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Raising, inversion and agreement in modern Hebrew1

NURIT MELNIK

The Open University of Israel

(Received 23 April 2012; revised 2 November 2015)

This paper focuses on the interaction between raising, subject–verb inversion and agree-
ment in Modern Hebrew. It identifies, alongside ‘standard’ (i.e., English-like) subject-to-
subject raising, two additional patterns where the embedded subject appears post-verbally.
In one, the raising predicate exhibits long-distance agreement with the embedded subject,
while in the other, a colloquial variant, it is marked with impersonal (3SM) agreement.
The choice between the three raising constructions in the language is shown to be solely
dependent on properties of the embedded clause. The data are discussed and analyzed
against a background of typological and theoretical work on raising. The analysis, cast in
the framework of Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG), builds on research on
raising, selectional locality, agreement, subjecthood and information structure, as well as
verb-initial constructions in Modern Hebrew.
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1. OVERVIEW

Issues regarding non-local relations are a challenge to all theories of grammar. Of
them, the phenomenon of raising, whereby a semantic argument of an embedded
predicate surfaces as a syntactic argument of a higher one, has received much
attention in the literature, and, consequently, is subject to many analyses in
diverse frameworks. In fact, a comparison of analyses of raising reveals major
distinctions between linguistic frameworks or theories (e.g., movement, traces,
empty elements, agreement). One recent noteworthy line of research is taken up
by Polinsky & Potsdam (e.g., 2006, 2012), who extend the inquiry to less investi-
gated languages. Their findings raise questions regarding assumed cross-linguistic
(or universal) generalizations and prompt more research, both typological and
theoretical.

[1] Parts of this work were presented at the the 17th International Conference on HPSG (Paris,
2010) and in colloquia at the Hebrew University and Bar Ilan University. I am indebted to the
audiences at these events for comments and suggestions. I thank the editor and three anonymous
Journal of Linguistics referees for their constructive comments on previous versions of this
paper. This research was supported by the Israel Science Foundation (grant no. 1501/16).

I only wish that I could express my special gratitude to Ivan Sag, for his invaluable
encouragement, from our first meeting until our last, including his helpful comments and
suggestions regarding this paper.
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Raising in Modern Hebrew (MH) exhibits a property that, to the best of
my knowledge, has not yet been addressed in the literature. The interaction
between raising, inversion and agreement reveals that raising predicates in MH are
‘parasitic’ on properties of their non-finite verbal complements. More specifically,
raising predicates can head three different types of constructions, which vary in
their agreement and word order properties. The licensing of these constructions is
solely determined by the embedded verb and its dependents.

This paper focuses on raising predicates in MH and the types of constructions in
which they appear. Section 2 provides an initial glimpse of the data by comparing
the syntactic behavior of two predicates in order to identify a raising predicate.
It then proceeds to consider the interaction of raising predicates with subject–
verb inversion phenomena in MH, thus revealing two additional raising patterns.
Section 3 considers the phenomena from a typological perspective, on the basis
of work by Polinsky and Potsdam. It compares the MH raising constructions with
other attested patterns by applying different diagnostics, and concludes that when
raising interacts with subject–verb inversion the agreement relation between the
raising predicate and the inverted subject is long-distance. An analysis of the
data cast in the framework of Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG;
Pollard & Sag 1994) is proposed in Section 4. It begins by providing the
necessary background regarding the framework and its treatment of raising and
selectional locality, and continues with an outline of previous work on verb-initial
constructions in MH (Melnik 2002, 2006). The pieces are finally put together at
the end of the section, where an analysis of the three raising patterns is presented.

2. RAISING PREDICATES IN MODERN HEBREW

2.1 Raising versus control

In MH, as in English, raising and control predicates have a similar surface
structure. However, since Rosenbaum’s (1967) early work on English complement
constructions different diagnostics have been proposed in the literature in order to
tease the two syntactic constructions apart.2 In what follows I apply some of these
diagnostics to the MH data in order to ascertain the raising status of one aspectual
predicate omed ‘stands (about to)’, in contrast to a control predicate roce ‘wants’.

The first set of four diagnostics is based on the assumed contrast in thematic
relations between the subject and predicate (i.e., the assignment of a thematic
role to a subject by a control predicate, and the absence of a thematic relation in
raising). The second set of diagnostics targets a syntactic property: the status of
the embedded VP.

First, as thematic role assigners, control predicates impose selectional restric-
tions on their syntactic subjects. In contrast, raising predicates do not. Thus, for

[2] For an overview see Davies & Dubinsky (2004).

148

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444


R A I S I N G , I N V E R S I O N A N D AG R E E M E N T I N M O D E R N H E B R E W

example, the control predicate roce ‘wants’ requires an animate subject, hence the
semantic anomaly of (1b).3

(1) (a) ha-hafgana
the-demonstration.SF

omedet
stands.SF

lehitkayem
to.occur

be-yom
in-day

s̆is̆i
sixth

‘The demonstration is about to take place on Friday.’
(b) #ha-hafgana

the-demonstration.SF
roca
wants.SF

lehitkayem
to.occur

be-yom
in-day

s̆is̆i
sixth

Second, the absence of thematic role assignment on the raised subject allows
there to be an expletive in this position. Subjects of control predicates, on the other
hand, must receive a semantic role and thus cannot be expletives.4

(2) (a) (ze)
it

hitxil
began.3SM

lehira’ot
to.seem

li
to.me

meguxax
ridiculous

s̆e-’elu
that-these

hem
be.3PM

s̆erutei
services

ha-bitaxon
the-security

‘It began to seem ridiculous to me that these are the security services.’
(b) *ze

it
roce
wants.SM

lehira’ot
to.seem

li
to.me

meguxax
ridiculous

s̆e-’elu
that-these

hem
be.3PM

s̆erutei
services

ha-bitaxon
the-security

Third, idioms can also be used to distinguish between the two constructions
(Postal 1974). Idiom chunks can be subjects of raising predicates and still main-
tain their idiomatic meaning, while only a literal interpretation is possible under
control. This distinction applies in the following examples, where the raising
sentence (3a) is ambiguous, having both literal and idiomatic interpretations,
while with the control predicate roce ‘wants’ in (3b) only a literal interpretation
is possible. This interpretation, however, is unavailable due to the selectional
restrictions of roce ‘wants’.

(3) (a) ha-kerax
the-ice.SM

omed
stands.SM

lehis̆aber
to.break

ba-pgis̆a
at.the-meeting

‘The ice is about to break at the meeting.’
(b) #ha-kerax

the-ice.SM
roce
wants.SM

lehis̆aber
to.break

ba-pgis̆a
at.the-meeting

‘The ice wants to break at the meeting.’

[3] The following abbreviations are used for agreement: 1/2/3 = person; S/P = number; F/M =
gender. Additional abbreviations are as follows: ABS = absolutive; ACC = accusative; DEM =
demonstrative; ERG = ergative; INF = infinitive; NEG = negation; PST = past; SBJV = subjunctive.

[4] As one reviewer notes, the analysis of ze as an expletive is debatable (e.g., Hazout 1994).
Moreover, although the sentence given in (2a) was attested (in Baroni et al.’s (2009) WaCky
corpus), this type of construction is more common without the clause-initial ze.
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Fourth, under raising, passivized embedded VPs retain the truth conditions of
their active counterparts (4a); under control, they do not (4b) (Rosenbaum 1967).
This too, results from the lack of semantic relation between the predicate and its
subject in raising, but not in control.

(4) (a) ha-mis̆tara
the-police.SF

omedet
stands.SF

la’acor
to.arrest

et
ACC

Dani
Danny

=
=

Dani
Danny.SM

omed
stands.SM

lehe’acer
to.be.arrested

al-yedei
by

ha-mis̆tara
the-police

‘The police is about to arrest Danny.’ = ‘Danny is about to be arrested
by the police.’

(b) ha-mis̆tara
the-police.SF

roca
wants.SF

la’acor
to.arrest

et
ACC

Dani
Danny

!=
!=

Dani
Danny.SM

roce
wants.SM

lehe’acer
to.be.arrested

al-yedei
by

ha-mis̆tara
the-police

‘The police wants to arrest Danny.’ != ‘Danny wants to be arrested by
the police.’

Jacobson (1990), working in the categorial grammar framework, presents an
additional set of diagnostics which focus on the status of the embedded VP. She
argues that in control structures the VP behaves like an argument of the predicate,
and, as such, can be elided or extracted and fronted. This is not the case with VP
complements of raising predicates. This distinction, too, is borne out by the MH
data. As an example consider the following contrast regarding ellipsis.

(5) (a) *Dani
Danny.SM

omed
stands.SM

laruc
to.run

maraton
marathon

aval
but

dina
Dina.SF

lo
NEG

omedet
stands.SF

(b) Dani
Danny.SM

roce
wants.SM

laruc
to.run

maraton
marathon

aval
but

dina
Dina.SF

lo
NEG

roca
wants.SF

‘Danny wants to run a marathon but Dina doesn’t.’

To summarize, standard diagnostics which are used to tell apart raising from
control clearly distinguish between the raising predicate omed ‘stands (about
to)’ and the control predicate roce ‘wants’. Other predicates that exhibit similar
behavior to omed include epistemic modals (e.g., asuy ‘likely’, alul ‘liable’,
amur ‘should’, cafuy ‘expected’, atid ‘future’) and aspectuals (e.g., hitxil ‘begin’,
hims̆ix ‘continue’, hifsik ‘stop’).5 The class of control predicates is more varied
semantically, with deontic modals (e.g., ras̆ai ‘allowed’, xayav ‘must’), as well
as predicates such as me’unyan ‘interested’, nisa ‘try’, hixlit ‘decide’, hicliax
‘succeed’.

[5] The aspectual verbs listed belong to a class of verbs that are ambiguous between raising and
control (Perlmutter 1970).

150

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444


R A I S I N G , I N V E R S I O N A N D AG R E E M E N T I N M O D E R N H E B R E W

The data presented so far regarding the syntactic behavior of MH raising
predicates mirror in many ways their English counterparts. Nevertheless, MH
exhibits additional raising patterns which warrant further investigation. However,
before that, a bit of background regarding MH syntax is in order.

2.2 Subject–verb inversion in Modern Hebrew

The basic word order in MH clauses is SVO. Finite verbs in MH exhibit
person–number–gender agreement with their subjects. Two types of subject–
verb inversion constructions exist: Triggered Inversion, in which a clause-initial
element triggers inversion (similarly to V2 constructions), and Free Inversion, in
which no trigger is involved (Shlonsky & Doron 1992).6

Triggered inversion is a productive construction. The trigger can be any
constituent that can be moved to a clause-initial position and there are no lexical
restrictions on the verb. It is, however, characteristic of formal written registers.

(6) (a) *nicxa
won.3SF

dina
Dina.SF

ba-taxarut
in.the-race

(b) etmol
yesterday

nicxa
won.3SF

dina
Dina.SF

ba-taxarut
in.the-race

‘Yesterday Dina won the race.’

Free Inversion, or as it will be referred to in this paper ‘V1’, is a more restricted
construction. In the literature it is characterized as involving unaccusative verbs
or ‘presentational verbs’ (Shlonsky 1987). Indeed, V1 is found to be compatible
with unaccusatives (7), and, in fact, obligatory with existentials (8).

(7) (a) nigmar
ended.3SM

li
to.me

ha-zman
the-time.SM

(b) ha-zman
the-time.SM

nigmar
finished.3SM

li
to.me

‘My time ran out.’

(8) (a) *has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot
grave.PF

hayu
were.3P

(b) hayu
were.3P

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot
grave.PF

‘There were grave consequences.’

However, Melnik (2006) argues that the lexical characterization of the licensing
conditions of V1 captures frequent correlations but not hard constraints. Counter-
examples include cases where the verb is unergative (9a) or transitive (9b).

[6] The term ‘inversion’ is used here in order to conform with conventional terminology. It is not
intended to imply a transformational analysis.
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(9) (a) tilfen
telephoned.3SM

aba
father.SM

s̆el
of

izi
Izzy

ve-s̆aal
and-asked.3SM

im
if

anaxnu
we

rocim
want.PM

lehipages̆
to.meet

‘Yizzy’s father called and asked if we want to meet.’
(b) akca

stung.3SF
oti
ACC.1S

dvora
bee.SF

‘A bee stung me.’

Consequently, Melnik (2006) proposes that V1 is employed by MH as an infor-
mation packaging device which encodes thetic (all new) judgments in distinction
from ‘unmarked’ categorical judgments. Thus, by using V1 the speaker indicates
that the proposition is not about the subject. Indeed, word order alternations
(post-verbal versus pre-verbal subjects) are shown by Lambrecht (2000) to be
one of the strategies that languages employ to distinguish between thetic and
categorical judgments (Sentence Focus and Predicate Focus, in Lambrecht’s
terminology).7 These strategies are motivated by the principle of paradigmatic
contrast, which requires that thetic judgments be minimally distinct from the
corresponding categorical judgments. The necessary contrast is achieved by the
detopicalization of what is prototypically the topic and/or by subject–object
neutralization (Lambrecht 2000).

2.3 Inversion and agreement

Although finite verbs in standard MH exhibit full person–number–gender agree-
ment with their subjects, in unmonitored colloquial speech there are cases
where the initial verb in a V1 construction is marked with impersonal (3SM)
agreement, regardless of the agreement features of the subject. The impersonal
V1 construction is especially frequent with the existential predicate haya (10b),
yet is found, to a lesser extent, also with unaccusative verbs (11b).8 Throughout
the paper, non-standard colloquial example sentences are indicated by a tilde (˜),
to set them apart from standard ones, on the one hand, and ungrammatical ones,
on the other.

(10) (a) hayu
was.3P

(le-ze)
to-it

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot
grave.PF

(b) ˜haya
was.3SM

(le-ze)
to-it

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot
grave.PF

‘There were/It had grave consequences.’

[7] Other strategies involve prosody (e.g., accented versus non-accented subjects in English), spe-
cialized syntactic structures (e.g., clefted versus detached subjects in French) and morphological
marking (e.g., ga versus wa in Japanese).

[8] Melnik (2014) reports that 42% of the existential clauses found in the Haifa Corpus of Spoken
Israeli Hebrew (Maschler 2004) appear with impersonal agreement.
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(11) (a) nis̆pexu
spilled.3P

mayim
water.PM

(al
on

ha-maxs̆ev)
the-computer

(b) ˜nis̆pax
spilled.3SM

mayim
water.PM

(al
on

ha-maxs̆ev)
the-computer

‘Water spilled (on the computer).’

The co-occurrence of V1 and agreement suspension is not coincidental.
Rather, the loss of agreement between the thematic subject and the predicate is
another manifestation of subject–object neutralization, which characterizes thetic
judgments. A similar well-known example is the suspension of agreement in
colloquial there constructions in English (e.g., There’s many ways to have fun.).
Both the English there construction and the Hebrew haya in (10) are existential
constructions, which are typical of thematic judgments.

2.4 Raising, inversion and agreement

The interaction between the SV–VS alternation and raising reveals an additional
raising construction. Alongside ‘standard’ (i.e., English-like) raising there exists
an additional pattern where the embedded subject does not raise to a clause-
initial position, but rather follows the embedded verb. The licensing of this
inverted pattern is constrained by the same licensing conditions that apply to V1,
namely the information packaging status of the embedded clause. Only when the
finite counterpart of the embedded verb and its dependents can appear in a V1
construction can the subject occur in a post-verbal position. At this point, for ease
of exposition, I will refer to this construction as ‘pseudo-raising’, and will defer
discussion of its syntactic structure to Section 3.2.

When the embedded clause is an existential clause, which obligatorily appears
in V1, both the raising predicate and the existential infinitive lihyot obligatorily
precede the NP THEME. The agreement patterns found in the raised construction
also mirror the simple clause. In the standard construction (12a) the raising
predicate omdot (‘about to’) exhibits full agreement with the NP, while in the
colloquial alternative (12b) it exhibits default 3SM agreement. The infinitival form
in MH does not exhibit agreement marking at all.

(12) (a) omdot
stand.PF

lihyot
to.be

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot
grave.PF

(b) ˜omed
stands.SM

lihyot
to.be

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot
grave.PF

‘There are about to be grave consequences.’

The two types of agreement patterns percolate higher up in a longer raising
chain, where the raising predicate itself is embedded under the past tense haya
‘was’:
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(13) (a) hayu
were.3P

amurot
supposed.PF

lihyot
to.be

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot
grave.PF

(b) ˜haya
was.3SM

amur
supposed.SM

lihyot
to.be

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot
grave.PF

‘There were supposed to be grave consequences.’

Moreover, the agreement pattern must be consistent throughout the chain. Thus,
if, for example, the raising predicate exhibits agreement with the NP, the verb haya
‘was’ must too.

(14) *haya
was.3SM

amurot
supposed.PF

lihyot
to.be

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot
grave.PF

Alternating raising patterns are found when the embedded clause can alternate,
as was shown to be the case with unaccusative verbs. Note the preference for def-
inite pre-verbal and indefinite post-verbal subjects, in (15) and (16) respectively,
an indication of information packaging constraints.

(15) (a) ha-s̆vita
the-strike.SF

parca
broke.out.3SF

‘The strike broke out.’
(b) ha-s̆vita

the-strike.SF
omedet
stands.SF

lifroc
to.break.out

‘The strike is about to break out.’

(16) (a) parca
broke.out.3SF

s̆vita
strike.SF

‘A strike broke out.’
(b) omedet

stands.SF
lifroc
to.break.out

s̆vita
strike.SF

‘A strike is about to break out.’

In all cases, the constraints that operate on simple clauses apply to the raised
structure (cf. (9b) above).

(17) (a) dvora
bee.SF

omedet
stands.SF

la’akoc
to.sting

oti
ACC.1S

(b) omedet
stands.SF

la’akoc
to.sting

oti
ACC.1S

dvora
bee.SF

‘A bee is about to sting me.’

With regards to agreement, as was previously mentioned, impersonal con-
structions with unaccusative verbs are much less frequent than those with the
existentials. Nevertheless, there are some attested examples of impersonal raising
constructions with unaccusatives. One example follows.
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(18) ˜hitxil
began.3SM

lizrom
to.flow

mayim
water.PM

‘Water began to flow.’

When the configuration of the embedded verb and its dependent(s) is not com-
patible with V1 (e.g., (6a), its subject cannot occur post-verbally (19a). Triggered
inversion is possible, with the raising predicate omedet ‘stands’ inverting with the
raised matrix subject Dina (19b).

(19) (a) *omedet
stands.SF

lenace’ax
to.win

Dina
Dina.SF

(b) ha-yom
today

omedet
stands.SF

Dina
Dina.SF

lenace’ax
to.win

‘Dina is about to win today.’

The interaction between raising, inversion and agreement presented above
reveals that raising predicates in MH appear to be ‘parasitic’ on properties of their
complements, namely word order and agreement. Furthermore, the correlation
between this syntactic characterization, on the one hand, and the semantic
characterization of these predicates as modals and aspectuals, on the other hand,
cannot be coincidental.9

The relationship between modals and aspectuals and the embedded verb has
received some attention in the literature. For example, Rizzi (1982) proposes
that in Italian the two components undergo restructuring which reanalyzes them
as a single verbal complex. Zubizarreta (1982), on the other hand, argues that
modals and aspectuals in languages such as Spanish and Italian can be analyzed
as syntactic affixes which modify the verb to which they are bound. What these
two analyses have in the common is the weak syntactic status of modals and
aspectuals. This characterization is clearly reflected in the parasitic behavior of
such predicates in MH.

With regard to a formal analysis, it is clear that a standard subject raising
analysis does not suffice in order to account for all types of raising constructions in
MH. The additional pseudo-raising construction raises issues regarding the non-
local relation between an embedded subject and a raising predicate, on the one
hand, and the agreement alternation, on the other. The following section begins
with a review of the typology of raising, which provides the setting for an attempt
to situate the MH phenomenon in a cross-linguistic context and to reveal its
syntactic structure.

[9] I thank an anonymous reviewer for emphasizing these points.
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3. ON RAISING

3.1 The typology of raising

Most research on subject-to-subject raising focuses on standard (i.e., English-like)
constructions, where the thematic subject of an embedded clause surfaces as the
syntactic subject of a higher predicate, yet is not in a thematic relation with it.
More recently, Polinsky & Potsdam (2006) argued that linguistic theory would
be better served by extending the investigation to other less explored languages
which exhibit ‘unusual patterns’.

They discuss two raising patterns which differ from the standard ones and
which, according to Polinsky and Potsdam, can be accounted for by mechanisms
proposed and adopted by Chomsky’s (2000) Minimalist Program. The main
mechanism that they build on is compositional (or copy and delete) movement,
whereby a chain is formed between two (or more) positions. A process of deletion
can target one of these positions, replacing it with ‘silence’. In the standard case
(aka ‘forward raising’), the higher copy of the chain is pronounced while the lower
copy is deleted. There are, however, two other theoretical options, which, they
claim, are found in natural language. In ‘backward raising’, the embedded subject
raises covertly to the matrix clause, and the element that is pronounced is the
lower copy. Conversely, in ‘copy raising’ the two elements are pronounced.

Consequently, they propose the typology given in Table 1.

Higher copy Lower copy Resulting structure
pronounced pronounced
√

X Forward (anaphoric) control/raising
X

√
Backward (cataphoric) control/raising

√ √
Copy (resumptive) control/raising

Table 1
Typology of control and raising.

3.1.1 Backward raising

Backward raising, Polinsky & Potsdam (2012) note, is remarkably rare. One
language that they claim has sufficient evidence to suggest this type of construc-
tion is Adyghe, a Northwest Caucasian language with ergative case marking and
relatively free word order.10 Consider the following pair:

[10] Haddad (2012) argues that an additional language that exhibits backward raising is Standard
Arabic. His strongest cases for backward raising are instances where the raising predicate
exhibits full agreement with the embedded subject, while the embedded verb displays only
partial agreement. As full subject–verb agreement is found in the language only when the
subject appears pre-verbally, Haddad takes this as an indication that ‘derivationally the subject
has touched down in a pre-verbal position in the matrix clause’ (p. 16).
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(20) (a) a-xe-r
DEM-P-ABS

[pj@sme-r
letter-ABS

a-tx@-new]
3P.ERG-write-INF

ø-fjež’a-Ke-x
3ABS-began-3P.ABS

(b) [a-xe-me
DEM-P-ERG

pj@sme-r
letter-ABS

a-tx@-new]
3P.ERG-write-INF

ø-fjež’a-Ke-x/*a-fjež’a-K
3ABS-began-3P.ABS/*3P.ERG-began-PST

‘They began to write a letter.’

The verb ‘begin’ is a subject-raising verb in Adyghe. In forward raising (20a),
ø-fjež ’a-Ke-x ‘began’ agrees with the absolutive case-marked matrix subject a-
xe-r ‘they’. In backward raising (20b), the raising verb exhibits absolutive case
marking, while the (embedded) subject is marked with ergative case. In this case,
Polinsky and Potsdam argue, the raising verb agrees with the higher copy of the
subject, which is ‘silent’ (or covert).

3.1.2 Copy raising

An analysis of copy raising is not in the scope of this paper. Nevertheless,
a comparison of copy raising with ordinary raising reveals a different pattern
of interaction between subjects, raising and agreement in MH. Consider the
following examples.

(21) (a) Dinai
Dina

nir’et
looks.SF

ke’ilu
as.if

(s̆e-)hii
that-she

lo
NEG

yas̆na
slept.3SF

yomayim.
two.days

‘Dina looks like she has not slept for two days.’
(b) nir’e

looks.SM
ke’ilu
as.if

(s̆e-)Dina
that-Dina

lo
NEG

yas̆na
slept.3SF

yomayim.
two.days

‘It looks like Dina has not slept for two days.’

Copy raising typically involves a perception verb (e.g., nir’e ‘looks’) which
takes an NP subject and a finite complement clause, which contains a pronoun that
is co-indexed with the matrix subject (21a). The raised element can play different
syntactic roles in the complement clause; in (21a) it is the subject. An additional
alternation is found in MH, where the matrix perception verb appears with no
expressed matrix subject (21b) (Landau 2011).

The predicate-initial construction in (21b) superficially resembles the pseudo-
raising constructions described in Section 2.4. Nevertheless, the complement of
the raising verb is a finite clause, while in pseudo-raising it is infinite. Moreover,
the copy-raising predicate exhibits invariable impersonal agreement, regardless
of the syntactic properties of its clausal complement. It is only when an element
is copy-raised and surfaces as a matrix subject that the predicate exhibits full
agreement with it, regardless of the role it assumes in the complement clause
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(cf. (21a)). Unlike ‘standard’ raising and pseudo-raising, the choice between
the two alternations illustrated in (21) does not depend on properties of the
embedded clause. Finally, the Hebrew verbs that participate in copy raising (nir’a
‘seem, look’, nis̆ma ‘sound’, hirgis̆ ‘feel’ and heriax ‘smell’) do not participate in
ordinary raising, unlike their English counterparts (Landau 2011).

3.2 The syntactic structure of pseudo-raising

The aforementioned typology raises the question of where the MH pseudo-raising
construction fits in. Consequently, three hypotheses will be considered.11

1. Pseudo-raising is backward raising.
2. Pseudo-raising is forward raising, but the subject raises ‘rightwards’ to a

post-verbal matrix subject position.
3. In pseudo-raising no raising occurs. The raising predicate combines with

a fully saturated VP, and agreement between the raising predicate and the
subject crosses a clausal boundary.

3.2.1 Pseudo-raising as backward raising

On the surface, the pseudo-raising construction in MH clearly resembles that of
Adyghe: the post-verbal subject appears to occupy an embedded position and
the raising predicate exhibits agreement with it, while an overt matrix subject
is missing. Nevertheless, Polinsky & Potsdam (2006) caution against confusing
backward raising with cases of long-distance agreement to which they refer
as ‘impostors’ (p. 183). The fact that the matrix verb exhibits agreement with
the subject in the complement is not sufficient to qualify as backward raising.
Backward raising requires there to be a covert copy of the subject in matrix
position. Moreover, although covert, this copy needs to play a role in semantic
scope relations and licensing of elements such as floating quantifiers.

One so-called impostor is the Greek raising construction illustrated in (22).

(22) (a) i
the

dhaskali
teachers.P

stamatisan
stopped.3P

[na
SBJV

malonunu
scold.3P

tus
the

mathites]
students

(b) stamatisan
stopped.3P

[na
SBJV

malonunu
scold.3P

i
the

dhaskali
teachers.P

tus
the

mathites]
students

‘The teachers stopped scolding the students.’

[11] An additional option, raised by a reviewer, is that raising predicates in MH form a complex
predicate with the main verb and thus head a monoclausal structure. Different tests have been
proposed in the literature to determine monoclausality (see, for example, Butt (2014)). Of
these tests, the ones that are applicable to the MH phenomenon involve linear adjacency, and
reveal that the two predicates do not form a syntactic constituent (cf. a floating quantifier that
intervenes between the predicates in (24b) and the intervening subject in the triggered inversion
construction in (19b)).
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The raising predicate ‘stopped’ in Greek can appear in two different alternations.
In the first, (22a), the thematic subject of the embedded verb ‘scold’, ‘the
teachers’, appears as the matrix subject in a standard forward-raising construction.
Conversely, in (22b) the subject appears inside the embedded clause headed by
‘scold’. Moreover, both the embedded verb and the raising verb exhibit agreement
with it. Thus, the structure in (22b) suggests backward raising, on a par with the
Adyghe example.

While it is indeed the case that although the thematic subject appears to be
embedded its agreement properties are matched with the matrix verb, Polinsky &
Potsdam (2012), as well as Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou (1999) and Alexiadou
et al. (2012), argue that the two constructions should receive distinct analyses.
They propose that while the Adyghe construction is a true case of backward
raising, the Greek construction is an instance of long-distance agreement, which
is licensed by Agree (Chomsky 2000).

One diagnostic that they propose to distinguish between between the two
constructions is the licensing of floating quantifiers, which depends on the matrix
subject. In a true backward raising language, a floating quantifier is licensed either
by an overt matrix subject (in a forward raising construction) or by a covert matrix
subject (in a backward raising). In Greek, Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou (1999)
and Alexiadou et al. (2012) argue, a floating quantifier is licensed only when there
is an overt matrix subject. This suggests that when the subject appears in the
embedded clause there is no corresponding silent copy in the matrix position to
license the quantifier, or in other words long-distance agreement holds between
the matrix verb and the embedded subject.

Applying this diagnostic to the MH data reveals similar behavior. In simple
clauses a floating quantifier is licensed by the matrix subject.

(23) (a) kol
all

ha-yeladim
the-children.PM

higi’u
arrived.P

‘All the children arrived.’
(b) ha-yeladim

the-children.PM
higi’u
arrived.P

kulam
all.PM

‘The children all arrived.’

When the embedded subject surfaces as the matrix subject of a raising predi-
cate, the quantifier is licensed in its floating positions (24b) and (24c).

(24) (a) kol
all

ha-yeladim
the-children.PM

omdim
stand.PM

lehagi’a
to.arrive

‘All the children are about to arrive.’
(b) ha-yeladim

the-children.PM
omdim
stand.PM

kulam
all.PM

lehagi’a
to.arrive

(c) ha-yeladim
the-children.PM

omdim
stand.PM

lehagi’a
to.arrive

kulam
all.PM

‘The children are all about to arrive.’
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Yet, when the subject appears post-verbally a floating quantifier renders the
sentence ungrammatical (25b).

(25) (a) omdim
stand.PM

lehagi’a
to.arrive

kol
all

ha-yeladim
the-children.PM

‘All the children are about to arrive.’
(b) *omdim

stand.PM
kulam
all.PM

lehagi’a
to.arrive

ha-yeladim
the-children.PM

Thus, the ungrammaticality of (25b) suggests that there is no covert copy of the
subject in the matrix subject position, which can license the floating quantifier,
and therefore pseudo-raising in MH is not backward raising.

3.2.2 Pseudo-raising as forward (‘rightward’) raising

The failure of the post-verbal subject to license a floating quantifier does not only
rule out the possibility that the subject raised covertly. It also constitutes evidence
against an alternative analysis according to which the subject in pseudo-raising
raises ‘rightwards’ and occupies a higher matrix clause position post-verbally.12

There are additional arguments against such an analysis. First, adverbs that modify
the embedded verb may follow the subject, thus indicating that the subject is
indeed embedded (26).

(26) amur
supposed.SM

laredet
to.fall

ges̆em
rain.SM

bekarov
soon

‘It’s supposed to rain soon.’

In addition, in MH the embedded clause can be conjoined, with each clause
containing its own subject.

(27) amur
supposed.SM

laredet
to.fall

ges̆em
rain.SM

ve-ulay
and-maybe

afilu
even

laredet
to.fall

s̆eleg
snow.SM

‘It’s supposed to rain and maybe even snow.’

Consequently, as the evidence suggests, the post-verbal subject in pseudo-
raising occupies an embedded position, and therefore no raising occurs in MH
pseudo-raising.

3.2.3 Pseudo-raising and long-distance agreement

The typology of raising patterns described by Polinsky & Potsdam (2006)
reveals three different pattern options, under the assumption that copy-and-delete
movement occurs. However, as they and Alexiadou et al. (2012) argue, there are

[12] I thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this suggestion.
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reasons to believe that yet another pattern is found, one in which no movement
occurs, and the agreement between the embedded subject and the matrix verb
is a product of long-distance agreement. This construction, referred to here as
‘pseudo-raising’, was argued to characterize the Greek case, and was shown here
to apply to MH.

However, the MH data revealed an additional twist on pseudo-raising: the
occurrence of a canonical/impersonal alternation which bears on the agreement
marking on raising predicates. Consequently, three distinct subject raising patterns
in MH were identified:

1. standard (forward) subject raising;
2. canonical pseudo-raising;
3. impersonal pseudo-raising.

In canonical pseudo-raising, similarly to Greek, the embedded subject remains in
the embedded clause, yet triggers agreement on the raising predicate. In the imper-
sonal pseudo-raising pattern, the position of the embedded NP is identical to that
of the canonical construction, yet the raising predicate exhibits impersonal 3SM
agreement. The distribution of the two variants of pseudo-raising is constrained by
the same licensing conditions as apply to verb-initial constructions. Only when the
finite counterpart of the embedded verb and its dependents can appear in a verb-
initial construction can pseudo-raising occur. Moreover, the colloquial impersonal
pseudo-raising construction is licensed only when agreement can be suppressed
in the finite counterpart of the embedded clause. This analysis, formalized within
the framework of HPSG, is proposed in Section 4.

3.3 The raising and pseudo-raising alternation

The alternation between raising and pseudo-raising is not universally possible.
Pseudo-raising has been found to occur in MH, Greek, Romanian and Spanish
(and possibly Hungarian, Italian and Brazilian Portuguese (Szabolcsi 2009)).
Alexiadou et al. (2012) note that Greek, Romanian and Spanish have a number
of shared properties which may potentially explain their ability to license long-
distance agreement: (i) they are pro-drop languages, (ii) they have VSO orders
with VP-internal subjects and (iii) they have clitic doubling. This generalization
holds for MH, too, thus providing additional evidence for its validity.

An additional issue raised by the alternation is the question of what motivates
it and whether there are any constraints regarding the use of each variant. The
discussion in Polinsky & Potsdam (2006, 2012), Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou
(1999) and Alexiadou et al. (2012) focuses, of course, on the fact that such
alternates exist, yet it is not clear from the discussion whether they are freely
interchangeable or whether there are distinct semantic or pragmatic properties
associated with each one.

One explanation is mentioned by Polinsky (2013) in a review paper on raising
and control. Polinsky notes that Cognitive Grammar attributes the choice between
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raising and non-raising to information structure. Thus, ‘If the focus of the
utterance is on the event denoted by the entire sentence, a non-raised sentence
is more likely, whereas if the subject of the embedded clause is informationally
prominent then the raised version is chosen.’

The distinction that Cognitive Grammar makes between the two types of
situations echoes the distinction between thetic and categorical judgments, which
was previously argued to be the motivating factor for the SV–VS alternation in
MH. Moreover, as was shown here, the choice between raising and non-raising is
completely dependent on the embedded clause type. This was illustrated by (15)
and (16) above, where an informationally prominent definite subject appeared in
a standard raising construction (15b), while an indefinite ‘new’ subject remained
in an embedded post-verbal position (16b). Thus, the MH data clearly support an
information structure account of the two variants. It remains to be investigated
whether similar constraints operate in raising/pseudo-raising alternations in other
languages, as well as forward and backward raising in Adyghe.

4. PROPOSED ANALYSIS

4.1 Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar: Some background

Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar is a declarative, monostratal (non-
derivational) theory of grammar. The fundamental linguistic object in the theory
is called a sign and includes words and phrases (for instance, NPs, clauses and
sentences). Signs in HPSG are ‘structured complexes of phonological, syntactic,
semantic, discourse, and other phrase-structural information’ (Pollard & Sag
1994), modeled by feature structures (FSs). Feature structures are information-
bearing objects that contain attributes (or features) and values notated by
Attribute–Value Matrices (AVMs). The theory defines the types of FSs that are
necessary in order to model the language, and, for each attribute/feature, the types
of values that it can have. Additionally, a set of constraints further restricts the
potential linguistic objects.

The basic mechanism by which linguistic objects are related to each other is
structure-sharing. Structure-sharing occurs when two paths in a feature structure
lead to the very same (token-identical) node. As a result, the information content
associated with that node is the unification of the information provided by the
various shared paths. That is, unification merges consistent information from
different sources. A linguistic expression is said to be grammatical when the
information contributed by components of the linguistic object is compatible and
can accumulate to form a coherent description of the expression.

4.1.1 Raising in HPSG

Raising in the non-transformational framework of HPSG is not the product of
movement. Rather, subject raising predicates are characterized as subcategorizing
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for unsaturated complements, which have not instantiated their subject require-
ment. This requirement is ‘adopted’ by the raising predicate.

A more concrete example is given below for the raising verb seems. The
ARGUMENT-STRUCTURE (ARG-ST) feature represents the theta grid of the word.
Its value contains a list of the verb’s dependents, listed in increasing order of
obliqueness. The ARG-ST of seems reflects the fact that the verb selects for two
dependents: a subject ( 1 ) and a complement ( 3 ), which also appear in the SUBJ
and COMPS list in the VAL(ENCE) feature, respectively. The subject requirement is
identical to the first element in ARG-ST, and the VP complement to the second.13

The verb seems imposes constraints on its VP complement. It is required to be an
infinitival VP whose COMPS requirements have been satisfied (hence the empty
list), while it still has a SUBJ requirement to fulfill. The SUBJ requirement of
the VP complement is simply identified with the SUBJ requirement of seems
(both tagged 1 ). This is the essence of subject-to-subject raising. In addition, the
semantic content of the VP complement (s1) is embedded in the semantic content
of the raising predicate, under seems-rel. There is no semantic relation between
seems and its subject.

(28)


SYN



HEAD verb

VAL



SUBJ
〈

1
〉

COMPS

〈
3 VP


SYN


inf-verb

VAL

SUBJ
〈

1
〉

COMPS〈〉




SEM
[

INDEX s1
]


〉



ARG-ST

〈
1 , 3

〉

SEM


INDEX s

RESTR


[

RELN seems-rel
SIT s1

]



An additional component of the HPSG analysis of subject raising in English

builds on the analysis of the existential there-construction (Pollard & Sag 1994:
147).14 The lexical entry of the existential be specifies that its subject be the
expletive there and that the subject’s (abstract) NUMBER property be identical

[13] The apparent redundancy between ARG-ST and the VAL features is broken in cases where the
two are dissociated. For example, pro-drop (Manning & Sag 1998).

[14] The description is slightly modified to accord with the formalization in (28).
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to that of the NP THEME. This accounts for the agreement between the be verb
and the THEME.

(29)


SYN



HEAD verb
[
+AUX

]

HEAD | VAL


SUBJ

〈
NPthere

[
NUM 4

]〉
COMPS

〈
2 NP

[
NUM 4

]
, XP

[
+PRD, SUBJ

〈
2
〉]

: 1

〉



SEM 1


When embedded under a raising predicate, the subject requirement of be is

raised to the infinitival to (itself a raising predicate), and from there to the raising
predicate seem. Thus, the NUMBER property of there triggers agreement on the
raising predicate, in a seemingly local relation, reminiscent of the MH pseudo-
raising construction. This accounts for the contrast illustrated in (30).

(30) (a) There seems to be a demonstration.
(b) There seem to be demonstrations.

A sketch of the tree structure, illustrating the percolation of the subject require-
ment from the lower be to the raising seem, is provided in Figure 1.

From the presentation so far, it is clear that the HPSG analysis of raising can be
straightforwardly applied to the standard raising construction in MH. Yet, while
the expletive raising construction described above does resemble pseudo-raising,
a key component is missing: in MH there is no there there to trigger local subject–
verb agreement; this is, of course, unless one posits a phonologically empty
expletive.

4.1.2 Locality of selection

As was previously argued, pseudo-raising in MH is an instance of long-distance
agreement. Issues of non-local dependencies are persistent challenges to syntactic
theories. In HPSG, locality is ensured by the built-in mechanism of removing
elements from the valence lists as the verb combines with them. Thus, when a
verb’s valence requirements are fully saturated the valence lists of the phrase
it heads are empty. Consequently, a head does not have access to the internal
structure of a phrase it selects for.

While this principle generally holds cross-linguistically, there are a number of
empirical phenomena that defy the principle of locality and consequently prompt
discussion.15 Meurers (1999) shows that Case inside of non-finite projections
in German depends on the matrix verb and hence internal parts of VPs have

[15] I thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing me to these references.
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Figure 1
Long-distance raising and agreement.

to be accessible. Bender & Flickinger (1999) discuss question tags in English
and their agreement with matrix subjects. Bender (2008) considers NP parts
in Wambaya and demonstrates how they can be assembled if one adopts a
non-cancelation approach to valence. Finally, Müller (2008) discusses depictive
secondary predicates in German and English, which refer to elements inside
phrasal projections. A number of challenges to locality are discussed by Sag in
a series of papers (Sag 2007, 2010, 2012). For the purpose of this paper, one
example will suffice.

Copy raising, a phenomenon that was briefly mentioned in Section 3.1.2,
requires referential identity between the raised subject and its pronominal copy,
which, in English, functions as the subject of the embedded clause.
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(31) (a) There looks like there’s going to be a storm/*it’s going to
rain/*Kim’s going to win.

(b) This roomi looks like iti needs some cleaning.

Under a strict view of locality of selection, it is not possible for the matrix verb
looks to impose selectional constraints on the internal structure of the embedded
clause. In the HPSG analysis the sign that corresponds to the embedded clause
and with which the verb looks combines has no information about its subject, due
to the valence cancelation mechanism.

Phenomena such as those mentioned above prompted researchers to propose a
modification of the HPSG theory to incorporate a principled treatment of non-
local phenomena. The solution suggested by Sag to copy raising as well as
other non-local constructions involves the introduction of the feature EXTERNAL-
ARGUMENT (XARG), whose role is to project outside of the local domain
expressions that need to be made visible.16 The value of XARG is either sign or
none.

Consider, as an example, an abbreviated description of the lexeme look (Sag
2012: 151). The ARG-ST list of the lexeme consists of a subject, the particle like
and an embedded clause (S). The constraint on the embedded clause requires it to
have a pronominal external argument (i.e., subject), thus ruling out, for example,
Kim as a subject in (31a). Moreover, an additional constraint identifies the index
feature of that pronominal subject with the index of the matrix subject.

(32)


FORM
〈
look

〉
ARG-ST

〈
NPi , PRT

[
like

]
, S

[
XARG NPi

[
pron

]]〉


Consequently, the projection of information regarding the subject of the embed-
ded clause up to the clausal level localizes in effect a non-local dependency.

A similar situation occurs in the case of pseudo-raising in MH. The raising
predicate combines with a fully saturated clause, yet it has access to information
regarding the status of its subject which determines whether it should agree with
the subject (33a) or exhibit impersonal agreement (33b). In the standard case, the
subject requirement of the VP has not been fulfilled yet, and does appear in its
SUBJ list.

(33) (a) omdot
stand.PF

[lihyot
to.be

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot]
grave.PF

(b) ˜omed
stands.SM

[lihyot
to.be

has̆laxot
consequences.PF

xamurot]
grave.PF

‘There are about to be grave consequences.’

[16] XARG was proposed independently by various people under different names (e.g., Pollard 1994;
Kiss 1994, 1995).
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I propose that an XARG solution could be applied to pseudo-raising in MH.
However, before this is considered, an additional factor needs to be addressed,
and that is the standard/colloquial agreement alternation in MH V1 constructions.
In what follows I will first provide an overview of an analysis of the canoni-
cal/impersonal alternation of V1 in MH. Subsequently, I will propose an analysis
of the three raising patterns described above.

4.2 Raising patterns in Modern Hebrew

4.2.1 V1 in Modern Hebrew

Subjecthood The analysis of V1 constructions in MH is the topic of Melnik
(2002, 2006). The analysis proposed there builds on insights of Borsley (1995),
who distinguishes between VSO structures in Syrian Arabic and Welsh. The key
factor in determining the syntactic structure of the two constructions is the degree
of subjecthood the S arguments in the two languages exhibit.

A comparison of cliticization phenomena between the two languages leads
Borsley (1995) to assign them different analyses. While in Syrian Arabic it
is the O arguments of VSO and SVO structures that trigger cliticization (i.e.,
cliticization occurs when the O argument is pronominal), in Welsh it is the S
argument in VSO (i.e., the post-verbal argument) and the O argument in SVO.
Thus, the two languages differ in their treatment of the S argument in VSO, and
consequently receive distinct analyses.

In Borsley’s analysis, transitive verbs in Syrian Arabic subcategorize for SUBJ
and COMPS. The verbal head of a verb phrase simultaneously combines with its
subject and complements to form a flat hd-subj-comp-ph phrase type.17 In Welsh,
as cliticization groups post-verbal S with post-verbal O, Borsley proposes that
the two dependents be realized by means of the same valence feature – COMPS.
Consequently, finite verbs in Welsh are syntactically subjectless and subcategorize
only for complements.18

Borsley’s analysis illustrates the HPSG approach to subjecthood. Under this
approach, valence subjects are not necessarily distinguished configurationally
from complements, hence the flat structure of Syrian Arabic VSO. Furthermore,
logical subjects (i.e., the least oblique arguments in ARG-ST) are not necessarily
realized as valence subjects, hence Borsley’s subjectless analysis of Welsh VSO.

Returning to the MH data, Melnik (2002) uses Keenan’s (1976) list of subject
behavior properties to determine the status of post-verbal thematic subjects. The
crucial cases are those in which the verb is an unaccusative verb, since it can then
appear in three different clause types: SV, canonical VS and impersonal VS. It

[17] This analysis is similar to Ginzburg & Sag’s (2000) sai-ph phrase type.
[18] The hd-comp-ph phrase, which licenses the Welsh VSO clause, is similar to Sag, Wasow &

Bender’s (2003) analysis of subject–auxiliary inversion in English and the analysis standardly
assumed for German finite verbs (e.g., Pollard 1996).
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is with such verbs that we can examine whether position or agreement plays a
role in determining the thematic subject’s syntactic role. Two examples of subject
behavior tests follow.

First, the ability to antecede reflexives is assumed to be a property of subjects.
Consider the following set of examples with an unaccusative verb.

(34) (a) ha-mayim
the-water.PM

nis̆pexu
spilled.3P

me-acmam
from-themselves.3PM

(b) nis̆pexu
spilled.3P

ha-mayim
the-water.PM

me-acmam
from-themselves.3PM

(c) *nis̆pax
spilled.3SM

ha-mayim
the-water.PM

me-acmam/me-acmo
from-themselves.3PM/from-himself.3SM

‘The water spilled by itself.’

From the first two examples in the set we can conclude that the position of the
thematic subject does not affect its ability to antecede a reflexive. However, the
existence of agreement between the verb and the thematic subject is found to be
a determining factor. Once the verb exhibits impersonal agreement, this subject
behavior property is lost, hence the ungrammatical (34c).

An additional subject behavior property is the ability to be missing from a
second conjunct under coreference with the subject of the first conjunct. A simple
example of this phenomenon is given in (35).

(35) dani
Danny

pagas̆
met.3SM

et
ACC

yosi
Yossi

ve
and
∅

∅

xibek
hugged.3SM

oto
ACC.3SM

‘Danny met Yossi and (Danny) hugged him (Yossi).’
not ‘Danny met Yossi and (Yossi) hugged him (Danny).’

Example (35) shows that the subject of the second conjunct can be unexpressed
and that this unexpressed subject can only refer to the subject of the first conjunct.
Thus, this example establishes the subjecthood of Danny as the subject of met
(only the subject can be the antecedent) and of the ‘hugger’ as the subject of
‘hug’ (it can be unexpressed).

Let us examine the behavior of the unaccusatives in coordinated structures.

(36) (a) mayim
water.PM

nis̆pexu
spilled.3P

ve
and
∅

∅

hicifu
flooded.3P

et
ACC

ha-xeder
the-room

(b) nis̆pexu
spilled.3P

mayim
water.PM

ve
and
∅

∅

hicifu
flooded.3P

et
ACC

ha-xeder
the-room

(c) *nis̆pax
spilled.3SM

mayim
water.PM

ve
and
∅

∅

hicif/hicifu
flooded.3SM/.3P

et
ACC

ha-xeder
the-room

‘Water spilled and flooded the room.’

168

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444


R A I S I N G , I N V E R S I O N A N D AG R E E M E N T I N M O D E R N H E B R E W

As is evident from examples (36a) and (36b), the thematic subject, whether in a
pre-verbal or post-verbal position, can be an antecedent to an unexpressed subject
in the second conjunct.19 The contrast between the (a) and (b) examples and that
of (c) reveals that verbal agreement determines whether the NP dependent can
assume this subject behavior property.

Consequently, building on the clear contrast between the agreeing and imper-
sonal agreement cases, Melnik (2002) proposes that in MH only agreement-
triggering thematic subjects exhibit the properties necessary to be considered
valence subjects.20 Thus, canonical V1 constructions in MH are licensed by the
hd-subj-comp-ph phrase type, on a par with Borsley’s (1995) analysis of VSO
in Syrian Arabic. Conversely, when the V in V1 exhibits impersonal agreement
the NP is not considered a valence subject, and the V1 clause is licensed
as a subjectless clause by the hd-comp-ph phrase type, similarly to Borsley’s
analysis of Welsh. Information packaging properties associated with the two V1
constructions are defined as phrase-type constraints.

Subject–verb agreement in MH In general, verbs in finite clauses in MH
exhibit full agreement with their subjects. Nevertheless, subjectless constructions
are not a rarity in MH. Berman (1980) describes a number of subjectless
constructions, of which one is the impersonal passive, illustrated below. Similarly
to the impersonal pseudo-raising construction, impersonal agreement is encoded
as 3SM agreement. An account of subject–verb agreement in MH needs to address
both types of agreement marking.

(37) hitparsem
was.published.3SM

s̆e-bekarov
that-soon

tifroc
will.break.out.3SF

s̆vita
strike.SF

‘It was published that a strike will break out soon.’

There are different HPSG approaches to subject–verb agreement. One approach
(Pollard & Sag 1994) views subject–verb agreement as a selectional restriction
of a predicate. Consequently, the selector specifies the agreement properties it
requires from the phrase it selects. This approach can be seen in the lexical entry of
the verb be given in (29), where the verb (the selector) specifies that the agreement
properties of its subject be matched with the agreement properties of the COMP.

An alternative approach, proposed by Kathol (1999), is to view agreement as
a matching relation between the agreement properties of the selector and the
selected. Thus, subject–verb agreement involves the matching of the agreement
properties of the verb with those of its subject. Such an approach enables the

[19] The unexpressed subjects are not instances of pro-drop, since in Hebrew only first and second
person subject pronouns can be left unexpressed.

[20] It should be noted, as an anonymous reviewer pointed out, that the aforementioned subject
properties may not necessarily distinguish between subjects and objects. Nevertheless, the
tests unequivocally show that agreement-triggering (or lack of) determines whether a thematic
subject exhibits certain subject behavior properties or not.
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grammar to be explicit about which properties are relevant for this relation. In
MH, for example, finite verbs agree with their subjects in number, gender and
person. Subject–verb agreement in English, on the other hand, is not sensitive
to gender distinctions. Moreover, Kathol’s approach makes it possible to account
for cases where the agreement marking on the verb is not derived from an overt
source, such as a subject. In other words, the verb itself carries morphosyntactic
agreement properties.

Following Kathol (1999) I assume that subject–verb agreement is a matching
of the AGR features of the head with those of the subject. Moreover, similarly
to Kathol’s account of subject–verb agreement in German, I distinguish between
two types of agreement patterns. Personal agreement occurs between heads and
NP subjects, and involves the matching of their respective features. When the
SUBJ requirement is either empty or not an NP the agreement marking on the
head is impersonal (3SM).

(38) (a)


personal

SYNSEM | LOC | CAT



HEAD

AGR

NUM 1

PER 2

GEN 3




VAL

SUBJ

〈
NP

AGR

NUM 1

PER 2

GEN 3



〉




(b)



impersonal

SYNSEM | LOC | CAT


HEAD

AGR

NUM sg
PER 3
GEN masc




VAL

[
SUBJ ¬

〈
NP
〉]




This general constraint on head–subject agreement applies to the impersonal

V1 construction described above, as well as to other constructions with non-NP
subjects.

Sample analysis Consider, as an example, the analysis of the colloquial exis-
tential sentence in (10b) above, given in abbreviated form in Figure 2. The
subjectless haya combines with its non-subject THEME dependent in an hd-comp-
ph phrase type, thus forming a V1 clause. Impersonal agreement is captured by
the impersonal agreement principle. Note that in the description of the resulting
clause both the SUBJ and COMPS lists are empty.
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Figure 2
An impersonal V1 construction.

4.2.2 Long-distance agreement and raising in MH

The generalization regarding long-distance agreement and raising in MH is as
follows. When V1 clauses are embedded under raising predicates the subject
remains post-verbally. The agreement marking on the raising predicate depends
on the type of V1 clause, or, more specifically, on the relation between the
embedded verb and its NP dependent. An embedded subject triggers agreement
on the raising predicate, while an NP complement is associated with impersonal
3SM agreement.

As was noted earlier, the HPSG analysis of subject-to-subject raising, as well
as that of long-distance raising illustrated in Figure 1 above, cannot straightfor-
wardly account for pseudo-raising in MH. Nevertheless, a very slight modification
is required in order to account for cases where the embedded verb is subjectless.

Müller (2009) discusses a similar situation in German, which has subjectless
verbs and adjectives. He proposes a general treatment of raising according to
which raising predicates are agnostic about the subject status of the embedded
clause, and adopt the requirements of the embedded verb, whatever they are.
Technically, this is implemented as a requirement that the raising predicate share
the embedded subject’s SUBJ list, and not the element in that list.

This approach is illustrated in the description of the raising predicate omed
‘stands (about to)’ below.
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(39)


SYN



HEAD verb

VAL



SUBJ 1

COMPS

〈
3 VP


SYN


inf-verb

VAL

[
SUBJ 1

COMPS〈〉

]
SEM

[
INDEX s1

]


〉



ARG-ST 1

⊕〈
3
〉

SEM


INDEX s

RESTR


[

RELN about-to-rel
SIT s1

]



Note the identity of the SUBJ list in the embedded verb and the raising verb

(both tagged 1 ). Compare this with the standard description of a raising verb
(e.g., (28) above), where the raised/shared requirement (also tagged 1 ) is the
element in the SUBJ list, and not the list itself. When the content of the SUBJ
list of the embedded predicate is underspecified, both cases – NP subjects in the
standard case and empty subjects in pseudo-raising – are subsumed under one
lexical description.

Müller’s (2009) account of subject raising allows for pseudo-raising, yet an
additional mechanism is required in order to account for the agreement properties
of the raising predicate. When the subject is realized in the embedded clause it
does not appear in the VALENCE list of the embedded V1 clause, due to the
principle of locality, and its agreement properties are inaccessible. In order to
circumvent this obstacle, I propose that information regarding the NP THEME
is projected outside the embedded clause by means of the XARG feature, which
is matched with the head’s SUBJ requirement. In the case of canonical pseudo-
raising, the NP is considered a valence subject of the VP. As such, the VP’s
XARG feature is identical to that NP’s sign and the agreement marking on the
raising predicate is matched against the agreement marking on XARG. Conversely,
when the embedded clause is subjectless the XARG value of the VP is none, and
impersonal agreement is licensed.

Only one general constraint on subject-to-subject raising predicates is required
in order to account for the agreement marking in the case of canonical pseudo-
raising.

172

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444


R A I S I N G , I N V E R S I O N A N D AG R E E M E N T I N M O D E R N H E B R E W

(40)
subj-raising-pred

SYN | VAL | COMPS

〈
VP
[

XARG NP
]〉
−→

SYN


HEAD

[
AGR 1

]
VAL | COMPS

〈
VP

[
XARG

[
NP
[

AGR 1
]]]〉



This implicational constraint states that raising predicates that subcategorize
for a VP complement with an NP in its XARG feature must agree with that NP.
This is essential for long-distance agreement in the canonical case (without it
the predicate will be marked with impersonal agreement), and is redundant for
standard raising, where agreement matching is accounted for by a general subject–
verb agreement principle. The constraint does not apply in the impersonal case,
since there the value of XARG is none and is thus incompatible with the antecedent
of the constraint. In such cases the raising predicate is marked with impersonal
agreement.

Thus, an account of all three raising constructions found in MH requires the
following.

• One single lexical type definition of subject-to-subject raising predicates (e.g.,
(39) above), which can appear in all three constructions.
• One implicational constraint (40), which accounts for long-distance agreement

in the canonical case.
• Three standard phrase type schemata (subj-head-phrase, head-subj-comps-

phrase, head-comps-phrase).

Figures 3 and 4 present abbreviated tree structures of the two pseudo-raising
constructions in (33).21 Note that the phonological strings of the embedded
clauses in the two structures are identical (lihyot has̆laxot xamurot ‘to be grave
consequences’). However, although the infinitival form in MH does not exhibit
agreement and therefore cannot reveal it, the syntactic structures of the two
variants are different. In Figure 3 the infinitival is a canonical verb which selects
for an NP subject, while in Figure 4 it is a colloquial subjectless verb, whose
NP dependent is realized as its complement. This distinction is reflected in their
respective valence lists and in their XARG feature, which is identical to the subject
in the canonical case and is empty in the subjectless case.

Indeed, the XARG property is what distinguishes between the two structures at
the VP level. Although the valence lists of both VPs are empty, as their respective
valence requirements have been fulfilled, the indication that one is canonical while

[21] Although the embedded phrases have empty valence lists they are tagged as VPs and not Ss
since they are headed by non-finite verbs, and, as such, cannot function as independent clauses.

173

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226715000444


N U R I T M E L N I K

Figure 3
Canonical pseudo-raising.

the other is subjectless is represented by the XARG feature which is passed up to
the VP level. Moreover, at the clausal level both structures are subjectless. Yet, the
raising-specific constraint on subject-to-subject raising targets the XARG feature
of the VP complement in the canonical case and matches the agreement properties
of the raising predicate with the NP in XARG, thus resulting in the two distinct
patterns.

The fact that all of the information regarding subjecthood and agreement stems
from the embedded clause reflects the parasitic nature of the relationship between
the raising predicate and the embedded verb. Moreover, this property is essential
for accounting for the consistency of agreement patterns in longer raising chains
(cf. (13) and (14)).

An important consequence of the proposed analysis is the fact that it extends
beyond the initial data to other types of clauses that are embedded under a
raising predicate. An example of the impersonal passive construction was given
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Figure 4
Impersonal pseudo-raising.

in (37) above. When this construction is embedded under the raising predicate
omed ‘stands (about to)’, its SUBJ requirement is empty and its XARG value is
none. Consequently, the raising predicate exhibits the appropriate 3SM agreement
marking (41).

(41) omed
stands.SM

lehitparsem
to.be.published

s̆e-bekarov
that-soon

tifroc
will.break.out.3SF

s̆vita
strike.SF

‘It is about to be published that a strike will break out soon.’
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An additional impersonal construction that exhibits similar behavior is the
environmental construction.22 The existential haya subcategorizes only for an
AdjP complement (42a). When embedded under a raising predicate, the empty
SUBJ requirement and XARG value are passed up and consequently asuy ‘likely’
is marked with impersonal agreement (42b).

(42) (a) haya
was.3SM

kar
cold

‘It was cold.’
(b) asuy

likely.SM
lihyot
to.be

kar
cold

‘It is likely to be cold.’

The impersonal active construction in MH is a slightly different case, yet it too
can be accounted for by the current proposal. The impersonalization of agents in
MH is often achieved not by use of the passive voice, but rather with plural third
person masculine verbal forms and empty subjects (Berman 1980). In (43a) below
the agent of the active verb dofkim ‘knocking’ is not identified. When this clause
is embedded under the raising predicate amur ‘supposed’, the plural–masculine
agreement marking turns up on the raising predicate. In this case, similarly to that
of canonical pseudo-raising, the agreement properties of the matrix predicate are
matched against those of the XARG of the embedded clause.

(43) (a) dofkim
knocking.PM

ba-delet
on.the-door

‘Someone is knocking on the door.’
(b) asuyim

likely.PM
lidfok
to.knock

ba-delet
on.the-door

‘It is likely that someone will knock on the door.’

4.2.3 Summary

The proposed analysis builds on existing HPSG machinery and requires very few
construction-dependent stipulations.

• Subject raising, under this proposal, is based on the ‘standard’ HPSG analysis,
and is augmented with Müller’s (2009) general treatment of the construction,
which subsumes canonical embedded clauses, as well as subjectless ones.
• The account of canonical and impersonal agreement patterns adopts Kathol’s

(1999) approach, according to which agreement is viewed as a matching
relation between the agreement properties of the selector and the selected.
This approach provides a way of accounting for the agreement marking on
subjectless predicates.

[22] I thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this issue.
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• The non-local relationship between the raising predicate and the embedded
subject in pseudo-raising is mediated by the XARG feature, which has been
used in the HSPG literature to account for various phenomena that defy strict
locality.
• The analysis of the MH VS–SV alternation as well as the canonical/impersonal

alternation of VS constructions is adopted from Melnik (2006) and is shown to
extend to cases where such clauses are embedded under a raising predicate.
• One raising-specific constraint is needed in order to capture the agreement

relation between the raising predicate and the XARG of its embedded clause.

5. CONCLUSION

Three distinct raising patterns were identified for MH:

1. standard (forward) subject raising;
2. canonical pseudo-raising;
3. impersonal pseudo-raising.

The main finding was that the distribution of the three patterns does not depend
on the raising predicate; all raising predicates can appear in each of the three.
Rather, it was shown that the raising predicate fully adopts the clause structure of
the embedded clause.

The basic word order of clauses in MH is SVO. When such clauses are
embedded under a raising predicate the S argument raises to matrix subject
position, similarly to ‘standard’ subject raising. The distribution of V1 clauses
is more restricted. V1 clauses are typically associated with existentials and
unaccusative verbs, yet they are found also with other types of verbs. Information
packaging constraints license V1 in MH, as it is used to encode thetic (all new)
judgments, in distinction from ‘unmarked’ categorical judgments. When such V1
clauses are embedded under raising predicates their subjects remain post-verbally.
This is referred to here as ‘pseudo-raising’. In colloquial language, alongside
canonical V1 clauses, there exists an alternative construction where the V exhibits
impersonal agreement. In this case too, the raising predicate mirrors the clause
structure of the embedded clause: the S argument remains post-verbally and the
raising predicate is marked with impersonal 3SM agreement. Consequently, the
canonical/impersonal alternation in V1 constructions and the way it is reflected in
the agreement marking on raising predicates provide additional evidence for the
parasitic nature of these predicates.

The occurrence of standard subject raising alongside pseudo-raising was found
to characterize other languages such as Greek, Romanian and Spanish, all
languages that have (i) pro-drop, (ii) VSO orders with VP-internal subjects and
(iii) clitic doubling (Alexiadou et al. 2012). Furthermore, although it was not
explicitly mentioned, it appears that similarly to MH, raising predicates in these
languages tend to be modals and aspectuals.
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The similarity between MH and the aforementioned languages suggests that
languages that share these properties may also share two more properties that were
identified for MH and were not yet examined for the latter: the parasitic nature
of the raising predicate and the information packaging motivation for choosing
between raising and pseudo-raising. This prediction remains to be investigated.
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