This time around, the structural subject position is never vacated,
and hence the implicit agent never gets the opportunity to c-command the subject depictive. In these
passives, we thus see the signature of my rendition of Visser’s Generalization in (40).

Against this background, the examples in (41) can be made sense of as well. In (41d), the
surface subject, this issue, is by and large contentless. In (41c) we are dealing with a cognate object
construction: plausibly, song and sung coalesce into a single verb at LF, making the subject position
available for the implicit argument to raise to. For (41b) a parse in which eat breakfast is a ‘light
verb’ construction is readily available, making this example parallel to Dutch (42b).23 And book and
written in (41a) again combine naturally into a single complex verb at LF: note that the noun writer
(used without an object) conventionally refers to the author of books and/or articles. If this is what
is behind the acceptability of (41), we expect that when the surface subject and the verb do not
denote an activity expressible in the form of a single verb, the result should be degraded:

(43) a. *the book was torn up drunk they tore the book up drunk
b. *breakfast was thrown up nude they threw up breakfast nude
c. *this song must not be copied drunk you must not copy this song drunk
d. *this issue must have been dismissed stoned they must have dismissed this issue stoned

Though this does not seem true systematically for all speakers (Chris Collins, p.c., tells me that he
finds (43c) fine, and does not have much trouble with (43a,d) either), the passive examples in (43)
do tend to be worse than those in (41); their active counterparts are of course grammatical. This
requires further examination; but the facts seem compatible with the conclusion that depictive secon-
dary predication involves obligatory control, and that the control relation in question obeys my
version of Visser’s Generalization in (40).24

4.5 Control into adjunct clauses
Landau (2000:178) notes that ‘control into adjuncts ... seems to provide counterevidence to VG
[Visser’s Generalization]’. In (44a) it is possible for the PRO-subject of the rationale clause to be
understood as the implicit agent of the sinking event, notwithstanding the fact that SpecTP is clearly
occupied by an argumental DP which does not form a conventional complex with the verb.

23 Note also the presence of at the commune, highlighting the conventionality of the event of eating breakfast nude
in the particular context at hand.

24 One reader of an abstract based on this chapter has pointed out that (i) is no worse than the examples in (38),
and has raised this as a problem for the idea that the verb and the object, in grammatical examples of passives with
implicitly controlled depictives, coalesce into a single unit at LF. Though the nature of the problem is not spelled out
explicitly, I presume that the complexity of the surface subject in (i) is taken to be an impediment to complex verb
formation. This concern is not warranted, however: the relative clause is not involved in the reanalysis; only pictures and
downloaded undergo it. The relative clause is not itself the occupant of SpecTP; and even in overt syntax its relationship
with the subject is quite loose (pictures shouldn’t be downloaded that could be construed as pornography).

(i) pictures that could be construed as pornography shouldn’t be downloaded drunk
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(44) a. the ships were sunk/destroyed/damaged [PRO to collect the insurance]
b. *the ships were sunk to become a hero

The question of whether it is the implicit external argument of the passive participle that con-
trols the PRO-subject of the rationale clause has long been a matter of major controversy. Lasnik’s
(1988) variant of (44a) given in (44b) shows clearly that control by the implicit agent is not always
possible; and Williams’ (1987) well-known example in (45) suggests that it is possible for the state
of affairs denoted by the matrix predication to identify this PRO (under what is usually referred to
as ‘event control’). It seems undeniably true, however, that genuine argument control into rationale
clauses is possible in the passive. Not only is this the only sensible interpretation for (44a), but in
(46) the reflexive in the rationale clause clearly needs an antecedent controlled by the impeachers.

(45) grass is green to promote photosynthesis
(46) the President was impeached (by the Republicans) to secure themselves extra votes

Landau (2018) presents an empirical argument in support of the conclusion (also arrived at
by Van Urk 2013:fn. 3) that control into adjunct clauses in passives of the type in (44a) and (46) does
not involve obligatory control. He observes that for predicates that in principle allow either an
animate (Agent) or inanimate (Cause) subject, obligatory control of the PRO-subject of an adjunct
clause is grammatical either way in the active, but in the passive, the PRO-subject of the adjunct
clause can only be identified by the implicit Agent of the matrix clause, not by an implicit Cause: see
(47). Landau uses this animacy restriction (alien to obligatory control proper) to argue against
obligatory control by the implicit external argument of the passive into adjunct clauses.

(47) a. Mary washed the stairs [before PRO entering the basement]
b. the rain washed the stairs [before PRO entering the basement]
c. the stairs were washed [before PRO entering the basement] 6 animate only

Visser’s Generalization holds robustly for obligatory control. The fact that control into
adjunct clauses in passives is non-obligatory control exempts it from the need for c-command
between the controller and PRO.

5 Passives and coreference

5.1 Binding of anaphors by the demoted or implicit agent
It has been pointed out in the literature that in (48), the reflexives contained in the participial VP are
successfully bound by the implicit agent.25 Binding by an explicit agent in a by-phrase is also
possible — dependent, to some extent, on the position of the by-phrase in the linear string: see (49).26

25 Collins (2018b) argues explicitly that oneself in examples such as (48a) cannot be construed as a logophor or
exempt anaphor: while logophors can always be replaced with pronouns under truth-conditional equivalence, replacing
the anaphor with a pronoun does not preserve meaning in Johni kept those privileges to himselfi/himk/*i,.

26 Collins (2005a:111) points out that sentences of the type in (49a,b) have given rise to highly variable judgments
in the literature. Like Collins, I will take these sentences to be syntactically well-formed. I will return briefly below to
the question of why they are often found to be less than perfect.
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(48) a. such privileges should be kept to oneself (Baker, Johnson & Robers 1989:228)

b. damaging testimony is always given about oneself in secret trials (Roberts 1987)

(49) a. ??the magazines were sent to herself by Mary (Goodall 1997:137)

aN. the magazines were sent by Mary to herself (Collins 2005a:111)

b. ??testimony was given about himself by the suspect (Roberts 1987:101)

bN. testimony was given by the suspect about himself (Collins 2005a:111)

In these examples, the reflexive marks the participial VP-predicate reflexive, in the sense of Reinhart
& Reuland (1993). A reflexive-marked predicate (a predicate that contains a reflexive element as an
internal argument), by Condition A of their approach to reflexivity, needs to be reflexive — that is,
needs to have a subject coindexed with the reflexive. For the examples in (48) and (49), my approach
to the passives ensures this straightforwardly:

(50) a. [RP [VP kept to oneselfi]REFL-MARKED.PRED [RN RELATOR [IMPi]]]
b. [RP [VP sent to herselfk]REFL-MARKED.PRED [RN RELATOR [Maryk]]]

What matters for Condition A is that a reflexive-marked predicate be reflexive. In cases of
canonical predication in which the subject of predication asymmetrically c-commands the predicate,
the c-command condition of the binding theory of Chomsky (1981) falls out trivially from Condition
A. But my analysis of the passive, which exploits what Den Dikken (2006) calls ‘reverse predication’
(with the predicate asymmetrically c-commanding the subject of predication), shows that c-command
should not be a requirement for binding: in (50), binding obeys Condition A without c-command;
whenever it falls out from the configuration of predication, binding under c-command is epi-
phenomenal.

This analysis of (48)–(49) also opens up an immediate explanation for Collins’ (2005a:113,
2018a) observation that (51a) (cf. the primed examples in (49)) and (51b) contrast sharply, as do
(52a,b). In (52b), coreference between a pronoun in the participial VP and the external argument in
the by-phrase is ‘completely impossible’ (regardless, in fact, of whether the external argument is an
R-expression or a pronoun; Collins only notes the R-expression case), while in (52a) such
coreference is relatively unproblematic (the judgment here is Collins’ 2005a:113; Norval Smith, p.c.,
points out that (52a) can be improved to full acceptability by adding own after John’s).

(51) a. the packages were sent by the childreni to themselvesi

b. *the packages were sent by the childreni to themi

(52) a. ?(?)the money was sent to himi by Johni’s mother
b. *the money was sent to himi by {Johni/himi}

In the ungrammatical b–examples in (51) and (52), we are dealing with a reflexive predicate: two
arguments of sent are coindexed. Condition B of Reinhart & Reuland’s (1993) theory of reflexivity
states that a reflexive predicate must be reflexive-marked. But in (51b) and (52b) the VP-contained
arguments is not a reflexive. So (51b) and (52b) end up violating Condition B straightforwardly —
a conclusion that converges with Collins’ (2005a:113), but along rather different lines. The fact that
(52a) is grammatical is unsurprising: here, unlike in (52b), we are not dealing with two coindexed
co-arguments, hence there is no reflexive predicate, and Condition B is not activated.
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The fact that the sentence in (52a) is less than brilliant is related to the fact that the primed
examples in (49) sound better than their primeless counterparts. It is well known that referential
dependencies yield the best results when the referentially dependent expression follows its ante-
cedent — anaphoricity is preferred to cataphoricity; backwards anaphora is acceptable in English but
is often frowned upon (cf. his mother loves John under coreference). This preference falls outside
the grammar; its effects are not absolute.

5.2 Passives and reflexive interpretation
In this discussion of passives and coference, I now turn to the fact that a passive such as (53a) means
‘John was killed by some implicit person other than John himself’, and cannot mean ‘John killed
himself, John committed suicide’. Apparently, the ‘demoted’ external argument of the passive and
the promoted internal argument cannot be coreferential. This is in stark contrast to what we find in
the active, where the internal and external arguments can readily be coreferential (John killed
himself). In the active sentence, there is an overt reflexive that explicitly reflexive-marks the
predicate. In passive John was killed, the implicit agent of the passive is structurally present in the
complement position of the RELATOR head. But ‘IMP’ cannot reflexive-mark the predicate because
it is not part of the predicate: it is the subject of predication. So Condition A is never activated by
John was killed. And if we coindex ‘IMP’ and the participial VP-predicate in the structure in (53b),
we get a violation of Reinhart & Reuland’s (1993) Condition B (‘a reflexive predicate must be
reflexive-marked’): the VP in (53b) is a reflexive predicate because it has two coindexed co-argu-
ments, but it is not reflexive-marked (the NP-trace of the raised internal argument does not suffice
to reflexive-mark the predicate: an explicit reflexive morpheme is required to that end).27

(53) a. John was killed
b. *[RP [VP killed eci] [RN RELATOR [IMPi]]]

The unavailability of a reflexive interpretation for John was killed thus falls out immediately
from Reinhart & Reuland’s (1993) approach to reflexivity. But with an explicit by-phrase containing
an anaphor, the result of coindexation of the reflexive and the surface subject of the passive is often
grammatical, both in English and in Dutch:28

(54) a. John was accidentally injured by himself
b. Joop werd door zichzelf gehinderd

Joop became by SE.self hindered
‘Joop was hindered by himself’

27 Collins (2018b:sect. 5) also derives the unavailability of coreference between IMP and the surface subject of the
passive from Condition B (of the traditional binding theory), on the hypothesis that IMP in (53a) is pro, a pronoun.

28 The Dutch example is from De Vries (1998). De Vries also mentions Joop werd door zichzelf/*zich veracht
‘Joop was despised by himself/*SE’ and Joop werd door zichzelf/*zich verfoeid ‘Joop was detested by himself/*SE’,
noting for both cases that zich ‘SE’, the monomorphemic bare anaphor, is ungrammatical in these passive. This is
probably significant: it is certainly noteworthy that in the active counterparts to these sentences, zich is grammatical (Joop
verachtte/verfoeide zich ‘Joop despised/detested SE’; cf. Du Perron’s ik heb geen mens gekend die zich verachtte ‘I have
never known a person who despised SE’).
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It may be that logophoricity plays a role here.29 But more important, it seems to me, is the fact that
in the sentences in (54) the by-phrases do not represent the volitional agent of the event: in (54a) the
injury was brought about by accident; and in (54b), door zichzelf expresses a circumstance, as in
Joop werd door het slechte weer gehinderd ‘John was impeded by the bad weather’. What I would
like to argue is that this indicates that the by-phrases in (54a,b) are not represented as in (55) (with
by as the spell-out of the RELATOR and its complement as the subject of the reverse predication) but
instead as in (56) (with the by-phrase as a circumstantial modifier of the participial VP).30

(55) *[RP [VP injured eci] [RN RELATOR=by [himselfi]]]
(56) [VP [VP injured eci] [PP by himselfi]REFL]

The structure in (55) is ill-formed for the reasons discussed in connection with (53b). The one in (56)
converges with the complex modification structure injured ec by himself predicated as a chunk of
the surface subject of the passive: himself reflexive-marks this complex predicate, and the fact that
the copula was predicates this complex predicate of John, which is coindexed with himself, renders
the output grammatical in terms of Reinhart & Reuland’s (1993) reflexivity theory.

In (56) we do not find both a by-phrase in an adjunction position and an implicit agent in the
complement position of a RELATOR mediating a reverse predication structure. The external argument
of injured is not projected onto an implicit argument here: there is no RELATOR present in the
structure in (56) that links the participal VP to an agent. Rather, the complex structure constituted
by the participial VP and the circumstantial by-phrase containing the reflexive is predicated of the
surface subject (the ‘internal argument’). This delivers the desired interpretation that the surface
subject both underwent and created the circumstances leading to the event denoted by the participial
VP, but did not instigate the event volitionally.

Note that (56) features the by-phrase as a regular PP constituent, in a structural position that
should make it eligible for movement. This will serve us very well in the next section, where I
address constituency issues.

29 It is relevant to note in this context that Van Es (1970:233) writes with reference to Dutch (where logophoric
construal of zichzelf ‘SE.self’ is not as easy as it is for English himself) : ‘Een eventueel denkbare passieve vorm van een
variabel reflexieve verbinding zoals ‘zij werd door zichzelf gewassen’, behoort in het taalgebruik zeker wel tot de
uitzonderingsgevallen’ (‘A perhaps conceivable passive form of a variable reflexive binding configuration such as ‘she
was washed by herself’ in the vernacular certainly belongs to the exceptional cases’). Attestations of this pattern
sometimes feature what one might call a surprise effect, as in de knuffel Flut, die gespeeld werd door... zichzelf ‘the
cuddly toy Flut, which was played by... itself’ (found on the internet). The corresponding active (de knuffel Flut speelde
zichzelf ‘the cuddly toy Flut played itself’) is perfect; but to the extent that I accept its passive counterpart, I need the
prosodic break and the concomitant focus intonation placed on the anaphor.

30 The structure in (56) could be developed further, along the lines of Den Dikken’s (2006) RELATOR-based
approach to modification relations. Note that in (56) the complement of by does not c-command into the VP, hence (as
desired) cannot serve as a controller for a PRO embedded in VP. If impersonal passives with a circumstantial by-phrase
allow for control by the implicit agent (i.e., if it is possible to interpret it was decided by John to leave in such a way that
John created the circumstances under which some unspecified (group of) person(s), not necessarily identical with or
including John, decided to leave; I am unsure whether this interpretation is available), such cases will call for merger of
the circumstantial by-phrase with [RP [VP V [CP ... PRO ...]] [RN RELATOR [IMP]]], with IMP raising at LF to control PRO
(recall section 4.3.2). For personal passives such as those in (54), merger of the circumstantial by-phrase with the
participial VP, as depicted in (56), is sufficient.
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6 On constituency

For Collins (2005a), the fact that the by-phrase can be displaced as a consituent is very difficult to
account for.31 In the structure in (1), by (the spell-out of the Voice-head) and the DP that follows it
plainly do not form a minimal constituent. Collins’ only hope to deal with sentences of the type in
(57) (taken from Collins 2005a:109) is to treat them in terms of preposing of the VoiceN node.

(57) a. by whom was the car fixed?
b. the mechanic by whom the car was fixed

Collins is explicit about this. He duly notes that he cannot assume that intermediate projec-
tions cannot undergo movement, and says: ‘I reject this stipulation.’ He does not note, however, that
by analysing (57) and their ilk in terms of movement of VoiceN, he not only needs to allow syntactic
manipulation of intermediate categories, but he also manoeuvres the trace of the participial VP out
of the c-command domain of its antecedent, creating a proper binding problem. It is not usually
innocuous for a trace to be taken out of the c-command domain of its binder (thus, while this is the
wine which I am wondering [how many cases of] to buy is somewhat marginal but certainly
grammatical (cf. Lasnik & Saito 1992), *[a dozen cases of t], I am wondering which wine to buy is
entirely impossible). The fact that the trace in VoiceN in the derivation in (1) is bound by a non-
argument further aggravates this proper binding problem incurred by fronting of VoiceN to a position
above the landing-site of the participial VP. It seems to me that there is no work-around for this.

In my structure in (58), we face a weaker version of Collins’ problem: though no proper
binding issues arise, we again have no maximal category that can be selected for movement in the
derivation of sentences of the type in (57).

(58) [TP the cari [TN T=was [RP [VP fixed eci] [RN RELATOR=by [DP whom]]]]]

I will not try to make (58) the input to by-phrase movement in some way. Reverse predication con-
structions as a rule robustly resist movement of the RELATOR and the subject of predication as a con-
stituent. Thus, consider the string in (59a). Den Dikken (2006:Ch. 5) argues that we are dealing with
a reverse predication structure (as in (59b)) on one of the readings of this string: the interpretation
of (59a) on which he is an idiot in his capacity of being a doctor. On the reading of (59a) in which
he is simply an idiot as a person, and his medical licence is subsidiary, we are dealing in (59a) with
a predicate inversion construction derived from a canonical predication structure (as in (59c)).

(59) a. he is an idiot of a doctor
b. [an [RP [idiot] [RN RELATOR=of [a doctor]]]]
6 he prescribed me the wrong meds
c. [an [FP [idiot]i [FN LINKER+RELATORk=of [RP [a doctor] [RN tk ti]]]]]
6 he just wrecked my car

31 Recall from section 1, fn. 1, that Collins (2018a) revokes his earlier approach to the by-phrase for this reason.
It seems to me that this was done rather too hastily, as I will try to show in this section.
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Importantly, regardless of how we interpret (59a), the product of displacement of the string of a
doctor is roundly unacceptable, as we see in (60).

(60) *of a doctor, he is an idiot

In (59c), of a doctor is not a standard constituent; and if we were to extend the privilege of
movement to intermediate projections, movement of FN out of the complex noun phrase would incur
a proper binding problem for the trace ti of the raised predicate. In (59b), this proper binding problem
does not present itself: there is no movement within the complex noun phrase. But we see that even
here, the string of a doctor cannot be moved as a constituent. The structure in (59b) is parallel to that
in (58): in both, a predication relation is established by the RELATOR between a predicate in its
specifier and the subject of predication in its complement. The fact that (59b) clearly does not
support displacement of the RELATOR and the subject as a constituent (which follows perfectly well
from standard assumptions) makes it unreasonable to try to bend the rules for (58) to facilitate
displacement of by plus the external argument.

So (58) does not open up a path towards deriving (57). How, then, do we derive these sen-
tences? (56), repeated below in a modified form as (61) (to make it match (57)), presents the answer:

(61) [TP the cari [TN T=was [VP [VP fixed eci] [PP by whom]]]]

In (61) we have an obvious constituent dominating by and whom. It is this constituent that is under-
going movement to SpecCP in (57). This is, of course, the traditional perspective on how the by-
phrase is represented in the passive. But note that in the discussion of (56) in the previous section,
I did not introduce this as the ‘normal’ way of merging the by-phrase: the normal way for the exter-
nal argument of the passive to be syntactically represented is as in (58); merging the by-phrase as a
modifier delivers a circumstantial reading — the referent of the DP in the by-PP created the circum-
stances under which the event denoted by the participial VP came about. The claim emerging from
the foregoing discussion, therefore, is that passives with movement of the by-phrase feature a con-
strual of the by-phrase as a circumstantial modifier, NOT strictly speaking an agentive by-phrase: no
agent is structurally represented in (61); that the mechanic was volitionally involved in the fixing of
the car is an inference based on world knowledge.

This seems to me to get the facts close to right. To see this, consider the Dutch examples in
(62) and (63):

(62) a. door Jan heeft Piet mij aangenomen/verwekt/ontdekt
by Jan has Piet me hired/begot/discovered
‘thanks to Jan, Piet hired/begot/discovered me’

b. door Jan ben ik door Piet aangenomen/verwekt/ontdekt
by Jan am I by Piet hired/begot/discovered
‘thanks to Jan, I was hired/begot/discovered by Piet’

(63) a. het is door Jan dat Piet me heeft aangenomen/verwekt/ontdekt
it is by Jan that he me has hired/begot/discovered

b. het is door Jan dat ik (door Piet) ben aangenomen/verwekt/ontdekt
it is by Jan that I by Piet am hired/begot/discovered
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In (62), door Jan is a circumstantial adjunct-PP that expresses the facilitator of the eventuality
denoted by the clause: it is something about Jan (his actions, his recommendation, his financial sup-
port) that led Piet to hire/beget/discover me. This circumstantial door-phrase can occur in an active
clause, as in (62a); and it can co-occur with an agentive door-phrase in the passive (62b).32 In the
active cleft in (63a) this circumstantial door-phrase can serve as the focus of the copular sentence,
unsurprisingly. What is interesting, however, is that in the passive cleft in (63b), the agentive reading
is not available for the door-phrase in the copular clause: even when the additional door-phrase in
the dat-clause is left out, (63b) is very difficult to interpret in such a way that Jan is the agent.

The Dutch examples in (63) were inspired by an observation that Collins (2005a:109, fn. 23)
attributes to a reviewer of his paper, but leaves unexplained: the fact that (64b) is much worse than
(64a).33 Note that the awkwardness of (64b) should not lead one to conclude that clefting a by-phrase
is generally impossible in passives: (65a,b) (the latter provided by Caroline Heycock, p.c.) are much
more natural than (64b).

(64) a. it was for my friends that the shed was built
b. *it was by my friends that the shed was built

(65) a. ?(?)it was by my mechanic that the car was fixed
b. it is by people like him that democracies are destroyed

The problem with (64b) seems to be primarily pragmatic in nature (so * is best replaced with #; pace
Grimshaw & Vikner 1993). The TP of the that-clause, the shed was built, is under-informative by
itself (flouting Grice’s Maxim of Quantity): all sheds are built (none emerge spontaneously), so
obviously the shed under discussion was, too. The propositions expressed by the that-clauses in (65)
are more informative: it does not go without saying that the car needed fixing and was successfully
fixed, nor that democracies are destroyed. Importantly, while the simple clause the shed was built
by my friends is pragmatically perfect, providing a by-phrase in the copular clause of the cleft does
not help out. In order for this by-phrase to be cleftable, it must be a constituent. Circumstantial by-
phrases are constituents while agentive ones are not. But circumstantial by-phrases are interpreted
in situ, taking scope over the entire domain with which they are construed, and are not reconstructed
(thus, contrast he said the shed was destroyed/built by accident with by accident, he said the shed
was destroyed/#built). So in (64b), the shed was built, standing entirely on its own, fails to be
sufficiently informative.

The fact that it is impossible to interpret the clefted door-phrase in (63b) and the clefted by-
phrase in (64b) as agentive can be understood given a syntactic analysis of truly agentive by-phrases
in the passive in which these do not form a constituent eligible for movement. On this point, Collins’
(2005a) proposal and the one advanced as an alternative to it in the present chapter converge.

32 (62b) assigns the facilitator reading to the door-phrase in clause-initial position and the agentive reading to the
clause-internal door-phrase. The facilitator reading for a door-phrase can be highlighted by adding toedoen ‘PRT.do’ (in
either of two ways: door Jans toedoen or door toedoen van Jan, both translating as ‘by Jan’s doing’).

33 Collins (2005a:fn. 23) also points out that in Kiswahili passives, na-phrases, the counterparts to English by-
phrases, cannot be clefted at all. But for English, at least, there does not appear to be a blanket restriction: it all depends
on the nature of the predicate, as the text discussion below shows.
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7 Synopsis, and a closing remark on UTAH

This chapter (building on Den Dikken 2006) has proposed an analysis of the active/passive diathesis
alternation summarized in (22), repeated here.

(22) a. John kissed Mary [TP Spec [TN [RP [DP John] [RN RELATOR [VP kissed Mary]]]]]
b. Mary was kissed by John [TP Spec [TN [RP [VP kissed Mary] [RN RELATOR [DP John]]]]]

As I pointed out in section 3, the structure in (22b) shares a number of important properties with the
analysis proposed by Collins (2005a):

• the participial VP occupies the specifier position of a head that can be spelled out as by
• by does not form a constituent with the agent

There are also important differences between (22b) and Collins’ (2005a) proposal:

• the participial VP in (22b) is not moved across the agent but base-generated above it
• the agent is the direct complement of the head spelled out as by, not the specifier of a vP

serving as the complement of this head

I have shown that an analysis of the passive based on (22b) brings important benefits in connection
with Visser’s Generalization (the fact that subject control verbs resist personal passivization but
allow impersonal passivization), the distribution of depictives in passives, and the restrictions on
coreference in passives (with an appeal to Reinhart & Reuland’s 1993 theory of reflexivity). The
apparent embarrassment of the grammaticality of constructions featuring pied-piping displacement
of the by-phrase as a constituent was converted into an advantage of the analysis based on an
investigation of the facts of it-clefts, already hinted at by Collins, which led to the conclusion that
syntactic displacement of truly agentive by-phrases is in fact impossible in the passive, and that
grammatical outputs featuring displaced by-phrases involve circumstantial modifiers.

One of Collins’ central motives for designing an analysis of the passive different from the
ones having currency in the principles-and-parameters literature at the time (ultimately going back
to Jaeggli’s 1986 ground-breaking proposal) was Baker’s (1988) Uniformity of Theta-Assignment
Hypothesis (UTAH), according to which identical thematic relations between items are paired with
identical structural relations between those items at D-structure. Collins observes that in the analysis
of the passive by Jaeggli (1986), which in turn inspired the analyses of Baker (1988) and Baker,
Johnson & Roberts (1989), the external è-role is assigned to an element (the passive morpheme -en)
in a structural position (a functional head) that is markedly different from the position to which it
is assigned in the active (SpecvP in current parlance). This appears to be in blatant violation of
UTAH: as Collins (2005a:83) puts it himself, ‘[t]he main problem with Jaeggli’s analysis is that the
external argument in the passive is assigned a è-role (via è-role absorption and transmission) in a
way that is totally different from how the external argument is assigned a theta-role in the active
(in Spec,IP in the principles and parameters framework)’. Collins’ own analysis of the passive obeys
UTAH strictly: the external è-role is consistently assigned to one and only one position, SpecvP.
From this perspective, my proposal might seem to be a step back: in (22a) and (22b), the external
argument of the VP-predicate is projected onto different structural positions.
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But the precise point of the theory of predication presented in Den Dikken (2006) is that this
is an asymmetrical but non-directional relationship. The relata in (22a) and (22b) are the same: the
predicate is a participial VP, and the subject of predication is a DP. The relationship between these
two terms is also the same: a predication relation mediated by a RELATOR. Baker’s (1988) says that
identical thematic relations between items are represented by identical structural relations between
those items. As Den Dikken (2018:29, fn. 6) stresses, ‘UTAH is about relations, not absolute
positions’. UTAH will accept structural alternations of the type in (22a,b) because the terms (a
predicate and its subject) and their structural relationship (predication, an asymmetrical relation
mediated by a RELATOR) are the same. The directionality of the relationship is irrelevant for UTAH.

By building the relation between the participial VP in its specifier position and the subject
of predication (the external argument) directly, with the help of a RELATOR in a reverse predication
configuration, we derive all the benefits of Collins’ (2005a) approach to the passive, and more,
without the need to ‘smuggle’ the internal argument past the external one by moving the participial
VP — and hence without the problems incurred by subsequent movement of the internal argument
out of the moved VP (recall section 2). The useful work that smuggling does can be done more
efficiently, in the base, by reverse predication.34

34 Apart from the passive and raising constructions (on the latter, which is similar enough to the passive not to be
commented on separately here, see Collins 2005b), ‘smuggling’ has also been used in the analysis of Romance faire-à
causative constructions (Jean a fait manger une pomme à Marie ‘Jean made Marie eat an apple’), by Belletti (2017) and
antecedents cited there (as well as Baker 1988), and tough-movement (TM) constructions (John is easy to please), by
Hicks (2009). For the faire-à causative, Den Dikken (2006:sect. 2.7.2) presents an reanalysis mobilizing reverse predi-
cation (see also Den Dikken & Dékány 2019 for application and extension of this analysis). Hicks’s analysis of TM is
a hybrid of single-chain analyses such as Brody (1993), according to which the subject of the tough adjective starts out
in the infinitival clause and raises into the matrix clause, and dual-chain constructions along the lines of Chomsky (1977),
which base-generate the subject of the tough adjective upstairs and create a predicate for it via null-operator movement
in the lower clause. For Hicks, there is null-operator movement going on in the derivation of TM constructions; but the
subject of the tough adjective nonetheless starts out life in the subordinate clause — as a subpart of the DP projected by
the null operator. Hicks treats the null operator as an argument-taking noun, assigning a Theme è-role to its DP depen-
dent. The complex DP containing the null operator and the eventual subject of the tough adjective (i.e., [DP D [NP N=Op
[DP John]]]) raises as a unit into the SpecCP position of the infinitival clause, ‘smuggling’ John onto the edge of that
clause, after which John gets out of the complex DP and raises into the subject position of the matrix clause. Hicks’s
approach to TM is ingenious. But while Collins (2005a) presents a number of empirical and theoretical considerations
that could motivate the ‘smuggling’ analysis of the passive (considerations which, as I have argued in the foregoing,
ultimately do not favor his account to mine), there is nothing to recommend the ‘smuggling’ approach to TM. In his sec-
tion on empirical predictions, Hicks looks exclusively at connectivity effects, analysed in terms of reconstruction; but
(a) it is well known that in copular sentences (which TM constructions are specimens of) connectivity effects arise which
cannot be dealt with via reconstruction (e.g., his car is every man’s pride and joy), and (b) Wilder (1991) observes
pointedly that TM constructions actually fail a very significant hallmark of reconstruction, viz., selectional restrictions
(while it is hard to believe (*for) him to be top of the class is grammatical only without for, indicating that believe cannot
select an infinitival CP, the corresponding TM construction features precisely a for-to infinitive: for him to be top of the
class is hard to believe). Hicks (2009:550, fn. 9) himself is aware of the fact that subextraction of John from [DP D [NP

N=Op [DP John]]] would involve movement across a phase boundary if DP is a phase; but he denies that DP is phasal.
More seriously, however, such movement also contravenes ‘freezing’ because it happens after the complex DP has been
terminally moved into SpecCP (recall the discussion of Collins’ proposal in section 2, above), and it opens the door to
unwanted NP-movement derivations such as one for John is tough on pictures in which John starts out as a sub-
constituent of the relational P-object [pictures John] (within which it receives no Case because of the absence of of) and
raises into the subject position of tough (which for Hicks can be a èN-position). There is, in fact, no obvious trigger for
movement of John out of the complex [DP D [NP N=Op [DP John]] structure: Hicks (2009:547) says that ‘there is no



Marcel den Dikken — Canonical and reverse predication in the active/passive alternation 31

Acknowledgments

This chapter has benefited from comments provided by two anonymous reviewers of the present
volume, by Adriana Belletti and Chris Collins, and by audiences in Beijing, Seoul, and Vienna.

References

Aoun, Youssef & Yen-Hui Audrey Li. 1989. Scope and constituency. Linguistic Inquiry 20. 141–72.
Baker, Mark. 1988. Incorporation. A theory of grammatical function changing. Chicago: University of

Chicago Press.
Baker, Mark, Kyle Johnson & Ian Roberts. 1989. Passive arguments raised. Linguistic Inquiry 20.

219–51.
Belletti, Adriana. 2019. Labeling (Romance) causatives. In E. Aboh, E. Haeberli, G. Puskás & M.

Schönenberger (eds), Elements of comparative syntax: Theory and description. Berlin: De
Gruyter Mouton. 13–46.

Benveniste, Émile. 1966. Problèmes de linguistique générale. Paris: Gallimard.
Billings, Loren & Joan Maling. 1995. Accusative-assigning participial -no/to constructions in Ukrainian,

Polish and neighboring languages: An annotated bibliography. Journal of Slavic linguistics 3.
177–217, 396–430.

Bresnan, Joan. 1982. Complementation and control. Linguistic Inquiry 13. 343–434.
Brody, Michael. 1993. è-Theory and arguments. Linguistic Inquiry 24. 1–23.
Bruening, Benjamin. 2001. QR obeys Superiority: Frozen scope and ACD. Linguistic Inquiry 32.

233–73.
Bruening, Benjamin. 2013. By-phrases in passives and nominals. Syntax 16. 1–41.
Chomsky, Noam. 1977. On wh-movement. In P. Culicover et al. (eds), Formal syntax. New York:

Academic Press. 77–132.
Chomsky, Noam. 1981. Lectures on government and binding. Dordrecht: Foris.
Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The minimalist program. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Collins, Chris. 2005a. A smuggling approach to the passive in English. Syntax 8. 81–120.
Collins, Chris. 2005b. A smuggling approach to raising in English. Linguistic Inquiry 36. 289–98.
Collins, Chris. 2017. On the implicit argument in the short passive. Ms. New York University.
Collins, Chris. 2018a. Is the passive by-phrase an adjunct? Ms., New York University.
Collins, Chris. 2018b. On the phi-features of the implicit argument in the passive. Ms., New York

University.

morphologically overt functional element within the complex null operator’ that could license John inside it; but he does
not say anything at all about why there couldn’t be such a functional element (in other words, why of, the factotum solver
of Case problems in [+N] environments, apparently cannot help out: *it is easy [Op of John] to please). Finally, and
probably most damagingly, Hicks’s proposal begs the question of how the null operator could be(come) a predicate, as
Hicks (2009:547) takes it to be. From Grimshaw’s (1990) work it is clear that even nouns with rich descriptive content
are as a rule incapable of assigning è-roles. For the null operator it would seem even harder to make it classify as a pred-
icate. Null operators do not outwardly distribute as predicates (thus, *what would you remain for the rest of your life
after becoming pg upon graduation? is an ungrammatical attempt at a parasitic gap construction, a null-operator
dependency on standard assumptions). And to the extent that there exists predication inside the DP (as in an idiot of a
doctor, discussed in sections 3 and 6), there can be no doubt that the subject of predication is entirely immobile (*the
kind of doctor that John is an idiot of), so the hypothesis that John in John is easy to please receives a è-role from the
null operator does not seem to facilitate subsequent movement of John into the matrix clause. In light of these serious
problems with Hicks’s analysis, there seems little point in the pursuit of a ‘smuggling’ approach to tough-movement.



Marcel den Dikken — Canonical and reverse predication in the active/passive alternation 32

Dikken, Marcel den. 2006. Relators and linkers: The syntax of predication, predicate inversion, and
copulas. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Dikken, Marcel den. 2015a. On the morphosyntax of (in)alienably possessed noun phrases. In É.
Dékány, K. É. Kiss & B. Surányi (eds), Approaches to Hungarian 14. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Dikken, Marcel den. 2015b. Raising the subject of the ‘object-of’ relation. In Á. Gallego & D. Ott (eds),
50 Years later: Reflections on Chomsky’s Aspects. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics. 85–98.

Dikken, Marcel den. 2018. Dependency and directionality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Dikken, Marcel den. 2019. -ik — Unification by predication. Paper presented at the 14th International

Conference on the Structure of Hungarian, Potsdam, 11 June 2019.
Dikken, Marcel den & Éva Dékány. 2019. Passives that look like causatives – Causatives that read like

passives. CAUS+SE=PASS. Paper presented at the 12th SinFonIJA conference, Brno, 14 September
2019.

Es, G.A. van. 1970. Plaats en functie van de passieve constructie in het syntactisch systeem van het
Nederlands. Tijdschrift voor Nederlandse Taal- en Letterkunde 86. 213–33.

Givón, Talmy. 2017. The story of zero. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Goodall, Grant. 1997. è-alignment and the by-phrase. CLS 33: The main session. Chicago: Chicago

Linguistic Society. 129–39.
Grimshaw, Jane. 1990. Argument structure. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Grimshaw, Jane & Sten Vikner. 1993. Obligatory adjuncts and the structure of events. In E. Reuland &

W. Abraham (eds), Knowledge and language, Vol. II. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 145–159.
Hale, Kenneth & S. Jay Keyser. 1993. Argument structure and the lexical expression of syntactic

relations. In K. Hale & S.J. Keyser (eds), The view from Building 20. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press. 53–109.

Heggie, Lorie. 1988. The Syntax of Copular Structures. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Southern California.

Heycock, Caroline. 1994. The internal structure of small clauses. Proceedings of NELS 25. Amherst,
MA: GLSA. 223–238

Heycock, Caroline & Anthony Kroch. 1999. Pseudocleft connectedness: Implications for the LF
interface level. Linguistic Inquiry 30. 365–97.

Hicks, Glyn. 2009. Tough-constructions and their derivation. Linguistic Inquiry 40. 536–66.
Hoekstra, Teun. 1996. The active-passive configuration. In A.M. di Sciullo (ed.), Configurations: Essays

on structure and interpretation. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press. 41–51.
Hoekstra, Teun & René Mulder. 1990. Unergatives as copular verbs: Locational and existential

predication. The Linguistic Review 7. 1–79.
Jaeggli, Osvaldo. 1986. Passive. Linguistic Inquiry 17. 587–622.
Jenkins, Lyle. 1972. Modality in English syntax. Doctoral dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, MA.
Kawasaki, Noriko. 1993. Control and arbitrary interpretation in English. Doctoral dissertation, UMass

Amherst.
Kayne, Richard. 1985. Principles of particle constructions. In J. Guéron & H.-G. Obenauer (eds.),

Grammatical representation. Dordrecht: Foris. 101–40.
Kayne, Richard. 1993. Toward a modular theory of auxiliary selection. Studia Linguistica 47. 3–31.
Kayne, Richard. 1994. The antisymmetry of syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Keenan, Ed & A. Timberlake. 1985. Predicate formation rules in Universal Grammar. In J. Goldberg et

al. (eds), Proceedings of the West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics 4, Stanford University.



Marcel den Dikken — Canonical and reverse predication in the active/passive alternation 33

Landau, Idan. 2000. Elements of control: Structure and meaning in infinitival constructions. Dordrecht:
Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Landau, Idan. 2015. A two-tiered theory of control. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Landau, Idan. 2018. From predication to control and back again: Lessons and puzzles. Paper presented

at the GLOW41 workshop ‘Predication in relation to propositions and properties’, Budapest.
Lasnik, Howard. 1988. Subjects and the è-Criterion. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 6. 1–17.
Lasnik, Howard & Mamoru Saito. 1992. Move á: Conditions on its application and output. Cambridge,

MA: MIT Press.
Levshina, Natalia. 2016. Control, causation, and Google counts. Nederlandse Taalkunde 21. 253–63.
Maling, Joan & Sigriður Sigurjónsdóttir. 2002. The ‘new impersonal’ construction in Icelandic. Journal

of Comparative Germanic Linguistics 5. 97–142.
Mikkelsen, Line. 2005. Copular clauses: Specification, predication and equation. Linguistik Aktuell,

vol. 85. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Moro, Andrea. 1997. The raising of predicates: Predicative noun phrases and the theory of clause

structure. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Müller, Gereon. 1998. Incomplete category fronting. Dordrecht: Kluwer.
Perlmutter, David. 1978. Impersonal passives and the unaccusative hypothesis. BLS Proceedings.
Perlmutter, David & Paul Postal. 1984. The 1-Advancement Exclusiveness Law. In D. Perlmutter & C.

Rosen (eds), Studies in Relational Grammar 2. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 81–125.
Postal, Paul. 1998. Three investigations of extraction. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Quirk, Randolph, Sidney Greenbraum, Geoffrey Leech & Jan Svartvik. 1985. A comprehensive grammar

of the English language. London: Longman.
Reinhart, Tanya & Eric Reuland. 1993. Reflexivity. Linguistic Inquiry 24. 657–720.
Rizzi, Luigi. 1986. On chain formation. In H. Borer (ed.), Syntax and Semantics 19: The syntax of

pronominal clitics. New York: Academic Press.
Roberts, Ian. 1987. The representation of implicit and dethematized subjects. Dordrecht: Foris.
Ross, John Robert. 1967. Constraints on variables in syntax. Doctoral dissertation, MIT.
Sobin, Nicholas. 1985. Case assignment in Ukrainian morphological passive constructions. Linguistic

Inquiry 16. 649–62.
Urk, Coppe van. 2013. Visser’s Generalization: The syntax of control and the passive. Linguistic Inquiry

44. 168–78.
Vries, Mark de. 1998. De bindingstheorie: derivatie en predikatie. Over de plaats en vorm van condities

op verwijswoorden in het generatieve taalmodel. In W. Klooster et al. (eds), Eerste Amsterdams
colloquium Nederlandse taalkunde: lezingen gehouden op 10 en 11 december 1997. Amsterdam:
Universiteit van Amsterdam, Leerstoelgroep Nederlandse Taalkunde. 133–68.

Watanabe, Akira. 1993. AGR-based Case theory and its interaction with the A-bar system. Doctoral
dissertation, MIT.

Wexler, Kenneth & Peter Culicover. 1980. Formal principles of language acquisition. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.

Wilder, Christopher. 1991. Tough-movement constructions. Linguistische Berichte 132. 115–32.
Williams, Edwin. 1980. Predication. Linguistic Inquiry 11. 203–38.
Williams, Edwin. 1987. Implicit arguments, the binding theory, and control. Natural Language &

Linguistic Theory 5. 151–80.
Zaenen, Annie. 1993. Unaccusativity in Dutch: An integrated approach. In J. Pustejovsky (ed.),

Semantics and the lexicon. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 129–61.


