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Higher Order Arguments
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Quantificational Structure
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Quantificational Structure
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Quantifier Structure Contracted
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Quantifier Structure Contracted
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(16) a. AP.\y.\x.Cause(x,y,P(y)) : (e—p)—e—e—p
b. x does something to y. Because of this, y does P



Causative Composition
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(19) a MP.\y.\x.Cause(x,y,P(y)) :
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b. AP.\y.\x.Cause(x,y,P(y)) :
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c. Llegir : (1OBJ)—(1SUBJ)—1,



Causative Composition

Ps
/\
e—p g
/\
€—e—p eh-.
/\ B \
(e—p)—e—e—p (e—p) . =f(??)
APy .\x.Cause(x,y,P(y)) T =ref
P
/\
e—p eq-
>~ !



A Constraint on Glue
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A Constraint on Glue
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A Constraint on Glue
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Perhaps should be weakened to require only coreference rather
than f-structural identity.




Support for Linking Theory

p-- .
/’\\;\\\\
e—p e
/\ N
e—e—p e o [GR [ ]
(e—>p)—>e—>e—>p (e—> ) \\\ //:” GFy [ ]
Cause/3 T N GFs [ ]
. 5)7_—_ \
B\\ . /\’\::-) |: i|
_—
e—p e---~
T !
e—e—p e e



Support for Linking Theory - ‘Final Outputs’
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Support for Linking Theory - Arguments
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Support for Linking Theory - Logical Subjects
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Support for Linking Theory - Co-Arguments
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Support for Linking Theory - Co-Arguments
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