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by
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requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in
Linguistics

ABSTRACT

This thesis, assuming the existence of restru.turing and re-
analysis processes in grammar, seeks to provide a precise and
minimally simple definition of such processes (chapter 2),
which successfully appliés to restructuring and reanalysis
phenomena poth held to be such independently of this thesis
(causative constructions, chapter 4), and introduced as such
in this thesis (middle constructions, chapter 3).

Chapter 2 comprises the theoretical core of the thesis. Section
2.1 seeks to formalize the intuitive idea that restructuring

is defined by the presence of more than one structure for one

and the same sentence in one and the same level of grammar.
Section 2.2 seeks to formalize the intuitive idea that reanalysis
is defined by the merger of the subcategorization properties of
an element with the subcategorization properties of another
element.

Chapters 3 and 4, on the other hand, comprise the core of the
thesis' empirical discussion. Chapter 3, in particular, uses
middle constructions , concretely Italian si constructions,
to illustrate the theory of restructuring arrived at in section
2.1; while chapter 4 uses causative constructions, concretely
in French, to illustrate the theory of reanalysis arrived at

in section 2.2.

Various theoretical and empirical issues essentially

independent of restructuring and reanalysis are taken up in the
course of the thesis as the opportunity presents itself. Perhaps
the most sizable example of this is to be found in chapter 3;
where, in taking into consideration Italian si for the purposes
of restructuring, we independently present what to our knowledge
is the first unified theory of its impersonal and reflexive
constructions, as well as of its middle ones.

Thesis Superv.sor: Hoam Chomsky

Title: Instrktute Profesrsor
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1. Introduction




The purpose of this introduction is twofold: first,
to actually introduce the discussion to follow; second, to
partially complement it, in particular with references to the
related literature.

The body of this thesis is structured as follows:
Chapter 2 presents our theory of restructuring and reanalysis;
Chapter 3 and 4 illustrate our theory of restructuring
and reanalysis with middle constructions and causative con~
structions respectively.

Chapter 2 is articulated into two sections. First,
section 2.1 presents our-theory of restructuring; there, as
we point out, our points of departure are Chomsky
(1981; 1982) and Zubizarreta (1982), specifically Chomsky's
(1981; 1982) ideas about Phrase markers not representable
by a tree structure and Zubizarreta's (1982) ideas about "paral-
lel" or "simultaneous" structures. Second, section 2.2
presents our theory of reanalysis; as we also point out, there
our point of departure is Rouveret and Vergnaud
(1980), specifically their ideas about “cosuperscripting"
between verbs.

Chapter 3, in turn, divides into three sections. Section
3.1 discusses different constructions of Italian
involving a lexical element si: impersonal si
constructions, middle si constructions, reflexive si construc-

tions , and middle-reflexive si construcions; for each



construction section 3.1 derives the appropriate structure
and the corresponding propertieé of si. If section 3.1 is
correct, middle and middle-reflexive si constructions instan-
tiate restructuring ; independently of restructuring, on
the other hand, if section 3.1 is correct, the four different
types of si can be unified into one. Actually,
only three types of si are recognized
in the literature: impersonal, middle and reflexive/middle-
reflexive; the introduction of the middle-reflexive type
is another innovation of section 3.1l. Section 3.2,then,
follows up on the discussion of si constructions in section
3.1; and adds a discussion of French se constructions and
Icelandic -st constructions. If section 3.2 is correct,
French se and Icelandic -st are very much the same element
as Italian si; this in turn strongly suggests that the
characterization of Italian si and si constructions can
actually translate into a characterization of impersonal/
reflexive/middle elements and constructions universally. Finally,
section 3.3 goes back to one theoretical issue left open
from section 2.1, the PF and LF of restructuring constructions.
Again, the discussion in section 3.3 is anchored
to Italian si data, but the conclusions are taken to extend
not only to se data in French, etc..., but also to restruc-
turing data in general.

Finally, chapter 4 divides into two sections. Section

4.1 discusses causative constructions in French. These in-
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clude , on the one hand, causative constructions characte-
rized by standard word order and Case marking, similar in
all respects to English causative constructions, to which
they are compared; on the other hand, causative constructions
proper, characterized by idiosyncratic word order and Case
marking. As pointed out there, section 4.1 follows essentially
Rouvereﬁ and Vergnaud (1980) in assuming that causative
constructions proper instantiate reanalysis. Section 4.2
then follows up on section 4.1 by considering the absence
of causative constructions proper
in English, by comparing causative con-

structions proper in French to causative constructions proper
in Italian,and by discussing in the process the interaction
of causative constructions proper with a number of other con-
structions. If section 4.1 is correct, what holds of causative
constructions proper in French holds of causative construc-~
tions proper in Italian, though with an added parameter; once
more, the strong suggestion is that the account of French
(and Italian) causative constructions proper can actually
translate into an account of causative constructions proper
universally.

In more detail, section 2.1, following closely as
noticed there Lasnik and Kupin (1977),starts by defining
a phrase marker as a collection of monostrings; a normal

phrase marker is then defined as a tree structure, a



restructuring phrase marker as a phrase marker which is not
a tree structure. Crucially,a double condition on restruc-
turing phrase markers is imposed : first, we require that
each restructuring phrase marker be equivalent under union
to a set of tree structures, what we call its normal form;
second, we require that each two trees in a normal form

be related either by movement or by deletion or else be
identical up at least "0 indexing. Not less crucially,
having defined a normal lexical item as an item which maps
to a normal phrase marker, and a restructuring lexical item
as an item which only maps to a restructuring phrase marker,
an attempt is mande to prove that a restructuring phrase
marker must always contain at least one restructuring lexical
item. In the case it cannot be cderived, however, this condition

can . simply be stipulated as such in our grammar.

On the other hand, section 2.2 starts by subsuming
the relations Case assignment and cosuperscripting,
familiar from Chomsky (1981; 1982),

under a general relation Case; where Case assignment is
Case between a Case assigner and a nominal and cosuperscrip-
ting is Case between two nominals. The relation reanalysis
is then introduced, and subsumed again under the general
relation Case, as Case holding of a reanalyser and a Case
assigner or eventually another reanalyzer. Next, the condi-
tions on Case assignement also familiar from Chomsky (1981;

1982), the Case filter, the government condition, the



adjacency condition, are also reintroduced, with
one major addition: the government and adjacency conditions
now apply to reanalysis as well. Furthermore, in a move
also dictated by reanalysis, the adjacency condition is now
taken to be a condition on PF, as opposed to s-structure. Finally,
a new condition is introduced,once again grouping together
Case assignment and reanalysis; according to it, a
Case up for assignment or for reanalysis must
be assigned and reanalyzed respectively.

Next, chapter 3 does not particularly need to be
introduced in any more detail than it already was. We want
to take the oppurtunity to mention here, however, that si
constructions in Italian, se constructions in French, -st
constructions in Icelandic, etc... have given rise recently
to a number of different treatments. A detailed comparison
of those treatments with a first version of the theroy of
chapter 3 can be found in Manzini (1982a). We want to
mention here, however, that Burzio (1981) was our source for
much of the data,and not a few times for their interpretation,
including a number of important generalizations,such as
that both impersonal and middle si always are associated with
nominative Case. Similarly, Belletti (1981) was the source
of crucial data and of important generalizations, such as that
not only impersonal but also middle si always is associated
with a theta-role; finally, Rizzi (1983) was the source

of our treatment of the impossibility for reflexive
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si to refer back to a derived subject. Marantz (1981),
on the other hand, was our main inspiration in trying to
reduce the different types of si to one only type.
Finally, chapter 4, much as chapter 3, does not

particularly need to be introduced in any more detail than
it already was. As we pointed out already, a large amount
of our debt in chapter 4 is to Rouveret and Vergnaud (1980);
we want to point out here, however, that, at least, we also
owe to Burzio (1981)the idea of causative verbs subcatego-
rizing for subjectless predicates. We leave it to the reader
to exercise himself in further comparisons.

In general, in writing this thesis we did not feel
we had to explain the notions we were introducing if they
were easily found in Chomsky (1981; 1382) or the references
cited there. Similarly, we did not reference the notions
we were introducing if they were easily available, with the
related bibliography, in Chomsky (1981; 1982). We do want how-
ver to refer here ingeneral to the works cited in our Bib-

liography for much general background to this thesis.



2. Restructuring and Reanalysis




2.1 Restructurinag

Our starting point in this section is the notion of
restructuring defined by the discussion of and prenosition
stranding in Chomsky (1981), by Chomsky (1982), by Zubizarreta
(1982) and by the discussion there of Romance "restructuring"
and causatives Our
end will be defining our own notion of restructurinc. 1In
particular we will introduce a notion of phrase marker,
(1), and a new notion of restructuring ohrase marler, (3), as
opposed to a notion of normal phrase marker, (2); we will further
introduce a notion ofnormal form of a nhrase marker, (4); and
we will finally introduce a notion of restructuring lexical
item, (17), as opposed to a notion of normal lexical item, (16).

In addition we will introduce conditions on the association of
phrase marker =z2»d normal forms, (5), and on normal forms them-
selves, (7). We will further indicate a number of theorems and
corollaries of the theory we oropose, regardina in particular
the relation of normal phrase markers and normal forms, (6) and
(8) and (20), of restructuring phrase markers and normal forms,
(9) and (21), of normal forms and restructurinc lexical items,
(18), and of normal forms and normal lexical items, (19). 1In

the process, we will present examples of the objects we define,
of the effects on them of the conditions we propose and of the
consequences in general of our theory, in particular examples
of normal forms, of the effects of condition (7) on normal forms,
and of the relation of normal forms and restructurinag and normal
lexical items, (10)-(15). Finally we will identify restructuring

itself with any mapping within a normal form from a normal
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phrase marker to another, (22). In concluding, we will leave
the relation of restructuring phrase markers to PF and LF to

be discussed in a later section.

To begin with, we assume, taking Lasnik & Kupin
(1977) as our starting point, that a phrase

marker is a set of monostrings, as in (1):

(1) 3 is a phrase marker iff

3 is a set of monostrings

We assume on the other hand

that when a set of monostrings includes in
particular a one symbol nonterminal string, a terminal string,
and in general monostrings which are each in a nrecede or
dominate relation with any other, in other words when a phrase

marker is representable as a tree structure, a normal phrase

marker is defined, as in (2). We assume further that when a
phrase marker by the definition (1) is not a phrase marker by
the definition (2), in other words is not representable as a

tree structure, a restructuring phrase marker is defined, as

in (3):
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(2) Y is a normal phrase marker iff
T is a set of monostrings
if {\',1/ i < 3’ , ¥ dominates y or
Y dominates f or
¥ precedes ¢ or

r precedes f

(3) is a restructuring phrase marker iff

) ¢

is a phrase marker

~)

is not a normal phrase marker

In summary, a phrase marker is a set of monostrings,
including in particular a one symbol nonterminal string and a
terminal string, as in (l). A phrase marker in which either
a dominate or a precede relation holds between each two monn-
strings, i.e. a phrase marker representation on a tree s:ructure,
is a normal phrase marker, as in (2). A phrase marker which is
not a normal phrase marker, i.e. is not representable as a
tree structure is a restructuring phrase marker, as in ().

Next, we define a normal form of a phrase marker to

be a set of(distinct) normal phrase markers, i.e. by the already
familiar definition of normal phrase marker phrase markers
representable as tree structures, such that the union of the
normal phrase markers yields the phrase marker itself, as in
(4). We then assume the existence of a condition imposing

that a phrase marker have a normal form, i.e., by the definition
of normal form and of normal phrase marker, a set of tree
structures such that the phrase marker can be obtained from the

union of these tree structures, as in (5):



(4) If T is a phrase marker

]
v is a normal form of 3 iff

there are ?l, . . "?n such that

N =

J i?l’ - . l'?ns

I )

)l’ - "Jn are normal phrase rmarkers

ie{9,,%,3=%, T, # 7,

N DR
51LJ... U.&n =)

/)
(5) If J is a phrase marker there must be

' | -~
a < such that 3 is a normal form of 3

An obvious corollary of the definitions of normal
form and normal phrase marker is that given any normal ohrase
marker, the set containing just the normal phrase marker itself

is a normal form of it, as in (6):

(6) If S>is a normal phrase marker,

! -
if 3' = 13}, 3 is a normal form of 4

Thus any normal phrase marker has at least one normal form,
and condition (5) is always satisfied by normal phrase markers.
On the contrary, by the definitions of restructuring phrase
marker and normal form, a restructuring phrase marker can have
or not have a normal form; if it does not, condition (5)
obviously rules it out.

In summary, a phrase marker must have a normal form,
as in (5)., A normal form of a phrase marker is a set of distinct

normal phrase markers, i.e. tree structures, such that the union

of the normal phrase markers yields the phrase marker itself,
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as in (4). 1In other words, a phrase marker must be equivalent
under the operation of union to a set of tree structures or
else is ruled out by the grammar; a set of tree structures
equivalent under union to a phrase marker is called a normal
form of the phrase marker. Trivially, a set consisting of
a normal phrase marker is a normal form of the normal phrase marker
itself; hence a normal phrase marker always has at least one
normal form and automatically satisfies condition (5). A
restructuring phrase marker on the other hand can have or not
have a normal form, hence can satisfy or not satisfy condition
(5) . |

Next, we assume the existence of a condition imposing
that in a normal form of a phrase marker each two normal phrase
markers be either derivable one from another or phrase-structure
identical, as in (7). We assume the obvious definition of
phrase-structure identity as identity up to phrase structure
rules; we obviously
assume the definition of derivation as a sequence of

move and delete mappings:

(7) 1f J is a phrase marker, 3' a normal form
of ¥ and Eglf?jii 3', it must be the case

that there is a derivation from 31 to 3j or

r

e
fromJj to 31 or 31 and?j are phrase structure

identical

Obviously, a normal form consisting of just one

normal phrase marker always vacuously satisfies condition (7)
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on the other hand a normal form consisting of more than one,
normal phrase marker can satisfy or not satisfy condition (7)
and if not 1is obviously ruled out. It follows that any normal
phrase marker, having in any case a normal form consisting just
of the normal phrase marker itself, as in (6), always has at
least one normal form which satisfies (7). On the contrary,

as a corollary of the definition of normal form, of normal phrase
marker and of restructuring phrase marker,

it follows that a normal form containing only one normal
phrase marker always is the normal form of the phrase marker
itself, as in (8), and that on the contrary a normal form of

a restructuring phrase marker always contains more than one

normal phrase marker, as in (9):

(8) If Y is a phrase marker, Y a normal form of 2
and 3‘ = é?li’ 3 is a normal phrase marker and

. )

3 =) 1

(9) If 3 is a restructuring phrase marker and
a normal form of J, J' =z‘.?l, « e l?nfr

n>l.

Hence, a restructuring phrase marker, supposing it has a normal
form at all, can have a normal form which satisfies condition
(7) or not, since by (9) it has only normal forms consisting
of more than one normal phrase marker; in case it does not, it

is obviously ruled out.

In summary, in a normal form of a phrase marker, there



must be a derivation from one to another of each two normal
phrase markers or the two normal phrase markers must be phrase-
structure identical‘as in (7). Paraphrasing, each two tree
structures in a normal form of a phrase marker must be obtainable
one from the other by movement or deletion or be identical
with respect to phrase structure. A consequence cf the theory
is that a normal form including just nne normal phrase marker
always vacuously satisfies condition (7); jndeed normal phrase markers
always have ¢ normal form consisting just of themselves, as in
(6), hence always have normal forms which satisfy (7). On the
other hand a normal form consisting of more than one normal
phrase marker can satisfy or not satisfy condition (7); indeed
restructuring phrase markers have, if any, normal forms consisting
of more than one normal phrase marker, as in (8)-(9), hence can
have or not have a normal form which satisfies (7).
In addition, phrase markers which satisfy condition
(5) and normal forms of phrase markers which satisfy condition (7)
must be well formed with respect to the other conditions of grammar:
conditions on movement and deletion, such as the

recoverability condition on deletion, etc.; conditions

on the mapping from the lexicon to s-structure, such as the

Projection Principle, etc.; and condition on s~-structure,
such as the @6-criterion, the Case filter,
the binding conditions, etc. In particular, in normal

forms satisfying (7) the derivation from one normal phrase
marker to another must satisfy the conditions on movement and deletion;
furthermore, for each normal phirase marker in a normal form

the derivation from D-structure must satisfy the conditions on
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movement and deletion, the mapping from the lexicon
must satisfy the Projection Principle, and the
phrase marker itself must satisfy the é~criterion, the
Case filter, etc. If these conditions are not satisfied,
the normal forms are obviously ruled out. Phrase markers which
satisfy condition (5) in turn must have normal forms which
satisfy these same conditions; if not they are ultimately ruled
out. |

In summary, once condition (5) and condition (7) are
satisfied by a phrase marker and a normal form respectively,
the other conditions of grammar must be satisfied by the derivation
from one to another normal phrase marker in a normal form, by
the derivation of each normal phrase marker from D-structures,
by the mapping of each normal phrase marker from the lexicon,
and by each normal phrase marker itself. In short, once the
new conditions (5) and (7) are satisfied, we are back to the
conditions of grammar as usual.

Consider for example the pair of normal phrase
markers of Latin in (10), where the normal phrase marker on the left
is a "configurational" phrase marker, and the normal phrase marker on the
right a "nonconfigurational" phrase marker; this pair of normal phrase

markers is 111 formed under condition (7):

S
AN

S
Marcus /f\\\\‘
AN

VP
C '//,\\\\ Marcus Tulliam amat

Tulliam amat

N
\_— \{\J

loves
loves
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In (1J), the

normal phrase marker on the left and the normal phrase marker
on the right can be described as related by the deletion of a
node VP; but the deletion of a node VP to the exci:sion of the
material dominated by VP does not qualify as a deletion in the sense of
the theory of grammar; consequently the relation defined by the
deletion of the node VP does not qualify as a derivation.
Hence, since in (10) none of the two normal phrase markers
can be obtained from the other by deletion in the sense of
the theory of grammar, nor of course by movement, and in general
none of the two normal phrase markers can be derived from the
other, under (7) (10) is ill formed; and so
are all normal forms of the same description’
containing pairs of one "configurational" and one "non
configurational” normal phrase marker.
As another example, consider the pairs of normal
phrase markers in (11)-(12). 1In (11)-(12)
each normal phrase marker is perfectly well formed. But the

pairs of normal phrase markers are all ill formed under (7):

(11) ",a”\\\ ’,,/”\\N\ ‘

John "\ Russia is dangerous (
’
loves Mary ,J
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/

(12) a. ‘i ,
Russia 1is dangerous ' America is dangerous J

(12) b. N PN N
2 John N Mary
lov;;/Mary ' loGQZI;ZLn 3
In (12b) the two normal phrase markers can be described as
related by the permutation of two constituents; in (12a) the
two normal phra:ie markers can be described as related by the
substitution of & constituent, in (11) the two normal phrase
markers can be described as totally unrelated. 1In all of (1l1)-
(12) neither one of the two normal phrase markers can be obtained
from the other by movement or deletion, i.e. neither one of
the two normal phrase imarkers can be derived from the other.
Hence all of (11)-(12) are excluded by condition (7), and with
them, of course,
all normal .orms containing pairs of normal phrase markers of
the same description.
On the other hand,
there actually are examples of pairs of normal phrase
markers well formed under condition (7) as well as under the
other conditions of grammar,
To begin with, normal forms of the type, roughly, of
(13) falling under the general type of "restructuring" can

be argued to be wellformed in Italian:
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(13) /C\ ’ /?\\

Mario Mario VP

v N~
/ \ P

vuole vuole

Ry ve
‘wants ////\\\\\ want: //// \\\\

PRO mangiacre le méle

Ve
///”"\\\\ to eat the -
- apple$

mangiare le mele

to eat che apples

Obviously (13) satisfies condition (7); in (13) indeed the
normal phrase marker on the right can be derived from the

normal phrase marker on the left by deletion of the embedded
constituents PRO and INFL, the embedded

S being deleted as a consequence of the deletion of its head
INFL . Further in (13) the derivation by deletion from the normal
ﬂuase marker on the left to the normal phrase marker on the right
satisfies the recoverability conditions on deletions; dndeed

the elements deleted

in the derivation, the PRO and the infinitival

INFL with its projection S,are not lexical. Finally, the two
normal phrase markers in (13) are themselves well formed, if

we assume both is a main verb subcategorizing for an object,

and in particular an object control sentencey, and optionally

an auxiliary verb modifying another verb; if so, first, the two normal phrase markers
in (13) satisfy the Projection Principle on the mapping
from the lexicon to phrase markers, for, in (13) volere
subcategorizes for an object control sentence in the normal phrase

marker on the left and modifies another verb in the normal phvase
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marker on the right. All other conditions then are satisfied in
the obvious way. We can notice parenthetically what
happens if in (13) the infinitival control sentences in the
normal phrase marker on the left is substituted by a subjunctive sentence
with a pro subject. The resulting pair of normal phrase
markers again satisfies condition (7); for, the normal phraseé marker
on the right can be derived fram the normal phrase marker on the left
by deletion of the embedded pro and INFL with its projection
S. However, in this case, the deletion under which (7) is
satisfied violates the recoverability condition on deletions
since at least the subjunctive INFL, and possiblY the
prc in that it is Case marked, are lexical elements; hence the
normal form is ultimately excluded.

Next, normal forms of the type roughly of (14) are

also well formed in Italian, if our section 3.1 is correct:

1 S >
(14) /1;,\\\ ’ -
i pro VP\\\ ( bambini VP )
. - TN j
N siJ+lava i bambini the children si+lavano ti

one washes the children wash (middle)

(14) again satisfies condition (7); in (14) the normal phrase
marker on the right can again be derived from the normal

phrase marker on the left, this time by movement

of i bambini. In addition the derivation in
(14) from one normal phrase marker to the other satisfies the
conditions on movement, whatever they are, as every sentence
internal movement does. Finally, the two normal phrase markers

in (14) are themselves well formed, if we assume, as in section



3.1, that Italian si, besides being a clitig, both has the nominal
properties of being interpreted as a free variable ("one") and
of being bound to its subject, and optionally the morphology-like properc.
of being a passivizer. If so, first, the two normal phrase markers
in (14) satisfy the Projection Principle; indeed in the
normal phrase marker on the left si is bound to its subject
and is interpreted as a free variable and in the normal phrase
marker on the right si is a passivizer eliminating an accusative Case and a
subject €-role and therefore inducing NP-movement. All other conditions are then
satisfied in the obvious way.

Finally, if our section 3.1 is correct, normal forms

of the type of (15) are well formed in Italian:

(15) s S
// ‘ \'M ’ ’ ,/ hh\-" -
g I bambinii I bambinii
< the children /// \\\\ 'the children' //,\\\\ 3
Z sxj+lavano pro si+lavano 1
themselves wash wash (middle-refl,

(15) once more satisfies condition (7); indeed it is easy to

see that the two normal phrase markers are phrase structure
identical, their terminal elements being identical and their
nonterminal elements being identical in categorial content, though
net in indexing, etc. Suppose we assume as before that si has both the
opticnal property of being a passivizer and the properties
of being bound to its subject and interpreted as a free variable;
but we assume now, again as in section 3.1, that if

si is bound to its subject by cosubscripting it is interpreted
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as a bound variable (a reflexive). If so, the two normal phrase
markers in (15) again satisfy the Projection Principle
for,

in the normal phrase marker on the left si is bound to its
subject by cosubsicripting and interpreted as a reflexive;

and in the normal phrase marker on the right si is a passivieer
eliminating an accusative Case and a subject theta-role. Again, all o-
ther conditions are satisfied in the obvious way.

Are there examples of pairs of normal phrase markers
well formed under (7) but ill formed under the other con=
ditions of grammar?

In answer to this guestion we notice first that the
three normal forms in (13), (14) and (15) have one thing in
common: a lexical item, volere in (13) and si in (14) and (15),
whose properties, optional properties included, cannot be mavoed to a normal
phrase marker but rather must be mapped to a restructuring
phrase marker. Consider first volere. If
volere as a lexical property both subcategorizes for an object and
is an auxiliary to. another verb there is no normal phrase
marker such that the lexical properties of volere are mapped

to it; rather, the lexical properties of volere can only be

mapped, under the Projection Principle, to a restructurince
phrase marker. Indeed, there is no tree structure such
that both the syntactic frame __ § and the syntactic frame

__ VP can be simultaneously represented in it; rather, the two
subcategorization frames _ § and VP can only be simultaneously
represented in a restructuring phrase marker. Similarly,

consider si. 1If si as a lexical property both



is a free variable bound to its subject and a passivizer

there is no normal phrase marker such that both the naminal and
the passivizer oroperties of si cah be mapped to £t; rather,the lexical
properties of si can only be mapped to a restructuring phrase
marker. In other words, taking first the case in which si is
bound to its subject by cosuperscripting, there is no tree
structure

such that in it si can simultaneously be the free variable
subject of a sentence and a vassivizer inducing movement

of the object of the sentence into the subject;
indg¢ed there is no tree structure such that both si and a
moved object can be subjects. Similarly, taking the case in which
si is bound to its subject by cosubscripting, there is nc tree
structure

such that in it si can simultaneously be the reflexive
object of a sentence and a passivizer

inducing movement of the object into the subject; indeed
there can be notree structure such that in it si is the object
and at the same time there is no object under movement. Rather,
the nominal properties of si and its passivizer properties
can only be simultaneously represented in a restructuring
phrase marker.

Imagine then normal forms exactly like (13)-(1l5)
except that volere in (13) is substituted by a verb, say volere',
with only one syntactic frame, either __ § or __ VP; and si
in (14)-(15) is substituted by an element, say si', with either
the properties of a free variable bound to its subject, or the

properties of a passivizer but not both.
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It ‘_ easy to see that normal forms of the type
envisioned are well formed from the point of view of condition
(7) exactly as (13)-(15) are; and similarly from the point of
view of the conditions on movement and deletions applying to
the derivation under which (7) is satisfied. It is equally
easy to see, however, that a number of normal forms of the type
envisioned are excluded by the Projection Principle
on the mapping from the l::'icon to phrase markers.
Consider, for instance, the case of the volere' analogue to
(13); if volere' has the syntactic frame _ S, the Projection
Principle is not satisfied at the normal phrase marker
in which volere' modifies another verb; if on the other hand
volere' has the syntactic frame __ VP, the Projection Principle
is not satisfied at the normal phrase marker in which
volere' subcategorizes for an object (control) sentence.
Similarly, it is easy to see that a number of normal forms of
the type under consideration are excluded by conditions on
phrase markers such as the 6-criterion, the Case filter,
etc. Consider, for instance, the case of the si'
analogue to (14); if si' simply is a passivizer, the idea is that
the normal phrase marker in which the object is not moved
into subject position the object itself does not receive
Case and the Case filter at least is violated; if si' is
simply a free variable bound to its subject by cosuperscrip-
ting, in the normal phrase marker in which the object is
moved intc subject position, si cannot form a chain with its

subject ' #au the Case
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filter and 6-criterion are violated,since si

gets no 8-role and Case, -

Finally, in the si' analogue of (15), if si'

simply is a passivizey, both normal phrase markers are
well formed, if in turn the empty category in both normal
phrase markers is taken to be a trace; complementarily, if

si' simply is a reflexive bound to its subject by cosubscripting,
both norﬁal phrase markers are well formed, if in turn the
empty category in both normal phrase markers is taken to bz a
pro. But, if so, the two normal phrase markers turn out to

be identical against the definition of normal form itself.

We now can go back to the theory. To begin with,
we define a lexical item whose properties can map to a well

formed normal phrase marker a normal lexical item, as in (16):

and we define a lexical item which can only map to a well

formed restructuring phrase marker a restructuring lexical item,

as in (17):

(16) o is a normal lexical item iff
K is a lexical item and there is a ?
such that v is a well formed normal phrase

-
marker and « maps to 4

(17) & is a restructuring lexical item iff
x is a lexical item,and if Y is a well formed
phrase marker and « maps tos ,'3 is a

restructuring phrase marker.
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In what precedes, we have provided tentative proof
‘that when normal lexical items are substituted for
the restructuring lexical items in (13)-(15), the
result is either ill-formedness or the creation of one single
normal phrase marker in the place of two. Suppose our proof
ultimately extends from (13) to all normal forms with two
normal phrase markers derivable one from the other by deletion;
from (14) to all normal forms with two normal phrase markers
derivable one from the other by movement; and from (15) to
all normal forms containing two normal phrase markers
phrase-structure identical. If so, having exhausted all types
of admissible normal forms with more than one normal phrase
marker, we altogether have a proof that in our theory any
well formed normal form with more than one normal ohrase marker
contains at least one restructuring lexical item, as in (18);

if not, (18) can simply be postulated as an independent orincivle:

(18) If 3' is a normal form, 3' = {31, .. .,Eh'g

and n>1, there are/

must be 3;,

v D -
Jle..) ’ pd(éd i and « is a restructuring

¥, 3and ¥ such that

lexical item

Much more straightforwardly, of course, it follows from our

theory that a normal form with only one normal phrase marker
contains only normal lexical items, as in (19); by (8) indeed a normal
form consisting of one normal phrase marker is the normal form of
the normal phrase marker, and by definition only normal

lexical items can map to a normal phrase marker:
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(19) If 3' is a normal form and 3' = igs
-~
if jaa &J and « is a lexical item

A is a normal lexical item

Further consequences of our theory are that the
normal form of a normal phrase marker containing just the
normal phrase marker itself is its only normal form,
as in (20); and that a normal form containing more than one
normal phrase marker is a normal form of a restructuring

phrase marker, as in (21):

(20) If 3 is a normal phrase marker and

ak >
.3 1s a normal form of 4

3 o134 ana 3 =7

(21) 1If Jis a phrase marker, v' a normal
o Ef)

form of 3, NEEE EETAREE ./3n3 and n >1

i?is a restructuring phrase marker

Indeed by (18) a normal form containing more than one normal phrase
marker must contain at least one restructuring lexical item;
but by definition only normal lexical items map to normal
phrase markers; hence normal phrase markers can only have
normal forms consisting of one normal phrase marker, themselves,
as in (20). On the contrary, since by (20) a normal phrase
marker can only have a normal form consisting of itself, a
normal form ccnsisting of more than one normal phrase marker

can only be a normal form of a restructuring phrase marker, as in (21’



In summary, a normal lexical item is a lexical
item which can map to a normal phrase marker, as in (16); a
restructuring lexical item is a lexical item which must map
to a restructuring phrase marker, as in (17). A straight-
forward consequence of our theory is that normal forms
containing only one normal phrase marker contain only normal
lexicalvitems, as in (19); another possible consequence
of our theory is that normal forms containing more than one
normal phrase marker must contain at least one restructuring
lexical item, as in (18). If so, further obvious consequences
of the theory are that the only normal form of a normal phrase
marker is the normal form consisting just of itself, as in
(20) ; and that conversely a normal form consisting of more
than one normal phrase marker can only be the normal form of
a restructuring phrase marker, as in (21).

What then is restructuring? Under
condition (7) two normal phrase markers in a normal form
must be derivable one from the other by movement or deletion,
But this only concerns phrase structure configurations.
What about the general mapping between the two? This mapping,

whatever its exact content, we identify with restructuring,

as in (22); and in the obvious way,given any two normal phrase
markers in a normal form,we say that the one restructures to

the other:

(22) If 3! is a normal form,
f is a restructuring mapping (restructuring)
iff

167 5,2,82 3, o3 =3y
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Let us now give a general summary. To begin with,
we have introduced six kinds of objects: phrase markers, as
in (1), normal phrase markers, as in (2), restructuring phrase
markers, as in (3), normal forms of phrase markers, as in (4) ,
normal lexical items, as in (16), and restructuring lexical
items, as in (17). Phrase markers, as in (1), are sets of
monostrings, normal phrase markers, as in (2), are phrase
markers representable as tree structures; restructuring phrase
markers, as in (3), are phrase markers not representable as
tree structures; normal forms, as in (4), are sets of normal
phrase markers/tree structures equivalent under union to a.
phrase marker; normal lexical items, as in (16), are lexical
items mapping to normal phrase markers/tree structures;
restructuring lexical items, as in (17), are lexical items
mapping to restructuring phrase markers. Furthermore, we
have introduced two new conditions: a condition, (5), that
phrase markers have a normal form, and a condition, (7), that
each normal phrase marker in a normal form have a derivation
to another, or from another, or be phrase-structure identical
to another. Otherwise,
we have
assumed all of the other definitions and conditions of grammar

unchanged. We have then shown that various consequences follow

from our theory concerning the relation of normal and restructuring
phrase markers and normal forms: a normal form with onlv one
normal phrase marker always is a normal form of a normal phrase
marker, (8); a normal phrase marker always has a normal form

consisting just of itself, (6), and only the normal form
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consisting just of itself, (20); a normal form with more than
one normal phrase marker always is a normal form of a
restructuring phrase marker, (9); and a restructuring phrase
marker has, if any, a normal form with more than one normal
phrase marker, (21). Similarly, we have shown that various
cosequences follow from our theory concerning the relation of
normal and restructuring lexical items and normal forms: a
normal form with only one normal phrase marker contains only
normal lexical items, (19), and, most significantly, a normal
form with more than one normal phrase marker contains at least
one restructuring lexical item, (18). As for restructuring
itself, we have identified it simply with the general mapping

from any normal phrase marker in a normal form to any other,

(22).

In short, there are phrase markers representable
as tree structures -- normal phrase markers -- and phrase
markers not representable as tree structures -- restructuring

phrase markers; correspondingly,there are lexical items which
map to tree structures -- normal lexical items -- and lexical
items which map to non tree structures -- restructuring lexical
itewms. For any phrase marker, however, there must be --
condition (5) -- a set of tree structures, or normal phrase
markers, which are equivalent to it under union -- normal form;
and in any set of tree structures, or normal forms, the tree
structures must be such that each has a derivation to another
of from another or is phrase-structure identical to another

-- condition (7). There is a one-to-one correspondence between

normal phrase markers and normal forms containing one normal



phrase marker -- (6) and (8) -- and normal phrase markers do

not have any normal form with more than one normal phrase

marker -- (20). To normal forms with one normal phrase
marker correspond restructuring phrase markers -- (8) -~
and  restructuring phrase markers correspond, if to anything,

to normal forms with more than one normal phrase marker -- (21).
Finally, a normal form with only one normal phrase marker
obviously contains only normal lexical items -- (19); more
significantly, a normal form with more than one normal phrase
marker contains at least a restructuring lexical item -- (18).
Any normal phrase marker in a normal form we say restructures
to another, or indeed, the two are mapped on to the other by
restructuring, (22).

At this point, assuming we are correct in what
precedes, the one question open i the relation of
restructuring phrase markers to PF and LF markers. Are
restructuring phrase markers mapped to PF and LF markers under
the same principles under which normal phrase markers are, or
are special principles needed in the case of restructuring
phrase markers? Specifically, are PF and/or LF markers
representable by tree structures? And if so is some principle
required to map restructuring phrase markers into tree-
representable PF and/or LF markers? In the interest of
concreteness we will postpone answering these questions
to chapter 3 after the discussion of the syntax of middle

constructions. In particular we will discuss in chapter 3
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under what principles restructuring phrase markers of the
type of (14) and (15) map to PF and LF markers. In general
we will assume that the results obtained in chapter 3 hold

true for every case of restructuring.



2.2 Reanalysis

Our starting point in this section is the notion of
reanalysis defined in essence by the discussion of French
causatives in Rouveret & Vergnaud (1980); our end will be
defining our own notion of reanalysis. To begin with, we
will introduce the relation Case assignment, with
conditions on its domain and range, (1) and
the notions of Case assigner and nominal phrase; at the same
time we will subsume Case assignment into a more general
relation Case, (2), and the notion of Case assigner into
a more general notion of Case element, (3). Next, we will in-~
troduce the relation cosuperscripting,
notated by cosuperscripting, with conditions on its domain
and range, (4), and again we will subsume cosuperscripting
into the more general relation Case, (5). Finally we will
introduce the relation reanalysis, with conditionson its
domain and range, (6), and the notion of reanalyser; once more,
we will subsume reanalysis into the more general relation
Ccase, (7), and the notion of reanalyser into the more general
notion of Case element, (8); at the same time we will intro-
duce a related condition on Case assigners, (9). At this
point we will define the relation Case, (10), as subsuming
Case assignment, cosuperscripting,and reanalysis, and the
notion of Case element, (11), as subsuming the notions of
Case assigner and reanalyser. We will then introduce the

government condition on Case assignment and reanalysis, (12)
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the Case filter on lexical nominal phrases, (13),
and parallel to the Case filter a new condition on
Case elements, i.e. Case assigners and reanalysers, (14).

In addition, we will introduce the ,adjacency condition on
Case assignment and reanalysis

as a condition in the mapping from s-structure to PF, (17).
Twice we will make reference to Manzini (1983): first,
condition (14) is in essence introduced there in the context
of a theory of empty categories, here as in (15) and (16);
second, in the same context a theory of of insertion is intro-
duced under the same informal assumptions under which (17)

is introduced here.

To begin with, we assume, essentially as
in Chomsky (1981; 1982), that s-structure includes a

binary relation Case assignment, and

that Case assignment can only hold between a Case assigner
and a nominal phrase, in other words that if an element
Case assigns an element B , ¢ must be a Case assigner and B

a nominal phrase, as in (1):

(1) If o Case assigns B
o must be a Case assigner and
B must be a nominal phrase

We further assume that
being a Case assigner is a feature of a lexical item. For

example, we assume that love is a Case assigner,
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that to is a Case assigner, and so on.

Give is a slightly more complicated example: not
only is it a Case assigner, but it also defines a relation

of some sort to to, where to 1is again a Case assigner, as above;
hence give is in a sense twice a Case assigner, once properly
and once by the selection of the other Case assigner to.
Further, ' we assume a nominal
to be an N or projection of N, hence in particular NP, or

an INFL or projection of INFL, hence S and so on. In a

more principled way we can assume a nominal to be an element
which includes features N, or, recursively, an element which
includes a nominal. If so, N's and their projecticns
are nominals in that they obviously include N features; on
the other hand, INFL's and their projections, S, etc.,
are nominals in that they include a set of features, AGK,
which in turn includes N features and is therefore a nominal.
What ultimately makes the difference between the cases in
which AGR surfaces, as finite S's, and the cases in which

AGR does not surface, as in infinitivals, could be simply
that in the former cases AGR includes person number and
gender features and in the latter cases it does not, the
consequence being that agreement with a subject actually
takes place in the former cases and not in the latter cases.
On the other hand, whatever the exact definition of nominal, we
we assume in the obvious way that a nominal
phrase is the maximal pfojection of a nominal

and hence in particular an NP or an S.. Given then our
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assumptions on Case ssignment, Case assigners and nominal

phrases, an obvious example of Case assignment is Case

assignment by love to Mary as in I love Mary, where love, as
above, is a Case assigner and the NP Mary is a nominal
phrase; other obvious examples are Case assignment by give to

a book and Case assignment by to to lMary as in I give a book

to Mary, give and to being Case assigners, as above, and the

NP's a book and Mary nominal phrases; and so on. Finally,
it is our assumption

that there is a more general relation
Case subsuming Case assignment, indeed that every instance
of the relation Case assignment also is an instance of the
relation Case, though not vice versa, as in (2). Correspond-
ingly, it is our assumption that
there is a more general notion of Case element subsuming
the notion of Case assigner, indeed that every Case assigner

is a Case element, though not vice versa, as in (3):

(2) If o Case assignspg ,
C&se(ayﬁ )

(3) If o« is a Case assigner,
@ is a Case element

In sumary, we assume the existence of a relation Case

assignment, whose domain is restricted to Case assigners
and whose range is restricted to nominal phrases, as in
We further assume that being a Case assigner is a feature

of a lexical item; we also assume that a nominal phrase is
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the maximal projection of a nominal and nominals and
N's and INFL's with their projections; hence nominal phrases
are NP's and S's. Finally we assume that there exists a gener:'
relation Case and a class of Case elements; we assume that
Case assignment is subsumed into the relation Case, as in
(2), and that Case assigners are subsumed into the class
of Case elements, as in (3).
Next, we assume that s-structure includes a relation

cosuperscripting, the relation notated by cosuperscripting

and we * assume that the
relation cosuperscripting is restricted to pairs of nominal
phrases, as in (4), where, as above, we assume that nominal
phrases are maximal projections of nominals, hence NP's or

S's:

(4) If o« and B are cosuperscripted
o and 8 must be nominal phrases

We further assume that cosuperscripting is like Case assign-
ment in that it is subsumed into the more general relation
Case; in other words that every instance of the relation
cosuperscripting,similar in this to an instance of the
relation Case assignment, is an instance of the general

relation Case, as in (5):

(5) If o« and B are cosuperscripted
Case (o , B )
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We can notice here that two
nominal phrases related by cosuperscripting, hence by
Case, in sharing cosuperscripting and Case¢ , share the same
abstract position, a nominative position,or an accusative
position, or a to object position, etc.; and
in sharing the same abstract position, they are in a sense
the same element. In turn
this could offer the key to eliminating

all stipulations about the particular pairs of
nominal phrases which can actually enter cosuperscripting.
To begin with, it is only qgtural to assume that, given
two elements which share Case lience the same abstract
position and are in this sense the same element,
they must share all features and all relations; or else
one of them must be in some sense a dummy element with
respect to features and relations. Butif so, taking dummy
element in the relevant sense to be synonimous with expletivy,
that cosuperscripting can hold between two elements one
of which is an expletive does not need to be stipulated.
Furthermore, that cosuperscripting can hold between two
elements one of which is an AGR or a clitic does not
need to be stipulated either, for AGR or clitic elements
obviously share all properties with the naminals they are cosuper:
scripted with. On the other hand, it seems that only AGR's

or clitics can enter cosuperscripting with another element
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under the sharing properties heading; indeed, assuming, as is
natural, that this has to do with their being generated in
A-position, only elements in A-positions can enter cosuper-
scripting with another element under the sharing properties
heading. Whether this can also be derived or not we will lea-
ve as an open gquestion.

In summary, we assume the existence of a relation
cosuperscripting, notated by cosuperscripting, restricted
to pairs of nominal phrases, as in (4). We further
assume that the relation cosuperscripting , in this similar to
Case assignment, is subsumed into a general
relation Case, as in (5). Finally we suggest that, this
much said, further stipulations on which pairs of nominal
phrases enter cosuperscripting and indeed Case are
unnecessary.

Next, we assume that s-structure includes the relation

reanalysis; where we assume that if reanalysis holds in the

order of an element a and an elenient B , « must be a

reanalyser and B a Case element, as in (6):

(6) Tf a reanalyses with8
a must be a reanalyser and
B must be a Case element

We assume further that being a reanalyser, exactly as being

a Case assigner, is a defining property, or

a feature, of a lexical item. Going one step further in the
definition of the relation dase, we assume that reanalysis,

as Case assignment and cosuperscripting, is subsumed by it,
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as in (7); similarly going one step further in the
definition of the notion of Case element,
we assume that every reanalyser, as every Case assigner,

is a Case element, as in (8):

(7) If o reanalyses with 8
Case (&, B8 )

(8) If o is a reanalyser
a is a Case element

In addition, we assume that while normally the features of

an element & are associated

with @ or its head in the lexicon, the features Case assigner
can be associated with an element a in the lexicon, as in

the normal case, or can be associated with an element «
independently of the lexicon if some reanalyser y reanalyses

with o, as in (9):

(9) If o is a Case assigner
a must be a Case assicnrer in the lexicon

or for some reanalysery , Y must
reanalyse with a

So, for example, in French, if section 4,1 below is correct,
faire (to make) is a reanalyzer. In sentences like J'ai fait

écrire une lettre (literally "I made write a letter" or "I

made someone write a letter"), reanalysis holds of ai fait
("made") and ecrire ("write"), where écrire is a Case assigner

in the lexicon. 1In sentences like J'ai fait aller Marie, on

the other hand, (literally "I made go Marie" or "I made Marie

go"), reanalysis holds of ai fait ("made") and aller



("go"), where aller is not a Case assigner in the lexicon,
but becomes a Case assigner in s-structure due to reanalysis,
and as a Case assigner enter Case assignment with the

nominal phrase Marie. Finally, in sentences like J'ai laisse

faire écrice une lettre (literally "I let make write a

letter" or "I let someone make someone write a letter")
reanalysis holds of ai laisse and faire, where laisser

(to let) is at least optionally a

reanalyser and faire is a reanalyser as usual, hence
obviously & Case element; and reanalysis holds further of
faire and the Case assigner é€crire.

In summary, we assume the existence of a relation
reanalysis whose domain is restricted to reanalysers and
whose range is restricted to Case elements, as in (6);
we further assume that being a reanalyser is a feature of
a lexical item On the other
hand we assume that, as Case assignment and cosuperscripting,
reanalysis is part of the general relation Case, as in (7);
and that, as Case assigners, reanalyzers are Case elements,
as in (8). Our final assumption is that while features
such as a Case assigner are generally lexical features, an
element o can acquire the feature Case assigner
in s-structure if reanalyzed with, as in (9).

At this point, we notice that while according to (2),
(5) and (7), the relation Case includes the relations Case
assignment, cosuperscripting and reanalysis respectively,
the relation Case is not itself defined. We then assume, as in

(10), that the relation Case includes in turn only the relations
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Case assignment, cosuperscripting and reanalysis. If so,
the relation Case is simply defined by (2), (5), (7) and
(10) as the union of Case assignment, cosuper-

scripting and reanalysis:

(10) 1If Case(a,B ),
a Case assigns B ,or
o is cosuperscripted with 8 ,or
a reanalyses with B

Similarly we assume, as in (1ll1), that all Case elements are
Case assigners or reanalysers. Given that according to (3)
and (8) all Case assigners and reanalysers are Case elements,
(3), (8) and (1ll1) together then identify Case elements with

the union of Case assigners and reanalysers:

(11) If o is a Case element
a is a Case assigner, or

@ is a reanalyser

In summary, the relation Case is the collection of the
relations Case assignment, cosuperscripting and reanalysis,
and the notion of Case element is the collective notion for
Case assigners and reanalysers.

Next, we assume that various conditions hold cf various

subclasses of the relation Case, or of the various

classes of elements which enter them, in particular Case elememts and
nominal phrases.

To begin with, we recall that according to Chamsky (1981;1982), if
Case assignment holds of a Case assigner o and a nominal

phrase B , the Case assigner® must govern the nominal
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phrase 8 . Here we assume, as in (12), that if Case holds
of two elements o and B , one of which is a Case element

o , the Case element a must govern the other element B8

If so, given Case assignment between a Case assigner a and
a nominal phrase B8 , tnhe Case assigner a must indeed govern
the nominal phrase 8 ; but in addition, given
reanalysis between a reanalyser o and a Case assigner or
reanalyser B , the Case assigner a and the Case assigner

of reanalyser B must govern each other:

(12) If a is a Case element and
Case(a , B ) or Case (B8, a )
a must govern 8

Let us exemplify. In the s-structure [SQQQB.EVpl°V§$ Marx;]
under the government condition (12), th; Case ;;signer love
can be related by Case, or Case assignment, to the nominal
phrase Mary, but not to the nominal phrase John; for,

under the definition of government love governs Mary but

not John. On the other hand, if section 4.1 below is

correct, in French a sentence like J'ai fait ecrire une lettre

(literally "I made write a letter" or "I made someone write

-

|
a leter") is associated with an s-structure like [ng ~vp &l fai

[vpéq;irg une Lettre]l. where the higher VP but not the

lower one is a maximal projection .If so the reanalyser
faire can be related by Case, or reanalysis, to the Case

assigner écrire under the government condition (12); for,

-
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no maximal projection intervenes between the two, faire
governs ecrire and écrire governs faire under the definition
of government. Of course, if instead of a VP non-maximal

projection, an S were embedded under faire, faire could not reanaliic

with the embedded verb under the government condition (12),
for, under the definition of government, the maximal
projection § intervening between faire and the embedded
verb would prevent them from governing each other.

Next, we recall that according to Chomsky (1981;1982) for every
lexical nominal phrase a there must be a Case assigner jy
and only one such that Case assignment holds of the Case
assigner vy and the nominal phrase o (our phrasing); where
this condition is referred to as the Case filter. Here we assume, as
in (13), that under the Case filter for every lexical
nominal phrase there must be an element Y and only one such
that Case holds of vy and ¢« in that order, where Y must be
a Case assigner so that Case assignment holds of y and &,

or else Yy can be another nominal phrase so that
cosuperscripting holds of yand « , but if so there must be
a sequence of elements Yyr o+ e0Yg such that Y1 is a

Case assigner, Yn is vy, and every Yy enters Case with every

Yisl®
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(13) Case filter

If o is a lexical nominal phrase
there must be exactly one y such that
Case(y ., a ) and

either v is a Case assigner, or

there are Yygr oo ea Y such that

Y =Y , ana

for every i, Case( Y Yi+l)' and
Y is a Case assigner

Let us exemplify. In a sentence like *John to love

Mary would be a mistake, the lexical nominal phrase John

violates the Case filter; for, there is no Case assigner
entering Case assignment with John and no other nominal
phrase entering cosuperscripting with it. On the contrary,

in the sentence PRO to love Mary would be a mistake, PRO

satisfies the Case filter vacuously; for, PRO is a nominal
phrase but not a lexical one and the Case filter crucially
applies to lexical nominal phrases only. In the sentence

For John to love Mary would be a mistake, on the other hand,

the lexical nominal phrase John satisfies the Case filter
because there is a Case assigner for entering Case assign-

ment with it. Further, in a sentence like There arrived

a man, the lexical nominal phrase a man satisfies the
Case filter by entering and cosuperscripting with the
nominal phrase there, while in turn the INFL surfacing on

arrived enters Case assignment with there; so that there is
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a sequence of instances of the relation Case leading from
the Case assigner INFL to there and from there to the
lexical nominal phrase a man. Finally, in a sentence like

*There arrived a man after PRO arriving some women, the

lexical nominal phrase a man satisfies the Case filter
exactly as above, and exactly as above the non-lexical
nominal phrase PRO is simply not subject to the Case filter;

but the lexical nominal phrase some women violates the Case

filter. Indeed, if PRO enters cosuperscripting with some women

a part of the Case filter is satisfied, but the Case filter
as a whole is not; for, PRO itself is obviously not a Case
assigner and, since there is no element entering Case with PRO,
there is obviously no sequence of instances of the relation

Case leading from a Case assigner to some women. We can

notice at this point that all our examples of violations

of the Case filter involve lexical nominal phrases of the
category NP.

Ehether S's also count as lexical nominal
phrases subject to the Case filter or not depends upon
whether for a nominal phrase to be considered lexical entails
that the nominal phrase must dominate lexical material or

its nominal part must, and then, under the second hypothesis,
upon whether the nominal part of an S or its INFL head, AGR,
is to be considered lexical or not. What the correct

answer is is an empirical problem and not one which need
concern us here.

Finally, to the government condition (12)
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and to the Case filter (13), we add here a new

condition on Case elements, and hence on Case assigners
and reanalysers. Specifically, we assume that for every
Case element ® there must be an element B and only one
such that Case holds of ¢ and B in that order, as in (14).
Hence for every Case assigner ¢ there must be a nominal
phrasg # such that Case assignment holds of * and® and
for every reanalyser ¢ there must be another Case element

such that reanalysis holds of a andB

(14) If o« is a Case element
there is exactly one B such that

Case(a ,8 )

The idea obviously is that while the Case filter (13)

is the Case theory parallel to the part of the 6-criterion

stating that every argument must be assigned exactly one

6-role, there is also a Case theory parallel to the part of the 6~criteric
that every 6-role must be assigned to exactly one argument,

precisely condition (14). Let us exemplify. If section

4.1 below is correct, in the French sentence J'ai fait

écrire une lettre (literally "I made write a letter" or

"I made someone write a letter") the reanalyser ai fait
enters reanalysis with écrire, and the Case assigner ecrire

enters Case assignment with une lettre, hence both the

reanalyser ai fait and the Case assigner écrire satisfy
condition (14). In English, on the other hand, the word
by word translation of the French sentence above,*I made

write a letter, is ill-formed. 1In it, if section 4.1




below is correct, the Case assigner write enters Case
assignment with the nominal phrase a letter as

ecrive with une lettre; but made

is a Case assigner, not a reanalyser like ai fait, hence
made cannot enter reanalysis with write, as ai fait with
écrire, but rather must enter Case assignment with
some nominal phrase. If so, write satisfies condition (14)
as ecrice does; but, there being no nominal phrase made
can enter Case assignment with, made contrary to ai fait
violates condition (14). Correctly,

the prediction is that I made someone write a letter is a

well-formed sentence, with write entering Case assignment
with the nominal phrase a letter and made entering Case
assignment with the nominal phrase someone; for if so both
the Case assigner write and crucially the Case assigner
made satisfy Condition (14).

We can notice at this point that condition (13) is
already informally introduced in Manzini (1983). Quoting,
"we obviously want to maintain with Chomsky (1981) that
there is a principle, the Case filter, stating that every
lexical nominal must be assigned Case", in the present
terminology, that for every lexical nominal phrase ¢ there
must be a Y such that Case holds of ¥ and & , and so
on as in (13). Quoting again, "our idea, however, is that
there is an additional principle stating that every Case
up for assignment must be assigned", in the presenﬁ

that for every Case element o® there must be one element (
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such that Case holds of aand 8, as in (14). In
Manzini (1983), the immediate context for the informal
introduction of what is essentially condition (14), is a
discussion of empty categories; the general context is a
discussion of the theory of control and of the theory of
binding. In this context, the possibility is explored
that the allowed combinations of the features tanaphoric
and tpronominal give three empty category types: the
+anaphoric type, redundantly (+anaphoric, -pronominal),
the +pronominal type, redundantly (+pronominal, -anaphoric),
and the (-anaphoric, -pronominal) type, as in (15);

so that Chomsky's (1981;1982)

(+pronominal, +anaphoric) type is excluded.
Complementarily, the possibility is explored to
introduce a definition of the +anaphoric empty category
type stating that an empty category ® is +anaphoric if and
only if it lacks Case, i.e. if

and only if there is no vy such that Case holds of Y and

o , as in (16) ; and

correspondingly bto eliminate Chomsky's (1982) definition
of the +pronominal empty category type.

In this context, the introduction of a principle like (14)

is essential for the theory in (15)-(16) to work correctly:
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(15) (+anaphoric] or, redundantly, [+anaphori:, -pro-
nominal]

(+pronominal] or, redundantly, (+pronominal,
-anaphoric]

[-anaphoric, -pronominal)

(16) If o is an empty category, a is [+anaphoric] iff

there is no Y such that Case (v ,2)

Consider for example the simple structure *John hit e,

example (103) in Manzini (1983). In such a structure, e
cannot be a variable, because by definition variables are
A-bound; aad e cannot be a pro, because pro's are subject
to identification and e is not
properly identified . Further, hit being a Case assigner,
if it enters Case with e e cannot be an anaphor

by definition (16); but if it does not enter Case with

e crucially condition (14) is violated. Hence there is no
empty category type e can belong to and the structure under

consideration is predicted to be ill-formed. On the con-

trary, in the minimally different structure John was hit e,

example (109) in Manzini (1983), hit, as associated with
passive morphology, is no longer a Case assigner, and
neither can nor must enter Case with e; hence e can be an
anaphor under definition (16), and the structure is predic-
ted to be well-formed. And so on.

In summary, according to the government condition (12),

if Case holds of a Case element and of some other element,



the Case element must govern the other element. Hence as under Chau-

sky's government condition, in Case assignment the Case as-

signer must govern the nominal phrase; but in addition,

under (12), in reanalysis the reanalyzer and the other Case

element must govern each other. Furthermore, according to

the Case filter (13), for every nominal phrase® , there

must be some element Yy such that Case holds of vy and a in

the order, and either vy is a Case assigner, as in Chomsky's Case

filter, or, in addition, v is not a Case assigner but

then there is a sequence Yl""Yn such that Yn=Y and Case

holds of any \] and Yi+l and Y, is a Case assigner. Finally,

according to the new condition (14), for every Case element

o, there must be some elementB such that Case holds of o

and B in the order; hence, ifa is a Case assigner, Case

assignment must hold of « and some nominal phraseB ; ifa

is a reanalyzer, reanalysis must hold of o« and of some other

Case element B . As we have pointed out,

condition (14) is essentially identical to a condition

informally introduced in Manzini (1983), in the context of

a theory of empty categories substituting (15) to Chomsky's
inventory of empty categories and eliminating Chamsky's defi-

nition of +pronominal empty category " in favor of

the definition of +anaphoric empty category in (16); where

according to (15) there are no (+anaphoric,+pronominal)

empty categories, and according to (15) an empty category

o is +anaphoric if and only if it lacks Case, in other



words, there is no y such that vy anda in the order are
related by Case.

Finally, we recall that according to Chamsky (1981;1982), subject
to langvage variation, if Case assignment holds of two
elements ¢ andB , « and B must be adjacent. Here we assume
that, subject to language variation, if Case holds of two
elements @ andB , one of which is a Case element, o and
8 must be adjacent; hence if o reanalyzes with 8,

a and B also must be adjacent. Further, we recall that,
much as the government condition, the Case filter, etc.,
Chomsky's adjacency condition is a condition
on s-structure, or indeed on phrase markers; here we assume
however that the adjacency condition is

a condition in the mapping from
s-structure to PF. In other words, we assume that if Case
holds of two elements a and p, one of which is a Case ele-
ment in s-structure, or indeed in a phrase marker ’5’, the two
elements a and B must be adjacent in PF, or indeed in the
PF-marker S’ of 31 as in (17). Hence, given Case assign-
ment (or reanalysis) between two elements o and 8 in a given s-
structurq,under Chamsky's adjacency condition the structure is wellformed only
if o and B are adjacent; under (17),on the contrary, the
s-structure can be well-formed whether o« and 8 are adjacent
or not, and only the corresponding PF is ill-formed if «

and 8 are not adjacent there. In a sense, the adjacency



of two elements a and B is a condition on Case assignment
(or reanalysis) between a and B under Chamsky's condition, but not unar
(17); rather, under (17), the adjacency of two elements a
and B is in a sense a "phonological realization" of Case
assignment (or reanalysis) between o and B8:
QL D
(17) If Y is a phrase marker and in 3 Case (a,B)
and a« or B is a Case, if 3' is the PF-marker
of ¥, in?' o and B must be adjacent
To exemplify, if section 5.1. below is correct, French
has structures of the type of

I_sie (yp i fait [ (p

e—— — —

(literally "I made write to Pierre Marie" or "I made Marie

écrire d Pierre! Marie]])

write to Pierre") where ai fait reanalyzes with écrire and
écrire Case assigns Marie; but while ai fait and éggi;g are
adjacent, éégigg and Marie are not and cannot be moved around
so as to be. On the other hand, it is a fact that the

structure surfaces as J 'ai fait ecrire Marie a Pierre

(literally "I made write Marie to Pierre"), where not only
al fait is adjacent to écrire but also écrire is adjacent to
Marie. Assuminy, as it is only natural to assume, that the
order of elements car be reavranged, to an extent to be made
precise,in the mapping from s-structure to PF, this is cor-
rectly predicted by the adjacency condition (17); for, under
(17), in s-structure écrire can Case assign Marie without

being adjacent to it, but given tnat écrire Case assigns



Marie in s-structure, écrire and Marie must be adjacent in PF.

We can notice that in Manzini (1983), in the context
again of the discussion of the theory of empty categories
here in (15)-(16), the idea is advanced, quoting, "that +N
elements, and in particular nouns, assign Case exactly as =N
elements, in particular verbs ", in other words, that the
feature Case assigner is in no way restricted to -N elements;
and "that ... of insertion is the realization of object Case
assigned by a noun" or an adjective to an NP.

Consider for instance the nominal *Rome's destruction

(of) e in the active reading of destruction. In it, e

cannot be a variable because trivially it is not A-bound;

and it cannot be a pro hecause trivially it is not properly
identified. If e cannot be an anaphor either, every possible
type of empty catego.y being excluded, the nominal is cor-
rectly predicted to be ungrammatical, exactly as the sentence

*John hit e is. In turn, the only reason why e cannot be

an anaphor is that it is assigned Case; hence it must be the
case that e is assigned Case, and assigned Case by the
nominal that governs it. But how? The first hypo-
thesis which comes to mind is that, admitting a process of
of insertion to account for the presence of of in front of
the NP object of a +N head, this process is not an optional
one, but an obligatory one; if so, since of is a
Case assigner, that e is Case assigned automatically follows.

But why intuitively should of insertion be obligatory?
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Another hypothesis comes then to mind, precisely
the hypothesis in Manzini (1983): that not only -N elements
can be Case assigners, but also +N elements, and indeed
elements of all categories; and that of insertion

or, generalizing, insertion of a genitive preposition is

just a "realization" of Case assignment when involving a

+N Case assigner and an NP. Under omse point of view, of
insertion is a precondition on Case assignment from a +N
element to an NP; under another point of view, precisely

the point of view in Manzini (1983), of insertion is rather
a "realization" of Case assignment from a +N element to an
NP. The similarity with the discussion of adjacency above is
evident: under Chamsky's condition , the adjacency of two elements
a and B is a condition on Case assignment (or reanalysis)
between o and 8, but under (17), the adjacency of two elements
« and B is in some sense a "phonological realization" of
Case assignment (or reanalysis) between o and 8. The same
line of thinking can obviously be extended from of insertion
or adjacency to Case morphology, in languages which indeed
include it, making of Case morphology yet another phonolo-
gical realization of s~structure Case; and so on. If so,

an explanation begins to emerge for why adjacency, or in
general ordering constraints on Case assignment, and overt
Case morphology pretty much never cooccur in a language, but

in each given language either one of them must occur. Indeed
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both adjacency and Case morphology being realizations of
s-structure Case, when one is present, the other need not
be; but under the assumption that phonological realization
of abstract Case is obligatory, one or the other must indeed
be present. Along the same lines, an explanation begins to
emerge for the configurational vs. non configurational
parameter, and smaller parameters within it. But this is
decidedly beyond the scope of out investigation here.

In summary, according to (17), if Case holds in s-
structure of two elements a and B, one of which is a Case
element, subject to language variation, the two elements a
and g must be adjacent in PF; hence, in particular, if Case
assignment or reanalysis holds of a and g in s-structure,
subject to language variation,a and g must be adjacent in PF.
As we noticed, this makes adjacency between two elements q
and g much like a "phonological realization" of Case assign-
ment or reanalysis between o and B,as like a condition on
it. As we also noticed, this is suggestive of the idea in
Manzini (1983) that +N elements can be Case assigners exactly
as -N elements can; and that of insertion or, generally, the
insertion of a genitive preposition, is again a "realization"
of object Case assigned by a +N element to an NP. As we
finally suggested, the key to the parameters configurational
vs. non configurational may lie in this direction of thought;

though this obviously goes beyond the scope of our



investigation.

We can now give a general summary. To begin with, we
have introduced the relation Case assignment, restricted by
(1) to pairs of a Case assigner and a nominal phrase; and
with the relation Case assignment, we have introduced the
notion of Case assigner and of nominal phrase.
Next, we have introduced the relation cosuperscripting,
restricted by (4) to pairs of nominal phrases. And finally,
we have introduced the relation reanalysis, restricted by
(6) to pairs of a reanalyzer and another Case assigner or
reanalyzer; and with the relation reanalysis, we have intro-
duced the notion of reanalyzer, and a condition (9), allowing
a non-Case assigner to become a Case assigner under reanalysis.
We have then introduced a general relation Case, defined by
(2), (5), (7) and (10) as the union of the relations Case
assignment, cosuperscripting and reanalysis; and a general
class of Case elements, defined by (3), (8) and (11) as the
union of Case assigners and reanalyzers. Next, we have intro-
duced the government condition as in (12); where,
according to (12), if Case involves a Case element, hence a
Case assigner of a reanalyzer, the Cacse element must govern
the other element involved. Similarly, we have introduced
the Case filter as in (13); where according to (13),
for every lexical nominal phrase o, there must be some
element y such that Case holds of y and « in the order, and

either y is a Case assigner or from v, to Y= Yp there is a
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sequence of Case relations Casé (Yi’Yi+l) and Y1 is a Case
assigner. Next, we have introduced a new condition, (14),
stating that for every Case element o, there must be some
element B8 such that Case holds of o« and B in the order. And
finally, we have introduced, to take the place of Chamsky's adjacen-
cy condition on s-structure, a condition stating that if
Case holds of two elements in s-structure, the two elements
are adjacent in PF, as in (17). Parenthetically, we have
also noticed that a principle very much like (14) is infor-
mally introduced in Manzini (1983) in the context of a dis-
cussion of a theory of empty categories, here in (15) and
(16); and that in the same context a line of thinking is
adopted on the subject of of insertion, very much like the
line of thinking adopted here on the subject of the adjacency

condition,
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3.1 Italian gj and gi constructions

There are three major generally recognized types
of Italian constructions involving si and, correspondingly,
three major recognized types of si: the impersonal type,
the middle type, also known as the passivizing type, and the
reflexive type. Each of these three major types of si and
si constructions will be taken into consideration here. In
additiog,a fourth major tyne of si and si construction will
be introduced: the middle-reflexive type, as we will call it.
For each type of si, we will indicate the semantic and syntactic
properties as well as those phonological pronerties which we
judge of some interest; correspondingly, for each type of si
construction we will indicate what structures it is associated
with. Most notably we will arque that middle si is a
restructuring lexical item and middle si constructions are
associated with restructuring phrase markers; and we will
introduce middle reflexive si and si constructions as a
restructuring lexical item and constructions associated with
restructuring phrase markers respectively. As our last point,
we will finally show how the four different types of si reduce
to one si. This same unified si will be our startina ooint
in section 3.2.

To begin with, we take into consideration impersonal

si and impersonal si constructions, both exemplified in (1):

(1) 8i lava con facilitd i bambini
'One washes easily the children'



Our problem is obvious: what are the properties of impersonal
si? And correspondingly: what kind of structures are
associated with impersonal si constructions?

The PF properties of impersonal si do not directly
concern us here; whatever they are, we write them /si/. With
respect to the LF properties, on the other hand, impersonal
8i is the equivalent, among lexical items, of the class of
empty categories PROarb‘ Concerning the LF oroperties of
PRoarb’ we say that PROarb
is a "free variable", i.e. a "variable" not bound by an operator
ranging "freely" or "arbitrarily" over individuals, except for
the restriction that it ranges over
human individuals. Concerning the LF properties of impersonal
si, we say much the same, that impersonal si is a free variable,
etc. Example (1) already shows that si is interpreted as a
free variable, ranging arbitrarily over human individuals; in
(1), however, its ranging over humans as opposed to non-human
individuals could be a by-product of the meaning of the
predicate or of our knowledge of the world. This is no longer
true in an example like (2), where neither the meaning of the
predicate nor our knowledge of the world restrict the subject

to humans, but impersonal si is indeed so restricted:

(2) Si riceve facilmente dei coloi
One receives easily blows

Impersonal si and PROarb are indeed equivalent not

only with respect to their meaning, but also with respect to
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an essentially PF level phenomena of agreement ,interesting
to us here in this resmect only. As is well known, Italian
has overt agreement in person, number and gender: finite
verbs agree with nominals in person and number and adjectives
and participles agree with nominals in number and gender.
Obviously the case in which a PROarb agrees with a finite
verb nevér arises, whether because PRO's cannot be governedq,

or because anaphoric empty categories in general cannot
be assigned Case . On the other hand,in the case in which a PRO, ,p
agrees with a adjective or a participle, the adjective or

participle surfaces with plural masculine features. An example

is in (3):
‘ » .
(3) E'facile PROarb essere nervosi
It is easy to be nervous
Now, impersonal si can be in agreement with

both a finite verb and an adjective or participle. If it agrees
with a finite verb, this surfaces with the features 3rd person
singular, if it agrees with an adjective or participle, this
surfaces with the features plural masculine. An example is

in (4):

(4) sSi & nervosi fac i1lmente
One is nervous (pl. masc.) easily

How agreement works in examples like (2) and (3) with PRO, .}
and impersonal si respectively is not particularly interesting.
We can straightforwardly say that PRO, b and impersonal si are

associated with unspecified person, number and gender features,
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until at a certain point in the derivation, essentially PF,
these unspecified features assume a predetermined conventional
value: 3rd person in any case for person agreement, masculine
in any case for gender agreement, and,for number agreement,
singular if a verb is involved, plural if an adjective or
participle is. It is rather interesting, however, that at
least with adjectives and participles, PROarb and impersonal
si show exactly the same agreement, and that this results,

in the case of impersonal si in a tensed sentence, as in (4),
in the clash of singular agreement on the verb and plural
agreement on the adjective or participle. This particular

type of agreement is not known to occur otherwise. Furthermore,
the agreement in number of a PROarb and an adjective or
participle is subject to language variation: it is agreement
in the plural in Italian,as we abundantly saw, but is agreement
in the singular in Spanish. Remarkably, the agreement of the
impersonal lexical item, si in Italian and se in Spanish is
subject to exactly the same language variation: si, as we

saw, agrees in the olural, se agrees in the singular. Spanish

examples are in (5)~-(6):

(5) A qui es posible PROarb vivir contento
Here it is possible to live happy (sg. masc.)

(6) Se vive siempre nervoso en este pais
One lives always nervous (sg. masc.) in this
country

Once rid of the PF and LF properties of impersonal

si, we can then begin to consider its syntactic properties.
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To begin with, impersonal si falls within the class
of arguments; so that,as an argument, it both can and must be
assigned a 6-role, either directly or through non-arguments
in a chain. 1Indeed, that impersonal si is an argument, and as
such able and needing to receive a 8-role is a consequence
already of its semantic properties. Furthermore, impersonal
si includes the categorial features N,and falls within the
class of nominals,6 as well as the class of nominal phrases,and
of lexical nominal phrases; so that,as a nominal phrase it can,
and as a lexical nominal phrase it must, be assigned Case,
either directly or through cosuperscripting. That impersonal
si includes the categorial features N we naturally stipulate
as one of its syntactic properties and we simply write it
N, that it is a lexical nominal phrase and as
such is able and needing to receive Case is indeed a consequence
of its having categorial features N, of its being a maximal
projection and of its being lexical. Example (1)
already shows that impersonal si can and must be assigned
a &-role and Case. 1In (l),in particular,the subject 6-role

assigned by the predicate lava i bambini ("washes the children")

can and must end up with impersonal si, and similarly the
nominative Case assigned by the INFL surfacing on lava ("washes")
can and must end up with impersonal si again. The same point
is further shown in (3) and (4), where once more
the subject 6-role and the nominative Case end up with impersonal
si; and so on.

Next, if in (1), (3) and (4) impersonal si

ends up with the subject 6-role and the nominative Case, it
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can otherwise end up with a 8-role other than the subject
€-role; it must always, however, end up with the nominative
Case . So aside from the case exemplified in (1), etc., in
which impersonal si ends up with the subject 6-role and the
nominative Case, impersonal si can only end up with nominative
Case and object 6-role, as in (7). Obviously (7) is associated
with the partial structure in (8), where the empty category
fills the object position and is related in one way or the
other with impersonal si, so that impersonal si ends up with

the object 6-role through the empty category:

(7) si € invitati facilmente alle mie feste
One is invited easily to my parties

(8) Si é invitati facilmente e alle mie feste

t

Complementarily, impersonal si cannot end up with accusative
Case and object 6-role, as shown in (9), and cannot
end up with accusative Case and subject 8-role, as shown in

(10) :

(9) *Si invito volentieri alle mie feste
'One I-invite eagerly to my parties'

(10) *Si vidi lavare con facilita i bambini
'One I-saw wash easily the children'

Apparently, then, among the other syntactic properties of
impersonal si we must write that impersonal si is necessarily

associated with nominative Case.
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Finally, impersonal si is a clitic on a verb.
That impersonal si is a clitic on a verb as a PF property
is proved by any of the examples including itlfrom (1) on;
but this is of little interest to us here. On the contrary;
what is of interest to us here is to prove that impersonal si
is a clitic on a verb as a syntactic property. Indiciary
evidence at least suggests that this is indeed the case. First,
we take it to be an established point that object clitics,
dative clitics, locative clitics, genitive clitics and in
general complement clitics on a verb are syntactic clitics:
so, for example, Italian lo (him/it), etc., or French le
(him/it), etc., are syntactically clitics on a verb. Second,
we observe that French also has a class of nomninative clitics,
or subject clitics, as they are generally known, for example
il (he/it), etc. Now, in simple declarative sentences at
least, French subject clitics surface,with respect to the other
elements in the sentence,in the same position in which a
non-clitic subject would surface. So, for example, French
subject clitics always surface before all complement clitics;
and while complement clitics surface after the negation particle,
subject clitics surface in front of it. This behavior is
schematically exemplified in (11)-(14). (11) shows that
the subject clitic il (he; precedes the complement clitic
y (there); (12) shows that the negative particle ne precedes

y; (13) shows that il precedes ne; (14) finally shows from

left to right, il, ne and y in the order:
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(11) Il y a vu Marie
He there has seen Marie

(12) Il n' a vu personne
He not has seen anybody

(13) Marie n'ya vu personne
Marie not there has seen anybody

(14) Il n'yavu personne
He not there has seen arybody

The fact that at least in simple declarative sentences, French
subject clitics have the distribution of non-clitic subjncts
rather than that of complement clitics .ost naturally follows
if subject clitics are generated in s-structure in exactly

the same position in which non-clitic subjects are, and are
cliticised from there in PF only. Thus while (1l)-(l14) and
similar examples do rot necessarily prove that French subject
clitics are phonological clitics they can be constructed as
indiciary evidence in favor of such a conclusion. But what
about impersonal si? 1Its surface distribution is exemplified
in (15)-(18), and contrasted there with the surfaze distribution
of non-clitic subjects and clitic complemunts; (15) shows that
non-clitic subjects appear in front of the negative non, (16)
shows that complement clitics like li (them) appear after non,
(17) shows that impersonal si appears after non, ané finally

(18) shows that impersonal si appears after lis

(15) Mario non lava volentieri i bambini
'Mario not washes eagerly the children'



(16) Non li lava volentiert
' (He) not them washes eagerly'

(17) Non si lava volentieri i bambini
'Not one washes eagerly the children'

(18) Li si lava volentieri
"Them one washes eagerly'

Obviously, if the distribution of French subject clitics most
naturally follows from the assumption that they are just phonological
clitics, the distribution of impersonal si does not at all
naturally follow from the same assumption. Thus,again,while
examples like (15)-(18), by contrast to (11)-(14), do not necessarily
prove that impersonal si ig a syntactic as well as a phonological
clitic, they can be constructed at least as indiciary evidence
in favor of this conclusion. On the basis of such evidence,we can

then write that imperscnal si is a clitic on a verb among
its syntactic properties.

One problem is left. According to what precedes,

impersonal si can be associated with the subject 6-role, must
be associated with the nominative Case and, on top of that,
must be a clitic on a verb. The problem then is: how does
a clitic on a verb end up with the nominative Case and
eventually the subject 8-role? The obvious answer is that
there must be a subject in en impersonal si construction which,
first, receives the nominative Case and transmits it to imper-
sonal si ; second, enters with impersonal si a chain which
eventually receives the subject )-role from the predicate. The
problem, then, further reduces to the following: can there be

such a subject, and indeed such a transmission of Case,and such
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a chain? Obviously there can be such a subject, an expletive,
and, in an empty subject (pro-drop) language like Italian,

an expletive pro. The expletive pro can then be cosuperscripted
with impersonal si,and impersonal si end up with the nominative
Case; and the expletive pro and si can form a chain which
is then assigned the subject 6-role if there is one to be
assigned. This last problem solved, we can then finally provide
structures for impersonal si sentences. Specifically, we can
conclude that the partial structure in (19) is associated with
all impersonal si sentences, including (1), (7), etc.; where in
(19) si is a clitic on a rerb, its subject is an expletive pro

and the two are related by cosuperscripting:

(19) S

./\

proj vp
/

silsy .

In addition, sentences like ( 7), where the object position must
also be an empty category and form a chain with impersonal
si, are associated with the partial
structure in (20); where we assume that the empty category in
object position is also a pro,and also cosuperscripted with
impersonal si,as empty categories in object position forming

a chain with a clitic generally are:

(20) S

’/;/\\;P
P /\J

eiltv pro
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In other words, while the subject-verb structure in (20)
obviously overlaps with (19), the structure of the VP is
essentially identical to the structure of a VP containing an
object clitic of the type of 1li (them), exemplified in (16)
and (18). The only difference

is that,in the case of an ohject clitic,the pro in object
position is assigned accusative Case

and transmits it to clitic; while in the case

of impersonal si, impersonal si is assigned
nominative Case by cosuperscripting with the subject pro and

transmits it by cosuperscripting to the object pro.

It is easy to see at this point that
saying that impersonal si is necessarily associated
with nominative Case, is equivalent to saying that impersonal
si is necessarily bound to its subject,i.e. to the subject of
the verb impersonal si is a clitic on, by cosuperscripting.
Consider again examples like (1) or (7). We already saw that
if we say that impersonal si must be associated with nominative
Case,it follows that it must be cosuperscripted with its subject;
for, cosuperscripting with its subject is the way for impersonal si to get
nominative Case. It is easy to see that if we say that
impersonal si must be cosuperscripted with its subject, it
follows that it must be associated with ;for, nominative Case is
the Case transmitted by cosuperscripting from the subject
position. PBut what about examples in which,unlike in (1)

or (7), the subject of impersonal si is not directly or indirectly

assigned the nominative Caseor is notavailable for cosuperscripting?
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One case in which the subject of impersonal si is not assigned
nominative is the case in which the subject of impersonal si

is a PRO, as in (21):

(21) *E' facile PRO ] lavar-si ] volentieri

It-is easy one-to wash eagerly

i bambini
the children

In this case, whether it is a property of impersonal si to

be associated with nominative Case or to be bound to its subject
by cosuperscripting, does not make any difference. If we
stipulate that impersonal si must be associated with nominative
Case, (21) and the like are excluded because, whether impersonal
si is cosuperscripted or not with PRO, there is no nominative
Case for si to be had. 1If on the other hand,we stipulate that
impersonal si must be bound to its subject by cosuperscripting,
(21) and the like are equally excluded; indeed si and the PRO
can be cosuperscripted, but since PRO is not assigned Case,
impersonal si isn't,and the Case filter is violated. The other
case in which the subject of impersonal si is not assigned
nominative is the case in which the subject of impersonal

8i is instead asd gned accusative,as in small clauses, as for

/

example, in (22):

(22) *vidi e j lavar=si j con facilita'
'I-saw one-wash easily

i bambini
the children
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In this case, as in the preceding one, whether it is a property
of impersonal si to be associated with nominative Case,or to

be bound to its subject by cosuperscripting, does not make any
difference . If we stipulate that impersonal si must be associated
with nominative Case, (22) and the like are excluded because,
whether impersonal si is cosuperscripted or not with its subject
empty category,and whatever its subject empty category actually
is, there is no nominative Case for si to be had. But if we
stipulate that impersonal si must be bound to its subject by
cosuperscripting, (22) and the like are equally excluded; indeed,
(22) and the like are excluded independently of the cosuper-
scripting requirement. For, in (22) the empty category in the
subject position of the small clause gives rise to ungrammaticality
whatever its exact nature: if a PRO, it cannot by definition

be assigned accusative Case or be governed; if a trace,

it cannot be assigned accusative Case by definition and/or it
cannot be free; if a variable, it cannot be A-free, if

a pro,finally, it must be properly identified and it is not.

At this point then we are left with the cases in which the subject
of impersonal si is a nominative but not accessible to cosuper-
scripting, already illustrated in (9) and (10); where (10) is

the same as (22) except that impersonal si is cliticized on the

higher rather than on the lower verb:

(9) *si invito volentieri alle mie feste
One I-invite eagerly to my parties

(10) *si vidi lavare con facilitd i bambini
One I-saw wash easily the children
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In this case as well, the stipulations that impersonal si
must be associated with nominative Case,and that impersonal si
must be bound to its subject by cosuperscripting,are obviously
equivalent. Assume first that impersonal si must be associated
with nominative Case; in (9) or (10) or the like, in order to
get nominative Case it must be cosuperscripted with its subject.
Now,we know that,when cosuperscripting holds of two elements
one of which is an AGR or a clitic, the two elements must share
all features and all relations, so for example, person, number
and gender features and 8-role assignment
relations. But if so, cosuperscripting of impersonal si with
its subject is impossible in (9) and (10) or the like; for in
(9) or (10) the subject is an element, pro=io ("I")
which cannot share with impersonal si features or 8-relations
or anything. Amdif cosuperscripting between impersonal si
and its subject is impossible, so is nominative Case assignment
to impersonal si. Assume now on the other hand that impersonal
si must be bound to its subject by cosuperscripting; obviously
the argument that it cannot is just a piece of the argument above.
To repeat ourselves, cosuperscripting,when involving a clitic,
implies an agreement-like relation; but in
(9)-(10) the subject is pro=io ("I") and no
agreement-like relation can hold between io and impersonal si;
hence, in (9)-(10) and the like cosuperscripting between
impersonal si and its subject is impossible.

In summary, we started by asking two questions: what

are the properties of impersonal si? and what kind of structures
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are associated with impersonal si constructions? OQur answer

to the first question is thatleaving aside its phonological
properties, /si/, impersonal si is semantically a free variable and
syntactically a clitic on a verb, an N, and a nominative

element or, equivalently,an element bound to its subject (the
subject of the verb it is a clitic on) by cosuperscripting; as

in (23):

(23) impersonal si = /si/,

free variable,

NI

clitic on a verb,
nominative/bound to its subject

by cosuperscripting

We then answered the second question by structures like (19)
and (20) or,to be concrete, like (24) and (25); where (24) is the

structure of (1) and (25) the structure of (7):

(24) S

LW P Y

pro VP _

sij+ lava i bambini
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(25) S

pro

VP
st

sil+e'invitati proJ
Next we take into consideration middle si and

middle si constructions, both exemplified in (26):

(26) I bambini si lavano con facilita
The children wash(middle) easily

Our problem takes an already familiar shape: what are the
properties of middle si? And correspondingly: what kind of
structures are associated with middle si constructions?
Since,on the other hand, we already know the properties of
impersonal si, as enumerated in (23), we can ask first: are
the properties of middle si the same as the properties of
impersonal si? Or are there properties which belong to the one
but not to the other? Or are their (non-phonological) properties
completely different?

First, though phonological properties are scarcely
of any interest to us here, impersonal si and middle si are
phonolgically identical; any two impersonal si and middle si
examples show the point, (1) and (26) or any other two. More
interestingly, middle si as impersonal si is not only a
phonological clitic on a verb but also a syntactic clitic on
a verb. Indeed, the surface ordering evidence is exactly the

same for middle si as for impersonal si; (27) for example
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shows that the negation non, the complement clitic vi (there)
and middle si surface in the order, non before vi, and vi

before middle si:

(27) I bambini non vi si lavano volentieri
The children not there wash(middle)

Next, there is at least one syntactic property which
middle si does not share with impersonal si, and this is that
middle si is a passiviser. a passiviser
associates with a verb which is a Case assigner and in turn forms
a predicate phrase which is a subject 8-role assigner
and as associated to such a verb, yields a category which is
not a Case assigner and forms a predicate phrase which
is not a theta-role assigner. In Italian as in English and in other languages
the affix forming the passive participle of a verb is the obvious
example of a passivizer. That middle si is a pass.vizer is easy to argue.
Consider for example (26) again. 1In (26), i bambini ("the
children") is evidently associated with the object 6-role
assigned by lavano ("wash"); at the same time, however, it can
be easily proven that it is associated with the nominative Case
assigned by the INFL surfacing on lavano. For, while in

(26) ,in the presence of the plural i bambini, lavano agrees in

the plural, (28) shows that,when i bambini is substituted by

the singular un bambino ("a child") lava ("washes") agrees in
the singular. Hence i bambini in (26), and un bambino

in (28), agree with the verb, lavano and lava respectively

But since in Italian only nominatives agree with verbs, the
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comparison of (26) and (28) already proves our point that

i bambini in (26), un bambino in (28), etc., are

assigned nominative Case. Similarly, (29) shows that i bambini
can be substituted by a pro; since in Italian only a nominative
position can be occupied by a pro, our point that i bambini

in (26), etc. is assigned nominative Case is proven once more:

(28) Un bambino si lava con facilita
A child washes (middle) easily

(29) Si lavano con facilita
they - wash (middle) easily

If,on the other hand, in (26) i bambini is assigned object theta-
role and nominative Case, it must, first, be

in the subject position, so that it can receive the nominative Case
of INFL; and, second, bind a trace in object position, so that it

can receive the object 6-role of lavano within a chain. In

other words, i bambini in (26) must be moved from the object

into the subject position. If so, in (26) the verb

cannot be a Case assigner and the predicate phrase it forms

cannot be a 8-role assigner. But since lavare ("to wash") in its
active form, including lavano‘both is a Case assigner and forms

a predicate phrase which is a 6-role assigner, some passivi-

zer must be © associated with lavano. This passiviser in turr
can only be middle si; we thus include being a passiviser

among its syntactic properties.

At this point, if what prercedes is correct, and
middle si, phonological properties aside, is a clitic on

a verb and a passiviser, we have at least a partial answer not



only to our . question what are the properties of middle
si but also to our question what kind of structure

is associated with middle si constructions. Though there are

at least a couple of properties of impersonal si which we have

not discussed as properties of middle si, we know already not
only that, phonological properties aside, middle si is a clitic on
a verb and a passiviser but also that correspondingly middle si
constructions are associated with passive-like structure, say

(26) concretely with (30):

(30) S
I bambinii VP

/ \\
si+lavano ti

Next, the two properties of impersonal si which we
have not yet discussed as properties of middle si are, first,
the property of being semantically a free variable and hence an
argument, with what follows for the purposes of 6-role assignment;
second, the property of being an N and indeed a lexical
nominal phrase, with what follows for the purposes of Case
assignment; and,in addition, the property of being specifically
associated with nominative Case or,equivalently,of being bound
to its subject by cosuperscripting.

Consider, first, the property of impersonal si
of being an argument, specifically a free variable, hence
of ending up with a 8- role. There is at least one direct

piece of evidence that this is a property of middle si as well .
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We showed above that middle si is a passiviser and we mentioned
that the other obvious passiviser in Italian, as in other
languages, is the affix forming the passive participle. As we
saw, both middle si and the passive participle affix associate
with a verb which is a Case assigner and in turn forms a predicate
phrase which assigns a subject 6-role; and both middle si
and the passive participle affix yield,in conjunction with

such a verb, an element which is neither a Case assigner nor
forms a predicate phrase which is a 8-role assigner. But in
the presence of a passive participle,the 6-role which the
predicate would otherwise assign can still be assigned, in
Italian as in other languages, through a preposition, da in
Italian, by in English, etc.; on the contrary, in the presence
of a middle si a da phrase is excluded. This is exemplified

in (31)-(33). 31) shows a passive participle construction
without da phrase, (32) a passive participle construction with
da phrase; (33), to be compared with (26),6shows that a middle si

construction is not compatible with a da phrase:

(31) I bambini sono stati lavati con facilita
The children have been washed easily

(32) I bambini sono stati lavati con facilita
The childen have been washed easily

dai genitori
by the parents

(33) *I bambini si lavano con facilita dai genitori
The children wash(middle)easily by the parents



Why is middle si incompatible with & 3Ja phrase? If middle si as
impersonal si is an argument, specifically a free variable, the
answer follows straightforwardly. To begin with,in (33) as

in (26), the object 6-role ends up with i bambini. Suppose then
that middle gi,benmy an argument, is assigned the subject
6-role; as an immediate consequence the same 6~role is not

availaple for assignment through da to i genitori (the parents);

and, i genitori being an argument, (33) is ill-formed under the

8-criterion. Suppose on the other hand that i genitori is

assigned the subject 6-role through the preposition da; as a
consequence, the same 8-role is not available to middle sij;
and/middle si being an argument, (33) is ill-formed under the

theta-criterion again. On the other hand, a chain

including both middle si and i genitori if both middle si and

i genitori are arguments is also obviously impossible.

Thus the ungrammaticality of (33),and in general the incompatibili.y
of middle si with da phrases are easily accounted for if middle

si as impersonal si is an argument, specifically a free variable;if, on
the other hand this is not the case, the ungrammaticality of

(33), and in general the incompatibility of middle si and da

phrases, remains unexplained. Thus, we can conclude,

on the basis of rather direct evidence, that impersonal si

and middle si share semantic properties. One problem however i left.
how are the properties of a free variable, an argument, and

the properties of a passiviser compatible? We will address

this problem shortly.



Consider now, on the other hand, the property of
impersonal si of being an N, a lexical nominal phrase, with
what follows for the purposes of Case ass.ignment; and more
specifically the property of being associated with nominative
Case or, equivalently,of being bound to its subject by cosuper-
scripting. Once more, there is at least a diéect piece of
evidence that this is a property of middle si as well . Example
(21) repeated below and example (34) show that,jof the two
constructions we have been comparing to middle si constructions,
impersonal si constructions cannot and passive constructions
can be embedded in a control context, respectively; example
(35) shows that middle si constructions pattern with impersonal

si constructions in this respect again, in that as impersonal

si constructions they canwot be embedded in a control context:

(21) *=' facile lavarsi volentieri i bambini
It is easy one to wash eagerly the children

(34) E'facile essere laveti volentieri
It is easy to be washed

(35) *E'facile lavarsi volentieri
It is easy to wash(middle; eagerly

The wel'~formedness :€ (34) is self explanatory. The ill-formed-
ness of (21) follows straightforwardly as above, under the
assumpticn thet si must be associated with nominative Case or
must be bound to its subject by cosuperscripting. For, in

a coatrol context there is no hominative Case for si to end up
with. Equivalently, if 3. is coruperscripted with PRO,

since PRO is not assigned any Case, middle si cannot be

transmitted
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any, hence the Case filter is vio;ated with respect to middle

si. What then about (35)? The answer is straightforward

if middle si,as impersonal si,must be associated with nominative
Case or,equivalently,bound to its subject by cosuperscripting.

If so, as impersonal si, middle si is excluded from control
contexts because it cannot be assigned nominative Case,
Bquivalently, if it is cosuperscripted with its subject PRO,
since PRO itself is not assigned any Case,

middle si cannot be transmitted any, hence

the Case filter is violated with respect to middle si. Obviously,
if this is the answer to middle si not being embedded in control
contexts, we expect middle si to be embedded on the contrary,
in raising contexts, where there is a nominative Case available
through cosuperscripting from the matrix subject. Indeed,

as example (35) shows, this expectation is filled:

(35) I bambini sembrano lavarsi con facilitd
The children seem to wash(middle) easily

Thus the impossibility for middle si to appear in control contexts,
as well as its actual appearence in raising contexts,6 is direct
evidence in favor of middle si and impersonal si sharing the
property of being N's, and indeed lexical nominal phrases,

and, more specifically, the praperty of being
associated witn nominative Case or,equivalently, bound to their
subjects by cosuperscripting. There is however one problem left, which tanes
an already familiar form: how can the properties of a lexical

nominal phrase, associated with the nominative Case
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or bound to its subject by cosuperscriptingbe compatible with
the properties of a passiviser? We will address this problem,
together with the earlier one concerning the compatibility of

the properties of passiviser and free variable, or in general
argument, immediately next.

To repeat ourselves once again, the question we are

faced with at this point is: assuming that middle si is on

the one hand a passiviser and on the other hand an argument, in
particular a free variable, and an N, in particular one associated
with nominative Case or equivalently bound to its subject by
cosuperscripting, how is the first property compatible with the
latter two? Recall we already concluded that, if middle
si is a passiviser, a middle si construction is associated with
at least a passive-like structure, and con:retely an example like
(26) is associated with a structure like (30). To make our
question more concrete we then ask: how are the semantic and Case
or binding properties cf middle si compatible with a passive-
like structure like (30)? Obviously these properties cannot

be mapped directiy to (30). For one thing, assuming that

middle si in (30) is an argument, a free variable, there

is no way it can be assigned a 6-role, the consequence being a
violation of the 8-criterion. Specifically; once the object
6-role is assigned to i_bambini, middle si must be assigned

the subject 8-role. But the subject 6-role is not available

to middle si from the predicate for the simple reason that,
middle si being a passiviser, the predicate does not assign any;

and, needless to say, the subject 8-role is not available to



middle si from the object of a da (by) phrase either. Hence,
unless our assumptions about subject 6-role assignment are
changed, subject 8-role assignment to middle si in (30) is
impossible. Thus middle si in (30) cannot be an argument, a
free variable; for, unless our assumptions about 6-role assign-
ment are changed, it cannot be assigned a 6-role, in viola-
tion of the 6-criterion. 1In addition, if middle si in (30)
is a nominal, and indeed a lexical nominal phrase, there is no way it can
be assigned a Case, the consequence being a violation of the
Case filter; nor a fortiori, is there a way it can be assicgned
nominative Case or,equivalently, be bound to its subject by
cosuperscripting. To begin with, middle si in (30) cannot be
cosuperscripted with its subject. For, if cosuperscripting holds between
two elements one of which is an AGR or a clitic like middle si,
the twc elements must share all features and relations, for
example person, number and gender features or 8-role assignment
relations, but the

subject in (30), i bambini, and middle si

obviously cannot. In tarn, if in (30) middle si
cannot be cosuperscripted with its subject, it cannot be
associated with nominative Case either; for, it cannot end up
with nominative Case through cosuperscripting with its subject,
and, obviously, being a clitic and not in subject position, it
cannot be assigned nominative Case directly. And finally, if
in (30) middle si cannot be assigned nominative Case, it cannot
be assigned any other Case; for no other Case is assigned at all,given

that the accusative Case of the verb is eliminated by middle si

in its capacity of passiviser. Thus, unless our assumptions



<84 -

about cosuperscripting and/or nominative Case assignment are
changed, middle si in (30) cannot be bound to its subject

by cosuperscripting, nor be associated with nominative Case, nor
be associated with any Case at all, hence in turn be a nominal
and indeed a lexical nominal phrase for the purposes of the Case filter. In
conclusion, the semantic and Case or binding properties of middle
si cannot be mapped directly to (30) or to any similar passive-
like structure. Does this mean that the semantic and/or Case

or binding properties attributed to middle si are incompatible

with the passiviser properties also attributed to it?

This is the time to go back to section 2.1.
Admittedly, the properties we attributed to middle si cannot all
be mapped to a normal phrase marker, a phrase marker representable
as a tree structure. But can the properties we attributed to
middle si be mapped to a restructuring phrase marker, a phrase
marker not representable by a tree structure? First,we know
that under condition 2.1(5) a restructuring phrase marker must
have a normal form, i.e. a set of normal phrase markers/tree
structures it is in some sense equivalent to. The question then
is: can the properties we attributed to middle si be mapped
to a set of tree structures? Consider example (26) again. We
already know that it must be asuociated at least with the tree
structure in (30)
since, phonological
properties aside, (30) preserves the property of middle si

of being a passiviser, what we are looking for is a :ree
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structure which preserves the semantic and Case or binding
properties of middle si. And since normal forms are subject
essentially only to condition (7), stating that for each

two normal phrase markers in a normal form one must be
derivable from the other, what we are looking for, further,

is a tree structure which can be obtained from (30) by movement
or deletion or can yield (30) by movement or deletion. But we
already have such a tree structure, namely (24) above, the
structure we associated with the impersonal si construction
(1). For,it is easy to see that in the set comprising (24)

and (30), at last, all of the properties of middle si are
mapped, the passivizer property in (30) and the argument and Case
or binding properties in (24); and at the same time condition
2.1(7) is satisfied, since there is a derivation by movement from
(24) to (30). It is worth noticing that apparently,in (30) a
plural AGR with i bambini substitutes for a singular AGR with
impersonal si in (24); in reality we can assume that while
the agreement relation, say a subcase of cosuperscripting, is
established in s-structure, the actual person, number and
gender features are filled in in PF.If so, in s-structure tl :re
is no substitution of features, which would violate 2.1(7),

but only different indexing, which does not count for the
purpose of 2.1(7). Thus the set consisting of (24) and (30)

is the answer to our original question: what kind of structure
is associated with middle si constructions and concretely, what
kind of structure is associated with a middle si construction
like (26). But the set consisting of (24) and (30) is not a

normal phrase marker, rather the normal form of a restructuring
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phrase marker ence it is part of our answer that middle si
constructions are associated with restructuring phrase markers,
and that middle si is a restructuring lexical item, a lexical
item which can only be mapped to a restructuring phrase marker.
We notice at this point that one last property f
middle si has not been taken into consideration yet. Th‘s is
illustrated by examples (36)-(39), which show that, in middle
si construction#,the subject can never be lst or 2nd person,
whether singular or plural, or indeed, that it must always

be 3rd person, as in (26) and other examples above:

(36) *Si invito volentieri
'I-invite (middle) eagerly

(37) *Si inviti volentieri
'you-invite (middle,sing.) eagerly

(38) *Si invitiamo volentieri
'We-write(middle) eagerly

(39) *Si invitate volentieri
'You-invite (middle,pl.) eagerly

What excludes (36)-(39)? Needless to say, examples point by

point idertical, except that the verb is a passive rather than

a middle, are perfectly well-formed; and so are the impersonal

si counterparts

to (36)-(39). Now, we

notice first that person, number and gender features are obviously
associated with middle si as a nominal and not as a passiviser;
second, we recall that in pairs of tree structures like (24) and
(30), the verb agrees in one tree (the impersonal si tree) with

si, and in the other tree (the passiviser si tree)with the
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derived subject, i bambini in (30). These two simple observations
offer us a key to the solution of our problem. We recall we
assumed above that agreement is an s-structure process as long
as the establishment of the agreement relation is concerned,
say a subcase of cosuperscripting, but is a PF process when it
comes to the filling in of the actual features. We now assume
that this is so for the number and gender features,6 but that, as
for the person feature, agreement is an s-structure process in
all of its aspects. Recall further we assumed above that
impersonal si, hence we add here middle si, is associated with
unspec.fied person, number and gender features, which are
assigned fixed values in PF, including 3rd person, etc. We
now assume that again this is so for the number and gender
features, but that,as for the person feature, impersonal and
middle si are associated with 3rd person to kegir with. Under
these simple assumptions we already have a solution to the
ungrammaticality of (36)-(39) as opposed to the grammacicality
of (26) and other sentences above. Consider a normal form

consisting of an impersonal si structure, say (24), and a

passiviser si structure, say (30). In s-~structure, in the
impersonal si tree 8i cosuperscripts with AGR and, under

the assumption that it is associated with a 3rd person feature,
its 3rd person feature is filled in in AGR.In the passiviser si
tree the derived subject, i bambini .n (30), cosuperscripts
with AGR,and its person feature , 3rd person in the case of

i bambini'in (30),is filled in in AGR. Now, the cosuperscripting
of different nominalswith AGR in theimpersonal and passiviser si

trees does not compromise the well-formedness of the middle
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si normal form which contains them under condition 2.1(/); but
under condition 2.1(7)/if different features are filled in in

in the impersonal and passiviser si trees, the well-formed-
ness of the middle si norwal form which contahs them is
compromised, since what amounts to a substitution process is
taking place between them. Hence, if in a middle si normal
form, as in the normal form consisting of (24) and (30), the

feature 3rd person, which is filled in in AGR in the impersonal

si tree, where si is the agreeing element, is filled in in
AGR also in the passiviser si tree, the normal form is

well-formed; but if,as in the normal forms corresponding to
(36)-(39), the feature 3rd person is filled in in AGR in the
impersonal si tree, and the feature lst or 2nd person

is filled in in AGR in the passiviser si tree, the normal
form is excluded by 2.1(7). Thus middle si is compatible only
with 3rd person subjects. On the other hand, under the assump~
tion that number and gender rvatures are filled in in AGR in
PF, what number and gender the subjects in middle si construc-

tions are is obviously irrelevant.

In summary, in turni g to
middle si and middle si constructions cur first problem was:
what are the properties of middle si? Our answer was that middle
si has all of the properties of impersonal si, and the one

additional property of being a passiviser; as in (40):
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(40) middle si = /si/,

free variable,

N,

clitic on a verb,

nominative/bound to its subject

by cosuperscripting,

passivizer
Our next problem was: what kind of structures are associated
with middle si constructions? Our conclusion was that, phonolo-
gical properties aside, the property of middle si of being a
passivizer maps to tree structures like (30); but the other
properties of middle si map to a different tree structure, an
impersonal si structure like (24). Altogether, then, the
structure associated with a middle si construction is a set
of tree structures, i.e. a restructuring phrase marker; in
the case of example (26), the set consisting precisely of

(24) and (30), as in (41):

(41)
S. S
L e -
S pro’ VP ; I bambini, VP )
. -~ . / ~< ‘
7 siJ+lava i bambini si+lavano t; }

The reason for the existence of a middle si structure including
the impersonal si structure (24) but not of a middle si
structure including the other type of impersonal si structure,
(25), scarcely needsmentioning: in (25), the verb is already
associated with passive morphology, making it impossible for
the passivizer properties of middle si to be realized.

Next, we take into consideration reflexive si and,



KL

correspondingly, reflexive si constructions, both exemplified

in (42):

(42) I bambini si lavano con facilita
The children themselves wash easily

Our problem takes the familiar shape: what are the properties
of reflexive si? and correspondingly: what kinds of struc-
tures are associated with reflexive si constructions? Since,
on the other hand, we already know the properties of impersonal
and middle si, as enumerated in (23) and (40) respectively, we
can, to begin with, ask other questions with an already
familiar shape too: are the properties of reflexive si the
same as the properties of impersonal or middle si? Or are
there properties which belong to one and 1ot to the other!
Or are their properties completely different?

To begin with, evidently, reflexive si is not a free
variable; example (42) already shows that reflexive si is not
interpreted as ranging arbitrarily over the set of human indi-
viduals. On the contrary, example (42) shows that reflexive si
is interpreted as having exactly the same value as its subject

i bambini »r indeed as being referentially dependent on its

subject; iun otner words, reflexive si is, as we write among its
propertins, a bound variable. Thus, impersonal or

middle si and reflexive si have different semantic properties;
these different semantic properties, however, obviously con-
verge in that they both define impersonal or middle si on the

one hand, and reflexive si on the other hand, as variable-like
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elements. Indeed, not cnly impersonal or middle si,as free
variables, are an exact counterpart among lexical elements of
PROarb empty categories; but impersonal or middle si together
with reflexive si are an exact counterpart among lexical
elements of anaphoric empty categories in general, since these also are
variable-like elements which differentiate into free variables,
PRoarb’ and bound variables, control PRO and trace.

Next, reflexive si, like impersonal or middle si,
is a syntactic clitic on a verb. The ordering of reflexive
si with respect to the negation non and to various complement
clitics proves this point; for example, as (43) shows, non

appears in front of vi (there) and vi in front of reflexive gi:

(43) I bambini non vi si lavano con
The children not there themselves wash
facilitd
easily

Thus we write that reflexive si, as impersonal ot middle si,
is a clitic on a verb,among its syntactic properties.

Next, like impersonal or middle si, reflexive usi has
categorial properties N, hence, ultimately, is a lexical no-
minal phrase, and as such can and must end up with Case.
Obviously, being a clitic, reflexive si, like impersonal or
middle si, cannot be assigned Case directly; rather, as in the
case of impersonal or middle si, in the case of reflexive si
there can and must be an empty category pro cosuperscripted
with it, so that it ends up with Case by cosuperscipting.
However, contrary to impersonal or middle si, reflexive si

is not associated with nominative Case nor, equivalently,



cosuperscripted with ite subject. Indeed, (42) already shows
that reflexive si ends up with the accusative Case
assigned by lavano. Thus, we write among the properties of
reflexive si, as with impersonal or middle si, that it is an
N; but, as for the property of being associated with nomi-
native Case or,equivalentlyrbeing bound to its subject by
cosuperscripting, impersonal or middle si on the one hand and
reflexive si on the other hand, diverge. We notice, however,
that, in order to be semantically bound to some element,
reflexive si must first be syntactically bound to it by co-
subscripting. We notice further that reflexive si, not
only can be semantically bound, and syntactically bound by
cosubscripting, to its subject, as already exemplified in (42) ,
but must also be. Consider for example (44)-(45). (44),
where reflexive si is a dative complement bourtd by cosub-
scripting tc its subject, hence referentially dependent upon
it, is perfectly wellformed; (45), which is point by point
identical to (44), except that reflexive si is bound by cosub-
scripting to an object, hence referentially dependent upon it,
is completely ungrammatical:

(44) Mario si affidd i bambini
Mario to-himself entrusted the children

(45) *Mario si affido i bambini
Mario to-themselves entrusted the children

Thus the Case properties of impersonal or middle si and of

reflexive si still diverge in that the former two are
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associated with nominative Case and the latter is not
However, their binding properties converge in that the three
of them are bound to their subjects, though impersonal or
middle si by cosuperscripting, and reflexive si by cosub-
scripting. We thus write among the properties of reflexive
si that it is bound to its subject by cosubscripting, much as
we write among the properties of middle or impersonal si that
they are bound to their subjects by cosuperscripting.

Next, in the case of impersonal or middle si, being bound
to their subjects by cosuperscripting is equivalent to being
associated with the nominative Case; in the case of
reflexive si,being bound to its subject by cosubscripting can be suowu
to imply not being cosuperscripted with its subject, hence not
being associated with the nominative Case. For, we recall that
two elements in a cosuperscripting relation, in sharing Case,
share in a sense the same position and are in a sense indeed
the same element. So, one of
the two elements involved in a cosuperscripting relation must
be an Agr or a clitic,or else an expletive; and
if an Agr or a clitic is involved, the two elements

must share all features and all re-
lations -- for example person, number and gencder features,
6-role assignment relations and obviously cosub-
scripting relations.,
But if so, suppose reflexive si was bound to its

subject by cosuperscripting and was in a sense one element
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with it; its subject could still bind it by cosubscripting,
but then it would have to bind itself by cosubscripting as well
and trivially no interpretation would be available for such a configuration.
Thus, assuming that reflexive si is bound to its subject by cosub-
scripting, it indeeda follows that it cannot be bound to its subject
by cosupeusscripting; and since it cannot be bound to its subject by cosuper-
scripting it cannot receive nominative Case. Rather, reflexive si must be cosuper-
scripted with some element pro filling the accusative or
another complement position,and end up with accusative Case,
as shown already in (42), or another complement Case, speci-
fically dative, as shown already in (44).
Finally, reflexive si can also be shown to be an
argument ending up with a 8-role. To begin with,
we know that every position assigned a complement Case is also
assigned a complement 8-role, since no complement position can
be moved into. Hence, if reflexive si is cosuperscripted with
a pro assigned a complement Case, the chain formed by reflexive
si and pro is always assigned that complement 6-role; hence
reflexive si must

be an argument, This is already exemplified in (44),
where reflexive si ends up

with the dative 8-role. Further, for every accusative
Case assigned into an object position, since no object position
can be moved into, an object 6-role is also
assigned into it. Haence, if reflexive si is cosuperscripted
with a pro assigned accusative Case in an object position, the
chain that the reflexive si and the pro form is always assigned

object 6-role;, hence middle reflexive si must be
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be an argument. This is already
exemplified in (42), where reflexive si ends up

with object 6-role. Finally the one
case is left in which reflexive si is associated
with accusative Case not assigned into an object position, but
into the one other possible position, the subject position of
a small clause. For this case, we recall that every verb which
assigns accusative Case also forms a predicate which assigns
subject 8-role, hence whose subject position is filled by an
argument, or a place-holder in a chain with an argument. Hence
in any case in which reflexive si is associated with accusative
Case, in being bound to its subject by cosubscripting, it is bound
to an argument, and consequently it is an argument itself; where the possibili-
ty that reflexive si serves as a trace of its subject, i.e.
enters a chain with it instead of being an independent argument
is eliminated by reflexive si and its subject having
different Cases. Hence obviously, if reflexive si is
cosuperscripted with a pro assigned accusative Case in the
subject position of a small clause, the chain formed by the
reflexive si and the pro is always assigned a 8-role. This

is exemplified in (46);

(46) Mario si vide sorridere
Mario himself saw smile
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Thus, in general, reflexive si is indeed an argument, and 1ic

indeed ends up with a theta-role.

There is one problem left from what precedes. While

we established above that it is necessary to stipulate that
reflexive si is bound to its subject by cosubscripting, this

stipulation is apparently not sufficient. More precisely,

indeed, reflexive si must be bound to a nonderived subject,

as in (42)-(46), and not a derived subject, as in (47):

(47) *I bambini si furono affidati
The children to-themselves were entrusted

Now, by what we know already of reflexive si and

of passive, the structure of (47) rmust be as in (48), where t

is the trace of i bambini and reflexive si is cosuperscripted

with pro and cosubscripted with its subject, i bambini again:

3 3
(48) (g I bambinii lyp sii+furono affidati ty proi]]
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In order for 8-role assignment to give the correct result in
(48), i bambini and t must form a chain. But under the
definition of chain, any element in a chain must be locally
bound by the element immediately preceding it in the chain.
Now, in (48), while i bambini correctly binds t, it does
not, incorrectly, bind it locally; rather, the pro locally bindst.
Hence, i bambini and t cannot form a chain; and
under any other arrangement of chains, there is no proper
assignment of 8-role under the &-criterion . Thus, that
reflexive si must be bound by cosubscripting to a nonderived
subject does not need to be
stipulated, but can be deduced.

Finally, the phonological properties of si are
identical to the phonological properties of impersonal or
middle si, /si/. There is one apparent problem in this respect,
assuming the relative ordering of clitics with respect to
each other to be essentially a PF level phenomenon. The problem
is illustrated in (19) and (49). While the ordering of
reflexive si with respect to complement clitics like vi (there)
is the same as the ordering of impersonal or middle si, as is
illustrated with middle si in (27) and with reflexive si in

(43), (19) shows that impersonal si is ordered after an accu-

sative clitic like 1i !them), (49) shows that
(dative) reflexive si is ordered before an

accusative clitic 1like 1i:

(19) Li si lava volentieri
Them one washes eagerly



~ 10} .

(49) Mario se 11 affidd
Mario to-himself them entrusted

That the problem is only apparent is easily shown. We have
already established that impersonal and reflexive si differ
in that i impersonal si is associated
with nominative Case and reflexive si with accusative Case, or dative
Case as in (49). The different ordering of impersonal si
in (19) and (dative) reflexive si in (49) with respect to
an accusative clitic is then naturally attributed to their

different Case properties,

Next, we can recall

that, in discussing essentially PF level phenomena of agreement,
we reached the conclusion that impersonal or middle si are
associated with a 34 person feature and unspecified number and
gender features; and that person agreement
is an s-structure process, while number and gender agreement
actually are PF level processes. With respect to person, number
and gender features, reflexive si is once more identical to
impersonal or middle si. Examples (50)-(53) show that reflexive
si is not compatible with a lst or 2nd person subject, whether
singular or plural. Examples (48), (43) and (44), (46), (49)
already show that reflexive si is compatible with a plural 34
person subject, i bambini, or a singular 3d person subject,

Mario; and it could as easily be shown that reflexive si is
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compatible with both masculine subjects, as in all of the
above examples, and with feminine subjects:
(50) *si lavo volentieri
Myself I-wash eagerly

(51) *si lavi volentieri
Yourself you-wash(sg] eagerly

(52) *Si laviamo volentieri
Yourselves we-wash eagerly

(53) *si lavate volentieri
Yourselves you-wash(pl] eagerly

If reflexive si, like impersonal or middle si, is associated
with a 3d person feature and unspecified number and gender
features, its compatibility with only 3d person subjects,
though of any number and gender, is obviously explained. For,
if reflexive si is bound to its subject by cosubscripting,
and a bound variable of it ,it must agree with it in all
grammatical features. Hence, if reflexive si is itself 3d person
it obviously cannot agree with 1st or 2nd person elements,
hence it is incompatible with 1lst or 2nd person subjects. If
on the other hand reflexive si has unspecified number and
gender features, it can agree in number and gender with any
element, hence it iscompatible with subjects of any number and
gender. Thus reflexive si is indeed associated with
a 34 person feature and unspecified number and gender features,
and in this respect is once more identical to

impersonal and middle si.
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We can notice at this point before concluding, that,
in attributing to reflexive si the properties of being a bound
variable and being bound to its subject by cosubscripting, we
have never mentioned what the status of reflexive si is with
respect to the binding theory or with respect to such notions
as anaphor or pronominal. 1In general, we maintain that the
notions of (A-bound variable and of anaphor are closely related
but not identical.

Rather, we
maintain that the notion of (A-)bound variable is a semantic
notion, while the notion of anaphor

is a syntactic notion; and that being a bound va-
riable implies being an anaphor, but being an anaphor does not
imply being a bound variable. For example, if we maintain, as
in Manzini (1983), that the empty categories generally
designated as PROarb' controlled PRO, and trace are all ana-
phors, it is
clear that there is at least one class of anaphors, PRoarb'
which are not bound variables. Correspondingly, if we maintain
as in Manzini (1983), that there are positions in which ana-

phors can be free under binding condition A, it is clear that

for such elements as English himself/herself/... or Italian

se (stesso)/se (stessa)/...etc... it is insufficient to stipu-
late that they are anaphors, ' rather, it is necessary
to stipulate that they are (A-)bound variables. On the other

hand, if we maintain that all (A-)bound variables are also anaphors,
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we do not need to write among the properties of

an element that it is both a (A-)bound variable and an anaphor; ra-
ther we can simply write that it is a(A-)bound variable and deduce
from this that it is an anaphor as well. Indeed the impli-
cation from being a (A-)bound variable to being an anaphor can
be naturally interpreted as some sort of redundancy rule be-
tween semantic and syntactic properties of an element. If so,
going back to reflexive si, the fact that it is a (A~)bound
variable already implies that it is an anaphor. As an anaphor,
reflexive si is predicted to be bound in its governing category
by binding condition A . Obviously, assume that the
governing category for reflexive si is the first sentence
which contains it, counting the verb on which it is a clitic
as its governor and the subject of the verb on which it is a
clitic as its subject and accessible subject. Since
by independent stipulations, reflexive si is bound to its
subject by cosubscripting, the prediction that it is bound in
its governing category necessarily holds true. Thus we con-
clude that reflexive si is an anaphor and that

follows from its being a (A-)bound variable. Thus, the
properties of reflexive si diverge from the properties of
impersonal or middle si in that it is an anaphor, but the
source of this divergence is once more a property, the property
or being a bound variable, with respect to which reflexive si

actually converges with impersonal or middle si, in that they
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all are variable-like elements.

In summary, when we
turned to reflexive si and reflexive si constructions our
problem was first: what are the properties of reflexive si?
and more specifically: what are the properties of reflexive
si in relation to impersonal and middle si? Our answer is that
reflexive si, as impersonal or middle si , is phonologically /si/;
is semantically a bound variable, hence, as impersonal or middle si, a
variable-like element; like impersonal or middle si, is
an N and a clitic on a verb; and finally is bound toits subiject
by cosubscripting, hence, like impersonal or middle si, bound in general
to its subject, as in (54):
(54) reflexive si = /si/,
bound variable,
N,
clitic on a verb,
bound to its subject by
cosubscripting
Our problem was then: what kinds of structures are associated
with reflexive si constructions? The answer is obvious; (42),
for example, is associated with structure (55), and (44) with

structure (56), refelxive si being accusative in (42)/(55) and

dative in (44)/(56):

55 S
i bambinii ' /’yp_ .
sii+lavano prof
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(56) s
Mario, TP

~—
.

sii+affid6 i bambini proz

Now, according to the lexical entries in (23), (40)
and (54), impersonal, middle and reflexive si respectively,
are largely identical and differentiate one from another in
essentially two ways. On the one hand, impersonal si and
middle si group together against reflexive si in that the
former two are bound to their subjects by cosuperscripting
and are semantically free variables, while the latter is
semantically a bound variable and is bound to its subject by
cosubscripting. On the other hand, impersonal si and re-
flexive si group together against middle si in that the latter

has,and the former two do not have, passivizer properties. But

/
if the three major generally recognizad types of si group as
indicated, a fourth type can logically be expected: a si,
which, phonological properties /si/ aside, is, like all si's,
an N and a clitic on a verb; is a bound variable and is bound
to its subject by cosubscripting 1like reflexive si; and is
a passivizer like middle si. To give it a name, middle-

reflexive si can be expected, as in (57):

(57) middle reflexive si = /si/,
bound variable,
N,
clitic on a verb,

bound to its subject by
cosubscripting,

passivizer
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If middle-reflexive si then exists, impersonal and middle si
pattern against reflexive and middle-reflexive si in that the
former two are free variables and bound to their subjects by
cosuperscripting, while the latter two are bound variables and
bound to their subjects by cosubscripting; and impersonal ana
reflexive si pattern against middle and middle-reflexive si in
that the former two are not passivizers, and the latter two
are.

Let us assume that middle-reflexive si indeed exists.
The next question is of course: what kinds of structures and
constructions is middle-reflexive si associated with? We
already know that middle si, in that it is a clitic on a verb
and a passivizer, gives rise to structures like (30). In the
case of middle-reflexive si, we can conclude that, as a clitic
on a verb and a passivizer, it also gives rise to structures

like (30):

(30) S

i bambinii VP

si+lavano ti

Once accepted structure (30), in the case of middle si we
then argued that its other semantic and syntactic properties,
i.e. that it is an N and bound to its subject by cosuper-
scripting and a free variable, cannot be mapped to a tree
structure like (30) together with its passivizer property.

Rather, we argued that its properties as a whole can only be
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mapped to a restructuring phrase marker, whose normal form
consists of a passivizer si tree like (30), and, in
addition, of an impersonal si tree as in (41).
What about middle-reflexive si? Consider again (30). Can
siin (30) be cosubscripted with its subject and attri-
buted the other properties of middle-reflexive si in addition
to the passivizer property? To begin with,
as a pas-
sivizer, middle-reflexive si associates with a verb, lavanc
in (30), which is a Case assigner and forms a predicate which
assigns the subject 8-role; and yields a category which is not
a Case assigner and forms a predicate which does not assign
the subject 6-role. Next, as an N and a lexical nominal phrase,
middle-reflexive si must end up with a Case; and as cosub-
scripted with its subject, it must end up with accusative or
another complement Case, as proven above for reflexive si.
But how can middle-reflexive si end up with accusative Case
while taking it away as a passivizer? Clearly it cannot,
hence a violation of the Case filter arises, unless
some of the basic assumptions are changed.
Next, middle-
reflexive si must end up with a 8-role, as proven above for
reflexive si again. Now, since the trace in (30) is locally
bound by middle-reflexive si, if it is cosubscripted with
its subject, middle-reflexive si can form a chain with the

trace in object position and end up with the object 8-role.



But where does this leave the subject of middle-reflexive si,
i bambini in (30)? Clearly, nowhere; i bambini cannot be
assigned object 6-role, which is taken by middle-reflexive si
and cannot be assigned the subject 6-role,
which is taken by middle-reflexive si again as
a passivizer. Hence, a violation of the 6-criterion arises,
unless some of our basic assumptions are changed. Thus in
the case of middle-reflexive si, as in the case of middle si,
we reach the conclusion that its passivizer property and its
other semantic and syntactic properties are not compatible in
a normal phrase marker, a phrase marker representable by a
tree structure. Can the properties of middle-reflexive si,
like the properties of middle si, be represented in a restruc-
turing phrase marker? or, under condition 2.1 (5), in a
normal form, i.e. a set of tree structures which in turn,
under condition 2.1 (7), are related by movement or deletionor

else are phrase structure identical? If in the case of
middle si the normal forms it is associated with consist

of a tree like (30), where middle si is a passivizer,
and of an impersonal si tree, we can by analogy expect that
in the case of middle-reflexive si the normal forms it is
associated with consist of, again, a tree like (30) where
middle-reflexive si is a passivizer and of a reflexive si
tree. Indeed, it is easy to check that if the passivizer
properties of middie-reflexive si are mapped in a tree like

(30), all of its other properties are properties of reflexive
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si as well and are mapped in a reflexive si tree.

At this point, then, we only have to find a reflexive si tree -such tuat
a normal form consisting of it and, say, (30) satisfies con-

dition 2.1(7)But we already have such a tree, namely (55); for,

it is easy to check that (30) and (55) are phrase structure
identical. Putting together (30) and (55) we obtain (58); where

the tree woun the left is the reflexive si structure reproduced

from (55) and the tree on the right the passivizer

si structure reproduced from (30); we then take (58) to

exemplify the type of structures associated with middle-

reflexive si:

(58)
S S ,
T~ ’ - T
z i bambinii VP i bambinii VP ji
¢ IR < TN
L sii+1avano pfoi si+lavano £y
In what precedes, we have shown that an element

middle-reflexive si associated with the properties in (57)
could exist;and that, correspondingly, middle-reflexive si
structures of the type of (58) could exist,

But do middle-reflexive si and middie-reflexive si
constructions actually exist? In the case of impersonal,
middle and reflexive si and si constructions, we started with
constructions and elements whose existence

was generally recognized; and

the question to sclve was what the properties of these elements
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and constructions were. In the case of middle-reflexive si,
we already know what its prcperties are and what the proper4
ties of middle-reflexive si constructions are. Our problem
is the reverse of the preceding one: to find actual
examples of middle-reflexive si and middle-reflexive si
constructions. In this section, we will leave the problem

open.

Ultimately then, if we are correct, there are
four types of si's, impersonal si, middle si, reflexive si
and middle-reflexive si,with the properties indicated in (23),
(40), (54) and (57) respectively. Correspondingly, there
are four types of si constructions: impersonal si construc-
tions,as in (24)-(25), middle si constructions ,as in (41),
reflexive si constructions,as in (55)-(56), and
middle-reflexive si constructions,as in (58).

But, if we are indeed correct, among the four types
of si's, impersonal si and reflexive si have identical or
converging properties: they both have the same phonological
properties; both are nominals; both are clitics on a verb; both
are variable-like elements, though impersonal si is a free

variable and reflexive si a bound variable; and both are bound
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to their subjects, though impersonal si is bound by cosuper-
scripting and reflexive si is bound by cosubscripting. More-
over, middle si and eventually middle-reflexive si have
exactly the same properties as impersonal and reflexive si
respectively, with the only difference that they are in
additioﬁ passivizers. If so, there is one obvious next step
we can take: in place of the four different types of si's, we
can introduce one only si, with the properties which impersonal
and reflexive si have in common or converge on, plus an op-
tional passivizer property. This one si, phonological pro-
perties /si/ aside, is then a nominal; it is, by the way,
associated with 3rd person, unspecified number and gender
features; is a clitic on a verb; is semantically a variable-
like element, notated "x"; is bound to its subject; and
finally, as an optional property notated in parentheses, is

a passivizer, as in (59):

(59) si = /si/,
ng",
N, 3d person, unspecified number and gender,
clitic on a verb,
bound to its subject,

(passivizer)

Conversely, the unified si in (59) can easily be
shown to correctly diversify into the four types of si's iden-

tified above, where the existence of middle-reflexive si



is now positively predicted. 1If, given the si in (59), its
obligatory properties are mapped to a phrase marker, but not
its optional passivizer property, impersonal or refizxive si
are obtained; if both its obligatory and its one optional
property are mapped, middle or middle-reflexive si are
obtained. Further, given the properties of si of being a
variable-like element, "x", and of being bound by its subject,
impersonal or middle si are obtained if si is a free variable
and bound to its subject by cosuperscripting; if si is a
bound variable and bound to its subject by cosubscripting,
reflexive or middle-reflexive si are obtained. As it is easy
to see, there is just one problem with this deduction of
impersonal, middle, reflexive and middle-reflexive si from

the one si in (59). If the properties of impersonal or middle
si are enumerated separately from the propertes of reflexive
or middle-reflexive si, the grouping of free variable pro-
perties with binding by cosuperscripting properties is just
stipulated;and so is the grouping of bound variable properties
with binding by cosubscripting properties. If, on the other
hand, the properties of si are enumerated together as in (59),
what prevents a si from being a free variable and bound to

its subject by cosubscripting or, complementarily, a bound
variable and bound to its subject by cosuperscripting? Con-
sider first the first part of the question; this is illus-

trated by sentences like (60), where si is bound to its
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subject by cosubscripting and si is a free variable. What

makes (60) and similar sentences impossible?

(60) *I bambini; sig lavano pr01 con facilita

The children one wash 2asily
The answer is trivial: in general, we know that if an element
< binds an element 4 by cosubscripting, p is referentially
dependent upon %; in particular then, if, as in (60), si
is bound to its subject by cosubscripting, si is referentially
dependent upon its subject, or, given its variable-
like properties, a bound variable of its subject; hence it can
under no circumstances be a free variéble. Consider now the
second part of the question; this is illustrated by sentences
like (61), where si is bound to its subject by cosuperscripting
but is also bound to another nominal by cosubscripting, hence
referentially dependent upon it or a bound variable of

it. What makes (61) and similar examples impossible?

(61) *Marioi dice che proJ sii lava con facilita

Mario says that he(self) washes easily

i bambini

the children
The answer is also evident, if in general an element which is an
(A-)boundvariable must also be an anaphor; hence in particular
si when a (A-)bound variable must also be an anaphor, as we moti-
vated above for reflexive si. For, assume that,in (61),

being a bound variable, gi is also an anaphor. If so
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by binding condition A, si must be bound by cosub-
scripting in its governing category, where its governing
category, as motivated above for
reflexive si, in the embedded sentence.
But si is not bound in the embedded sentence
by cosuscripting; hence binding condition A is violated.

is

gi

Thus, (61) is excluded and so are all examples in which
a bound variable and not bound to its subject by cosubscripting.
Si then is a bound variable if and only if it is bound to its
subject by cosubscripting; complementarily, si
is a free variable if and only if it is bound to its subject
by cosuperscripting. Thus, ultimately, the unification of

the different types of si's into the si in (59) can be upheld.
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3.2 More gi and other constructions

In the preceding section we proceeded from the
examination of maximally simple examples of impersonal, middle
and reflexive si constructions to the determination of the
propérties of impersonal, middle and reflexive 8i, then to the
introduction of middle-reflexive si and si constructions,
and finally to the unification of impersonal, middle, reflexive
amd middle-reflexive si in one lexical item si. In this section
we will start where we left in the preceding section, with the
unified si, and go on to discuss both more complicated examples
of si constructions and examples of impersonal/reflexive/ middle
constructions in languages other than Italian. As for more
complicated examples of Si constructions, we will take up again
from the preceding section the interaction of
si with agent phrases, with control, with raising, and with
Exceptional Case Marking/small clauses, and we will deal in
addition with the interaction of si with "small
clause relatives", and with inversions. All the relevant examples,
we will argue, follow naturally under our assumptions; most
interestingly, the interaction of 8i and"small clause relatives"
follows only if the existence of middle-reflexive 8i is assumed.
As for examples of impersonal/reflexive/middle constructions
in languages other than Italian’we will then take into considera-
tion se constructions in French
and =-st constructions in Icelandic. French se and
Icelandic -st, we will argue, have essentially the same
properties as Italian si; most interestingly, the differences

among the three languages depend simply upon which ones of the
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properties of the impersonal/reflexive/middle element are
taken to be obligatory.
To begin with, we recall that if our conclusions in the preceding

section are correct, the lexical item si is associated with the properties in (1):

(1) si= /si/
"yt
N, 34 person, unspecified number,
unspecified gender

clitic on a verb

bound to the subject of the verb that it
is a clitic on

(passivizer)

Furthermore, if our conclusions in the preceding section are
correct, depending upon whether si is a bound or a free variable,
whether it is bound to its subject by cosuperscripting or

by cosubscripting,and whether it is a passivizer or not,
the four different types of si are obtained: impersonal si,
middle si, reflexive si and middle-reflexive si. In particular,
if si is a free variable and bound to its subject by
cosuperscripting, impersonal or middle si are
obtained; if si is a bound variable and bound to its subject
by cosubscripting, reflexive or middle-reflexive
si are 6btained. Furthermore, if si is not a passivizer,
impersonal or reflexive si are obtained; if si is a passivizer,
middle or middle-reflexive si are obtained. Hence impersonalsi is si
when a free variable, bound to its subject by cosuperscripting
and not a passivizer; middle si is si when a free variable,bound to

its subject by cosuperscripting and a passivizer; reflexive siis s

when a bound variable, bound to its subject by cosubscripting and
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not a passivizer; middle-reflexive si is si when a bound variable, bound
to its subject by cosubscripting and a passivizer. This we

sum up in (2):

(2) free vbl/bound bound vbl/bound
to its subject by to its subject
cosuperscripting by cosubscripting

non-passivizer impersonal si reflexive si
passivizer middle si middle-reflexive
si

Consider first the interaction of si constructions with
agent phrases. In impersonal and reflexive si constructions
agent phrases are trivially excluded by the 6-criterion. For
in impersonal si constructions, if the subject 6-role is
assigned to si, it cannot be assigned to the object of da(by),
and vice versa if it is assigned to the object of da, it cannot
be assigned to si, in both cases violating the 6-criterion, as
in (3). Similarly in reflexive si constructions, if the subject
6-role is assigned to the subject, it cannot be assigned to the
da phrase, and vice versa if it is assigned
to the da phrase, it cannot be assigned to the subject, in both

cases violating the 6-criterion, as in (4);
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(3) *lbroj[éij mangia volentieri le mele]dai bambini]
One eats eagerly the apples by-the children
(4) * h bambinii [ sii lavano volentieri pro?]dai genitori]

The children themselves wash eagerly by-the parents

In middle and middle-reflexive si constructions, then, agent;xuaseé

are excluded by exactly the same reasons by which they are excluded
in impersonal and reflexive si constructions. In particular,

in middle si constructions, as for example in (5), an agent phrase
can appear in the passivizer si tree, as in the lower tree

in (5), but, because of the theta-criterion, not in the impersonal si tree, as

in the upper tree in (5); hence, because it is excluded in the impersonal.

si tree, the agent phrase is altogether excluded in the middle

si construction. Similarly, in middle-reflexive si construc-
tions, as for example in (6), an agent phrase can appear in the
passivizer si tree, as in the lower tree in (6), but, because

of the theta-criterion, not in the reflexive si tree, as in the upper
upper tree in (6); hence, because it is excluded in the reflexive

si tree, the agent phrase is altogether excluded in the middle-

reflexive si construction:

(5) * { [projigij mangia volentieri le mele]dai bambini] g
[Le melei[si mangiano volentieri ti]dai bambini]

The apples eat(mid) eagerly by the children
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(6) * 5[& bambinii[sii lavano volentieri prondai genitori)
[I bambinii[si lavano volentieri proj]dai genitori }

The children wash(mid-refl) eagerly by the parents

Consider next the interaction of si constructions with
control constructions. To pegin With, control constructions
are incompatible with impersonal si constructions, as in (7);
furthermore, control constructions are incompatible with

middle gi constructions,as in (8):

(7) * E' difficile [PROj [in,vitarsij volentieri gente]]
It is difficult one to invite eagerly people

(8) * (E'difficile [PROj[invitarsij volentieri e ]] }
{E'difiicile [PROi[invitnrsi volentieri ti]

It is difficult to invite(mid) eagerly

Obviously enough, the incompatibility of impersonal si
constructions and control constructions, as in (7), is

accounted for by the Case filter. Indeed if' as in (7), the
subject of impersonal si is a PRO and impersonal si and the PRO
are cosuperscripted, the Case filter is violated, since impersonal
si is neither assigned Case directly nor assigned

Case through PRO, PRO lacking Case by definition. Similarly

the incompatibility of middle si constructions and control

construction, as in (8), is accounted for by the Case filter again.

Indeed si violates the Case filter in the impersonal tree,
as in the upper tree in (8), exactly as it does in impersonal

si constructions; hence, since the impersonal si tree is excluded

{
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by the Case filter, the middle si construction as a
whole 1is excluded.

Next, consider the interaction of si constructions
with raising constructions. Raising constructions are

incompatible with impersonal si constructions, as in (9):

(9) * proJ risulta [proijangiargij volentieri le mele]l
It turns out one to eat eagerly the apples

Obviously enough, in (9) and in similar sentences involving
raising and impersonal si, the subject of the raising sentence
and of si must be a pro, as indicated; indeed, given that
impersonal si must be cosuperscripted with its subject and

Case assigned through it, its subject must itself be directly

or indirectly Case assigned.

In turn the subject of a raising sentence can be
indirectly Case assigned through cosuperscripting with the
subject of the matrix sentence, as also indicated.

But a pro subject of a raising sentence can

be easily argued not to be properly identified; if so, the subject
of a raising sentence cannot actually be a pro. Hence in (9)

and in similar sentences the embedded subject both must and cannot be
a pro; therefore, that raising constructions are incompatible with
impersonal si constructions is correctly predicted. On the
other hand, raising constructions are perfectly compatible

with middle si constructions, as in (10):
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(10).{pr03 risulta [proj‘mangiarsij volentieri le mele]] E
le melei risuluano[.titmangiarsi volentieri ti ] ]

The apples turn out to eat (mid) eagerly

If impersonal si is incompatible with raising in (9), the

question arises how impersonal si can be compatible with

raising in the upper tree in (10); rather obviously the answer

can be afgued to lie in the nature of the identification

conditions for pro's, and in particular in the level they

belong to. Recall we assumed that in (9) and similar examples
the pro subject of the raising sentence and of the impersonal

si is not properly identified. Suppose now we assume that the

identification conditions for pro's do not belong to s-structure,

as is implicit in the discussion of (9), but rather to PF.

If so, examples like (9) are still correctly predicted to be

excluded; for they are now predicted to be well-formed in

s-structure, but they are still predicted to be ill-formed,

under the proper identification conditions for pro's, once

mapped to PF. In addition, examples like (10) are nnw

correctly predicted to be well-formed; for in s-structure

both the passivizer si tree and the impersonal si tree are

now predicted to be well-formed, while in PF the passivizer si tree

obviously also predicted to be well-formed. Hence, that raising con-

structions are campatible with middle si constructions is correctly predicted.

Next, consider the interaction of gi constructions and
Exceptional Case Marking/small clause constructions. Whether

the propositional complements of verbs like perception erbs
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are sentences subject to Exceptional Case Marking or small
clauses, they are incompatible with both impersonal si and

middle si, as in (ll1) and (12) respectively:

(11) * vidi {proj[mangiarsiJ volentieri le mele )l
I saw one eat eagerly the apples

(12) * {Vidi [proj lxnamc_;i::lrsij volentieri le mele]) }
vidi [le melei[mangiarsi volentieri ty ]]

I saw the apples eat (mid) eagerly

Minimally, examples like (11) are excluded by the proper
identification conditions on pro's, exactly as examples like (9)

are. Indeed in (11) the embedded subject can and must be
assigned Case by the matrix verb and transmit Case to impersonal
si through cosuperscripting; hence,given that it must be an
empty category, it must be a pro rather than a trace or PRO.

But an accusative pro not associated with a clitic can be easily
argued to be excluded under any possible conception of prcper
identification for pro's. Hence minimally examples like (11)
are excluded because the embedded subject pro is not

properly identified. But, as examples like (9),

examples like (1l1l), if exclud:d only by the identification
conditions on pro's, are excluded only in PF if the
identification conditions on pro's belong to PF. If so,

the question arises why examples like (12) are not wellformed,

as examples like (10) are . For, vnder the identification
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conditions on pro's, in s-structure both the passivizer

si tree and the impersonal si tree are well-formed; and

while the impersonal si tree would be ill-formed in PF under

the identification conditions for pro's, if only the passivizer
si tree is mapped to PF, it is well-formed there. Evidently, if
examples like (12) are to be excluded, the reasons must be

other than the lack of proper identification for the embedded
subject pro in the impersonal si tree. Now,

the passivizer si tree in (12) as in (10) can only be well-formed
at all levels. For, passive morphology and passivizer si are
essentially equivalent; but if passive morphology is substituted
for passivizer si in the lower tree in (12),

a structure is obtained corresponding to a well-~formed
sentence, though a (semantically) odd one.

Ultimately then, if examples like (12) are to be excluded,
the impersonal si tree in (12), and indeed the impersonal si phrase marker

in (11), must be excluded by same s-structure condition. Which

condition, is an open guess; may be, since accusative expletive
clitics must also be excluded in some way, whatever condition excludes

them , also excludes accusative expletive pro's independently of proper identifica':i~;

Next, we consider the interaction of si constructions
with "small clause relatives". But
first we take into consideration "small clause relatives"
themselves. "Small" clause relatives" are

expressions headed by a participle, hence "small clauses",

and modifying a noun or NP in the way of restrictive relatives,
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hence, "relatives" or properly "restrictive relatives". Crucially, the
participle heading a "small clause (restrictive) relative"

must either be a passive participle, as in (l3a), or the
participle of an ergative verb, as in (13b); and can neither be the
participle of an intransitive *rerb, as in (13c), nor of a transitive
verb, whether the transitive verb has an ordinary object, as in (134),

or an anaphoric object,as in (l3e), or a cliticized

object, as in (13f):

(13) a. Un wmo lavato dalla pioggia . .
A man washed by the rain

b. Un uomo venuto da Roma . .
A man come from Rome

c.*Un uomo tele fonato a Maria
A man telephoned to Maria

d.*Un uomo lavato il pavimento
A man washed the floor

e.*Un uomo lavato se stesso
A man washed himself

f.*Un uomo lavatolo
A man washed it/him

On the other hand, in addition to "small clause (restrictive)
relatives", expressions headed by a participle are found which modify
an NP in the way of non-restrictive relatives; these "small

clause" non-restrictive "relatives" can be headed by any kind

of participle, passive, ergative, intransitive, and transitive,

as in (14):
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(14)a. Mario, lavato dalla pioggia
Mario, washed by the rain

b. Mario, venuto da Roma,
Mario, come from Rome

c. Mario, telefonato a Maria, . . .
Mario telephoned to Maria

d. Mario, lavato il pavimento, . .
Mario washed the floor

e. Mario, lavato se stesso, . .
Mario washed himself

f. Mario, lavatolo, . . .
Mario washed it/him

Our problem is what structures "small clause relatives" like
(13) and (l14) are associated with. To begin with, in (l4c)-
(14f) the participle is understood to have a subject, identified
with the NP the sma.l clause relative modifies.

The subject of the participle must be an empty
anaphor,since it is easy to see that,whether directly or
indirectly,it cannot be assigned Case; and must in particular

be a PRO, since it is easy to see that it is not dependent

upon an antecedent in ©6-role assignment. Further-
more, the subject of the participle must be interpretively
related to the NP the participial expression modifies,
though it is unclear how, whether it is by cosubscripting under
the conditions on binding or by some other mechanisms under

some other conditions. On the other hand, in (l4a)-(14b) and
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(13a)~-(13b) the participle has an object understood to be

identical to the NP the participial expression modifies. Since

the participle does not assigne Case, its object can and must

be a trace or a PRO; whether it is a trace or a PRO depends

upon whether the participle has a subject PRO, as we established

for (l4c)-(14f) or no subject: if the participle has a subject

PRO the object is its trace, if the participle has no subject

the object is itself an argument and a PRO. By analogy with
(l4c)-(14f) we can assume that in (l4a)-(14b) and (13a)-(13b)

the particiéle must have a subject, though under what
conditions is once more unclear. Finally, (l13c)-(13f) remain to be
taken into account. The only difference between (i3a)-(13b)

and (1l3c)-(13f) seems to be that the participles in (l13a)-(13b)do not
assign accusative Case and subject 6~role, while the participles

in (13c)-(13f) assign subject 6-role and eventually object

Case. We can then assume that "small clause relatives" of the
restrictive type in (13) can only be headed by participles not
assigning object Case and subject 6-role, and not by participles
assigning subject 6-role and eventually object Case. In particular,
we can assume that a condition of some sort restricts modifiers

of a noun/NP to expressions belonging to certain categories

only, and that such a condition, whatever its exact nature, is

able to discriminate between participles which assign object

Case and/or subject 6~role and participles which do not.

Again, not every aspect of our account is clear,
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our concern here however is not "small clause
relatives" but rather the interaction of "small clause relatives"
with si constructions.

Consider then the interaction of "small clause relatives"
and si constructions. Trivially, "small clause relatives" of both
the non-restrictive and the restrictive kind are incompatible
with both impersonal si constructions, as in (15), and middle

gi constructions, as in (16):

(15) * Un uomo l,PROJ [1avato sid i1 pavimento.l]
A man one washed the floor

(16) *2Un uomo [PROj [lavato si) e‘ll i
Un uomo [PROi [lavato si ty ] ]

A man washed (mid)

Indeed if, as indicated in (15) and (16), "small clause relatives"
are control constructions, they are incompatible with impersonal
and middle si constructions for the same reasons for which other
control constructions are, as in (7) and (8). S pecifically,
in (15) as in (7), the Case filter is violated because
impersonal si does not receive Case neither directly nor indirectly
through cosuperscripting with PRO, since PRO it:self, by
definition, is not Case assigned. Similarly, in (16) as in (8),
the passivizer si tree is excluded once more for the

reasons for which the impersonal si constructions in (7) and (15)
are; hence the middle si construction as a whole is excluded.

Not much more interestingly, reflexive si constructions are
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predicted to be compatible with "small clause relatives" of
the non~-restictive variety and incompatible with "small clause

relatives" of the restrictive variety, as in (17):

(17) * Un uomo [PROi [lavato si; projn

A man washed himself

Reflexive si constructions are just ordinary transitive construc-
tions with an object cliticised and anaphoric. Since, as

we saw in (144)-(14f), transitive constructions are in general
compatible with "small clause relatives", including

transitive constructions with cliticised objects as in (1l4f)

and with anaphoric objects as in (l4e), reflexive si construc-
tions can only be compatible with non-restictive "small clause
relatives". Furthermore since,as we saw in (134)-(13f),
restrictive "small clause relatives" are incompatible with
transitive constructions, and in particular with
transitive constructions with cliticised objects,as in (13f),

and with anaphoric objects,as in (l3e), reflexive si constructions
can only be incompatible with restrictive "small clause relatives".
Quite interc-stingly, however, the terminal string in
(17), associatzd with the interpretation indicated there,is
acceptable not only as a non-restrictive "small clause relative"
but also as a restrictive "small clause relative". Barring the
possibility that restrictive "small clause re latives" are actually

compatible with reflexive si constructions, the one
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possibility left is that middle-reflexive si constructions
are compatible with both restrictive

and non-restrictive "small clause relatives", as in (18):

(18) iUn uomo [PROi {lavato sig proj ,H i

Un uomo [PROi [lavato sii ti 11

A man washed (mid-refl)

As a non-restrictive "small clause relative" (18) is obviously
well-formed ; for, the impersonal si tree is well-formed exactly
as the impersonal si construction in (17) is, and the passivizer
si tree is well-formed exactly as a passive construction like
(l4a) is. But how can (18) be well-formed as a restrictive
"small clause relative"? To begin with, the passivizer si

tree in (18) is obviously well-formed, since passive construc-
tions like (l13a) in general are. The question then is how the
reflexive si tree in (18) can be well-formed ; for, as a
restrictive "small clause relative" the reflexive si construc-
tion in (17) is ill-formed, and in general transitive construc-
tions are, no matter whether their objects are cliticised or
anaphoric. The key to the answer lies in the

condition which, whatever its exact content, restricts the heads
of restrictive "small clause relatives" to participles not
assigning accusative Case and subject 6-role. Wecan recall
that in our discussion of ( 9) and (10) we solved the apparent

contradiction between the incompatibility of raising constructions
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and impersonal si cunstructions and the compatibility of
raising constructions and middle si constructions by
postulating that the conditions violated in the interaction of
raising and impersonal si are conditions in PF.
By analogy,we can then hypothesize that the condition which,
whatever its exact content, restricts the heads of restrictive
"small clause relatives" to participles not assigning accusative
Case and subject 6-role, is a condition in PF. If so, it is easy
to see that a reflexive si construction like (17) is still
predicted to be ill-formed as a restrictive "small clause
relative" in PF. On the other hand, a middle-reflexive
si construction like (18) can be predicted to be well-formed
as a restrictive "small clause relative" if the
passivizer si tree is mapped to PF and not the reflexive si
tree. Thus we know too little about "small clause
relatived' themselves to work out a full theory of their interac-
tion with si constructions; but if our approach is correct they at least
provide a context in which reflexive si constructions are
excluded and middle si constructions acceptable.
This in turn is an important piece of evidence that middle-
reflexive si constructions, which our general theory of si
constructions induces us to postulate, actually exist.

Consider finally the interaction of si constructions
and subject inversions. With respect to impersonal si construc-

tions, the question of the compatibility or incompatibility
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with subject inversions scarcely arises; for'impersonal si
constructions obviously have cliticised subjects, the impersonal
si's themselves, and cliticised elements obviously fill a fixed
position , Middle si constructions, on the other hand, are
obviously compatible with subject inversions; in particular

in the passivizer si trees, instead of movement from the object
into the subject position, there can simply be cosuperscripting
between the subject and the object position, creating a

subject inversion construction, as in (19):

.

(19){[proj lsij mangia volentieri le mele }] E
[proj [si mangiano volentieri le melej ]]

eat (mid) eagerly the apples

As for reflexive si

constructions, obviously, as other transitive constructions,
they are compatible with inversion of
the subject in post-VP position; equally obviously, on the
other hand : as other transitive constructions,

they are incompatible with inversion of the subject
in object position, the object position being independently
filled. Finally, then, middle-reflexive si constructions are
left; are middle-reflexive si constructions compatible or
incompatible with subject inversions? 1In general middle-

reflexive si constructions are compatible with subject
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inversions; more particularly, in the passivizer si trees,
exactly as in the passivizer si trees of middle si construc-
tions, the subject, instead of being moved from object
position, can fill the object position, creating a subject
inversion construction into object

position, as in (20):

(20) [I bambinii [sig lavano volentieri proj J] E
[proj[si lavano volentieri i bambinij ]]

wash (mid~-refl) eagerly the children

At this point we can recall that in non-restructuring construc-
tions, there is a one-to-one correspondence between subject
inversion into object position and the possibility of
cliticization of ne, the genitive clitic, from a subject. The
question naturally arises whether the same correspondence holds
for restructuring constructions. To begin with, in middle si
constructions which have subject inversion into object position
in the passivizer si tree, ne cliticization from what can be
described as the object in the impersonal si tree and as the
inverted subject in the passivizer si tree is obviously

possible, as in (21):

(21)2 [proj[;ej nek mangia volentieri[molte prokl] %
[proj[se nek mangiano volentieri[ﬁolte prok}j] ]

of them eat(mid) eagerly many



156 -

But is ne cliticization possible in middle-reflexive si
constructions which have subject inversion in the passivizer
si tree, from what can be described as the inverted subject
in the passivizer si tree but only as the subject in the
reflexive si tree? The answer obviously depends upon what
conditions exactly account for the possibility of ne cliticiz-
ation from an object or an inverted subject in object position,
but not from elements in other positions,and upon what level
these conditions belong to. If the conditions which exclude
ne cliticization from positions other than the object belong to FF,
then ne cliticization is predicted to be campatible with middle-reflexive
si structures; for, if the passivizer si tree is mapped
to PF and not the reflexive si tree,

ne cliticization is obviously possible in it from the subject
inverted into object position. On the other hand, if the
condit ionswhich allow ne cliticization only from the object
position belong to s~-structure, then ne cliticization is predicted to be
incampatible with middle-reflexive si structurew; for, no matter what happens in
the passivizer si tree, in tre reflexive si tree ne cliticization
is impossible from the subject. The data are
controversial;bat et judgement is that middle-reflexive si
constructions, as reflexive si constructions, are incompatible

with ne cliticization, as in (22):

(22) * [[Molti prok]i[ sei ne® lavano proj_],] i

[ proj [se nek lavano [molti prok]j 1]

aonf +hem wash(mid=refl) manv
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At this point, then, we are left with the problem
of impersonal/reflexive/middle elements, and impersonal/
reflexive/middle constructions, in languages other than Italian.
Does our theory of si and si constructions extend to these
elements and constructions as well?

Consider first French. The French element se seems
to be identical in all respects to Italian si,with the
one exception that it cannot be associated with impersonal
constructions, as in (23):

(23) *Se lave facilement les enfants

One washes easily the children

Can we extend the theory of Italian si to French se, and
at the same time account for the impossibility of imper-
sonal se constructions? It is easy to see that the answer
is positive. To begin with, we know that,quite independently
of si/se and si/se constructions, Italian and French differ
in that Italian 1is a "null subject" or "pro-drop" language,
and French is not; indeed, in Italian the Agr of a tensed
sentence can properly identify a pro in the subject position,
which is not the case in French. If so, it is easy to see
that impersonal se constructions in French
can be excluded, contrary to impersonal si construc-
tions in Italian, on the grounds of the "pro drop" or "null
subject" parameter; so that se in French c¢an

- have exactly the same properties as si in Italian,
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and their otherwise similar behavior can be straightfor-
wardly accounted for. Indeed,we saw already that in the
Italian counterparts to examples like (23) the subject
position is filled with an expletive pro, cosuperscripted
with impersonal si and properly identified by the Agr of
the sentence. In French examples like (23),however,no
pro can fill the subject position; for, under the "pro
drop" or "null subject" parameter,the Agr of the sentence
cannot properly identify it. It is true that in French
the consequences of the "pro drop" or "null subject" para-
meter can sometimes be escaped, in the case of expletive
subjects, by using,in the place of the expletive pro of
languages like Italian,a lexical expletive; but this is
not generally the case. Indeed, in French the lexical exple-
tive il seems to be able to coexist only with a quantified
subject; if so, however, examples like (24), where il is
cosuperscripted with se are obviously excluded:

(24) *Il1 se lave facilement les enfants

One washes easily the children

Furthermore, we have seen already that, quite independently
of how Italian si and French se relate to each other, the
proper identification conditions on pro's must be postulated
to be conditions in PF and not in s-structure.If so, the
prediction correctly is that,though impersonal se structures

like (23) are illformed ,



the middle se structures which contain them are wellformed,

as in (25):

(25) Les enfants se lavent facilement
The children wash(mid)easily

Indeed if the proper identification conditions on pro's are in PF,
examples like (25) are wellformed in s-structure exactly
as their Italian counterparts are; and in the same way they
are obviously wellformed in PF, given that only
the passivizer se tree is mapped there. Thus, to begin with,
we can assume that Italian si and French se have 2axactly
the same properties, and explain on these grounds their
largely similar behavior, while at the same time accounting
for the impossibility of impersonal se constructions on
the grounds of the independently needed "pro
drop" or "null subject" parameter.

There is however a second way to extend the theory
of Italian si to French se. Suppose we assume that French
se has the same properties as Italian si, except that, while
for Italian si the passivizer property is optional, for
French se the passivizer property 1s as obligatory as the
nominal properties. It is easy to see that under such
assumptions , se can be associated with middle construc-
tions but not with impersonal constructions again. Indeed
we saw already that,in Italian,impersonal si constructions arise

when the cobligatory nominal properties of si are mapped to
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s-structure but not its optional passivizer property.

If in French the passivizer property of se is an obligatory
property, there is no way of mapping only its nominal
properties to s-structure without violating the Projection
Principle; ‘hence again impersonal se constructions are
excluded. Thus, as a second option we can assume that

Italian si and French se differ minimally in that the
passivizer property which both include is optional in

Italian but obligatory in French; from which, as we just

saw, the impossibility of impersonal se constructions
straightforwardly follows. It is not difficult to see,
however, that the two different extensions of the
theory of Italian si to French se suggested here while eguivalent
and both correct with respect to impersonal and middle construc-
tions, actually differ with respect to reflexive
and middle-reflexive constructions. If, as we suggested first,
French se has exactly the same properties as Italian si, and
the impossibility of impersonal se constructions is to be
explained solely on the grounds of the proper identification
conditions on pro's, reflexive and middle-reflexive se con~
structions are obviously predicted to be both found in French.

If on the other hand, as we suggested next, French se

minimally differs from Italian si in that si has an
optional passivizer property,while se has an obligatory
passivizer property, the prediction obviously is that

French has middle-reflexive but not reflexive se constructions.
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For, if the impossibility of French impersonal si con-

structions is predicted solely on the grounds ot the

proper identification conditions on pro's, then these

conditions are simply irrelevant in the case of non impersonal

constructions. On the other hand, if the impossibility of French

se constructions depends upon the fact that in French all of

the properties of se are obligatory, imcluding, contrary to si

in Italian, its passivizer property, then reflexive se con-

structions are impossible for the same reason impersonal se

constructions are, because only the nominal properties of

Se are mapped to s-structure and not its passivizer property,

in violation of the Projection Principle. Unfortunately, though

in principle there is a straightforward way of telling apart the

two hypothesis of solution advanced here, in practice we know

of no context in French which allows for reflexive but not

middle-reflexive se constructions. If in such a context a reflexive

se construction were actually wellformed, this would support

our first hypothesis; if it were not, our second hypothesis

would be supported. But in absence of such a context, which

one of the two hypotheses is the correct one remains untestable.
Consider then Icelandic. Icelandic has an element -st

which, like French se and unlike Italian si,gives rise to

middle but not to impersonal constructions, what is more,

in Icelandic,contrary to French there

actually is a way of telling that -st gives rise to middle-
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reflexive but not reflexive constructions. So, for
example, there actually is a way of telling that in Icelandic the
-st construction in (26) is a middle-reflexive and not a
reflexive coastruction:
(26) Keisarinn klwddist nyjum fotunn
The emperor dressed(mid-refl) in new clothes
Two sets of facts of Icelandic enter into showing
that constructions of the type of (26) are middle~reflexive
and not reflexive -st constructions. First, Icelandic
much like English,-Italian, etc.
has Exceptional Case Marking and small clause constructions.
Second, Icelandic crucially is an overt Case marking
language, with abstract Case relations surfacing in overt
Case morphology. The key observation then is that Icelandic
has wellformed sentences of the type of (27), but not
wellformed sentences of the type of (28):
(27) Hann telur sig (vera) sterkan
He says himself to-be strong-acc.
(28) *Hann telst (vera) sterkan
He says (mid-refl) to-be strong-acc.
Obviously, Icelandic (27) is wellformed as its English counter-
part is, with the addition that in Icelandic the embedded
predicate adjective overtly agrees in accusative Case with
its subject. If Icelandic had reflexive -st constructions
the prediction would obviously be that sentences like (28)

are wellformed, with the embedded predicate adjective
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agreeing in accusative Case with an embedded subject pro, which in
turn. still receives " accusative Case and transmits
it by cosuperscripting to -st. On the other hand, if
Icelandic does not actually have reflexive -st construc-
tions but only middle-reflexive -st constructions, the
ungrammaticality of examples like (28) is correctly
predicted, and so is the grammaticality of examples word
by word identical to them,except that the embedded predicate
adjective is overtly Case marked nominative and not accusative,
as in (29):
(29) Hann telst (vera) sterkur
He says(mid-refl) to-be strong-nom
For, . assuming that underlying (29) is a middle-reflexive -st
structure and that its passivizer -st tree
surfaces in (29), the embedded predicate adjective,in
agreeing with its subject,agrees with the trace of the
matrix subject; hence,
under obvious assumptions about Case agreement,with the
matrix subject itself. But since the matrix subject
is obviously marked nominative, the embedded adjective also is.
Thus, empirical evidence leads us to conclude
that Icelandic has middle and middle-reflexive -st construc-
tions but not impersonal and reflexive -st constructions.
If so, the theory of Italian si obviously extends to Icelandic
-st in the second Qay we have seen it to

eventually extend to French se, by simply assuming that
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Icelandic -st has the same properties as Italian si and
indeed French se; but for Icelandic -st,

unlike for Italian si, though possibly like as for French se,
all properties are obligatory, passivizer property included.

For , we saw that in Italian impersonal and reflexive

si constructions arise when only the nominal properties of

0]

si are mapped to s-structure and not its optional passivizer
property; if in Icelandic the passivizer property of -st
is obligatory, there obviously is no way of mapping to

s-structure only its nominal properties without violating

the Projection Principle.
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3.3 The PF and LF of Italian si constructions

In the preceding sections we introduced two major
types of restructuring phrase markers, middle si phrase
markess and middle-reflexive si phrase markers. 1In this final
section, we will concern ourselves with the maoping of middle

si and middle-reflexive si phrase markers to PF and LF.

Concretely, we can take into consideration, as an
example of a middle si restructuring phrase marker, the phrase marker
associated with the normal form in (1) and,as an example of
a middle-reflexive si restructurina phrase marker, the phrase marker

associated with the normal form in (2):

(1) ’//’~\\\\

or07 VP ’ i bambinii VP
sil+lava i bambini sitlavano t;

2 ///r*\\\“~\ T

I bambini i bambini, VP
sii+1avano oro si+lavano ti
Our first problem then is how a re-

structuring phrase marker, or indeed a normal form,of the
type of (1) and (2) maps to PF.

To begin with, there is no way both of the two
different lexical strings in (1) can be mapped to PF. For,

trivially,if one of the lexical
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strings in (1) is uttered over a segment of time, the other
cannot simultaneously be uttered. Hence, in this respect,
our problem is which one of the two different lexical
strings in (1) is mapped to PF, and obviously

according to what principles. On the other hand, we
assume that PF markers are not only phonological strings,
but have syntactic structure to them. So, for example, the
requirement that Case assigning and Case assigned elements
be adjacent, or
the reguirement that pro's be properly identified are
PF level principles, as in sections 2.2 and 3.2 respective-
ly, and so are syntactic-like conditions on phonological
processes, such as on French liaison, etc...If however PF mar-
kers have syntactic structure, this must be
such that only one terminal string is included,
but 1f so, PF markers must ultimately be reore-
sentable as tree structures. Hence,in this respect, our
problem is not only which one of the two different lexical

strings in (1) is mapped to PF, but also which one
of the two different tree structures in (1) as in (2)
is ,

and, obviously, according to what principles.
In ageneral, given again the normal forms (1) and

(2), it is not evident at all that one of the

two trees must be mapped to PF rather than the other.



consider for example (1). If the passivizer si
tree is mapped to PF, a wellformed middle si sentence sur-
faces; if the impersonal si tree is mapped to PF,
a wellformed impersonal si sentence
surfaces. Consider on the other hand (2). In general,
there is not even a way to tell apart the sentence in which
the passivizer si tree surfaces, a middle-reflexive si sen-
tence, and the sentence in which the reflexive si tree sur-
faces, a reflexive si sentence. Nevertheless, in sections
3.1 and 3.2 we led our discussion under the tacit
assumption that, whatever the principles which account for this
are, in middle si normal forms it is the passivizer si
tree which gets mapped to PF, and, analogously, it is the
passivizer si tree which gets mapped to PF in middle-
reflexive si phrase markers. This line of thinking is only
natural if we take the reverse point of view of the deriva-
tion of s-structure from PF. From this point of view, given
an impersonal si sentence and a middle si sentence, it
is natural to assume that, while the middle si sentence
obviously maps to a middle si phrase marker, the reflexive
si sentence simply maos to a reflexive si phrase marker,
and not again to a middle si phrase marker. Analogously, given
a reflexive and a middle reflexive si sentence,

it is natural that the reflexive
si sentence maps to a simple reflexive si phrase marker and

not to a middle-reflexive si phrase marker. Suppose then



~ild -

that we maintain that, as implicit in section 3.1. and 3.2.,
of the two tree structures in a normal form like (1), it is
the tree structure on the right, the passivizer si structure,
which maps to PF; and, similarly, of the two structures in

a normal form like (2), it is again the tree on the right
and again the passivizer si tree which maps to PF. The
problem is left to determine the principles according to
which this is so.

Consider first (1) again. What principles determine
the passivizer si tree to be mapped to PF, and not the imper-
sonal si tree? There are at least three possible answers to
this question. First, we notice that in (1) the condition
2.1.(7) on normal forms is satisfied by the existence of a
derivation by movement from the impersonal si tree to the
passivizer si tree. In such a derivation, the imrersonal
si tree is the basic tree, the passivizer si tree the derived tree.
It is not difficult to see that fram this observatinn, we can
extract a principle with exactly the desired consequences
for the mapping of (1) to PF. Suppose in general that 3
is a restructuring phrase marker, ?‘ is its normal form
and ?1"';?n are the normal phrase markers in fg‘ordered in such

q

a way that J;

i 1is derived from Gl-l' Suppose we stipulate

that, given 7 and 3 and'31,..;%‘as above, ‘?n and only §;
is mapped to PF. According to sueh a principle' of the
two trees in (1) the passivizer si

tree is mapped to PF, precisely because it is derived
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from the impersonal si tree, and not vice versa. Thus, exactly
the desired result is obtained. Next,
we notice that in (1) not only the passivizer si tree
has a derivation from the impersonal si tree

but the passivizer si tree also
has a longer derivation from D-structure than the imper-
sonal si tree. Suppose . indeed we define the length
of a derivation from a phrase marker 31 to a phrase marker
'?j to be the number of the movement and/or deletion mappings
yielding'?j from‘?i, In (1), assuming
s-structure clitics are generated as such in D-structure,
the D-structure of the impersonal si tree is exactly iden-
tical to the impersonal si tree itself. Hence, the length
of the derivation from D-structure to s-structure in the Case
of the impersonal si tree in (1) is null. On the
other hand, the D-structure of the passivizer si tree in (1)
differs from its s-structure in that i bambini, which is
in subject position in s-structure, is in object position in D-structure
Indeed the passivizer si tree in ¢l) has a derivation from
D-structure by movement of i bambini from object into subject position;
hence the passivizer si tree has a derivation fram D-structure of length one.
Thus, in (1), the passivizer si tree has a lengthier deriv-
ation from D-structure than the impersonal si tree. That
from this observation we can derive a principle which,
given (1), has the correct conseguence of mappina

to PF the passivirer si tree and not the impersonal



si tree is not difficult to show. As above, suppose in
R A
general that 3 is a restructuring phrase marker, 3' is its

normal form and ?&,.vS;rare the normal phrase markers in'3'/

where however 3&""Tn are ordered in such a way that if
f?i has a derivation from D-structure of length k and ﬁ;_l

has a derivation from D-structure of length j, k is greater

than j. Suppose then we stipulate that, aiven

~~
3 ’ > , and All.--; Tn ' ?n and only?n is mapped
to PF. According to such a principle, of the

two normal phrase markers in (1) the passivizer si phrase
marker is mapped to PF, since it has a lengthier derivation
from D-structure than the impersonal si rhrase marker.

Thus, again, the desired result is obtained. Finally, we notice
that in (1), apart from the fact that the passivizer si tree

can be derived from the impersonal si tree, but not viceversa,
and that the passivizer si tree has a longer derivation

from D-structure than the impersonal si tree, it is also the case
that the passivizer si tree includes an element morphologi-
cally more complex than the impersonal si tree. Indeed in the
passivizer si tree the verb lavano is associated with the

passive morphology element si, while in the impersonal si tree
the verb lavano is again associated with si but as a nominal
element. Once more it is not difficult to extract from this
observation a principle which correctly predicts that the

passivizer si tree and not the impersonal si tree in (1) is



mapped to PF. Supposeagain in general that 'S is a re-
)
structuring phrase marker, 3 is its normal form, and

D ~ \ o
A 1,...,) n are the normal phrase markers in J , where now

iy 1""'3n are ordered in such a way that S

i contains
morphologically more complex elements than i?i-l' Suppose
further we stipulate that given ¥ , 3, and 31,..., N 0
j)n and only i?n is mapped to PF. Once more, according to
such a principle, of the two normal phrase markers in (1) the
passivizer si phrase marker is mapped to PF, because
it contains a morphologically more complex element than the

impersonal si tree. Thus once more, the correct result is

obtained.

Consider then the normal form in (2). Assuming that
the passivizer si tree in it is mapped to PF, our question
again is: what principles cause it to be mapped and not the
reflexive si tree To begin with, we notice that, of
the two normal phrase markers in (2), neither one is derived
from the other by either movement or deletion, and in fact
the condition 2.1.(7) on normal forms is satisfied by the
two normal phrase markers being phrase-structure identical.
Consider then the first principle suggested above, that of
two normal phrase markers in a normal form derived one from
the other , the derived one maps to PF. Obviously, this principle is unable
to predict that in (2) the passivizer si tree is mapped

to PF. On the other hand, we notice that, again assuming

that s-structure clitics are generated as such at D-structure,
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the reflexive si tree in (2) is identical to its D-structure,
hence trivially has a derivation from D-structure of length
zero. On the contrary, the passivizer si tree in (2) is
associated with a D-structure with i bambini in object,
rather than in subject, position, and is indeed derived
from D-structure by movement of i bambini from the object
into the subject position; hence obviously, it has a
derivation from D-structure of length 1. If so, con-
sider the second principle suggested above, that of two
normal phrase markers in a normal form, if one has a leng-
thier derivation from D-structure than the other, the one
with the lengthier derivation is mapped to PF. This
principle makes exactly the right prediction: that of the
two normal phrase markers in (2), the passivizer si one
is mapped to PF, not the reflexive si one. Finally,
consider the third principle suggested above, that of
two normal phrase markers in a normal form, a normal phrase marker which
includes morphologically more complex elements than the
other is mapped to PF. This principle again makes the
right prediction, that of the two normal phrase markers
in (2), the passivizer si phrase marker is mapped to PE,
and not the reflexive si phrase marker. Indeed

in (2), as in (1), the verb lavano is associated with
the passive morphology element si in the passivizer si
tree; while in the reflexive si tree the verb lavano is

associated again with si, but ‘there si is a nominal element,



In general, in the case of more complicated examples
of middle and middle-reflexive si constructions the same
conclusions hold as in the case of simple examples like (1)
and (2). The one exception are examples in which middle
and middle-reflexive si constructions interact with "subject

inversion" into object position, as in (3) and (4) respec-

tively:
(3) . //\\\\
| N =<
\pro z ! ere /VP\
C sij+mini si+lavano 1 bambini’
(4) )
i.umbhui )@ / pro yg\\
i3 o) - bing]
51i+lavano pro sit+lavano i bambini

Consider (4). In (4) it is easy to see that condition 2.1.(7)
is satisfied in that the passivizer si tree can be derived

by movement from the reflexive si tree;and that both the
passivizer si tree and the reflexive si tree have a derivation
from D-structure of length zero. Hence,unlike in (2), the
passivizer si tree cannot be predicted to map to PF on the
grounds that it has a lengthier derivation from D-structure
than the reflexive si tree; and, unlike in (2), the passivizer si
tree can be predicted to map to PF on the grounds that it

is derived from the reflexive si tree. On the other hand, in

(4 ) as in (2),the verb lavano is associated with si as a passive

morphology element in the passivizer si tree but with si as a

A\ v



nominal element in the reflexive si tree; hence in (4)

as in (2), the passivizer si tree can be predicted to map

to PF on the grounds that it contains a morphologically

more complex element than the refelxive si tree. Consider
then (3). In (3) condition 2.1.(7)

is satisfied by the two normal phrase markers being phrase
structure identical; and that both the impersonal si

phrase marker and the passivizer si phrase marker have a
deriviation from D-structure of length zero. Hence, unlike

in (1) the passivizer si phrase marker cannot be predicted to
map to PF neither on the grounds that it is derived from

the impersonal si phrase marker, nor on the grounds that it
has a lengthier derivation from D-structure than the impersonal
si phrase marker. On the other hand, in (3) as in (1), the
verb lavano is associated with si as a passive morphology
element in the passivizer si phrase marker, but with si

as a nominal element in the impersonal si tree; hence finally,
in (3) as in (1), the passivizer si phrase marker can be
predicted to map to PF cu the grcunds that it contains a
morphologically more comple element than the impersonal si
phrase marker,

In summary, three different principles were suggested
above for the mapping of middle and middle-reflexive si
phrase markers and normal forms to PF: a first principle gta-
ting that,of the two trees in the normal form, one .derived

from the other maps to PF; a:. second principle stating that,



of the two trees in the normal form,one with a lengthier
derivation from D-structure than the other maps to PF; and
finally a third principle stating that,of the two trees
in the normal form, one with morphologically more complex
elements than the other maps to PF. Assuming that in both
middle and middle-reflexive si constructions the
passivizer si tree is mapped to PF, the correct predictions
are obtained in straightforward examples of middle si
constructions 1like (1) under any of the three principles;
in straightforward examples of middle-reflexive si construc-
tione like (2) under the second and the third principle
but not the first one; in "inverted" examples of middle-
reflexive si constructions like (4) under the first and third
principle but not the second one; and in "inverted" examples
of middle si constructions like (3) under the third principle
but not the first or sec ond one. If so, then the obvious
conclusion to be drawn is that only the third principle,
the one based on morphological complexity, is compatible with
the data.

Consider then our second problem, which is according
to what principles restructuring phrase markers of the type
of (1) and (2), and eventually (3) and (4),are mapped to LF.

To begin with, much as in the case of the mapping

to PF, in the case of the mapping to LF, we need to know
what exactly maps to it. Consider for example (1) again.
First, it hardly needs to be argued that, in the mapping

from s-structure to LF, 6~-role assignment configurations are
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preserved. For, the information about what assigns a

8-role to what is crucial to LF, if any information contained
at s-structure is. Indeed it is 6-role relations which
determine what is the logical subject, object,etc... of what
predicate or predicate phrase, as opposed to their surface
or Case subject, object, etc...; and 8-role assiagnment
relations which ultimately determine what is interpreted as
the agent, the patient, etc... of what expressions. But

if 8-role assignment configurations are preserved from s-
structure to LF, we can conclude that, given (1), it cannot
be the case that only the passivizer si tree is mapped from
s-structure to LF. For, if only the passivizer si tree in
(1) is mapped, the object 9-role assionment relation between
the verb lava and i bambini present in the passivizer si
tree as in the impersonal si tree is preserved at LF, but
not the subject 6-role assignment relation between the

oredicate lava i bambini and si present in the impersonal

si tree and not in the passivizer si tree. On the contrary,
we can conclude that, given (1), at least the impersonal si
tree is mapped from s-structure to LF. For, if at least the
impersonal si tree in (1) is mapped, both the object 6-role

assignment relation from lava to i bambini and the subject

8-role assignment relation from lava i bambini to si is

preserved at LF. Then, at this point, we take it to be
established both that 6-role assignment configurations are
preserved form s-structure to LF, and that, as a consequence,

in a normal form like (1), at least the impersonal si tree



is mapped to LF.

Next, once established that 6-role assignment rela-
tions must be preserved from s-structure to LF and that,
consequently, from (1) and similar phrase markers, at least
the impersonal si tree is mapped to LF, the question
arises whether the impersonal si tree can be mapped from (1)

to LF to the exclusion of the passivizer si tree, or
whether, on the contrary, other configurations than 6-role
assignment configurations must be preserved from s-structure
to LF, which impose mapping to LF the nassivizer si [ree In V1)
as well. This particular question is settled by empirical
considerations. It is easy to see that, if in (1) or similar
phrase markers no configurations other than those present
in the impersonal si tree were relevant in LF, and conse-
quently only the impersonal si needed to be mapped onto LF,
the interpretation of (1) and similar phrase markers ought to
be identical to the interpretation of the impersonal si trees
they contain; so, for example, the interpretation of (1)

ought to be identical to the interpretation of (5):

(5)

/\ |

pro’ ) VP

siJ+1ava i bambini
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However, the intuition about (1) and (5) is that they are
not synonymous. How precisely the interpretation of (1)
differs from the interpretation of (5), and what configura-
tion present in the passivizer si tree in (1) but not in
the impersonal si tree determines,once mapped to LF, the
different interpretation,is a question of some interest in
itself. 1Intuitively, tue difference between (1) and (5) is
that in (1), if anything, the statement is about si or,
semantically, the free variable. 1In (5), on the contrary,
the statement is obvioulsy about i bambini. More properly,
in (1), si is not really what the statement is about, but
rather the statement is not about any expression in parti-
cular. Obviously, then, the confiauration present in the
passivizer si tree and not in the impersonal si tree in (1)
which makes the difference between the interpretation of
the middle si structure in (1) and the
interpetation of the impersonal si
structure in (5) must be a predication configuration in-
volving i bambini. For, it is predication configurations
which correspond to intuitive aboutness relations. Tadeed,
it is easy to see that in (1), there is a predication relation
between the subject i bambini and the predicate si lavano
in the nassivizer si tree, which is obviously
not there in (5).
Rather, in (5), no predication relation is found, and

in particular no such relation between subject and predicate,



since the subject position is filled by an expletive and
all the arguments, including the one, impersonal si, ending
up with the subject 6-role, are internal to the VP. 1In
other words, with respect to predication, the difference
between the middle si structure in (1)
and the impersonal si
structure in (5) is comparable to the difference between
the passive structures corresponding respectively to the
sentences in (6) and (7):
(6) I bambini furono lavati
The children were washed
(7) Furono lavati i bambini

Were washed the children
In (7), as in the impersonal is structure in (5), no predica-
tion relation is present, and in particular, no predication
relation between subject and predicate, since the subject
position is filled by an expletive, a null expletive pro,
and the one argument, i bambini, is internal to VP, and actually
fills the object position. On the contrary, in (6), 1
bambini having moved from the object into the subject position,
a predication relation holds between the derived subject,

i bambini,and the predicate,furono lavati, as in the passiv~

izer si tree in (1) a predication
relation holds between i bambini and si lavano,
Otherwise, and in particular with respect to 6-role assign-

ment relations, (6) and (7) would be synonymous,
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exactly as middle and impersonal si structures would.

Thus, the difference in interpretation between

the middle si structure (1) and tlie impersonal si

structure in (5) stems from the

presenéq,in the passivizer si structure in (1), of a predica-
tion relation between subject and predicate absent from the imper-
sonal si structure in (5). On these grounds, or simply on

the ground that there is indeed a difference in interpreta-
tion between the middle si structure in (1) and the
impersonal si structure in (5) we take it to be
established that, given a middle si phrase marker like (1),
not only the impersonal si tree, as established before, but
also the passivizer si tree is mapped to LF.

Repeating ourselves, our conclusion with
respect to the mapping of the middle si phrase marker in (1)
to LF is that both trees are mapped,and not just one as

in the case of the mapping to PF. But, If both normal
phrase markers in (1) are preserved
from s-structure to LF, the auestion according to what
principles (1) is mapped to LF in a sense does not arise.
Whatever those principles are, there dves not seem to be any
one of them especially concerned with the mapping

of (1) to LF, in the way some principles must be especially

concerned with the mapping of (1) to PF.
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Indeed, in the case of the mapping to PF, we know that

some principle had to simplify the two different

lexical strings in (1) to a single string,
and the ~ two different tree structures
in (1) to a single tree structure. In the case of

the mapping to LF, however, we have no reason to believe

that a phrase marker not representable by a tree like (1)

must be reduced to an LF-marker representable by one; on

the contrary, we have reason to believe that

given a middle si phrase marker like (1)

both its impersonal si tree and its passivizer si tree must be
mapped to LF. We notice on the other hand that our

line of argument leads to the prediction that,

for one type of middle si phrase markers, only the imoer-
sonal si tree needs to be mapped to LF, in other words,
that there is one type of middle si structures

synonimous with impersonal si structures. These obviously a-
re middle si structures of the type of (3), with®subject in-
inversion®™ into object position.

Intuitively, our nredictions are correct:

middle si structures like (8) are semantically equivalent

to impersonal si structures like (5) rather than to

middle si structures like (1) . Indeed we saw

that in structures like (1), the one contribution that the
passivizer si tree makes to the interpretation of the

structure is the subject-predicate relation created by
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movement of the object into subject position. In structures
like (3), however, there being no movement from the abject into
the subject position, in both the impersonal and passivizer si
trees all arguments are internal to the VP, and the subject
position is filled by an expletive; hence no nredication is
to be found,and the passivizer si tree does not contribute
anything to the interpretation of the structure that the
impersonal si tree does not contribute already.

Finally, the mapping to LF of middle-
reflexive si phrase markers like (2), and eventually (4), remains
to be considered. In what precedes, we have tasen
into consideration restructuring phrase markers with normal
forms like (1), where both of the normal phrase markers must
be mapped to LF, and restructuring phrase markers with
normal forms like (3), where both of the normal phrase
markers can be mapped to LF, but the result is the same
if only one of them is mapped, the impersonal si one.
We have furthermore decided that, in ageneral, there is no
special principle governing the mappinag of restructuring
phrase markers to LF, as opposed to the mapping of
restructuring markers to PF; indeed an LF marker, exactly
as a phrase marker, and contrary to a PF marker, can but
need not be representable by a tree. In general, then, we
expect the mroping of a middle-reflexive si phrase marker

to LF to present no problem. It can be interesting to
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wonder, however, whether both of the normal phrase markers in (2)
and (4) must be mapped to LF, or only one must. In the case of (2), the answer
is rather obvious. From the point of view of 6~-role assianment
relations, once the reflexive si tree in (2) is mappred, the
passivizer si tree need not be. 1Indeed in both the
reflexive and the passivizer si trees in (2), i bambini,

or equivalently a bound variable of it, is assianed the
object 8-role of the verb lavano; while, in addition, in the
reflexive si tree, i bambini is assigned the subject
8-role of the VP si lavano. From the

point of view of predication, on the other hand, the
reflexive and passivizer si trees in (2) are equivalent,

i bambini being the NP predicated o6f in both cases. Hence,
predication does not change the conclusions arrived at with
respect to 6-role assignment, In the case of (4), in turn,
the answer is also rather obvious. The one difference between
(2) and (4) is that in the passivizer si tree in (4), there is
no movement from the object into the subject position, hence
no predication relation is to be found; correspondingly,
while in (2)the reflexive and passivizer si trees are
equivalent with respect to predication relations, in (4)

the reflexive si tree contains a predication relation that
the passivizer si tree does not contain. This, however,

does not change the conclusion that only the reflexive si

tree needs to be mapped to LF; on the contrary, it strengthens

it. Ultimately, our prediction is that intuitively, middle-



reflexive si structures both of the type of (2) and of
the type of (4) are synonimous with the reflexive si
structures they contain, in the case of (2) and (4) the
reflexive si structure in (8); nor surprisingly, our pre-

diction turns out to be correct:

(8)

/\\
I bambinii VP
/ \\_

si?+lavano pro
i

j
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4.1 French causative constructions.

Our topic here will be the constructions entered in
French by causative verbs faire (to make) and laisser (to
let) or similar constructions entered by other types of
verbs, notably perception verbs like voir (to see). To
begin with, we will take into consideration causative and
causative-like constructions involving standard word order
and Case marking, in particular constructions in which, we
will argue, a causative or causative-like verb subcategorizes
for a small clause. Next, we will then take into consider-
ation causative constructions proper, i.e. causative con-
structions involving non-standard word order and Case marking.
These constructions, we will argue, involve a causative verb
subcategorizing for a small clause and reanalyzing in ad-
dition with the embudded predicate. 1In particular, we will
take into consideration causative constructions proper in
which the element the causative verb reanalyzes with is, in
the order, a transitive verb, a transitive verb used
intransitively, i.e. an object deletion verb, a pure
intransitive verb, and an "ergative" verb. In concluding
the section, we will finally take into consideration causative
constructions in which the causative verb reanalyzes with
another causative verb, the second causative verb in turn
enters reanalysis, and so on ad libitum.

To begin with, by causative constructions we meah

constructions involving a causative predicate and
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a propositional complement to it, hence in French
constructions involving faire (to make) or laisser (to let)

and a propositional complement to faire or laisser.

What makes causative constructions interesting in
French is that the word order and/or overt Case marking
within the propositional complements of faire or laisser
must or can respectively diverge sensibly from the word ordu.r
and/or overt Case marking within the other propositional
structures in the language. However, the
special word order and/or overt (‘ase marking found within
complements of causative verbs can be found within tne
complements of another small class of predicates, including
voir (to see), entendre (to hear) and in general perception
verbs. We refer to the constructions including a per-
ception predicate and a propositional complement to it

as causative-like constructions.

First, we take into consideration those among French
causative and causative-like cconstructicns whose word order
and/or overt Case marking converges with the wo.:d order and/
or overt Case marking typical of the language. When causative
or perception predicates subcategorize for finite complements,
the standard word order and/or overt Case marking are observed
in all cases. This is exemplified in (1) with faire and 1in
(2) with voir,
where in the (a) examples the embedded verb is transitive,

in the (b) examples the embedded verb is the same
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but this time used intransitively, in the (c)

examples the embedded verb is a pure intransitive and in the (d)

examples,

verb.

(1)a.

(2)a.

finally, the embedded verb is an "ergative"

ga

a fait que

This made tha

ga

a fait que

This made tha

¢a

a fait que

This made tha

ga

a fait que

This made tha

Je
I

Je
I

Je
I

Je
I

vois que
see that

vois que
see that
vois que
see that

vois que
see that

Marie
t Marie

Marie
t Marie
Marie
t Marie

Marie
t Marie

a 8crit une lettre

wrote a letter

a écrit
wrote

ari
laughed

s'en est allée

was gone

Marie &crit une lettre

Marie is writing a letter

Marie @crit

Marie is writing

Marie rit

Marie is laughing

Marie s'

en est allée

Marie is gone

On the other hand, when causative or perception predicates

subcategorize for infinitival complements, the standard word

order and/or overt Case marking can be observed or not; the

case in which it is observed is exemplified in (3) and (4)

with laisser and voir, where again in (a) the embedded verb

is transitive,

intransitive,

in (b) transitive used intransitively, in (c)

and in

(4)

Yergative":
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(3)a. J'ai laissé& Marie &crire une lettre
I let Marie write a letter
b. J'ai laiss& Marie &crire
I let Marie write
c. J'ai laiss& Marie rire
I let Marie laugh
d. J'ai laissé& Marie s'en aller
I let Marie go
(4)a. J'ai vu Marie &crire une lettre
I saw Marie write a letter
b. J'ai vu Ma.ie &crire
I saw Marie write
c. J'ai vu Marie rire
I saw Marie laugh
d. J'ai vu Marie aller 13-bas
I saw Marie go there

Our first question is: what kinds of structures are

associated with sentences like (3) or (4)? and what proper-
ties do the matrix verbs laisser and voir have there? Part
of the answer is obvious. 1In all of (3) and (4), je, aa NP,

is the subject of the VP's ai laiss& Marie &crire une lettre,

ai laiss@ Marie &crire,..., ai vu Marie €crire une lettre,...

and assigned the subject 6-role by them, as well as the nomi-
native Case by the Infl surfacing on their head verb (or its
auxiliary). Further, the Vv's ai laiss€ in (3) and ai vu in
(4) subcategorize for and assign the subject 6-role to the

propositions Marie @crire une lettre, Marie écrire,...Finally,
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the NP Marie is the subject of the VP's &crire une lettre,...

and is assigned the subject 6-role by them; and in the (a)
examples, the verb &crire subcategorizes for and assigns the

object 8-role and the accusative Case to the NP une lettre.

Another piece of answer is also fairly obvious: while sub-

categorizing for and assigning a 6-role to Marie &crire une

lettre,... ai laiss& in (3) and ai vu in (4) also govern and
assign accusative Case to Marie. The only open question is

what category the propositions Marie écrire une lettre,...

belong to. Essentially, two answers seem to be possible.

The first possible answer is that Marie &crire une lettre,...

are sentences, but exceptionally not a barrier to government;
if so, the structure of sentences like (3) or (4) is essen-
tially like the structure of English sentences like (5),
where we write (S) to indicate a sentential category which
exceptionally does not count as such when it comes to govern-

ment and Case assignment:
(5) I believed [(5) Mary to be tired of it]

The second possible answer is that in (3) or (4), Marie

ecrire une lettre,... are small clauses; if so, the struc-

ture of (3)-(4) or the like is much like the structure of

English (6), where the proposition Mary tired of it is

assigned the category, AP, of its predicate, tired of it;

or, in other words, Marie is adjoined to tired of it:

(6) I believed [AP Mary (ap tired of it))
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If the first answer is chosen, (3)-(4) or the like have

much the same structure as (5) with Marie &crire une

lettre,... a sentence (S) exceptionally permeable to govern-
ment and Case assignment. If the second answer is chosen,
(3)-(4) or the like have a structure analogous to (6), with

Marie &crire une lettre,... the same category, VP, as its

predicate &crire une lettre,... Under both options, the

data in (3) and (4) are correctly accounted for. The small

clause option however is more likely to be right.
For, leaving aside causative and causative-like constructions
like the ones in (3) and (4), small clause constructions are

independently attested in French, as in (7):

(7) Je crois s Marie [AP fatiguée de ga 1]

AP
I believe Marie tired of it

on the contrary, constructions characterized by sentential

complements permeable to government and Case assignment are

not independently attested in French,

as shown in (8):

(8) *Je crois [(5) Marie &tre fatiguée de ¢a)

I believe Marie to be tired of it

Thus, knowing no argument to the contrary, we maintain that

in sentences like (3) and (4), Marie Ecrire une lettre,...

are small clauses. If so, on the model of (6) and the like,
we can associate to causative and causative-like construc-

tions of the type of (3) and (4) structures of the type of



Ity

(9) and (10), where the propositions Marie écrire une

lettre,... are assigned the category, VP, of their predicates,

8crire une lettre...; or indeed Marie is adjoined to

ecrire une lettre...;

(9) S
je /\ VP
/
ai laissé -\\\\\‘VP

Marie l//zg\\\\\\
écrire ...
rire
s'en aller

(10) S
Je/\vp
ai vu’///’/\\\i:;zg\\‘\\

Marie 1//X£\\\\\\>
€crire -
rire
s'en aller

But why are small clauses AP's, VP's, etc..., not

maximal projections? In an example like (7), fatiguée de

ga obviously is the first projection of fatiguée; hence

fatigu€e de g¢a is in absolute terms an A. Similarly in

(9)-(10), &crire une lettre,... obviously are the first

projections of &crire,... hence in absolute terms V's. Fur-

thermore, in (7), Marie fatiguée de ca is the same category
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as fatigué€e de ca, hence in absolute terms an A again.

Similarly, in (9)-(10), Marie &crire une

lettre,... are the same category as E&crire une lettre,...

hence in absolute terms V's. Finally, in (7), crois Marie

fatiguée de ga obviously is the first projection of crois,

hence in absolute terms a V, Similarly, in

examples like (9)-(10) ai laiss& Marie E&crire une lettre,...

are the first projections of ai laiss&,... hence in absolute
terms V's once again. In relative terms, on the
other hand, in (7), fatiguée de ca is a possible

maximal projection, i.e. an AP, as notated in (7), since it
is immediately dominated by another adjectival projecticn, but
one not higher in absolute terms than it is. Similarly in

(9)=(10) Ecrire une lettre,... are possible maximal projec-

tions, i.e. VP's, as notated in (9)-(10), since again they
are immediately dominated by another verbal projection but
one not higher in absolute terms than they are. Similarly

again, Marie &crire une lettre,... are possible maximal

projections, or VP's, as notated in (9)-(10), since they are
immediately dominated by another verbal projection but one
once again not higher in absolute terms than they are.

Furthermore, in relative terms, in (7), Marie fatiguée de

sa obviously is a possible maximal projection, an AP, as

anotated in (7), since it is not immediately dominated by
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any other adjectival projection, let alone an adjectival

projection higher than it is. Similarly in (7) crois Marie

fatigu@e de gca and in (9)-(10) ai laissé Marie &crire une

lettre,... are possible maximal projections, VP's, as
notated in (7) and (9)-(10), since again they are not
immediately dominated by any other verbal projection, let
alone a verbal projection higher than they are. And so on.
Next, in (7), one of the two AP's which are possible maximal
projections must obviously be assumed to be an actual maximal
projection; and of the two AP's, the luwer and fundamental
AP can obviously be assumed to be one, rather than the higher
and adjoined one. Furthermore, in (7), the one possible
maximal projection VP must obviously be assumed to be an
actual maximal orojection, Similarly, in (9)-(10),
one of the two lower VP's which are possible maximal projec-
tions must be an actual maximal projection, and the lower one
can be assumed to be, rather than the higher one; and
finally the highest VP must similarly be assumed to
to be an actual maximal projection.

Under our assumptions, it is easy to see that crois in
(7), ai laiss& in (9) and ai vu in (10) govern Marie, hence
can assign Case under the government condition , as they must under
the Case filter and condition 2.2 (14). Under the same
assumptions, it is also easy to see why Marie in (7) or (9)-
(10) cannot be substituted for by an empty category. To

begin with, leaving aside the obvious case of variahles,
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Marie in (7) or (9)-(10) cannot be substituted for by a
pronominal empty category, i.e. a pro, for the simple reason
that the pro would not be properly identified. On the other
hand, Marie in (7) or (9)-(1l0) cannot be substituted by an
anaphoric empty category either, i.e. a trace or a PRO, For,
if crois, as in (7), ai laissé,as in (9), and ai vu,as in
(10), Case assign the empty category substituted for Marie,

as they can under the government condition,

by definition the empty category substituted for Marie

is not anaphoric, and if g£g£§,as in (7), ai laissé,as in (9),
and ai vu,as in (10), do not Case assign the empty category
substituted for Marie, condition 2.2 (14) is violated. Now,
since we depend so crucially on Case, it is natural to wonder
what our predictions are if crois in (7), ai laiss@& in (9)
and ai vu in (10) are substituted for by passive counter-
parts. To begin with, it is easy to see that the
subject of the small clause cannot be lexical. For, a passive
verb, by definition, is not a Case assigner; and if the
subject of the small clause is lexical and is not assigned
Case, the Case filter is violated. Furthermore, if crois
in (7), ai laiss& in (9), and ai_vu in (10) are substituted
for by passive counterparts, it is equally easy to see that,
by definition, the subject of the small clause, if an empty
category, can only be anaphoric, i.e, neither a variable nor

a pro, precisely because as before it cannot be assigned
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Case. Suppose then that the subject of the small clause

is an anaphoric empty category; by binding condition A, the
anaphoric empty category must be bound in the matrix sentence, since
the matrix sentence is 1its governing category, and there-
fore bound by the matrix subject. Suppose further that the
anaphoric empty category is bound by the matrix subject;
since a passive verb by definition forms a VP which does not
assign the subject 6-role, the matrix subject and the ana-
phoric empty category must share the 6~role of the anaphoric
empty category. Thus, if crois in (7), ai laiss@ in (9)

and ai vu in (10) are substituted by passive couterparts,

we predict that the subject of the small clause can be an
empty category, if the empty category is anaphoric, bound to
the matrix subject and entering a chain with it7 in other
words, we correctly predict that the subject of the small

clause must be a trace of the matrix subject, as in (11)-(13):

(11) Marie est crue (ap t (ap fatiguée de call
Marie is believed tired of it

(12)a. Marie a &tE laissée lyp £ lyp Ecrire une lettrel]
Marie has been let write a letter

b. Marie a &té laissée [yp t [VP écrirel]

Marie has been let write

P4 ”
c. Marie a éte laissee [VP t [VP rire]ll
Marie has been let laugh

d. Marie a été laissée | t (,p partirl]

Marie has been let go
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(l13)a. Marie a @té vue [VP t [VP écrire une lettre]]
Marie has been seen write a letter
b. Marie a éte vue [vp t [VP écrirel)
Marie has been seen write
”, ”
c. Marie a éte vue [VP t [VP rirel)
Marie has been seen laugh
[ ]
d. Marie a &té& vue [VP t (VP s'en aller])]
Marie has been seen go

It is also easy to see that if, instead of
small clauses in a complement position of some predicate
as in (7), (9)-(10), (11)-(13), etc, small clauses in a
modifier position are considered, the correct predictions
once more follow under our assumptions; in particular the
prediction that the subject of a modifier small clause can
never be lexical but must always be an empty category and

indeed a PRO, as in (14):

(14) Marie a laissé son travail [ _ PRO fatiguée de ga ]

AP

Marie left her work tired of it
In (14), the subject of the small clause cannot be assigned
Case; hence lexical NPs and non anaphoric empty categories
alike are excluded from the position, lexical NPs by the
Case filter, and non anaphoric empty categories by definition.
If, on the other hand, the subject of the small clause is
an anaphoric empty category, it can only be indepedent in

6-role assignment from its eventual binders, hence a PRO.
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Finally, as English (6) straightforwardly translcted into
French (7), we obviously expect French (9)-(14) to translate
into English, under identical assumptions for both languages.
Indeed, French (14) straightforwardly translates into English

(15) and French (9)-(10) into English (16)-(17):
(15) Mary left her work [AP PRO [AP tired of itl]]

(16)a. I let [VP Mary ( write a letter]))

VP
b. I let [VP Mary [VP writell
c. I let [VP Mary [VP laughl]
d. I let [VP Mary [VP go tll
(17)a. I saw [VP Mary [VP write a letterl]
b. I saw [VP Mary [VP writell
c. I saw [VP Mary [VP laughll
d. I saw [VP Mary [VP go tll

Furthermore, French passive (11) straightforwardly translates
into English (18); unexpectedly, however, French (12)-,13)

translate into English as ungrammatical sentences, as in

(19)-(20):
(18) Mary was believed [AP t [AP tired of itl)
(19)a. *Mary was let [VP t [VP write a letter]]
* . 4,
b. *Mary was let [VP t [VP wri‘ell
c. *Mary was let [VP t [VP laughl)
d. *Mary was let [VP t [VP go tl]
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(20)a. *Mary was seen [VP t [VP write a letter))
* .
b. *Mary was seen [VP t [VP write])
c. *Mary was seen (yp t lyp laugh)

d. *Mary was seen [VP é [VP go t)]

Whether this is the right or the wrong move, here we will

simply disregard the problem.

In conclusion, our first question in this section,
what kinds of structures are associated with causative and
causative-like constructions of the type of (3) and (4) is
answered in (9)-(10). The related question, what properties
are associated with causative and causative-like verbs like
laisser and voir, as used in (3)-(4), etc... is then
easily answered. Leaving aside their phonological and seman-
tic properties, syntactically, as far as constructions like

(3) and (4) are concerned, laisser, voir, etc... are just

verbs, 6-role assigners, and Case assigners.

Next, we can then take into consideration causative and
causative-like constructions characterized by non standard
word order and/or overt Case marking. In contrast with
causative and causative-like constructions in general, in-

cluding such examples as (3), (4), etc... we can call these
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causative and causative-like constructions proper. On the
authority essentially of Rouveret and Vergnaud (1980), we
can assume that in causative and causative~like constructions
proper, the causative or causative-like verb is a reanaly:zer.
Given then causative and causative-like construc-
tions proper entered by causative and causative~like verbs, our
second and crucial problem in this section ocbviously is what
kinds of structures are associated with such constructions.
To begin with, we can consider the case in which
the verb embedded in a causative or causative-
like construction proper is a transitive verb;
this is exemplified with the causative verb faire
in (21) and the causative verb laisser in (22):
(21)a. J'ai fait &crire une lettre d Marie
I made write a letter Marie

b. J'ai fait écrire une lettre par Marie
I made write a letter by Marie

c. J'ai fait @crire une lettre

I made write a letter
(22)a. J'ai laiss& &crire une lettre a Marie
I let write a letter Marie

b. J'ai laissé écrire une lettre par Marie
I let write a letter by Marie

c. J'ai laiss& écrire une lettre
T let write a letter
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Part of the structure of (21) and (22) is obvious: in (21)-
(22), much as in (3)-(4),or indeed (9)-(10), the NP je is the

subject of the VPs ai fait €crire une lettre A Marie,... ai

laissé &crire une lettre 4 Marie,... and assigned the subject

8-role by them as well as the nominative Case by the Infl
surfaning on ai fait and ai laiss€. Furthermore, the Vs ai
fait and ai laiss€& subcatgorize for, and assign the object

8-role to,écrire une lettre 3 Marie, &crire une lettre par

Marie, &€crire une lettre; and by analogy with (9)-(1C), we

can assume that the expression that ai fait and ai laissé subca-

tegorize in (21)-(22),écrire une lettre a Marie,...,are VP

small clauses. What is more, we can assume that in (21l)a

and (22)a, the VP écrire une lettre assigns the subject 8-role

-

to Marie, while the preposition d assigns its Case to it, &
being relevart with respect to Case assignment buc not 8-role

assignment. Similarly in (21)b and (22)b, the VP €crire une

lettre assigns the subject 6-role to Marie through the pre-
position par and par assigns Marie its Case. Further-

more, the verb écrirg subcategorizes for the NP une lettre

and assigns the obj~ct 6-role to it. Finally, we can recall
that it is our assumption that in causative constructions
proper, causative verbs like faire and laisser are reanalyzers.
Suppose that in (21) and (22) ai fait and ai laisué
respectively enter Case and indeed reanalysis, with Ecrire;

if so, the non-standard worA ordering and Case marking

in (21) and (22) immediacely follows. To begin with, if
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reanalysis holds of ai fait or ai laiss@ and écrire, under

the adjacency condition on

Case assignment and reanalysis, ai fait and ai
laissé respectively must be adjacent to 8crire. Next, &crire
still has a Case to assign and,as in (3)a or (4)a, it can

assign'it to une lettre, the two ending up adjacent to each

other. On the other hand, ai fait and ai laiss& do no longer
have a Case to assign; hence in particular in (21) and (22)
(a) and (b) ai fait and ai laiss@ do no longer have a Case to
assign to Marie; so tliat Marie must be assigned Case by a
preposition, E in (21)a and (22)a,and par in (21)b and (22)b.
Various problems are left, however. First, we know
that in Case
assignment and reanalysis, the Case element must govern the
other element involved; hence,in particular, if reanalysis

holds of ai fait or ai laiss& and €crire, ai fait or ai

loiss& and €crire must govern each other. But can they? In
(7), we assumed that one of the the two possible maximal
projections AP, and specifically the lower one, must be an
actual maximal projection, and so must be the one VP;
similarly,in (9)-(10), we assumed that one of the two lower
VPs must be an actval maximal projection, and so must be

the higher VP. The obvious principle behind the
assumption is that for each head, i.e. each zero projection,
V, A, etc..., there is one actual) maximal projection; so

in (7), the A fatigufe must have one actual maximal
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(10) similarly, the V &crire must have an actual maximal

projection, the V ai laiss& or ai vu must have cne, and so

on. Suppose now we assume that if two heads have some
relation to each other, there does not need to be one actual
maximal prcjection for each of them; rather there can
be one actual maximal projection for both of them. Thus,in
particular, in (21) and (22), if ai fait and ai laiss&

reanalyze with écrire, ai fait. and ai laissé respectively

and Ecrire can have the same actual maximal projection;
naturally, we assume that this is the one possible maximal
projection of the higher of the verbs, ai fait or ai laissé,
hence the matrix vP. But, if so, in (21) and (22), ai fait
and ai laissé respectively govern &crire and,vice versa,
écrire governs ai fait and ai laissé; hence, in turn, re-
analysis between ai fait or ai laiggg and écrire satisfies
the government condition on Case assignment and reanalysis.
Next, we know that in general an expression can both
be assigned Case by the preposition par and be assigned the
subject 6-role by a VP through par, that this is true
in English of the preposition by, and so on. Thus, in particu-

lar, we expect that Marie in (21)b and (22)b can be assigned

Case by par and a é-role by the VP €crire une lettre through
par But how can Marie in (21)a and (22)a be

assigned the subject 6-role by the VP &crire une lettre,

while being assigned Case by the preposition #? To begin
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with, we can assume that the preposition é can and must

Case assign any nominal phrase in a complement position of

a verb, i.e. a position governed and not subcategorized by the verb
which would not otherwise be Case assigned. Suppose

further we assume that é can assign a 6-role or not.

The case in which & assigns a 6-role we can identify with the
case of a benefactive 3 phrase. 1In the case in which 3 does
not assign a 6-role, on the other hand, the object of é must

be assigned a 6-role independently. 1Indeed it is not hard

to show that in general a Case assigned object of a preposition
must be an argument and as such needs to be assigned a 6-role,

for, the two essential types of non arguments, traces and
expletives, are excluded, expletives because they cannot bind another
element out of the prepositional phrase, and traces by hypothesis because
they are Case assigned. But, this mu:'ch established, the one comple-
ment position in which a nominal phrase can receive Case

by & and a 8~role independently, obviously is the position

of Marie in (21)a and (22)a.

Finally, one last problem is left. Given (9)-(10), or
indeed (7), we showed that Marie cannot be substituted by an
empty category , but what about (21) and (22)? To begin
with, Marie in (21) and (22) (a) and (b) cannot be replaced
by an empty category, for the obvious reason that the object
position of § or par is Case assigned, hence excluding an
anaphoric empty category, and not properly identified, hence

excluding a pronominal empty category. O©On the other hand,
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a Marie in (21)a and (22)a and par Marie in (21)b and (22)b

cannot be replaced by an empty category for the simple

reason that, as we established before, an element in comple~

ment position not otherwise assigned Case

is obligatorily assigned Case by 3; hence, we are back

to the case in which an empty category substitutes for Marie
in the object position of &,

a case which we excluded already. Thus, in (21) and (22) (a)

and (b), Marie or & Marie or par Marie cannot
be substituted by an empty category. But, if so, in (21)c
and (22)c, in turn, the embedded small clause must consist

simply of the VP écrire une lettre without any subject po-

sition to it.
Of course, from the point of view of Case
assignment, we already know that ai fait and ai laissé& enter
reanalysis with écrire,so that no Case is left for assignment;
furthermore, from the point of view of 6-role assignment, we
already know that subject 6-role assignment
is never obligatory. On the other hand, the (Extended) Pro-
jection Principle must include some principle forcina the
obligatoriness of subject positions. In this respect, however,
we can assume that it is not predicates which need to have
subjects, but Infls or indeed the sentences projected from
Infl's., If so, from the point of view of the
Extended Projection Principle, while finite and infinitival

sentences must have a subject position, small clauses again do not
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lettre can be subjectless. once more.
Summing up, in (21)-(22), je is the subject of the VPs

ai fait &crire une lettre 3 Marie, etc,...,is assigned the

subject 6-role by them and the nominative Case by the Infl

on ai fait and ai laissé. Ai fait and ai laiss& subcate-
gorize the VPs &crire une lettre 3 Marie, etc,..., assign

them object 6-role, and enter reanalysis with €crire. Ecrire

subcategorizes for une lettre and assigns object 6-role and

Case to it. And finally, in (21)a-(21)b, and (22)a-(22)b,
Marie is assigned Case by § or par and the subject 6-role

by the VP &crire une lettre (through 3 or par), while in

(21)c and (22)c, the VP &crire une lettre is subjectless.

Thus, in conclusion, (21) and (22) and similar examples are
associated with structures of the type of (23)-(25), with

@ and Case relations as indicated:

(23) S

je — T~ VP
ai fait/\
8 VP
{ ai laissél (///2//-~\\\\\\\\\\
VP -] a Marie

Case /////N\\‘\\\ V4

z 3 Case
eécrire 0 , une lettre

N

Case
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(24) S

{ai fait "’—””‘\\\\\\\\

(*] > VP
ai laiss®é ’///:;//’"\\\\\\
VP <) ,par Marie
//”,JN\\\\ “)ﬂ

Lase

écrire__8 _ une lettre

Case \\__i)7

Case

(25) S

///\

je VP

tai fait ”"””’—\\\\\‘\\

} 8 VP

ai laissé T~

\\\\-~___,,—’7 ecriiiN—iz/:pe lettre

Case Case

At this point, we can notice that,while €faire and laisser
pattern exactly alike in (21)-(22), and indeed (23)-(25),
laisser can appear in sentences like (3)a or structures like
(9) subcategorizing small clauses with standard word order and
overt Case marking; but faire cannot appear in analogous

structures, as shown in (26):

(26) *J'ai fait [ p Marie [y, crire une lettre ]]

I made Marie write a letter

This follows straightforwardly from the assumption that while
laisser is an optional reanalyzer, faire is a reanalyzer obli-
gatorily. Indeed we have already shown that sentences of

the type of (21) and (22) are correctly derived if faire and
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laisser respectively are reanalyzers, and that sentences of

the type of ( 3) are correctly derived if laisser is simply

a Case assigner and not a reanalyzer. That sentences of the
type of (26) are illformed, if faire is only a reanalyzer, can also
easily be shown. For, if ai fait in (26) assigns Case to
Marie, as ai laissé in (3)a, ai_fait is not a reanalyzer;

but if ai fait in (26) reanalyzes with écrire, Marie does

not receive Case from ai fait,as from ai laiss€ in (3)a,
and the Case filter is violated. Finally, our paradigm is
logically completed by sentences like (27), with the structure

indicated:

XT0 A3 : 7 .
(27)a. *J'ai fait [yp lyp €crire une lettre; Marie]

b. *J'ei laiss@(y, [yp écrire une lettre] Marie]

Obvicusly, if faire and laisser are reanalyzers, (27) and
the like are excluded for the simple reascn that Marie
is not assigned Case, in violation of the Case filter. If,
on the other hand laisser is not a reanalyzer and assigns
Case to Marie under government, the two must be adjacent,
which they are not in (27); and the result again is ungramma-
ticality.

Next, we can consider the case in which the verb embeddec
in a causative construction proper is a transitive verb
used -

intransitively; this case is exemplified ,with faire and

laisser respectively,in (28) and (29):
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(28)a. J'ai fait &crire Marie
b. J'ai fait &écrire a Marie
c. J'ai fait écrire par Marie
d. J'ai fait écrire

(z9)a. J'ai laiss€ écrire Marie
b. J'ai iaissé &crire & Marie
c. ?J'ai laissé écrire par Marie

d. J'ai laisse écrire

Given what we already know of (21)-(22), most of the structure
of (28) and (29) is obvious. Needless to say, the NP je is

the subject of the VPs ai fait écrire Marie,... and assigned

the subject 6-role by them,as well as the nominative Case by
the Infl on ai fait or ai laiss&. More interestingly, ai

fait or ai laissf subcategorize and assign the subject 6-role

to the VPs &crire Marie,... . In turn, in (28)a and (29)a,

Marie is the subject of the VP Ecrire and assigned the sub-
ject ®-role by it; similarly, Marie is assigned the subject
6-role by the VP &crire in (28)b and (29)b, @ being relevant
for the purposes of Case assignmentonly; and in(28)c and (29)c,
Marie is assigned the subject 6-role by the VP écrire through

par. Crucially, ai fait or ai laissé reanalyze with the verb

Bcrire; indeed being related by reanalysis, ai fait or ai
laiss€ and écrire can have one same maximal projection, hence
govern each other, and,being able to govern each other, ai

fait or ai laissé and écrire can satisfv the government




G-

condition on reanalysis and Case assignment. Tinally,

if ai fait or ai laissé reanalyze with &crire, they do no

longer have a Case to assign; but écrire does. Hence, in
(28)a and (29)a, Marie can and must be ass.gned Case by

écrire, Marie being governed by and adjacent to €crire. On

the other hand, in (28)b and (29)b, Marie must be assigned
Case by d; and, in (28)c and (29)c, Marie must be assigned
Case by par. But if &crire is a Case assigner, can Marie be
assigned Case by 3 or par without violating condition 2.2.(14)?
Similarly,in (28)d and (29)d, as in (21)c and (22)c, there
can be no empty category subject of the VP @crire; first,
no anaphoric empty category (trace or PRO) because it would
be Case marked, whether by @crire, like Marie in (28)a and
(29)a, or by 3, like Marie in (28)b and (29)b; second,
no pronominal empty category (pro), because it would not be
properly identified. But, if so, and if écrire again is a
Case assigner, can condition 2.2.(14) be satisfied?

The answer to our problem lies in the nature of the
verb embedded under ai fait and ai laiss€, namely, écrire.
As we stated above, €crire in (28)-(29) is a transitive verb,as it
is in (21)~-(22), but a transitive verb used intransitively,
in other words an "object deletion" verb. More precisely,
we can assume that verks which can be used both transitively
and intransitively, i.e. "object deletion" verbs, are 6-role
assigners and Case assigners optionally, and,in particular,

ecrire is. If so, in (28) and (29), condition 2.2.(14)
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is satisfied, whether &crire assians Case, as in (28)a and
(29)a to Marie, or does not assign it, as in (28) and
(29)b-c, where Marie is assigned Case by 3 or par , or where
the VP is subjectless

We can notice, on the other hand, that in (28) and (29),

écrire does not assign any 6-role; hence an optional
8-role and Case assigner like &crire can both
assign no 6-role and no Case, or assign no 6-role and

a Case, as in (28)a and (29)a. Further, we can notice that
in (21)-(22), ecrire assigns both Case and 6-role to une
lettre; hence in yeneral, an optional 6-role and Case as-
signer can assign both 6-role and Case. Naturally, we can
then wonder whether an optional 6-role and Case assigner, and
®crire in particular, can assign Case and not assign a 8-role.
The answer is that, obviously, it cannot. For example, wash
is a verb which can be used both transitively, as in "I am
washing myself", or "I am washing the laundry", or intransi-
tively, as in "I am washing ", if wash assigned a 6-role but
no Case, its object position would be predicted to be filled
by an anaphoric empty category, independent from the subject
in 8-role assignment, hence a PRU, and under condition A,
corefereintial with the subject; but this, of course is impossible.
Hdence, we must assume that if an optional 6-role and Case

assigner does not assign Case, it does not assign a 8-role

either, thus excluding the combination of no Case assignment
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and 6-role assignment.

Summing up, in (28)-(29), Je is the subject of ai fait

écrire Marie, etc... . Ai fait and ai laiss& subcategorize
the VPs écrire Marie, etc... and assign them object 6-role,

while reanalyzing with €crire. And finally, in (28) and (29)
a-c, Marie is assigned the subject 8-role by the VP &crire p
in (28)'and (29)b-c¢ through § and par respectively. 1In (28)a
and (29)a, Marie is assigned Case by &crire, in (28) and (29)
b-c, it is assigned Case by i and par respectiveiy, while in
(28)d and (29)d, the VP écrire is subjectless. Thus, examples

like (28) and (29) are associated with structures like (30)-

(33), with 8- and Case relations as indi-
cated:
(30) S
. /\
je ve
{ai fait/'/\
ai laissé 8 ” VP
/\\
VP 8 5 Macie
| 1
Case écrire
Case

(31) S

je =" v

{ al fait/\

ai laisséj 9 - VP
veT ___ 8 & Marie
| \ N

Case écrire Case



- 14

(32) S
T —
je .,/ﬁ\
2af fa%t (_@mﬁ__"._é Vg\\\\
ai laissé€ ”,,,f’ —
VP ) 5 par Marie
|
Case écrire C§§2
(33) )
“/\
je VP

/,’\.
{ai fait }

ai laissé@ —~jL—~——7 Vr

\jcrire
Case

Finally, if we assume that faire isan obligatory reanalyzer,
while laisser is an optional reanalyzer, we have an explana-
tion for the impossiblity of examples like (34), as opposed

to examples like (3)b, or (9), involvina laisser:

(34) *J'ai fait Marie [ écrire )

lvep

For, as we illustrated above with respect to (3)a (9), and
(26), if ai fait in (33) assigns Case to Marie, like ai
laissé€ in (3)b, ai fait is not a reanalyzer. If, on the
other hand, ai fait reanalyzes with &crire and &crire assigns

Cazma to Marie, llarie rnust be not only adjacent to €crire,

but also to the right of ébrire, not to its left
as in (34), a consequence, we assume, of French being a "head
first" language, whatever this exactly means.

Next, we can consider the case in which the



...\(,5.

verb embedded in a causative construction proper is a pure
intransitive verb ; this case is exemplified, with faire and laisser
respectively, in (35) and (36):
(35)a. J'ai fait rire Marie
I made laugh Marie
b. J'ai fait rire
I made laugh
(36)a. J'ai laissé& rire Marie
I let laugh Marie
b. J'ai laissé rire
I let laugh
After what we established of both (21)-(22) and (28)-(29),
the structure of (35)-(36) is for the most part transparent.

Once more, the NP je is the subject of the VPs ai fait rire

Marie,... and is assigned the subject 8-role by them as well

as the nominative Case by the Infl on ai fait or ai laissé.

Furthermore, ai fait or ai laissé subcateqorize for and

assign their 6-role to the VPs rire Marie,... . Finally,

ai fait or ai laissé reanalyze with the verb rire. Since

reanalysis holds of ai fait or ai laiss@ and rire, they can

have the same actual maximal projection and govern each
other, hence in turn satisfy the government condition on
reanalysis (or Case assignment). And because re-

analysis holds of ai fait or ai laissé and rire, rire , though

not a Case assigner in the lexicon ,can be a Case assigner

in the syntax, thus in turn satisfying the restriction of the
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range of reanalysis to Case elements. 1In addition, in (35)a
and (36)a, the NP Marie is the subject of the VP rire and is
9-role assigned by it as well as Case assigned by the verb
rire. In (35)b and (36)b, on the other hand, the small
clause rire is subjectless. Indeed, an empty category
subject is excluded, an anaphoric empty category because the
subject position is assigned Case, either by rire or through

§ insertion, and a pronominal empty category because it is
not properly identified. An olvious problem then arises.

If rire, due to reanalysis, is a Case assigner in (35)-(36),
under condition 2.2  (14), it must enter Case assignment with
some nominal phrase. In (35)a and (36)a, condition
2.2 (14) is satisfied by rire by entering Case assignment with
Marie. But if, in (35)b and (36)I» the small clause is in -
deed subjectless, and rire does not enter Case assignment
with any nominal phrase, how can cocndition 2.2 (14) be
satisfied? Obviously, the answer must lie in the nature of
rire. To begin with, we observe that in (35)b-(36)b, while,
due to reanalysis, rire can be a Case assigner, there is no
8-role the Case it assigns can be associated with. On
the other hand, we already assumed that various dependencies
between Case assignment features and 8-role features are
stipulated in the grammar, in particular, as in the discussion
of (28)-(29) above, that, given an optional Case assigner and

é~-role assigner, it cannot enter Case assignment without also
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entering 8-role assignment. 1In this context, it is perfectly
natural to assume that if a Case assigner feature is not
matched by any 6-role assigner feature, it automatically
counts as an optional feature; so that it can either define
a Case assignment relation or no Case assignment relation.
If so, our problem is obviously solved. On the one
hand, in (35)b and (36)b, rire can be a Case assigner under
reanalysis with ai fait and ai laiss€. On the other hangd,
its Case assigner feature, not being matched with any 6-role
assigner feature, is automatically optional. Hence rire in
(35)b and (36)b can enter no Case assignment relation and

still satisfy condition 2.2(14).

Summing up, then, in (35)-(36) ai fait or ai laisse

subcategorize and 6-role assign the VP small clauses

rire Marie,... while entering Case and imdeed reanalysis

with the verb rire. Finally, in (35)a and (36)a, the VP rire
assigns subject 6-role to Marie and the verb rire assigns it
Case. In (35)b and (36)b, on the other hand, the small
clause is subjectless. Thus, in conclusion, sentences like
(35) and (36) are associated with structures like (37) and
(38) respectively, with 6-role and Case relations as

indicated:
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(37) S

/\

je VP
{ ai fait ””’/‘;’\\\\\\\
ai laissé} ”///;/)HL\\\\\\\\
VP ") - Marie
) Id
rire
Case L,,//”E;;;"ﬁdfi,
je vr

ai fait "/""—\

| 9 _ VP
ai laissé) 7

Case

Obviously, if as before we assume that laisser can
either function as a Case assigner or as a reanalyzer, but
faire is a reanalyzer obligatorily, the contrast between the
grammaticality of examples like (3)c with the structure in
(9) , and the ungrammaticality of examples like (39) with the

structure indicated, is immediately explained:

T
(39) *J'ai fait [VP Marie [VP rire ]])

I made Marie laugh

In fact, while the wellformedness of (3)c depends upon ai
laiss€ assigning Case to Marie, in (39), ai fait being a
reanalyzer cannot Case assign Marie but must enter reanalysis
with rire. On the other hand, if rire Case assigns Ma.ie,
rire and Marie not only must be adjacent, but Marie also must

be to the right of rire, as in (35)a, and not to its left, as
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in (39), as, we assume, is a consequence of French being a
"head first" language. Finally, we can notice that there
are two word order or Case marking patterns, occuriing in
both the sets of examples (21)-(22), and (28)-(29), which
do not occur in the set of examples (35)-(36); in fact,
in contrast with examples like (21)-(22)a-b, and (28)-(29)
b-c, where faire and laisser reanalyze with a transitive
and an "object deletion" verb respectively, .zamples of the
type of (40) and (41), where faire and laisser reanalyze

with an intransitive verb like rire, are illformed:

(40)a. *J'ai fait rire )} & Marie )

IR

b. *J'ai fait rire ) par Marie ]

lve [ vp

(41)a. *J'ai laissé rire ) & Marie |

lvp [ vp

b. *J'ai laissé rire ) par Marie]

lvp ! vp

Why are (40) and (41) illformed? We can recall that we
assumed in the discussion of (35)-(36) that rire is a Case

assigner under reanalysis with ai fait or ai laiss@, but an

optional Case assigner under the stipulation that Case assign-
ment properties not matched by 6-role assignment properties
are optional. Hence rire satisfies condition 2.2 (14), both
if it enters Case assignment, as in (35)a and (36)a, and 1if

it does not, as in (35)b and (36)b. Going then back to

(40) and (41), we can hypothesize that, there, the association

of the Case assigning properties of the verb rire with the
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8-role assigning properties of the VP rire prevents the verb
rire itself from being a Case assigner optionally. If so,
obviously, in (40)-(41), rire being an obligatory Case
assigner,must enter Case assignment with some nominal lexical
phrase under condition 2.2 (14).
But it obviously cannot, Marie being independently
Case assigned by the preposition 3 or par. Hence, in (40)
and (41), rire actually violates condition 2.2 (14); and ill-
formedness arises.
Finally, we can consider the case in which the
verb embedded in a causative construction proper is an "er-
gative" verb,this case exemplified by (42) and (43) with
faire and laisser respectively:
(42) J'ai fait partir Marie
I made go Marie
(43) J'ai laiss€ partir Marie
I let go Marie
At this stage of our investigation, the structure of (42)-
(43) is immediately transparent. As usual, je is the subject

of ai laissé partir Marie,... and assigned the subject 6-role

and nominative Case in the standard way. More interestingly,

ai fait or ai laissé subcategorize for and ©-role assign

the VP small clause partir Marie. Ai fait or ai laiss€, on

the other hand, reanalyze with the verb partir. Reanalysis

between ai fait or ai laissé and partir makes it possible for

ai fait or ai laissé and partir to govern each other and this
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in turn makes it possible for partir to satisfy the govern-
ment condition on reanalysis, Similarly, partir, though not a Case
assigner in the lexicon, can be a Case assigner in the syntax
due to the fact that it is reanalyzed with ai fait or ai
laissé, this in turn making it possible for it to satisfy

the restriction of the range of reanalysis to Case elements.
Finally; the verb partir subcategorizes Marie and assigns it

a 8-role and Case. And the small clause partir Marie is

obviously subjectless, an anaphoric empty subject being ex-
cluded because there is no way for it to lack Case, é inser-
tion intervening if Case is not otherwise assigned, and a
pronominal empty subject being excluded because there is no
way for it to be properly identified. Thus, the structure
of sentences like (42)-(43) can be simply as in (44), with

0~-role and Case relations as indicated:

(44) ]

je —~vp

ai fait’////zﬂ\\\\\\\

(o S

)ai laiss@ T~

\\\\\__’////;Frtir [:] 7Marie

Case Case

On the other hand, one can wonder whether another structure
is possible for (42)-(43), as in /45), where Marie is the

subject of the VP partir and the nositicn subcategorized
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by partir is occupied by the trace of Marie. 1In such a
structure, partir must Case assign Marie directly in subject
position, so that the trace correctly lacks Case: while the
trace must be 6-role assigned by partir, and Marie end up
with the object 8-role of partir by forming a chain
with the trace. If this can indc¢ed be the case, the struc-
ture in (45) can obviously be wellformed. However, indepen-
dently of any other theoretical consideration, it seems only
natural to assume that, if a verb assigns both 6-role and
Case, while in principle it can assign the 8-role into a
subcategorized position and the Case into a higher

governed position, in fact it must be assumed to

assign the 8-role and the Case into the same subcategorized
position. If so, obviously, a structure like (45) is

excluded:

(45)a. [g Je [y ai fait ([ partirt ] Marie]]]

VP

b. [S Je rVP ai laiss@ IVPEVPpartir t) Marie7]]

Predictably, on the other hand, examples of the type
of (46) are ill-formed, though similar examples with laisser

are wellformed, as in (3)d:

(46) *J'ai fait [, Marie [VP partir t J]

I made Marie go

As we already motivated, the one syntactic difference between

laisser and faire is that laisser can be either a Case
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assigner or a reanalyzer, while faire can only be a rea-
nalyzer. If so, in (46), ai fait inust reanalyze with partir
and cannot Case assign Marie as in (3)d; but if ai fait
reanalyzes with partir and partir assigns Case to Marie,
Marie must not only be adjacent to partir,

as in (46), but must also be to its right, as a
consequence of French being a "head first" language. Not
surprisingly, finally examples of the type of (47) and
(48) are also illformed:

* [] . . . -
(47)a. *J'ai fait [VP IVP partir t ] a Marie ]
Tl ad .
b. *J'ai fait [VP [VP partir t ] par Marie |

, .
(48)a. *J'ai laissé [yp [yp PArtir t | A Marie ]

ot ot 1as . .
b. *J'ai laissé [yp [yp Partir t ) par Marie |

Minimally, both (47) and (48) are illformed because partir
does not satisfy condition 2.2.(14) For, in (47)-(48),
partir, though a Case assigner under reanalysis, and a Case
assigner which is also a 6-role assigner, does not enter
Case assignment, not with the traca by definition, and not
with Marie because Marie is already Case assigned by i or
par. But if so, condition 2.2(14) is violated. In addition,
at least (47)b and (48)b are excluded because Marie must
bind the trace t, but, being embedded under par, it cannot,
since it clearly does not c-command it. Whether the same is

true of (47)a and (48)a depends ultimately upon the exact
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nature of the 3 of 3 insertion, but is not crucial here.

At this point, we can notice that all of the examples
we gave involve simple patterns subject- verb - object
embedded under faire or laisser. It is obvious however that
more complex patterns involving in particular PP complements
reduce essentially to simple ones; hence, in general, more
complex patterns than the already familiar ones do not re-
quire any special attention. There is however one exception
to this general state of affairs. Consider again the pat-

tern where the verb reanalyzed with by faire or laisser Case-

assigns its subject. This pattern is most clearly
exemplified by sentences like (28)a and (29)a and structures
like (30), where ai fait or ai laiss@ reanalyze with the
"object deletion" verb &crire; or by sentences like (35)a and

(36)a and structures like (37), where ai fait or ai laissé

reanalyze with the purely intransitive verb rire. 1If a PP
complement to &crire and rire is inserted in (30) and (37)
respectively, we expect that structures of the type of (49)
and (50) are obtained, where in (49) €crire takes an é (to)
phrase complement and in (50) rire takes a de (of) phrase

complement:

(49)a. Je [ ai fait | ve [ vp écrire 3a Pierre | Marie |]]

s VP
I made write to Pierre Marie
b. [ g Jelyp ai laissélvp R/p écrire 3 Pierre) Marie]]]

I let write to Pierre Marie

(50)a. | g Jel VP ai fait [ ve | vp rire de ga] Marielll

I made laugh of it Marie
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[S Je [VP ali laissé [VP[VP rire de ca ] Marie]]]

Rather uninterestingly, in (49) and (50), Case and 6 re-
lations are exactly as indicated in (30) and (37) respec-
tively, with the simple addition that in (49) é, selected

in some way by €crire, in turn assigns 8-role and Case to
Pierre; and, similarly, de in (50), selected by rire,

assigns 8-role and Case to ga. Structures like (49) and
(50) then are not very interesting in themselves. What is
interesting about them, however, is that, while they include

the constituents &crire 3 Pierre and rire de ga, respectively,

with 3 Pierre and de ga preceding Marie,
the sentences they correspond to are (51) and (52), where
Marie precedes a Pierre and de ca, and not (53) and (54),

where the ordering in (49) and (50) is maintained:

(51)a. J'ai fait &crire Marie @ Pierre

b. J'ai fait rire Marie de ¢a

(52)a. J'ai laissé &crire Marie 3 Pierre

b. J'ai laiss@ rire Marie de ca

(53)a. *J'ai fait &crire 3 Pierre Marie

b. *J'ai fait rire de ca Marie

(54)a. *J'ai laissé écrire & Pierre Marie

b. *j'ai laissé rire de ga Marie

This, however, is exactly what is predicted by the adjacency
condition 2.2 (17). According to 2.2 (17), two elements

related by Case assignment or reanalysis in the syntax must
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be adjacent one to the other, not in the syntax itself but
rather in PF. If so, in (49) and (50), écrire and rire
respectively can Case assign Marie, across d Pierre and de
ga, while in the corresponding PF, the prediction is, cor-
rectly, that &crire and rire must be adjacent to Marie, as
in (51\-(52» and cannot be separated from it by other ma-
terial)as in (53)-(54).

Finally, before concluding, we can notice that,in
introducing the relation reanalysis, we restricted its range

to Case elements, hence Case assigners or reanalyzers; while

in all of the examples we gave up to now, faire or laisser

reanalyze with Case assigners, never with other reanalyzers.

Exemples of faire or laisser reanalyzing with other rea-

nalyzers, however, are easily found. 1In fact, faire or

laisser can reanalyze one with the other, as in (55):

(55)a. J'ai laissé faire &crire une lettre
I let make write a letter

b. J'ai laissé faire écrire Marie

I let miake write Marie

c. J'ai laissé& faire rire Marie
I let make laugh Marie

d. J'ai laissé faire s'en aller Marie
I let make go Marie
In (55), obviously ai laiss@ subcategorizes the small clause

VPs faire @crire une lettre,... and assigns a 6-role to it,

while reanalyzing with the reanalyzer, hence Case element



- Lot

faire, exactly as if the verb embedded under ai laissé& were
a normal Case assigner, like écrire, etc,... . In turn,
faire subcategorizes for and 6-role assigns the VP small

clauses €crire une lettre,... and reanalyzes with the verb

€crire,... exactly as in all of the other examples of rea-
nalysis involving it ' we gave. Similarly, it is not
difficult to find examples with three reanalysers in a row,
one reanalyzing with the following till the last one ends
the sequence by reanalyzing with a Case assigner. 1In
theory, indeed a sentence can contain an indefinitely large
number of reanalyzers.

In conclusion, our second question in this section,
what kind of structures are associated with causative or
causative-like constructions proper, is answered in (23)-(25),
(30)-(33), (37)-(38), (44) as well as in (49)-(50), etc. As

for faire, laisser, etc., in causative and causative-like

constructions proper, they are, phonological and semantic
properties aside, just verbs and 6-role assigners,in addition

to being reanalysers. Thus, a verb like laisser has, everything
considered, a lexical entry like (56) where /laisser/ stands

for its phonological properties, "laisser" for its semantic
properties, and its syntactic properties are that it is a verb,
a 8-role assigner, and alternatively either a Case assigner, as
in éxamples of the type of (3) and structures of the type of
(9), or a reanalyser, as in examples like (22), (29), (36)

and (43) and corresponding structures:
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b,

(56) laisser: /laisser/,
"laisser",
v,
8-role assigner
Case assigner v reanalyser

On the other hand, a verb like faire has a lexical entry like
(57), where once its phonological properties, /faire/, and its
semantic properties, "faire", are discounted, its syntactic
properties are that it is 2 verb and a 8-role assigner and

a reanalyser obligatorily, not optionally as laisser:

(57) faire: /faire/,
"faire",
v,
8-role assigner
reanalyser

Obviously the lexical entry in (57) does not take into account
the fact that faire both 6-role assignes and Case assigns

nominal objects in examples like J'ai fait unetable (I made

a table). If this is taken into account faire must be a

Case assigner or a reanalyser and not only a reanalyser in the
lexicon; the fact that,when subcategorizing for a (small)
clause, faire obligatorily reanalyses must obviously be captured
by introducing in its lexical entry an implication from 6-role
assigning a (small) clause to being a reanalyser. This,

however, need not concern us here.
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4.2 More causative constructions

In the preceding section we limited our investig-
ation of causative constructions essentially to French, though
we extended it to English in the case of causative
constructions not involving reanalysis; and in French we
limited our in'estigation to causative constructions
of the simplest kind. In this section
we will be concerned with extending our investigation both
to more complicated constructions and to a larger number of
languages. 1In particular, we will discuss the impossibility of
causative constructions proper in English; the impossibility of
passivizing the causative verb in a causative construction in
French and the possibility of doing so in Italian: the impossibilit
of passivizing the embedded verb inacausative construction proper in
general; and more. On the one hand, we will argue that all differences
between English, French and Italian causative constructions
follow from the assumptimn that English causative verbs are
simply Case assigners, French and Italian causative verbs are
reanalyzers, and Italian causative verbs and the verbs they
reanalyse with are like one verb
with respect to Case. On the other hand, we will argue
that all complex patterns met in causative constructions
follow from our assumptions about reanalysis and in general
about Case. Among additional topics, we will address the

question of cliticization in causative constructions proper,
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and we will conclude that its properties are less crucial
it is otherwise assumed.
To begin with, we recall that if section 4.1 is

correct, the fact that French faire, laisser, etc. are

associated with causative constructions proper, i.e. causative
constructions with peculiar word order and/or Case marking,
follows straightforwardly from the theory of grammar under

the assumption that ggigg'and laisser are reanalysers. On

the other hand, we recall that if section 4.1 again is correct
the fact that French laisser, but not French faire, is

associated with causative constructions with ordinary word

order and Case marking follows from the theory of
grammar under the assumption that laisser, but not faire, can
also simply be a Case assigner. Now, English to make, etc.

are associated with causative constructions of the ordinary

word order and Case marking kind exactly as French laisser, etc.
are . n the other hand to make, etc., contrary to French faire,
laisser etc. are not associated with causative constructions

proper, as in (1)-(4):

(1) a. *I made write a letter "to" Mary
b. *I made write a letter by Mary
c. *I made write a letter

(2) a. *I made write Mary
b, *I made write "to" Mary
c. *I made write by Mary
d. *I made write
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(3) a. *I made laugh Mary
b. *I made laugh

(4) *I made go Mary

Obviously the fact that to make, etc. are associated with
causative constructions of the ordinary word order/Case
marking kind can be made to follow, as in section 4.1

under the assumption that to make, etc.,

like French laisser, etc., are simply Case assigners. On
the other hand, the fact that to make, etc. are not associated
with causative constructions proper implies,

everything else equal, that to make, etc., contrary to French

faire, laisser, etc., are not reanalysers. The question

then is whether , conversely, from the assumption that

to make, etc. are not reanalysers the fact that to make, etc.
are not associated with causative constructions proper can be made to follow.
Consider first (l). 1In (1) the theta criterion and the Case
filter as well as various other conditicns, can ie satisfied
exactly as in the French counterparts in 4.]1(21); made however,
contrary to ai fait , clearly violates condition

2.2(14). Jn 4.1(21) indeed faire, being a reanalyzer,
satisfies condition 2.2(14) by entering reanalysis with
écrire. In (1) on the other hand to make, being a

Case assigner, under condition 2.2(14) must enter

Case assignement with some nominal phrase; but
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obviously there is no nominal phrase to make can enter

Case assignment with. In (1) indeed

the small clause made governs and subcategorizes for,
being neither a projection of N nor of INFL, does not fall
under our definition of nominal (phrase). on the other hand
the matrix subject I, the embedded object a letter and in

(2la)-(21b) the embedded subject or agent Mary are nominal

phrases, but they are not governed by made , hence made cannot

Case assign them or the government condition is violated.

Thus wunder the assumption that to make, contrary to faire,

is a Case assigner and not a reanalyzer, the ungrammaticality

of (1) follows straightforwardly.

Consider then the other examples. Obviously enough, (2b)-
(2d) and (3b) reduce to (1); indeed it is easy to see that
in (2b)-(2d) and (3b) as in (1) there is no nominal phrase
made can enter Case assignment with, hence,as (1), (2b)-
(2d) and (3b) violate condition 2.2(14). 1In particular,
it is easy to see that (2b) is in all relevant respects
analogous to (la), (2c) analogous to (lb) and both (24)
and (3b) analogous to (lc). If so, only (2a),

(3a) and (4) are left. (2a), (3a) and (4) differ from the

other examples in that they can satisfy not only the 6-criterion

and the Case filter but also condition 2.2(14); indeed in (2a),

(3a) and (4) made can govern Mary and Case assign it. On the

other hand, we know that under the adjacency condition two
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elements entering Case assignment must be adjacent to each
other in PF; hence if in (2a), (3a) and (4) made Case assigns

Mary, made and Mary must be adjacent to each other in PF. But

in (2a), (3a) and (4) made and Mary are separated by write,

laugh and go respectively, hence the adjacency condition is
violated. Thus under the assumption that to make, concrary

to faire, is a Case

assigner and not a reanalyser, the ungrammaticality of (1)~

(4) also straightforwardly follows. Ultimately then we

conclude that in the lexicon to make, leaving aside its
phonological properties, /make/, and its semantic properties,
"make", syntactically

simply is a verb, a 8-role assigner and a Case assigner, as in (5);
and that the difference between the lexical entries of make, as in (5) and faire

or laisser,as in 4.1(56) and 4.1(57) respectively, indeed accounts for

the difference between causative constructions in English and in

French:

(5) make = /make/,
"make",
v,
theta-role assigner,

Case assigner
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Next, we consider what is both a more complicated
example of causative construction and a more subtle
example of variation across lanquages. We know from
section 5.1 that causative constructions of the ordinary
word order/Case marking type are predicted to be compatible
with passivization of the causative verb, correctly in French,
though incorrectly in English for reasons that we tentatively
dismissed as irrelevant to our investigation here. We can
wonder, then, whether causative constructions proper are
compatible with passivization of the causative verb and what
our predictions are in this respect.

For one thing, French causative constructions proper

are incompatible with passivization of the causative verb, no matter
whether it irwolves an embedded subject as in (6) and (7), or

an embedded subject in object position as in (8), or an

embedded object, as in (9):

(6) *Marie a été faite crire (par Pierre)
Marie was made write (by Pierre)

(7) *Marie a €te faite rire (par Pierre)
Marie was made laugh (by Pierre)

(8) *Marie a ete faite partir
Marie was made go

(9) a. *La lettre a ete faite ecrire a Marie (par Pierre)
The letter was made write "to" Marie (by Pierre)
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b. *La lettre a ete faite éecrire par Marie

The letter was made

(par Pierre)
(by Pierre)

write by Marie

c. *La lettre a éte faite écrire (par Pierre)
The letter was made write (by Pierre)

On the other hand, in Italian,

which exactly duplicates French in simple examples, causative

constructions proper are compatible with passivization of the causative

verb in all cases,

whether an embedded subject is involved

as in (10) and (11) or an embedded subject in object position

is involved as in (12), or an embedded object is involved, as

in (13):

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

Maria fu fatta scrivere (da Piero)

Maria was made write

(by Piero)

Maria fu fatta ridere (da Piero)

Maria was made laugh

Maria fu fatta andare
Maria was made go

a.

La lettera fu fatta
The letter was made

La lettera fu fatta
The letter was made

La lettera fu fatta
The letter was made

(by Piero)

(da Piero)
(by Piero)

scrivere a Maria (da Piero)
write "to" Maria (by Piero)

scrivere da Maria (da Piero)
write by Maria (by Piero)

scrivere (da Piero)
write (by Piero)
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Thus in the case of French we must be able to predict that
causative constructions proper and passivization of the

causative verb are incompatible; in the case of Italian we
must be able to predict that causative constructions proper

and passivization of the causative verb are compatible.

Consider first French, and the incompatibility in French
of causative constructions proper and passivization of the
causative verb. To begin with, we notice that passive morphology
has been characterized, here and quite generally, as eliminating
the Case assigner properties of the verbs it is associated with,
and the theta-role assigner properties of the predicates the verbs
form. It would be a natural extension of this characterization
if passive morphology were to eliminate in general the Case
properties of the verbs it is associated with, including not only
their Case assigner properties but also their reanalyzer
properties. This extension however is by no means necessary;
obviously it is at least as natural to maintain that passive
morphology is actually associated with Case assigners only, excluding
in this way reanalyzers. If this is the case, it is easy
to see that the incompatibility of causative constructions proper
and passivization of the causative verb straightforwardly
follows. For in causative constructions proper the causative
verb is a reanalyzer; and if passive morphology cannot eliminate
its reanalyzer property, it must enter reanalysis, Hence, for

example, in (6)-(9) faire must reanalyze with écrire, rire, partir
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and éérire again. But if so, in (6) and (7) ecrire and rire
respectively must Case assign the embedded subject, making
movement of Marie into the matrix subject position impossible;
similarly in (8) partir must Case assign the embedded "inverted"
subject, making movement of Marie into the matrix subject position
similarly impossible. Fi ally in (9), even independently of whether faire
reanalyzés with it or not,é_c_r_i_ge_ must Case assign the embedded object
position; hence movement of la lettre into the matrix subject
position is once aqain made impossible. Ultimately then the impossibility
in French of causative constructions proper and passivization
of the causative verb follows under unchanged assumptions about
both passive morphology and French causative verbs.

Consider then Italian and the compatibility in Italian
of causative constructions proper and passivization of the
causative verb. To begin with, we must recall that Italian and
French while differing with respect to examples of the type of
(6)-(9) and (10)~-(13), are identical with respect to all other
examples of causative constructions taken into consideration.
Indeed if we were considering only examples of the simpler kind,
we could conclude that Italian causative verbs have the same
lexical properties as their French counterparts, hence. under
the same principles of grammar enter the same syntactic construc-
tions. When on the other hand we consider examples of the type
of (6)~(9) and (10)-(13) we must conclude, barring the hypothesis
that Italian and French differ with respect to some principle(s)

of grammar, that Italian causative verbs and French causative
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verbs have different lexical properties, hence under the same
principles of grammar enter different syntactic constructions.
Suppose then we assume that an Italian causative verb like fare
has all of the (syntactic) properties of its French counterpart
faire; but, in addition, if fare enters reanalysis with a Case
element 4, it is a property of fare that « in turn enters Case
with another element ﬁ if and only if fare and o together enter
Case with B much as if they were one (Case) element. It is not
difficult to see that under these assumptions it indeed follows
both that fare enters all and only the simple constructions its
French counterpart faire enters, and that fare, contrary to its
French counterpart faire, as in (6)-(9), enters constructions

of the type of (10)-(13). Consider first (10)-(13). As in
(6)-(9) the passive morphology does not eliminate the reanalyzer
property of faire, in (10)-(13) we can assume that the passive
morphology does not eliminate the reanalyzer property of fare.

Consequently, as in (6)-(9) faire reanalyzes with ecrire, rire,

partir and ecrire again, in (10)-(13) fare reanalyzes with

scrivere, ridere, andare and scrivere respectively. As the next

step, however, in (6)~-(9) the embedded verbs écrire etc. must
Case assign Marie in (6)-(8) and la lettre in (9); in (10)-(13)
on the other hand it is our assumption that, as a property of

fare, the embedded verbs scrivere etc. enter Case if and only

if fare and the embedded verbs together, hence fare scrivere

etc. do. Obviously, because fare is associated with passive

morphology, fare scrivere etc. also are; and because they are

associated with passive morphology, fare scrivere etc. have
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their Case assigner properties eliminated and do

not enter Case assignement. But in turn, because fare scrivere

etc. dao not, scrivere etc. do not have Case assigner properties
and do not enter Case assignement either. Hence in (10) and (11)

(fare) scrivere and (fare)ridere respectively do not Case assign

the embedded subject position, and Maria can and must move into

the matrix subject position; similarly in (12) (fare)andare does

not Case assign the embedded "inverted" subject, and Maria
similarly can and must move into the matrix subject position;

and finally in (13) (fare)scrivere does not Case assign

the embedded object position and la lettera ' can and must

move into the matrix subject position. Thus the compatibility
in Italian of causative constructions proper and passivization
of the causative verb indeed follows from the assumption that
the causative verb and the verb it reanalyzes with are, with
respect to Case, essentially one element. Consider then the
exact similarity of simple causative constructions in Italian
to simple causative constructions in French. Leaving aside
causative constructions with standard word order, and taking into
consideration, among causative constructions proper, all and only
the wellformed ones, the relevant Italian examples are in (14)-
(17), where the embedded verb is a transitive verb in (14), a
transitive verb used iatransitively in (15), an intransitive

verb in (16), and an "ergative" verb in (17):

(14) a. Feci scrivere una lettera a Maria
I-made write a letter Maria



- Lo -

b. Feci scrivere una lettera da Maria
I-made write a letter by Maria

c. Feci scrivere una lettera

I-made write a letter

(15) a. Feci scrivere Maria
I-made write Maria

b. Feci scrivere a Maria
I-made write Maria

c. PFeci scrivere da Maria
I-made write by Maria

d. Feci scrivere
I-made write

(1l6) a. Feci ridere Maria
I-made laugh Maria

b. Feci ridere
I-made laugh

(17) Feci andare Maria
I-made go Maria

In the French counterparts to (14)-(17), faire reanalyzes

with the embedded verbs écrire etc.; in turn eécrire etc.,
depending upon their different properties, Case assign the
embedded object or the embedded subject or do not
assign Case at all. Similarly in (14)-(17) fare reanalyzes with
the embedded verbs scrivere etc.; and similarly in turn scrivere
etc. Case assign the embedded object, as in (14), or the embedded
subject, as in (15a) and (l6a), or the embedded "inverted" subject,
as in (17), or do not assign Case at all, as in (15b)-(15d4) and
(16b) . Under our assumptions the one difference

between French and Italian is that in Italian, as a lexical
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property of fare, the embedded verbs scrivere, etc. enter Case
if and only if fare and scrivere, etc. together do. But this

simply means that in (14) fare scrivere Case assigns una lettera

as scrivere does; in (15a), (l6a) and (17) fare scrivere, fare

ridere and fare andare Case assign Maria as scrivere, ridere and

andare respectively do; and in (15b)-(15d) and (16b) fare scrivere

and fare ridere do not enter Case at all, as scrivere and ridere

also do not. Hence in general fare scrivere, etc. simply double

scrivere, etc. Thus under the assumption that in Italian a
causative verb and the verb it reanalyzes with are essentially
one element with respect to Case, the exact similarity of simple
causative constructions in Italian to simple causative constructions
French also follows. Ultimately then we can conclude that an
Italian causative item like fare, leaving aside its phonological
properties, /fare/, and its semantic properties, "fare", is a
verb and a theta-role assigner and a reanalyzer; and in addition
it is its pfoperty that if it reanalyzes with some other element
« , « enters Case if and only if fare and x together do; as in
(18) :
(18) fare = /fare/,

"fare",

v,

theta~-role assigner,

reanalyzer,

if Case (fare, «), then Case ( «, ()
if and only if Case ((fare, «),f)
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Next, we consider again a complicated example of
causative constructions proper, though this time one nct
involving variation across languages.We just saw in this
section that causative constructions proper and passivization
of the causative verb are incompatible in French and compatible
in Italian. We now notice that causative constructions proper are
incompatible with passivization of the embedded verb
in hoth French and italian, as in (19) and
(20) respectively:

(19) *J'ai fait &tre invité Pierre par Marie
I made be invited Pierre by Marie

(20) *Feci essere invitatc Piero da Maria
I-made be invited Piero by Maria

Tt i3 easy to see that the incampatibility of causative constructions
proper and passivization of the embedded verb indeed
follows from our assumptions. In (19) ai fait reanalyzes

with etre invité, in (20) feci reanalyzes with essere invitato;

etre invité and essere invitato then must Case assign Pierre

and Piero respectively. But both étre invite and essere invitato

bear passive morphology; hence étre invité and essere
invitato cannot assign Case at all. The one difference between
French and Italian is that in Italian, in addition, as a lexical

property of fare essere invitato enters Case assignment if and

only if feci essere invitato also does. But this only means that

as essere invitato cannot enter Case, so feci essere invitato

cannot. Hence the incompatibility of causative constructions proper

and passivization of the embedded verb follows straichtforvardly,
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lack of Aifferences between Italian and French included.

Motice that

while there is incomratihility between causative constructions
proper and passive embedded verbs there is no c¢eneral in-
compatibilityv between causative constructions proper and

NP -movement embedded verbs Indeed, we *ave seen
already, in the preceding section and in this one, that one
significant class of NP-movement verbs, "ergative" verbs, is
perfectly compatible with causative constructions proper both
in French and in It&lian. One class of NP-movement verbs is left
after this, the class of raising verbs, including verbs of
the type of to seem, and verbs of the class of to be
if the small clause and raising analysis is adopted for them;
the compatibility of these verbs and causative constructions
proper is dubious both in French and in Italian, as in (21)
and (22) respectively:

(21) a. ? J'ai fait resulter Marie avoir vaincu
I made appear Marie to have won

b. ? J'ai fait @tre Marie arrogante
I made be Marie arrogant

(22) a. ? Feci risultare Maria aver vinto
I-made appear Maria to have won

b. ? Feci essere Maria arrogante
I-made be Maria arrogant

2oth in (21) and in (22) the causative verb, ai fait and
feci respectively, can reanalyze with the embedded

verb résulter/risultare or @tre/essere; and the embedded verb

in turn, in virtue of reanalysis, can be a Case assigner and

Case assign Marie/Maria. Hence, exactly as in the case
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examples involving an "ergative"verb embedded under a causative
verb, (21) and (2?) are predicted to be wellformed,

provided of course, under our assumptions about fare, that in (22)

as risultare and essere so fare risultare and fare essere

assign Case to Maria. On the other hand

not only the compatibility of .embedded raising verbs with causative
constructions proper, but also the compatibility of embedded
raising verbs with causative constructions of the standard
word order/Case marking type is dubious, as in English (23),

and (23) is obviously predicted to be wellformed , made
in particular as<igning Case to Mary:
(23) a. ? I made Mary appear to have won
B. ? I made Mary be arrogant

“ence it is only natural to assume that ,21)-'22) altocether are
not quite wellformed for reasons other than syntactic, say sematic reasons;
roughly, it is sematically sound tc make something "happen"

but not to make something "seem" or "be".

Notice that there is a degree of dubiousness associated also
with the interaction of causative constructions of the standard
word type and passive embedded verbs, as in English (24),

{%4) beinag obviously predicted to be wellformed

under the general principles of grammar, with made in rarticular
assicning Case to Peter:

(24) ? I made Peter be invited by Mary

Naturally we assune  that (24) is not quite wellformed for
reasons other than syntactic, say sematic again. Correspondingly,
we actually expect the difference which seemingly exists

wetween the unacceptability



of examples like (19) and (20) and the oddity of examples like

(24); and the similar difference which seems to exist

between examples like (19) and examples like (21) within French

and examples like(20) and examples like (22) within Italian.

Finally, we consider again a class of complicated

examples of causative constructions proper and one without

variation across lanquages, the class of examples involving

interaction of causative constructions proper and cliticization. To begin with,

In a causative construction proper a clitic fram the embedded subject or

"inverted" subject or object position associated with the causative verb

(or its auxiliaries), as in French (25)-(26) amd Italian (27)-(28);

where the clitic is the embedded object in (26) and (28) and the embedded subject

or "inwerted" subject in (25) and (27), in particular a dative subject

in (25a),(25c) and (27a),(27c) and an accusative subject

otherwise;
(25) a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
(26) a.

Je lui ai fait écrire une lettre
I her made write a letter

Je l'ai faite écrire
I her made write

Je lui ai fait écrire
I her made write

Je 1'ai faite rire
I her made laugh

Je 1l'ai faite partir
I her made go

Je l'ai faite écrire a Marie
I it made write Marie
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b. Je l'ai faite écrire par Marie
I it made write by Marie

c. Je l'ai faite écrire

I it made write

(27) a. Le feci scrivere una lettera

Her I-made write a letter

b. La feci scrivere
Her I-made write

c. Le feci scrivere
Her I-made write

d. La feci ridere
Her I-made laugh

e. La feci andare
Her I-made go

(28) a. La feci scrivere a Maria

It I-made write Maria

b. La feci scrivere da Maria
It I-made write by Maria

c. La feci scrivere

It I-made write
Suppose we assume that in general a clitic and a pro the clitic
identifies must c-command each other, equivalently that the verb
the clitic is associated with must govern the pro the clitic
identifies; and more in particular that in a set of verbs
c-commanding each other, hence all governing the
same elements, the verb a clitic is associated with must
be the first or highest of the set. It is easy to see that,on
the one hand, these assumptions are independently needed to

account for the simple fact that a clitic is generally associated
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with the verb whose Case the clitic ends up with, or with

the highest/first one of the auxiliaries associated with the

verb, if any; on the other hand under these assumptions the
interaction of subject and object clitics and causative construc-
tions proper also straightforwardly follows. Consider

first (26) or (28). In (26), where ai fait reanalyzes with
écrire, and in (28) , where feci reanalyzes with scrivere,

écrire/scrivere and faire/fare c-command each other and govern

each the embedded object; and ,of the two, faire/fare obviously
is the first or highest one. Hence in (26) and (28) the clitic la
which identifies a pro in the embedded object position'

must be associated with ai fait/feci. Consider then (25) or (27);

needless to say, the same can be repeated if only subject, or
"inverted" subject, is substituted for object and lui eventually
for la. Thus the interaction of cliticization from the embedded
subject or object and causative constructions proper
follows indeed straightforwardly under our assumptions. Now,
as the embedded subject or object, in a causative construction
proper an embedded complement generally cliticizes on the
causative verb (or its auxiliaries); which as in the case of
an embedded subject or object follows straiaghtforwardly under
our assumptions. In the case of an embedded complement, however,
there seem to be a number of exceptions. For example,
cliticization of an embedded dative complement on a causative
verb 1is unacceptable in presence of an embedded

dative subject , as in French (29) and Italian (30),
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though obviously French (29), Italian (30) and

similar examples are perfectly wellformed if the clitic is
taken to be the dative embedded subject and the dative
phrase the embedded complement:

(29) a. * Je lui ai fait écrire une lettre a Marie
I to-him made write a letter Marie

c. * Je lui ai fait écrire a Marie
I to-him made write Marie

(30) a. * Gli feci scrivere una lettera a Maria
To-him I-made write a letter Maria

c. * Gli feci scrivere a Maria
To-him I-made write Maria

Naturally, our contention is thatthe ungrammaticality or
oddity of (29) - (30) and the like does not count against our
assumptions; rather examples like (29) and (30) are less

than good on grounds other than syntactic. Notice indeed that all suppo-

sed principled accounts of (29) -(30) and the like, essentially
Kayne's (1975) and Rouveret & Vergnaud's (1980), rely on some

version of the Specified Subject Condition or of Opacity

or of pinding condition A,as applied to the empty category left behind &
cliticization. But the unacceptability of (29) and (30) is exactly

reproduced if in (29) and (30) wh-movement is substituted for
cliticization, as in French (31) and Italian (32); and obviously

the empty category left behind by wh-movement is not subject to binding

condition A
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(31) a. * L'homme a qui j'ai fait écrire une lettre
The man to whom I made write a letter

a Marie
Marie

b. * L'homme & gqui j'ai fait écrire a Marie
The man to whom I made write Marie

(32) a. * L'uomo a cui feci scrivere una lettera
The man to whom I-made write a letter

a Maria
Maria

b. * L'uomo a cui feci scrivere a Maria

The man to whom I-made write Maria
Hence a Specified Subject Condition or Opacity or binding account
of (29)- (30) and the like actually loses credibility and
correspondingly an use-oriented account gains
some, especially in view of the fact that, again,
(29) and (30) as well as (31) and (32) are perfectly well-
formed if the clitic is taken to be the dative embedded subject
and the dative phrase the embedded complement. Ultimately then
if this, and some more, is the case, we can conclude that
all the various types of interactions between causative
constructions proper and cliticizarion, in French and in Italian
alike, indeed follow from our assumptions or else behave

anomaluously on grounds other than syntactic.
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