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1. Background

The intent of this paper is to motivate a change from théitraal descrip-
tion of the categorial status ol&-related and verbal elementstire clause,
and to apply this new taxononoy categories in working out agxplicit im-
plementation of an old insight, namely tthetshould be analyzed #&lse de-
fault, semanticalllempty verb. Key tahis approach vil be a rather nu-
anced answer to the questi®When is a verlnot a verb?”"—thais, When
does averb-like elementnot count asategorially a Vfor the purposes of
syntactico-semantic distribution?

1.1 A classic view

One traditional way of thinkingabout thesyntactic status ofverb-related
elements in English derivdsom Chomsky 19551957:there is aspecial
category Aux that domates modalsc@an, will, should, mightetc.), auxil-
lary be and have Tense,and presumablydummy do after it isinserted by
transformatiort; under adifferent node label, V(erb), wefind finite main
verbs (after Affix Hopping hasapplied),bare (invariant) nain verbs (pre-
ceded by a modal a@lo), and participles (again, after Affix Hopping).

1.2 An alternative view

| propose a different way alividing these elemenisto syntacticcategories,
one that will perforncrucialwork in statingthe distribution ofbe The ma-
jor refinements tdhe classic vieware: 1)removingbe and have from the
category Aux andreating them ag/; 2) separatingout participlesfrom

genuine tensednd bareverbs; 3)groupingdo with the modalsrather than
with haveandbe This is accomplished usirige following categorysystem.
A category Icall Mood (M) includesthe modals,do,” and certaimull mor-

phemeqd). The categoryTense(T) is littte changed from the&lassicver-

sion,encompassinthe stfi xesusually represented ass, -ed, and thenull
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suffix (-@) that occurs ithe rest othe regulamparadigm. lappeal to a fam-
ily of Part(iciple)categoriesywhere wefind all the perfectand passive {en
and progressivei(g) participles, including participles of all useshafveand
be (e.g.,am singing have beerating. What is left as V are jusénsed and
bare verbs (includinge andhave excludingdo and nodals), e.g.eat, eats,
are, be

1.3 Where this will take us

The goal ig0 usethis classification toaccount forthe entiredistribution of

the forms ofbejust by treating it as themember of category with no fur-

ther properties, that ifhe semantially empty,default V(cf. Scholten 1988,
Emonds 1985, Bchainel995). As such ishould surface i&nd only if it is
needed tcsatisfythe requirements cfome other elment,since it wll con-
tribute nomeaning ofits own to thesentence. fectively, be will be called

to action when the lexical meaning of a clause leaves it with a Verb shortage.

1.4 Incompatible views dme

Warner(1985: 68) states, Be, . . . like modals, lacksany regularverbal
morphology . . . | woulgpeculatghatis, areg etc. belong with modals to a
separatdorm-class which lacks verbalfixes . . . sadhatis andbe are dif-
ferent ‘parts ofspeech’.” Simildy, Becker (2002) arguesthat finite be
forms arenot verbs.and thatam/are/isare not forms obe Here wehave
found threeg(interrelated)claimsthat | mustreject: 1)the notionthat finite
forms of be are categorially like modals, not verbs; 2)the notion that
am/are/isetc. andbe are categorially differen8) thenotion that am/areetc.
andbeare not differently inflected instances of the same element.

2.Beand V

In this section khow thatbe asthe default Verb ofEnglish, iscalledupon
to fulfill two kinds of requirements that cannalways be met by contentful
verbs:the first is a syntactico-semantjroperty, thesecond is a morpho-
logical “support” property, but not the omsuallyattributed tobe In mo-
tivating the former | first need also to debunk a myth about the latter.

2.1Be as a syntactic supporter

In work that espouses the same fundamental idea that | purtus paper,
namely thabeis ‘the verb of last resort’, it is often said that the rolbeis
to support €nse, justike do but in acomplementary set agfnvironments.
This idea is first of all insufficient, ithat it has nothing to say about ttls-
tribution of uninflected(bare andoarticipial) forms ofbe for my approach,
unifying the treatment ofinite and nonfinite be is a central desideratum.
Moreover, viewing finitdbe as a Tenssupporter misses keygeneralization
(Rapoport 1987). Consider sentences (1a) versus (1b).
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(1) a. Oradances.
b. Ora will dance(*s).

The impossibility of Tenseinflection ondancein (1b) tells usthat amodal
such aswill expressesabsorbs, or irsome otherfashion “takescare of”
Tense featuresuch that they need not, amdleedmust not,surfaceany-
where else. To the extetitat anything is hostingpr supportingTense in
(1b), it must bevill. Now consider (2).

(2) Orais dancing.

Here the element thatflects, i.e.that hosts osupports €nse, is obviously

Is. The question is hether the need to suppadrense isthe reason for is

being in the sentence. Suppose these true; therfl) and(2) would tell us

that it suffices for making well-formed sentence Wwe havesomethingsup-

porting Tense and any form of a main verb (including a participial form).
The fact that this is wrong is shown by (3).

(3) a. *Ora will dancing.
b. Ora will be dancing.

(3a) contains a supporter for Tenadl, as in (1b)and itcontains &orm of
mainverb, as in(2), and yet it isungrammatical. Evidentjythose elements
are not sufficient. (3b) is saved by the presendediut we know thabe is
not supportingfense in thissentence, swhat isdemandingits presence?
We can makesense ofthe paradigmusing the categorial dtinctions pro-
posed in 81.2, whereby (1a) and (1b) each contain adéerte while in (2)
and (3)dancingis not aVerb. What differentiates (2nd (3b) from the un-
grammatical (3a) ishat the former eacbontain aform of (what I claim is)
the Verbbe as a result, (3a) is the only sentence that contains no Vallb at
| propose that this is why it isngrammatical. Te@ut it anothemway, what-
ever requirement is being violated(Bea) but satisfied in (3b)must be being
satisfied byis in (2), by process otlimination. That requirement cannot be
support of Ensebecauseawvill performs thatfunction in (3a). The require-
ment must therefore be something tisadnd be can bothsatisfy.If, contra
the views cited in 81.4s andbeare both Verbs, their category is what satis-
fies the requirerant. Thefact thatis also bears tense morphology (&) is
incidental,i.e. it does notexplainwhy is is part of thesentence. Thus, the
seemingly trivial paradigm in (1)—(3) gives us reason to believe that
is/am/areetc. are of the sanmsyntacticcategory as the worde itself, and
that they areversions ofthe sameobject,the objectthatrescues a ®tbless
sentence.
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The hypothesis now is that theraigseed for alfinite clausedo contain
a Verb; call thighe “V Requirement’{cf. Déchaine 1995). Wean make it
more precise by observing the ungrammaticality of (4):

(4) *John s be tired. (cf. John will be tired)

Here, Tense is supported, as required; a bare verb follows thesfentents,
asis possibleelsewhere; byhypothesisbe has no meaningso repeating it
shouldhave noeffect;and yet thesentence isingrammatical. takethis to
show that the V Requirement must actually be stated as follows:

(5) The V Requirement: All finite clauses must contain exactly one Verb.

In other words, althougbeis an empty elemeninserting it at Wi canlead
to violation of (5); thusbheis a last resort device.

2.2Be as a morphological supporter

There remain some instancesbefthat cannot be triggered this way and
that are present, Iclaim, just to supportmorphology. Theparticipial occur-
rences obeitalicized in (6) cannot be explained by the V Requirement.

(6) a.John ideinginterrupted.
b. John will bébeinginterrupted.
c. John habeeninterrupted.
d. John will havdeen beingnterrupted.

That is becausen each caséherealready is either amflectedverb or a

bare verb to do that job. How then can we account for the presebeanof
these sentences? Here | appea tole of morphologicalsupport, but what
Is beingsupported ighe participial suffix. Just as irg2.1, this isa role that

can be @yed by contentful verbsompare(6) with (7), where eacldance

replaces an instance loé

(7) a.John is dancing.
b. John will be dancing.
c. John has danced.
d. John will have danced, John will have been dancing.

| assumethat participial suffixescarry meaningand head their owirfunc-
tional projections (vanGelderen 1997). Whenev@ossiblethey combine
with main verbs, like all the instancesdaincein (7); suppose this imccom-
plished by (very short) V-raising, as in (8).

(8) a. Peterissinging [t ]
b. Peter was interruped [t ].
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However, once the an verb is usedip by havingone suchaffix attached
to it, like interruptedin (6), any additional participial #ixesneed a sparate
host. These suffixes select for a V stemywben they lack &ost, the default
Verb steps in tosupport themImportantly, althouglbe itself is a Verb in
the italicized words of (6), thparticipial suffixes areategory-changing;re-

ating Participlesfrom Verbs; by mostefinitions, that makes thenderiva-

tional affixes, aconclusion laccept. In thighey differ crucially from Tense,

which must not be categorghangingand can be treated adlectional

along traditional lines.

2.3 Implementation

While the two sets of uses bé (8§82.1and2.2) are descriptivelyather dif-
ferent, my proposednalysisreduces them to the sartieng, expressible in
the following slogan:*Need averb? Don’t care which one? Ub&” The
differencedie in how the need for \arose, somethinthat isirrelevant to
the mechanism by whidbe actually comes to be part of the sentence. In my
implementationthat nmechanism inboth instances is late insertion, in the
sense of Distributetorphology (DM) (Halle and Marantz1993). Specifi-
cally, the relevansyntactic structures contain just aslMt, and in the mor-
phological spell-out component a formb&Ewill be inserted irthat position.

| claim that be is the defaultvocabulary item oftategory V, thats, the V
with no specified propess. Followng thevocabularyinsertionprinciples of
DM, it will be inserted justvhenall other Vs arespecifiedfor features that
do not appear on the syntactic nodejuestion. Sincéhe V slot's presence
was triggered in the scenarios of 882.1 and 2.2 by a purely foondition
(the V Requirement or anphological selectionthe resulting V wll not be
specifiedfor any properties. Thereforall verbswith lexical properties,i.e.

all verbs other thahe, fail to beinsertable, leavingnly the default to be in-
serted.

3. Evidence for key assumptions

The viability of this account rests on ttexonomy proposed i81.2. Here |
argue for thecrucial assumpons made therethat dummydo is a Mood
head, in a class with@dals and not ith Verbs;that modalsand do are dis-
tinct from Tense; and that participles are not Verbs.

3.1Dois a Mood

| broadly concumwith Roberts(1993)and Culicover (1999)andhencedis-
agreewith Giorgi and Pianesi (1997)) othe view thatdo is distributionally
like a modal (for methey areboth M heads,thoughdo is not a (dummy)
modal). What Ishow indetail isthat dummydo also doesnot behavelike
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the other “auxiliaries,” finitdbe and have® First of all, consider an arguably
criterial piopety of English modad: they aremutually exclusive with do
(9a). This mutual exclusivity is of cours@e reason fowanting to phcedo
in the same class with them; it does not extend to fir@&ndhave(9b).

(9) a.*must do (not) go, *do (not) must go, *do must not go
b. must have gone, must be eating, must be in Tulsa

Moreover, numerous clausgpesexcludedo and modalswhile allowing be
andhave

(10) Subjunctives
a. It is vital that John be here on time.
b. It is vital that John be smiling in the photograph.
c. Itis vital that Rover have eaten before we arrive.
d. *It is vital that John do not be late.
e. *It is vital that John will not come unprepafed.

(11) Toinfinitives
a. It is important (for everyone) to be on time.
b. It is important (for a movie star) to be smiling whenever the
paparazzi are nearby.
c. Itis important (for every applicant) to have finished high school.
d. *It is important (for us) to do not leave her alone.
e. *It is important (for us) to can be alone.

(12) Small clauses

a. | made him be alone for a while.

b. The director made us be dancing when the curtain opened.

c. ?The coach made her not have just eaten when she came to
practice.

d. *The conductor made us do not sing the harmony line.

e. *The therapy made her can/could walk again. (cf. The therapy made
her be able to walk again.)

% For brevity | mean “finitdoe andhave' to include just those instances bfvethat be-
have like the perfective auxiliary in the dialect of interestg. thatundergo suject-
auxiliary inversion. This will include possessivavein most British but not moshmeri-
can dialects, thbaveof have gaotetc.

* This sentece may begrammatical ora nonsubjunctivareadingroughly paraphrased as
‘The fact that John will not come unprepared is vital.’
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(13) Mad Magazine sentences (Akmajian 1984)

. What?? Her be out all night??? Never!

. What?? Him be drinking at 9 in the morning??? Never!

?What?? John not have finished his homework by 9pm?? Never!
. *What?? Him do/does not pick up the kids on time??? Never!

. *What?? Him should/must/could leave the firm?? Never!

(14) Why (not)
a. Why (not) be a responsible citizen?
b. Why be working when you could be partying on the beach?
c. ?Why not have made the appointment with her before she has a
chance to make one with ydu?
d. *Why do not go to the beach?
e. *Why should/must stay home? (cf. ?Why be obliged to stay home?)

(15) Gerunds
a. John being unable to complete 50 pushups is embarrassing.
b. (*John being drinking was not a surprise.)
c. John having completed 50 pushups in 45 seconds was impressive.
d. *John doing not like opera surprises me.
e. *John canning not complete 50 pushups is embarrassing. (cf. a.)

00T

D

For do and modals topattern togetheagainstbe and havein so many
environments clearly should not bec@incidenceThe moststraightforward
way to explain the exclusion ofdo and modals is to sayhat theseclause
types eitherare toosmall to contain aMood projection atall (e.g. small
clauses), or else come with theiwvn @ Mood morpheme thélocksinser-
tion of any of the Mood heads we atiscussing (e.gsubjunctivesand Mad
Magazine clausés

°> But see Lanbrecht1990 for ananalysis orwhich thesubjectand preétate of a Mad
Magazine sentence do tnform a constituent, hence do netvolve a“clause” in any
sense.

® Example from Wachtel (1979), contra Akmajian, Steele and Wasow (1979).

" This sentence is presuanly blocked as aiolation of theDoubl-ing restriction (Ross
1972), whatever its source.

8| claim the problem isnorphosyntactic, not semantic—tbadness o{13e) cannot be
explained by suggstingthat theMad Magazine’s inherent meaningimcompatiblewith
the meaning of thevert modals,for two reasonsFirst, adjectives thaexpressthe same
kinds of modality are fine (i).

() What?? Him (be) obliged/required/able to leave the firm?? Never!!
Second, in a language such as Fremicbse modals do nbave speciahon-V syntax the
way English modals dadvlad Magazinesentencesvith modal verbs aréine (Dominique
Sportiche, p.c.).
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The onlyenvironment wherenodalsand dummydo diverge is in im-
peratives, wherdois possible and modals are impossible:

(16) a. DOtake your time.
b. Do not take too long.
c. *Can play those arpeggios by your next piano lesson!

There are a few ways to handtés contrast, for instand®/ positingthat do

Is underspecified—consistent with both an indicative M and an imperative M
head, while the lexicatontent ofmodals makesthemincompatiblewith the
latter. | do not pursue the matter.

3.2 Modals are not under Tense

The other salientdifferencebetweendo and modals is morphologicaldo
takes regular tenssiffixes,modals donot. Tradtiondly the latterfact has
been handled by saying that modaie an expression of the T head, but this
would precludeour treatingmodalslike do, becauseanflected forms of do
transparently show distinct stemconcatenated with a tensaffix. How-
ever, on theguestion of vmethermodalsever inflect for tense, ladopt the
nontraditional stance that lEastsome of them soatimes do (GazdaRul-
lum and Sad 982). Inparticular,(17b) is asimplestatement about theast
(andcannot beexpressed wittany other modal form),and (18b) involves
sequence of tense.

(17) a.Right now I cannot do it.
b. Yesterday | could not do it. (cf. *Yesterday | cannot do it.)

(18) a. Hesays he will be late.
b. He said he would be late.

This isnot to deny that there are nonpasés ofcould, would aswell as
historically paralleshould, mightbut inthis respecthe modals arenot spe-
cial: counterfactuakconditionals arealso formed with (what looklike) past
tense formslI{ | knew the answer, );.cf. Giorgi and Pianesil997. Thespe-
cial (honpast) meanings of some modals areeason to deny that thmast
readings in (17b18b) are transparently formethus, we findooth do and
modals affixed with T, so neither of them can be realizations of T.

In summary, wehavelearnedthreethings bycomparingand contrast-
ing the distributions of modalsjo, and the verbbe and have From 83.1,
do and modals are obne category¥M), be and haveof another (V). From
83.2, Mcannot be equatedith T; rather, M can take T as affix. Now
combiningthesefindings, sincebe and have obviousy inflect for tense, T
can be affixed to twdlifferent categories: V asell as M (cf.Ouhallal991,
p. 64).
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3.3 Participles are categorially not Verbs

The claim that headis subsection iseither newnor difficult to motivate.
Traditionally, dtributive participles areconsidered to bedentical or very
similar to adjectives. In contrast, thesition between @nd N isclearly not
a position where bare or tensed verbs can appear.

(19) a.The breaking/broken/heavy glass.
b. *The break/breaks/broke glass.

A second argument comes from tlaet that participlesand bare verbs can
be independentlyselectedor as heads ofomplementlausessuggesting a
categorial distinction (Blight 1997).

(20) let:selects for bare verbs, not participles
a. | let the police arrest John.
b. | let John be arrested by the police.
c. *I let the police arresting John.
d. *I let John arrested by the police.
e. *I let John being arrested by the police.

(21) want:selects for participles, not bare verbs
a. | want John arrested as soon as possible.
b. | want our sharpshooters watching from every rooftop.
c. | want John being handcuffed when the reporters take his picture.
d. *I want John be arrested right away.
e. *| want our officers arrest John right away.

4. Putting the clause together

4.1 Arrangement of functional categories

We have nowestablishedvhen a verb is not ¥erb. In sodoing we have
identified the triggers for the spelling outlwé at the point of vocabulary in-
sertion, which reduce tthe need for &erb. In this section briefly sketch
how the bits and pieces establishetieretoforefit together togenerate
grammaticalentences dEnglish.Let usbegin withthe hierarchy ofunc-
tional heads, given first schematically in (22).

(22) [CP [MP [TP [ZP ([VP) [PerfP [ProgP [PaSSP[{VP, AP, PP, NP}

HereZP (a.k.a. PolarityP) ihe home ohegationand €mphatic) assertion.
The parentheses around the high VilPlve explanedshortly. PerfP,ProgP
and PassP are tHeart(iciple) functional categories.The disjunctive braces
enclosethe main predicate othe clause;since | wil derive the presence of
be the predicate is not uniformly VP—any predicative category is possible.
For concreteness, (23) shows tlsisuctureinstantiatedfor a sentence
containing twooccurrences olbe that spdl out otherwiseempty headgosi-
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tions selected for by participial suffixeSqmedetailssuch assubjectraising
are suppressed for clarity.)

(23)
[cp [wp | must[;p PRES[;p ot [yp have[PerfPb—e+en[Prong—e+ing [passefooli+ed [yp t;

The nexttwo sentencegxemplifythe appearance dife in order to satisfy
the V Requirement.

(24) [cp [we Mary B [1ve 1S [p Bigriem Lap tired
(25) [cp [we Mary might [p PRES[;p D.im [ve D€ B in Cleveland

Comparing (24) an@25) we seethat be can find itself either abovd(if in-

flected) or below(if bare)Z; it will correspondinglyundergo Subject-Aux
Inversion (SAI) or not. This pair gentences illustrates tloptionality of the
parenthesized VP i(22): it hosts thebarebein (25), whenTense isaffixed
to a modal, but is absent from(24), where thebe that satisfiesthe V Re-
quirement caralso host Tense.Since | wll argue thaffinite be is inserted
abovez, not raised across it, there is no V anywhere b&lanv(24).

4.2 Mood (M)

We need toestablishwhat M contains in sentences with wert modal or
dummydo, and how theconditions ondo-support are desed. | claim that
in indicative clauseshere is anindicative norphemewhose phonological
redizaion is null, as in (24)above. Furthermore, texplain do-support |
contend thatlo is also an expression tife featurdindicative] in M; that s,
this feature has tw allomorphs,do and @. What we describe as environ-
merts with do-support versus without are fodly treatd as environments
triggering one or the other allomorph of the [indicative] M head. Thisce
Is determined in thepell-outbranch as part ofocabulary inseion, with a
statement such as tHiellowing: pronouncefindicative] asdo if Tense (or
another affix) is in need of a host; otherwise pronounce it as @.

As for ensuring thadlo does not encroach de or vice versa, note that
the V Requirement is enforced in thyntax, thus \as apotentialhost for T
would already be present when,spell-out, wechoose between @. and
do. In a sentenckke Does John singzhe nain verb startdow and never
rasesashigh asz, but it doessatisfythe V Requirementthereforebe can-
not beinsertedanywhere higher in the clause, corredilpcking *Is John
sing? However, the Taffix will find itself with no host, triggeringindica-
tive] to be spelt out adoin order to provide oneConversely, in a sentence
like John is happythe V/T head vl be realized ass, leaving noaffixes
without hosts, thus forcing the choice qf @rather thardo.

® The precise meaning of “V/T” is explained in §4.3.2.
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4.3 Finitebeandhave

Having argued that finitbe and haveare notsyntacticallythe same as mo-
dals or dummylo, we must now explain why thaynethelespatternwith
the M heads withregard to word order (to tHeft of negationand certain
adverbs),undergoing SA and being standed by VPellipsis. All of these
facts point to finitdoe andhavebeing higher in the structure than finrtein
verbs. The V Requirement will ke key toexplainingwhy they ae there.
The first piece othe answeis thatfinite be and haveare generatecigh in
the tree tdbegin with,rather tharstartingout low like all other verbs and
then exceptionally raisingcrossz to INFL; in this | follow Ouhalla (1991)
and Emondg1994). Before presentinghe rest of the account,present a
piece of independent evidence for this critical link in the chain of inference.

4.3.1 Evidence for high insertion of finite auxiliaries

In VP ellipsis in English,the surfaceform of theelidedverb andits antece-
dent need not be identical; in particular, a tensed wexib in thefull clause
can license ellipsis of a bare verb in the elided clause, and vice versa:

(26) a. dhnleft early, and Mary willeaveearlytoo.
b. Although Susan rarelgavesearly, | think today she digave
early.
c. At first, John seemed to b&inningthe race, but now it's clear that
Mary will winthe race.

Suchmismatchexan beelegantlyaccounted for byassumingthat what is
required is true identity of underlying structures prior to therphological
combination intowords. (For present purposes it is iatarial whether
verbs and affixes are unitéy head movemengffix hopping, maophologi-
cal merger, or whatever.) Thube examples in (26) wouldet theanalyses
in (27), wherein the VPs are strictly identical:

(27) a. [/IP‘:thn %dic [TP PAST [ZP Qaffirm [VP Ieave early]]]L and
[we Mary will [+, PRES[sr Qi [ve l€AVE €arly]]]] too.
b. ... [up Susan rarely @, [+r PRES[sr Duirm [vp l€QVE €arly]]]],
" 'tOday [/IP She Qdic [TP PAST [ZP Qan‘firm [VP Ieave early]]]]
c. John seemed to bg,[--ing [, win the race]], but now it's clear
that Mary will [, win the race].

In (27b), the stranded past tense morpheme will triggesak-out of M as
do, creatingdid.

The factsfor be and have are subtly but crucially different (Warner
1985; sealso Lasnik1995 and Potsdart997). Firstwe notethat there is
no problem withelided nonfiniteforms of be and havein general: in(28),
with an identical (nonfinite) antecedent, ellipsis is perfect.

410



(28) a. Mary bould [be paid better], and Pam should-[be paid HJdtier
b. Pam has been eating chocolate, and Mary-has-[been eating
choolatd too.

c. Doug will [have finished his main course by the time we get there],

but maybe Fred won't-Jhave finished-his-main-courge

In striking contrastexamplegparallel to (26)with a finite be or havetrying
to license ellipsis of its nonfinite counterpart are entirely ungrammatical.

(29) a.*John was hassled, and soon Mary will- be-hassled
b. *A few people are already staring at us, and if you keep screaming,
soon everyone will-be-staring-at us.
c. *Mary has never been to France, but John might-have been to
France.
d. *John was just harassed, and in the last week several others have
been-harassddo.

If finite be and havewere generatetbw like regular verbs and therised

to T, these antecedentausesshouldcontain underlying/Ps “be hassled”,
“be staring”, etc., and the impossibility of ellipsis would be mysterious. If in-
steadbe andhaveare generated high, then thadness of (29) iexplained
because there is rmmtecedent identicalith the elided naterial. The posited
structure of (29a) is:

(30) ‘bhn |;\/IP indic [TNP be+PAST [ZP affirm [PartPhaSSIed]]]]
Mary [MP WI” [TP PRES[ZP affirm [VP be [DartPhaSSIed]]]]] tOO

The critical part of (30) is the absence in the antecedent of a VEdiately
above the projection of the passive participle.

Now having independentason tobelievethat finite be and have are
generated higher in the clause than inflected main verbs, we agositian
to explain what leads to their high base position.

4.3.2 The high position

The gist of the analysis is as follovesime further details aiscussed in 85.
| take the VRequirement taoepresent a need of sorfuactionalheadhigh
in the clause, perhaps T.Nhat it needs is tchave aclause-mate/ some-
where inits c-commanddomain. Considenow thederivation of aclause
bottom-up, having constructed the “predicate” portion of the claesdhe
lexical projectionand anypatrticipial projectionsaboveit, and then merged
2, forming ZP. The derivatiomow needs tavorry about whethethis par-
tial structure contains a V that will satisfy the V Requirement. If it dales,
well, the derivation can proceed, merging T &hcetc. If itdoes nothow is
the lastchance to ave thederivation bymerging in a V forthat purpose,
while still allowing it to bec-commanded by TI. propose thatonly) con-
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tentlessheadscan befreely pulledfrom the lexicon during a derivation,
without having beemart of thenumeration, sempty V is what vl be
merged.’ Now the rest of the clause can d&ssembleduccessfullycreating
a structure such as (24).

| am relying onsomecrucial assumptions. One tlsat the machinery
that keeps the heads within@ause in theircorrect hierarchicalorder is
flexible enough to allow C and to eitherhave a V merged somewhere be-
tween them or not. Suppod#as is possiblebecause Mselectsfor Tense
features, but not for any particular category. As we szavlier, Tense is an
affix that requires either a M or a V #s stem.Thus, Tcan become part of
a well-formed word either bgombining with Mabove it or byfinding a V
to combine with In the latterscenario, lsuggesthat theeventual result of
merging the empty V abo\&eis a head of category V that bedsnse fea-
tures; the former property satisfies the V Requirement, and the datitdies
M'’s selectional requirement. This is what | have symbolizet\dsabove. A
secondassumption ishat V itself must beselectionallycontent inthis high
merged position, witl as its complemenBut this iswhat we expect from
an empty V: ithas noproperties, irparticular noselectionalrestrictions, as
indeed we see in the fact thmcan beobservedaking just aboutanything
as its complement.

4.4 Nonfinitebeandhave

The preceding scenario omittede othepossibility for satisfyingthe V Re-

quirement incasethe lexical predicatecannot doso: anempty V could be
merged with the predicabefore the predicate is merged with That is the
scenariathat yields barebe/havein clausesvith modas, e.g.(25). The me-
chanics of this insertion will be uh the same as thopest discussedHere

what matters is tha should not be disturbetd either have VP ags com-

plement or not. But once wadlow high generation ofinite be/havewe al-

ready need to allow a range pdssiblecomplements t&: AP, PP, NP and
PartP; adding V to the list should not raise any additional difficulties.

5. Further issues

What we have seen in the previous section is (very roughly) how to generate
various types of wrd ordersnvolving INFL elements. What wéave not
seen, forthe most part, is how texcludethe manyimpossiblealternatives,
e.g.*John does be tired, *Marwill be not late etc. Regrettablythere is

not space to preserihat explicationhere; onthe former,see Schiitze in

1% This restrition can bederived (Ouhallal991). Contentfulverbs by definitiorhave se-
lectionalrestrictions and/osubcategorizatioframes, but ithey were insertedwhere we
are inserting finitde, they would be forced to tagd® as their only complement.
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press. Insteadtbuch on some morgeneral issesconcerningthe overall
approach pursued in this paper.

5.1 What aboubhave?

It is beyondthe scopeof this paper to thoroughly eshd the proposed
analysis to finitehave Clearly | will want to take quite literally the notion
that haveis be plus alittle something else, saysilent preposition. One ap-
proach could be to tre&itaveas an allomorph dbg i.e. also a semantically
empty V, whoseenvironment forvocabularyinsertion refers tothe null
preposition. (For an interesting variant see Emonds 1994.)

5.2 Whence the V Requirement?

The V Requirement is stipulation that wevould clearly like to derivefrom
something rore principled. | offer here a vaguespeculation, inspired by
Rothstein (1999): she argues that &msinherent property ahe category V
that it supplies arevent(uality) variablewhile predicates obther categories
are not capable of thisly suggestions that finite clausedhave aTense op-
erator that needs to bind such a variablhe need for the operator bind
somethingguarantees aeastone V per clause. &ving nore than one V
bound by thesameoperatorwould create two @ments intending to de-
scribethe sameevent; | speculatéhat their structuratonfiguration(one
heading gohrasecontainingthe other)would beincompatiblewith this in-
terpretation.

If Tense ighe syntactic locus othe operator, istands toreason that
when a V appears in@dause just teupply a variabldor that operator to
bind, it would appearclose toand in thedomain of T,and that isndeed
where wefind finite and barebe Sinceparticiples donot satisfythe V Re-
guirement, the V stem inside them is apparengjigible for binding by the
tense operator; one can imagine various reasons for this.

5.3 What about languages with null copulas?

An immediate problem for any attemptftod a deepexplanationfor the V
Requirement ighat it appearso be violated inthe (not uncommonan-
guages with a null copula. Herdirhit myself tothe Arabic type,where the
preenttense copula iaull but past and future are overtmainly summa-

rize Bennamoun’s(2000) lucid discussion. Harguesconclusively against

the following two simple analyses that could have made life feasthe pre-

sent theory: first, that syntactically theesent copulasentences are julite

the other tenses but the coplais phonologically nli (satisfying an excep-
tionless V Requirement); second, that the present tense copular utterance is a

' The requirement is morgeneral, exteding to to-infinitives and certainother clause
types.
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small claus, lackingTenseand otherfunctional projections(which might
have meant that the operator node #rdbrces the \Requirement was ab-
sent). He argues instead that a null copldasehasTenseandall the func-
tional structure above that, buto VP underneathyather just the lexical
predicate(e.g., AP); heargues morgyenerally(from noncopularsentences)
that in Arabicthe presentenseheaddiffers from its past and futureoun-
terparts in not requiring any clause-mate Vérb.

This treatment of present tense in Aradmounts taa parameterization
of the V Requirement of Tense. If we pursue a motivation aloadines of
85.2,the aliity of the V Requirerant to be voided in the preseteinse
might have a semantexplanation, e.gthat an evenvariablecan be bound
to the speech time “deictically without the need for amperator in the
Tensehead of thesyntacticrepresentation. The paratnc choice would
then be whether given languagés allowed totake advantage dhis way
of expressing present tense meaning.
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