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Kim, Jae-Min. 1999. Thematic Relationship in Small Clauses.
Linguistics 7-2, 61-76. The purpose of this paper is to discuss the internal
structure of small clauses, based on the thematic relationship. I here reject
Contreas’(1995) [+V] [-V] classification, which is solely based on the
grammatical category of the predicate of the small clauses, and Bowers’
(1992) PrP analysis, which is useful only for complement small clauses.
Following Uniform Theta Assignmiént Hypothesis(UTAH), X' theory, and
VP-shell structure, I argue that there are two different kinds of small
clauses; one is that which allows the verb-raising in the light verb
structure, the other one is that which has the [-raising} feature that
prevents the empty verb from ral.smg (Chonbuk National University)

1. 42

Azrole) FHAN THEY B WM ohal ke ERYHE
NdsE AL e Ad2E Golth. FoAME, ol (D9 AENT,
29 ¢A¢ ERE(ull clauses) WPelU el S % B3 244 3
(infinitival clauses), 223 ¢3¢ #3434 "@(small clauses)?] A&
T4 YT EFE olaf#?'f"‘“‘

(1) a. She made him shave. b ‘She told him to leave.
¢. She asked him to leave. “d/"She said that he might leave later
e. She finished building thebquss. f. She tried to build a house
g. We consider him to be honest. h. We consider him honest.

‘aA'ole & F¥(Subject)$ @¥-(Predicate)s] WAL, (QAMNY,
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AgH ez Yent o, & Aol dAde WAL FFEFAL
EE toRAA F AW 84E ¥AHeE YEY A g TEES
2% & 4+ Atk (cf Stowell 1995)

(2 CLAUSE
/ N\
SUBJECT PREDICATE

atgbA, 919 28e MYHezE ANF Yehd ddx ¢ & A
(3) ... V NP XPpra

29, o FEE AWl & AWte HAvg dad. ¥
LEANE & W G2 ABA BAA £E BARAGDY

(4) a. John considers [Mary [ar intelligent]].
b. John saw [Mary [ve cross the street]].
c. We consider [Mary [np his best friend]].
d. We expect [John [pe off our ship]l.

(5) a. John hammered [the metal flat].
b. John ate [the fish raw].
c. Joggers ran [their Nikes threadbare].

guty o2 (4)¢] AL EL BF4W(complement small clauses)Z,
(5)9) A€ L 27tAH(adjunct small clauses)E #3 At (cf. ¢FA
1995) 1§9 WMAF2E A& A (binding relation), 179 B A(theta
marking relation), °]%(movement) §9 #AL¥g| wet g2A

1) %ol g2Ag, ez (49 (B)8) AF dAE tit g FEE
438 359}, (of. Aarts 1992, Cardinaletti and Guasti 1995)

{a). John arrived [totally exhausted]. (b). John came home [a wiser man].
(c). John came home [in a foul mood].
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M =ojx g}, Jacobson (1987), Hoeksema (1991) $& EH§H &9
(complex predicate)2, Chomsky(1981), Stowell (1981), Kayne(1985) <&
232, 3835, McNulty(1988), Carrier and Randall(1992) & 387
(three brances)& 3439 44 439 NP9} 239 €48 4% Vo
Ho)(complement) £ $71ol(adjunct)2 ¥4 85}

EadAME, 29 2HTEA @ =9 FolA, Bowers(1993), ¢ts4l
(1995), #A@A(1998) S°) F3st A& PP 47 Contreas(1995)8] [+V],
[-V] £4& vlx3le Chomsky(1995) 7}4dd] gt 449 FATZE
A A8 BA

2. 28 €79 EUNFA ¢ EF

Contreas(1995)= tt&#% & th8Al(anaphor)7&& AR 239
WE2ZE vsotsial @)

(6) a. We consider [Mary proud of herself].
b.*We consider {Mary proud of ourselves].
c. We consider [Mary proud of us].
d. *We consider (Mary; proud of heri].

(7) a. We saw [Mary embarrass: herself].
b.*We saw [Mary embarrass ourselves].
c. We saw [Mary embarrass us).
d. *We saw [Mary; embarrass her].

(8)a. They; consider [John each otheri’s friend].
b. They; want [the wind away from each othen).

Contreas 919 g FoAAM, (Bac)st (Tac)7t HEol 2, BbA)%
(Th,d)7F M| EQ R V&M (binding domain)7t £2HYE HAFE
Aole FAHT Z, BHUFA AW AN, ‘AFARFAE A& sjolof
&1, duAlE AfEHordiE FHo2 FPYHNL T ARY 47t
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A, 234, 8)9] AZAME, h8A}L each others] AEEFI £F
AAZ v glo] AMEFS] 702 theyol A& =0 JRolge
Rolth. &, 239 €571 AP E& VP 6)3% (DY F 43, NP £&
PPQl (8)9] B 471 &0l M2 tda 48 ¥Fa glde Ao,
a3t E¥ 4939 8L /AL f9 F3¢ ¢ s o

(9) a. *[Criticize himself};, John thinks his wife will not t;.
b. [How much criticism of himself}; does John think his wife
will tolerate t;?
(10) *[How proud of each otherli do they consider John ti?
(11) a. [How good a friend of each other(')); do they consider John t?
b. [How far from each other’s boat]; do they want John t?

A9 (9a)st 10 " Eelx, ()9 (11)8] AEEL HEQY, o|RL
Barss(1986), 18] 2 Huang(1993) 5olA A48 Aoz N, 474
(reconstruction) & ¥ o]g9 ZPAHE 4931 Ao} Barsse
‘EN'E D-structured] 99} $1X 2, 281 ‘=¥ FREH
(intermediate trace) AXZ AFAHEY & JonE (Qa)e &£¥9 [criticize
himself]l7} D-structure®] 289] X2 AP his wifert
FololEg HjFolH L, (9b)e FUEHY ¢4 ATHHUL W Johno
Fo7b'slng FEo] €t AY ¥k Huang (9a)%} (10)8) 4 EL
Rz F7F VP APE Fol9] EA(trace)®& EH3E 1, (9b)8}
(1)9] NP, PP &7 Fol9 A& ¥X¢stn X %7 9Ed
AEolgtn 438 o]g9] 43E A48 Contreast e A$=
a9 5% W& N2 g FAUAeE NFen, 2FY
R TZ=8 [+V], § VPs} AP, 282 [-V), § NP$ PP Aojdoz
TE U3t 9o FA YL HUYY £ A FFAL

webA, Contreast #<2¢ Minimalism®] ¥4]3} Larson(1988, 1990)2]
745 1A (Light Verb Analysis)& #ol&d, (4ab) Ay 4249 &7}
[+V], & VP £+ APY A%t (12) ¥, 2832 ded) Y [-V], &
NP E£ PPY 7 $£ (13)3 2ol M2 &g YRFz2 BAsln o,
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(12) The Structure of [+V] Clauses: (Contreas 1995:138)2)

\'Al \'A
/A /A
A" FP v FP
| /N I / N\
} DP F | DP F
[ I/ \ I/ N\
| | F AP I | F VP
! | /N [ / 0\
I I DP A’ I DP VvV
| | o I ] f
consider Mary ¢t intelligent saw Maryi ti cross
the street
(13) The Structure of [-V] Clauses: (Contreas 1995:141)
VP VP
/N / N\
DP v’ DP \'M
P/ N\ | /N
| Vv FP [ v FP
I 1 / \ | | /N
| | DP F’ | | DP F
. I/ \ | I | / N\
I | F VP | } | F VP
I /N | I I / 0\
I | | Dp V' | | | | DP V
I [ N Y A [ [ . |/ N\
we e e e MayV DP we € e e Mary V PP
/ I /|
consider our best want in our
friend committee

2) Contreast F= Asptt Agrel 8 4 oz F3sA% FAAHJA =AE AA
8= g1 Atk




99l (12)¢) A, Marye AP E& VPN [Spec, FP12 x93
(locally) 2.2 ©] %389 consider/sawZ%E A¥AE ¥, 9ojgL A's}
V'EReg woeg 23 #BAE FASHIL AR &Y A oM E
CFC7} 349 FP £t VP7} §A. (13)914 & FA} consider/want:
F& AX VZ o|§% Aol3, Marye ZA¥AE& A4 [Spec, FPIZ | F
# 2 Aol BAL A9 VPY V AR A7 AEA, A& EAY
CFCE 4$ VP, & AM £37A7 A Ao|th. 2#:A, FAHe] B30
(DP %= PP) Atglel Qe d#AlE Mary £ wedl 348 4 Jue
Zgolk. thgel <47} §l9 FFHE AL} A

(14) a. The);; consider John each otheri’s friend.
b. They kept them; away from each other;.

99 delM A8 €87 NP/PPEA [-Vicl22 A&UF7 AA
223 = A3Ho] ¥ 4 1222 each othere (a)dA 4# ¢ They
F= (b)lA 399 them¥ FLAY € & Aot

ARHo g [+VIE €¥2 /A2 Y& 2-Wo, (2)9 7|Eez & |,
“227g o)1, [-VIE €32 A Yt 2L ¢ o] 2"
ol F3o] dd.

a3y, 9o 2L g9 R kA WelM EARE AR e
wA, AM9 €37 A2 g8 TYPHFIAEE, 159AMAH, A2
A%Y F AdE Aol

(15) a. I consider John [crazy and a fooll.
b. Bill is [unhappy and in trouble]. ( = Bower 1992:117, (23))

(15)0 A, @& &% (15b) ¥t o}, 239 €% (15a) oIA =,
[+V]1¢t [-VIZ} 3hde) &0z Aso 9eS ¢ 5 Ao

o Ueolrt, thge (16), (179 dEel RAFE ANY, dies
ZzAo A7 A &3 E 9r|HE(s-selection)BH A, FAEY (c-
selection) 34 ¥t de Rold,

(16) a. She pounded the dough [ap flat as a pancakel.
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b. She pounded the dough [pp into a pancake).
¢. *She pounded the dough [np a pancake]

(17) a. She painted the bamn [ap red).
b. *She painted the bam [pp (in)to a weird shade of red].
c. She painted the barn [wp a weird shade of red].

£¥, Contreast €@ A7} ¢ B& F&4'9 F4+vg 4=
AEPGE AE 29 AAE 434A {3 3l o¥9] Bouchard(1982:84)
dre] gL Aol 7128 BELFY [+VIs) [-V]Y £8E
AY ¥ YL RoEY.

(18) a. *They saw snakes near themselves.
b. They saw snakes near them.
c. They saw snakes near each other

Ho] gL 22 U84l themselvesst each other’t & ¢ X o] =g
sy AEoln e u|Eoln, AL 2e HAof 9t PR
e A Sl

Heageman(1995), Kuno(1987, 1992) SolMx ATFAdfeld ALl
AL o2& i FE 48§ ¥ BdFa 9. (Heageman
1995:544)3)

(19) a. Which picture of himself does Jane wonder whether Bill thinks
that John likes?

b. *Which picture of himself does Jane wonder whether Bill thinks
that Ann likes?

Ao F e FZE TR VA 1, BeF A0 HEEdA §
o AEolojol HA, (19)e ¥Eolnt.

3) 2% picture-NP9) H&oj&a) NojHe] AP L o RAM AHSH2 e
o HAWNNs GRA AAHR 9Y. (cf. Kuno 1987, 1992)



9, 2EUS YRAT o5 UIME TEe) JEANN B + AL
ANY EAA A9voze SEA B8 A9} sos

(20) a. *How angry did John leave the room? (Chomsky 1986:83)
b. *How raw did John eat the meat? (Chomsky 1986:83)
c. 7?/*How flat did the gardner water the tulips? (Kuno 1992:58)
c. How rare do you usually eat your steak? (Kuno 1992:57)
d. How flat did John hammer the metal? (Kuno 1992:58)

Kuno(1992)9] 49 d2 #9 AEEE ¢ TATFZE /KAa YA
o]F°] A& Aol 1€ EWAYL Aozt Ya Yt

ZE&N o2 Contreas(1995)¢] [+V], [-V]e] #&/, 283 [+V] o
2ol F3L WAL Ao A¥, 282 23 YoM, 29 (2)9
BAE AdE WYY FA X3 ARE F3Fol ¢+ AAG.

2. PriP#+x ¥4

Larson(1988, 1990)2} ¥4 ¢}(complex predicate) 783 oltt 2 $A}
(light verb) & & @olgdud, 49 27143 FolA A2 4
(resultative small clause)q), (21a) (=5a)2] B8 3 F=+= (21b)7 Po)
Ao},

(21) a. John hammered the metal flat.

4) Kuno (1992:59) 489 AP4AM ¢ o]F& ¥AHez AHgo] ojzigrmz o
€3 22 715} (functional) 4% o] slojot@cin 3 n gl

"Wh-extraction of predicative APs is acceptible to the extent that the hearer
can reconstruct the “V .. AP” pattern upon hearing the V.”
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b. VP
/N
Spec A"A
I /N
John V VP
I/ \
e NP \'A
! / 0\

the metal V XP
| |
hammer flat

(21b)¢} #L FRE Carrier & Randall(1992:230)0] 2] M3l %e], 9v]y
EAA &g 7HA 3 ). 89 VP9 Fo{<l the metald V'24H
9u] 9 & wolokgiet, V'9 #(head)q] hammerZ2 %€ %+ hammer$} XP
flate 22 H§Hoz ouigdg @ FE& JHdit ddayx, ¢F
XP tto 2 RE %A the metale] gu|g & ¥ AU £9YA
A=)

99 FEE BELAA HLANARCYY (22)8 & T8 HolA
HAd (22b)9 FEAME, ¢54A(1995)0] AHJd2, ¢vH &

2ol 247 adz el & XP intelligent2 %€ o] R A
¢jn| o] NP Maryl Al +xHo2 RosErts 484 A A9
o g}

5) Carrier & Randall(1992:230)& ©§ AE& B3l 4239 NP7t SAI24H
aga &% XPERE 47 o)v) A (s-select)sloloF & 2oAFn Ut}

(a) The bears frightened the hikers speechless.

(b) *The hikers frightened the bears speechless.

(c) *The bears frightened the redwoods to death.

(a)o 4] the hikerst frighten®} speechless®] ¢jv]d €& BT wtZAlFic) a2y,
(b)oll A = the bears?} frighten?] 8ju]Md@L WZFZAF R speechlesss] v &AL
BEA 7R 22 vlEo|n, (c)& the redwoods’l to deathd) ¢u|ddg Z
A 71X Edlo u]Eelr), :
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(22) a. John considers Mary intelligent.

b. VP
/ \
NP v’
I / \
John V VP
| / N\
e NP V'
I/ A\
[ VvV AP
I \

Mary consider intelligent

fish 2& FAE ALY 9i3te] Bowers(1992)= &4 PP #4&

Advct. (222)8 PP 722 23RA ()% 2o B (cf. 4541995
11499

(23) PprpP
/ A\
NP Pr
I/ N\
John Pr VP
/N
NP \'A
! / A\
e V PrP
P/ \
| NP Pr’
I / A\
| | Pr AP
I

consider Mary e intelligent

6) PrPE 715 ¥ 324 Predication®& 2|78t} (Bowers1993:595).
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2le] FzolA EA} considere Pré) A2 133 Mary:e 3L 33
u7) 8 [NP, VP18l A2 o|Fsn on|g e 319 PrP #RA AP
intelligent 256 @ Holth. PrpF 4 A9 el & Bowerse
EY9EL NAE BELEA YoM ‘%2 (extraction), ‘FAHS] 7He ¥
AA 59 FAE B3d FFsn Ak

PrpEAo] HEAAH #3o, X' o]2& F48 B3, gniy
F28A8 & 3o Fae AN, R /A EAFE /A2
AAZ, REAA oj9g] 2EAME o] B0 AR + U&7t e
24, F WA, 2389 Pry 39 Pre o|He] FoUs £3A
ot} 28 3, Prolgte ohd A4 ¥ EYPEFIt 238 L¥stn e
Ao BAogt A1E4H 2 flce Feolrth

3. VP-shell x| QolAe 24 ¥4

Chomsky(1992)7} Larson(1988, 1992)¢] A7l FA(VP-shell)
BEA g wolEQ o, HAF(minimalism) YAANME “LB"ole}=
oulzt wil$ 253 . d& §°, beFATFEIY, A4FAHraising
verb)1E 55 EF 239 Y& 3 A ¥ & Uk (cf.
Rothtein 1995) ©] ZodAE, A24QA 2AFES HAFUFAA
BN wn, Prp?2REA, 33 [+V] [-V] €43 b B2rj2 #g.

Radford(1998)7t 333t $1%¢l, Chomsky(1993, 1995) o] &4 9|
BERAEAM 713 8¢ F 71X o83 ¥H & Uniform Theta
Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH) (cf. Baker1998)s}, $iAAA ojolr|¥dl 2,
VP-shell 72 £Aoj2t & 4 319, UTAHE &3] 433, &
2ol A, o) 9 T Z(thematic stracture)®} FAITZE F33 FALRA
(mapping relation)& 7} 1 sled ‘A (theme)d] =& I B3
2F3E FA HojgiAd] el Aot & Qv #AJ}
EAFz 292 wegsiojol @rle F ot o] o] WolEUT,
244 FA4¢d2, Contreasd] [-V] F2E o o4 “44"d+ it

@3, Larson(1988)¢] A EA} &¥(Light-verb predicate)#4] ¢|¥ &
Zd7) VP27 ety oz weleg ] glEd, Radford(1995) o)A E
o] Fzo| 29ME F0 BARY (Ba)9 TFE (232 EHsn
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(24) a. They loaded the truck with hay.

b. TP
/ 0\
D T
I/ A\
ey T wp
[
D v’
b/ N\
t v VP
I/\ / N\
V v DP \'A
(I /A
loaded ¢ the v PP
truck | l
t  with hay
|

Aol 4o FA} loadede VOIM ZE7] v ¢ 2 o] Faed, oju B
7l v ¢9 vl 54 & Agentive light verb24 FA} loadeds HWHZA]
A2 &e7toptt 3t BA4E& JHAR sl Aeld. add, 3 FA 9u]
H 54& <A Agentiveo)d #331A] %2 Causative 22] 3 Performative
5oz 3o dgy e FFEL B4 U4

(25) a. [vp They get the teacher [vp t a present]]. (Causative)
b. [v, The acid turned [vp the litmus paper t red]]. (Causative)
c. [w He poured [ve the whisky slowly t out]). (Performative)

7 (24b)sh 2DE MM B QA2 FEAEAA PP 2 Hol7} Hed
% % 9o
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OlAl A7lNA FHue AWE BAE A, PrPEA, 2332 FFA 4
< " W3t AE3tuzg. (25b)e 294 ‘dF 24'oY, 2R (2la)x
A3 Adelth. a8y, AFAHRAE (Qla)d] HEAHE o v A e
Aol ot AL UM A{YP dRol) F, AFAHEAHE RE &
o] HEPGA oM AAPRZ 23 IPY FZAN 292 4
dre] ojuly FAE AY WPHFR R st HolA UATHE o
ZNAHBE A7 EA RAAE.

wetA, $EE AAFe YFA Yityoz wolgd2a glE
Ad7] FATE HE¥Yd a0l e & ¥FE 48 /A gE
FATZE ML e Y98 BEFE FAHoE Holol ¢ A 2y,
A4 DAFAEAN ] HEHEe B2, (DHLEA] 3 gL
F7HAAZ Uro], AFAHEAN 0 HA ¥E 239 YREFZRUE 2
243 Rolol & Aol

aq22 AF7A AAE FEA 9|3 A4 - Agentive,
Causative, 28} 3L Performative - o ¥ 3}x] E&o FFAEA ]
HEHA R 239 $4E 939 [-raising]ehe A& At
&, Zd7] $AIFY F2E MR QAT FAAY] olFojA £
glolX &% XPEYEH Yuig g dodM F&UAE dAHAAHE
AFE 9nl9] 2Ho] I Aol HAG. (26a)(=4a), (26b)(=4d)9} 2
BE2E3 2714 E FAM4E (26¢)(=5a), (26d) (=25b)%} & EAE |
o7l &&A =y oYY FAE /M FEL U (2NH g
AT E 7HXA 5 A

(26) a. John considers [Mary [sp intelligent]).
b. We expect [John [rp off our shipll.
c. John hammered [the metal flat].
d. We ate [the fish raw):
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(27) VP
§
T
v VP
John | e S~
consider D v’
Mlary v AP
[-raising]
o
e intelligent
4. A&

EadMe 94 &0l 72so £HY WRTFZE ENdtu
AE Contreas(1995)¢} F3¢ §#34& AAAUL 239 YRFxd
kel FALAA O] w30 BA e AL o4 1A EAPE A,
7y EAd0]l e &9 34 v ez dod, MR
FLE FedA, F griduAT 1Y veE F Y WETFEI
e 2347 HAY o2, Bowers(1992) 5ol F3¥ Prp 72 &
ABusglth Prp F2E 9u|9@AE v R34, 58, FAY AA F
o8 FAEAE F A9da g 23y, o F3E Pr ojgte A&
ALY PFe] 4R BELA olYe 2 A ¥ £ Qe
A3E /A3 9d.

vtAj et 3FANE HAF ARAA EREAY 7€ &€ SPEBA
2HEN9 7beAE Fotustth ALF9 AFAEe EFEAN AN,
UTAHS} VP-shell #%& <22 &3 gled, o8& B27) s
wA “a@relte € ¥F el R M4 ME & YR 7zE 7R
“24" Fe9 AE0 2o UFE AANHor@. 123, UTAHA o Xy
ZAEA EAE ¥ e 239 $AHE Ao [-raising]lts FA4
AAE AAHFT. o) AAL FE LWL FAAYe] oy AL
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g%, Aoz A FR7 €F XPERH gud§ WAHE
Rolth, ®et opve}, FEEY 7] VP A8& Al A Y
AM7 Fu A9EE M E ASE AE & A HAG

o3 FATZE /HA W A& EBAE THY o FAULE
ogA 49 ¥ AWste 9 FHA7 HA

A8
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