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 This work provides a novel semantic analysis of copy raising verbs (CR), i.e. a 

construction which contains a base generated subject, a verb of perception (looks/seems/sounds), 

and a like-complement which usually contains a copy pronoun (Kim 2014), e.g. (1) John seems 

like he is cooking. I argue that CR verbs come with an obligatory and covert “perceiver” 

argument.  I provide evidence that this argument has a temporal dimension, and propose a modal 

semantic analysis in the style of Kratzer (1981, 1989).     

 Interestingly, sentences like (1) are felicitous only if the speaker can directly perceive 

John, whereas “expletive” and canonical raising sentences (It seems like John is cooking, and 

John seems to be cooking) can be uttered when one simply sees pots boiling on John’s stove (the 

Puzzle of the Absent Cook; Asudeh & Toivonen, 2012).  Asudeh and Toivonen account for the 

pattern by proposing the notion of “perceptual source” (Psource), which in CR constructions is 

obligatorily the matrix subject, and “perceptual goal” (Pgoal), which is often unexpressed, but 

represents the perceiver of the event.  I present a new observation that the temporal interpretation 

of the CR verb is necessarily linked to this perceiver, as demonstrated in example (2): 

(2)   Ken’s wife Mary went on a hike without him, and when she came home she was in great 

 spirits.  Ken later says to his friend: 

 a. Mary seemed like she enjoyed the hike. 

 b. #Mary seemed to enjoy the hike. 

I follow Wurmbrand (2014), who argues that when seem takes an infinitive complement, the 

reference time of the infinitive is given by the reference time of seem.  I argue that the contrast in 

(2) follows if the perceiver/Pgoal is an obligatory argument of the CR verb: in a situation where 

Ken was not present at the time of the enjoy event (cotemporaneous with the seem event), (2b) is 

infelicitous, revealing that the Pgoal role must be tied to the time of the matrix seem event.  

 If we accept that the Pgoal is an obligatory argument, the question to be answered is how 

exactly it is supplied when there is no overt PP.  The most obvious assumption would be that the 

speaker acts as the Pgoal, yet there are cases where it seems that the Pgoal must be someone 

other than the speaker.  As the examples in (3) show, some copy raising verbs do not allow the 

speaker to express a proposition which they know to be false:   

(3) You are watching your friend Tom cutting onions, and tears are streaming down his face. 

 a. Haha, Tom looks like he is really upset. 

 b. ?#Haha, Tom seems like he’s really upset. 

 c. #Haha, Tom seems to be really upset. 

I argue for a modal analysis of the contrast seen in (3).  I model the Pgoal as the individual 

whose impression/knowledge is relevant for providing the worlds to be quantified over, 

analogous to the role of the judge in predicates of personal taste (Lasersohn 2005, Stephenson 

2007).   In the absence of overt material stating otherwise, I argue that it is in fact the speaker 

that fills this role, but the type of restrictors in the lexical entries of look and sound allows the 

speaker to make statements that are incompatible with their own knowledge.  Look and sound 

restrict the set of possible worlds to only those that are compatible with the sensory evidence that 

is available to the speaker at utterance time.  Seem however restricts the worlds to those 

compatible with the speaker’s epistemic alternatives, which is a larger set and is determined by 

the knowledge that the speaker holds at utterance time.  Furthermore, I argue that the worlds 

provided by the restrictor are then ranked according to a stereotypical/normative ordering source 

to provide the set of BEST worlds (Kratzer 1981, Portner, 1998).  This is what makes (3b) and 

(3c) infelicitous in the above context; it is part of the speaker’s knowledge that Tom is in fact 

cutting onions, so the proposition that he is upset will not be among the BEST worlds.   
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