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Abstract

The aim of this paperis to questionthe well-establishediiew in constraintbased
grammarson Romancecausaties, i.e. thatthey are functionally monoclausal,
aswell asits mostimportantcorollary thattheir lexical representatiolis under
speci ed with regardto argumentstructure(Alsina 1996, Abeillé, Godard& Sag
1998)thatgetsfully speci ed by meging with anothermpredicate.Thisis thegen-
erally acceptedriew, eventhoughit contradictgnitial claimson lexical integrity.
The discussionwill restupona few problematicsentence®f which the mono-
clausaltheoriesgive an unsatisfctoryaccount.l aguethatthe monoclausalityof
causatresis only a surface(i.e. a c-structureymonoclausality The "'memging ef-
fect' obsered atthelevel of surfacerealisationandthe apparenextra alguments
of the causatie predicatewill be accountedor by someothermeans. The idea
is to resortto the previous conceptionof a biclausalf-structure,but with a more
“comple’ useof structuresharing.l will mainly beconcernedvith theimplemen-
tation of this conceptin Lexical FunctionalGrammar(LFG) in this papey but a
shortcomparisorwith a similar Head-Driven PhraseStructureGrammarHPSG)
approactwill supportheideathatthe proposahassomeempiricalrelevance.



1 Intr oduction?

Romancecausaiies have beenextensvely studiedin the eld of generatie
grammardfor the last 30 yearsand, more speci cally, during the last decaden
constraint-basedrammars.In the latter framework, therehasbeena ratherwide
agreementhat Romancecausatie constructionsare formed through somesort
of meging of two lexical subcatgorisationframes. This generallyimplies that
the lexical entry of the causatie verb is underspeci edwith regardto agument
structure(Alsina 1996for LFG, Abeillé etal. 1998for HPSG)whichwill have to
besyntacticallyfully speci edby theadditionof elementgrom anothempredicates
argumentstructure Althoughthisis animportantdeparturen conceptuagrounds
from initial assumptionsuchasthe "Lexical Integrity Principle' (seeAckerman
& Webelhuth1997for discussion)jt is the view generallyadoptedn constraint
basedrameworks.

Let'sreview someof thebasicfactsaboutcausatiesby examiningthefollowing
sentences:

(1) Pierreafait courir Paul.
PetemadePaul run.

(2) Pierreafait construireun bateawa Paul.
PetemadePaul build aboat.

(3) Pierreafait construireun bateaypar Paul.
Peterhada boatbuilt by Paul.

(4) Pierrelui afait écrireunelettre.
Petermadehim write a letter / Peterhada letterwritten to him.

(5) Pierrelui afait écrireunelettrepar Marie.
Peterhada letterwrittento him by Mary.

the authorwishesto thank Marc Dominigy, FabienneMartin, Philip Miller and at leasttwo
anorymousreviewersfor insightful comments.

2In this paper | will only discussFrenchcausaties.Mary of thegeneralssumptionsnadehere
hold for otherRomancdanguagesalthoughtherearesomenotabledifferenceqcf. Frank1996)

3Thereare two typesof constructionsfor causatiesin Romancelanguagegcf Abeillé et al.
1998)The rst oneseemso besubjectto somekind of meging of two subcatgorisationframes(’ll
lui afaittuerunhomme'). Thesecondne,subjectto variationin acceptabilityis a classicakontrol
construction("?Il I'a fait tuerun homme"). We will only concernourseheswith the rst kind in this
paper



(6) Pierrelui afait écrireunelettrea Paul.
Petemmadehim write a letterto Paul.

(7) *Pierrelui afaittéléphoneMarie.
PetermadeMary call him.

(8) PierreafaittéléphoneMarie a Paul.
PetermadeMary call Paul.

The rst threesentenceshawv usthevery basicfactsaboutcausatiesin French.
In simpleterms,the causatie predicatefaire' (to do, to make) takes anin ni-
tive verb ascomplementandapparentlysharests agumentswith the embedded
predicates aguments.If the embeddedrerbis intransitive, its subjectwill be ex-
presse@sthecausatie's directobject.If thein niti ve verbis transitve, its subject
will beexpressecitherasanindirecta-objector asa parphrasgthetypicalagent
complemenphrasein French). Theseare the possiblefunctionsthat canbe oc-
cupiedby whathasbeencalledthe “causeerole? All otherargumentskeeptheir
grammaticafunction but seemto be complementgo the causatie verh This is
supportedby obsered behaiour with regardto tough-maement, NP-ordering,
extractionandupstairliticisation. But we will seethattheconstraintgshatappear
after a closerlook at sentence$4) through(8) reveal thatthe story is somavhat
morecomplicated But we will postponecommentontheseuntil lateron.

I will notdwell onthenumerougactsthatarguein favour of somesortof meig-
ing ordependencef theembeddedh niti ve verb(seeamongothersKaynel975,
Ruwet1972, Tasmavski 1984,Burzio 1988). But it shouldbe stressedhat mary
of the claimsfor monoclausastructureare basedon phrase-structuralonstraints
like heary-NP shift,... Sincel keepthe assumptiorthatthe surfacerealisationof
Frenchcausaties(in our case the c-structurejs monoclausain nature,| assume
thatthey will be accountedor in the sameway hereasin othertheories. There
aresomespeci ¢ behaioursof causaties,though,thatdo notseento be explain-
ablethroughphrase-structuraton guration, but ratherbe dependantiponsome
internallexical-structuralconstraint. Thesehave generallybeenseenasthe main
evidencefor themonoclausatepresentatiom theconstraint-baseliterature.This
includesmainly upstairscliticisation (Miller & Sag1997)andfunctionalrelation
change®f theembeddederb's agumentsfrom SUBJto OBJor OBJ  (Alsina
1996,Dalrymple& Zaenenl996,..) | will aguethatthesephenomenareactu-
ally notuniformly pleadingin favor of amonoclausastructure.

“Therehasbeena lot of discussiorregardingthis notion of a "causeerole, but | believe this to
beirrelevantto the presentliscussion.



In derivational frameworks, they are easily accountedor. In Government&
Binding (GB), the embedded/P is partially or completelydestrgyed in the pro-
cess(Burzio, 1988).1n the RelationalGrammanRG) framework, two phrasesre
megedin “clausalunion' (Fauconnietl983). Thederivationalproceswill impose
differentconstrainton NPsaccordingto their initial relationto the embeddedn-

niti ve, whetherthey are deep'subjectsor "deep'dative objects.

This apparentheavesuswith a straightalternatve. Eitherwe adoptthederiva-
tional view (which, of course we don't want) andthereis a structuraldifference
betweertheinitial subjector indirectobject. Theabore exampleghenfollow from
generalprinciples( -criterion,...). If, onthe otherhandwe adoptthe constraint-
basedview (andwe will of course)andthe monoclausastructurethatcomeswith
it. This, | considerto be anunsatisictoryalternatve. | will try to shav thatit is
possibleo give anaccounthatstaysfaithful to thebasicassumptionsf constraint-
basedyrammargmaybeeven morefaithful thanprevious accountshile having
the sameempiricalcoveragethatthe derivationaltheoriescangive.

2 A biclausal structure

In the presentpaper! challengethe generalview by assumingthat the internal
structureof causatiesin Frenchis actuallybiclausal.In the LFG formalism,the
obviousway of expressinghisis by having a biclausalf-structure.Thespeci city
of this kind of constructionhamelycomple predicateswill be thatthey make
a muchmore ‘comple' useof structuresharing. To expressthis in one “lexical
item’, | givein gure 1 avery generatemplateof whata lexical entryfor “faire'
shouldlook like.

Faire,V: Pred= faire'<SUBJVCOMP,OBJ,0BJ >

(
(

Figurel: “faire'

As hintedabove, | will aguethatthe main pro-monoclausahrgumentsareac-
tually not uniformly pleadingin favour of a monoclausasktructure. Let's have a
closerlook at the constraintson upstairscliticisation and on the presencef two



dative NPsthattheexamplegq4) to (8) reveal. For Alsina(1992)& (1996)or Frank
(1996),the bestway to explain clitic climbingis by positingthatthetwo predicate
undego somesortof predicatecompaosition(meiging or partial-meging) whereby
the agumentsof the embeddedn niti ve verb areaddedto the a-structureof the
causatie ‘faire'. Theresultingcomple a-structuras thenmappedontoa at f-
structure. | will not review the mechanismgor meging a-structureheresince
they arerathertechnicalinnovationsof the standard_FG formalismandmy aim
is to aguethatthey areunnecessaryindeed,it is dif cult to accountfor thefact
thattherecansometimesdetwo OBJ >, asin example(6). This would appear
to bein directcontradictionwith the CoherencéPrinciple (Bresnarn2001),unless
oneadmitsthatthey aredifferentfunctions. For instanceon could stipulatethat
the rst isanOBJ while the secondwould be an OBJ . But this
would ignorea numberof generafactsaboutdative objects.
Firstof all, they canbothbecliticisedby “lui', thoughtherearecertainrestrictions
herethatwe will considerbelown, and’lui' is astrictly dative pronoun.Sowe cant
escapehefactthattherearetwo dative NPssubcatgorisedfor by the samepred-
icateif we decidefor the agumentcompositionview. And this would be a the
unigueandstrictly construction-speci casen the Frenchlanguage.
Whatmore,thereseemgo besomesemanticorrespondendaetweerthesub-
catgyorisationframesof the non-causatie andthe causatie versionsof faire. For
the sale of semanticgeneralisationpne would want to posit somerelation be-
tweenbothkind of predicatedy saying,for instancethatthe dative objectof the
causatie 'faire' is in factits recipient/goal -role:

(9) Il afaitungéateawa Paul. Il lui afaitungateau.

Theseobserationslead me to considerthe option of admittingtwo different
-rolesthathapperto berealisedby the sameprepositionput thatcannonetheless
co-occurn the subcatgorisationframeof one(compl) predicateasaratherad
hocsolution.

| believe the strongestigumentin favour of a biclausalapproachcomesfrom
the obsenration thatboth dative objectsaresubjectto differentconstraintgegard-
ing cliticisation. Someof theseare, to my knowledge, unaccountedor in the
earlierliteratureon causatiesin constraint-baseftamevorks, thoughthey arean
importantpartof thediscussioron the casein otherframevorkslike GB or RG.

5This would seemto be restrictedto casedike example(6) abose, whereone of the a-objects
is cliticised. But, with appropriatestress,sentencesvith two prepositionaldative phrasesappear
to be acceptable “Il afait envoyer unelettre au président a tousles enfantsde sa
classe



Let's returnto our examples(4) to (8) above andstartby examining sentence
(4). Whenno prepositionaphraseis presentthe clitic "lui' canstandeitherfor
the causeeor the recipient/goabf “écrire'. The sentencdoecomesinambiguous,
of coursepnceoneaddsa prepositionaphrasehatstandgor the causeasin (5)
or (6). It is interestingto notethatin (6), thoughboth causeeandrecipient/goal
arerealisedasdative NPs,the sentencés unambiguousTheclitic canonly stand
for the causeeandthe prepositionaldative phrasecanonly standfor the recipi-
ent/goalof “écrire’. In (7), theclassicalexampleby Kayne(1975),sincethedirect
object Marie' would have to be the caused Téléphoneris intransitive, soonly
the active causatie “faire ' is applicable), lui' could only bethe recipient/goal,
but strangelythis sentences very clearly ungrammaticahlthoughthe non-clitic
version(8) is perfectlyacceptable.

Thesefactsaregenerallynot mentionedor not accountedor in the constraint
basedgrammarliterature. For instance,in the HPSGanalysisof Abeillé et al.
(1998),(4) would be anacceptedentenc® andthey would have to resortto prag-
maticfactorsto ruleit out. In Alsina (1996),a footnotementionsa comple series
of constraintsn dative objects but without goingfurtherinto the matter

The solutionl am goingto proposeheredrans on several earlierobsenrations
aboutFrenchcausattes. In their foundationalwork, Hyman & Zimmer (1976)
notedthattherearetwo basicsemantidypesof causaties:

(10) Pierreafait nettoyer lestoilettesau général
Petemadethe generakleanthetoilets.

(11) Pierreafait nettoser lestoilettespar le général
Peterhadthetoiletscleanedoy thegeneral.

In the rst one (10), the causegdative object) is consideredo be the main
volitional focus of the agent’Pierre'. His purposehereis that the general,and
no oneelse,would cleanthe toilets. In the secondexample(11), his aim seems
to be mainly to getthetoiletscleanedbeit by the generalor aryoneelse. Alsina
(1992)hasshavn this semantidistinctionto beavery generatross-linguistione.
Thetwo typesof causatieshave oftenbeencalledtheactive andpassie causatie,
respectrely, becausef thefactthatthesubcatgorisationof thecomple predicate
seemdo matchthat of the active or passie versionsof the embeddedn niti ve

5Seediscussioraboutcausatresin HPSGbelaw.



verh In somelanguageslike English,the embeddedrerb even bearsthe active
or passie morphologyalternatvely, ascanbe seenin thetranslation®f sentences
(10)and(11).

Now, if we getbackto our examples(4) to (8) and classify them accordingto
this basicdistinctionwe getthefollowing results: (6) to (8) areactive causaties,
(5) is a passi¥e causatie and(4) is either Strikingly, this classi cation matches
exactly that of the sentencesllowing cliticisation of the recipient/goaNP; when
the causatie is passie, therecipient/goaNP of the embeddedn niti ve verbcan
appeamsadatie clitic onthe causatie verh

How cana bi-clausalapproachaccountfor this. First, we wantto have different
entriesfor “faire' in thelexicon. We will considertwo basicdistinctionsbetween
differenttypes. On the onehand,we separateactive from passie causatres. On
the secondhand,we wantto keepthe well knowvn distinctionbetweentransitive-
subcatgorisingandintransitive-subcatgorising causatie verbs.Thelattercanbe
consideredo be a sub-distinctiorbetweeractive forms only, since,asmentioned
above, thetransitve-subcatgorising form will realisethe causeasadirectobject
andcannotthereforeyealiseit asa prepositionaparphrase.

Second sincewe want a bi-clausalf-structure,this meansthat we will have
two local subcatgorisationdomains,onefor the causatre predicateand onefor
the embeddedn niti ve verh To accountfor the memging effect, we have to use
agumentsharing. The crucialinnovation | would like to proposehere,is for the
causatie predicateonly to have a limited numberof slotsfor linking the embed-
dedverb's agumentsj.e. atthe mostanOBJandanOBJ . As aresult,some
argumentof thein niti ve verbwill notbestructure-sharedf we acceptasagen-
eralprincipleof well-formednesgof setsof lexical entries)or causatie predicates
thatthey will link their objective grammaticafunctions(OBJandOBJ ) to the
highestavailablefunctionsof the embeddedexical items,we obtainthethreepar
tial entriesin gure 2. Theseareonly a rst approximation.A full coveragewill
probablyrequirea moreelaboratesetof lexical entries.

| believe ashortdigressioris in orderhere.The carefulreademwill have noticed
thattheentryfor “faire ', i.e. theso-called passie’ versionof the causatre, does
not control ary of its objectsto the embeddedsubjectas would be expectedif
it werea passie predicate.The functionalequatiorrefersto the embeddedlirect
object. Thisis dueto thefactthatl considetheembedde® COMPto beheadedy
anin niti ve verbwithout subjectasortof verbform thatis only half way through



Faire ,V: Pred="faire'<SUBJ,VCOMP OBJ,OBJ >

(
( =

Faire ,V: Pred= faire'<SUBJ,VCOMP OBJ>
(

Faire,V: Pred= faire'<SUBJ,VCOMP OBJ,0BJ >

(
( = )

Figure2: lexical entries

its transformatiorinto apassie form.” Thesubjecthasbeerremoved,allowing the
agentrole to be optionally mappedonto an oblique parphrase put the objecthas
not beenraisedto subjectposition. This of courseis a ratherbold statemensince
it directly contradictsthe subject-conditiorof LFG (Bresnan2001),but | believe
a numberof factssupportthe idea. SomeGB authors(Zubizarettal 985, Burzio
1986)considettheembeddedh niti ve verbsof Frenchcausatre constructionsot
to befully-formedwords.Oneof thereasondor positingthisis thattheembedded
so-calledpassie verbcannothave passie morphologyasis thecasen its English
counterpartyhile standard/COMP constructionsvould acceptt :

(12) *Il afait étreenvoyé unelettre parMarie.
He hadalettersentby Mary.

(23) Il avoulu étreervoyé a Parispoursesétudes.
Hewantedto be sentto Parisfor his studies.

Anotherpoint of interestis thefactthatthein niti ve can,in somecasesappear
in acontext wherethereis no possiblebinderfor its subject.This is alsoa unique
featurein in niti ve constructions.This is the casefor the secondreadingof the
following sentence

(14) Pierrelui afait téléphoner
Petemadehim phone(someone)/ Peterhad(someonephonehim.

I amspeakingn “derivational' termsfor the sale of clarity, but the above hasto be understood
asreferringto somedeclaratie systemof constraintorganisingthelexicon. | leave this matteropen
here.



(15) *J'ai corvaincudelui téléphoner
| corvinced(someonejo phonehim.

Consideringthe embeddedrerb to be somesort of not fully-formed word in
whichthepatientrole hasnotbeenpromotedo subject,| believe, is quitesatishc-
tory from a purelyintuitive point of view. It seemgo be coherentith thefactthat
it cant realiseits own clitics. Unfortunately| won't pursuethe subjectary deeper
here,for lack of spacebut it shouldbe noticedthat the analysissketchedabove
doesnot crucially rely on this assumptionWe couldreplacethe entryfor 'faire '
by theentrygivenin gure 3 andmale the necessarpdjustmentso the otheren-
tries regardingthe constrainton passie, while keepingmostof the assumptions
arguedfor in this paper

Faire ,V: Pred= faire'<SUBJ,VCOMP,OBJ,0OBJ >
(
( - )
(

Figure3: 'faire

We do, however, loosea corvenientway of explaining the following sentence
from Tasmavski (1984):

(16) 1l lui afait parenirlalettre.
He madetheletterreachhim.

Compargheabore sentenceéo example(7). In line with whathasbeensaidabove,

I considerthat unaccusatie verbscan be introducedin causatre constructions
assubcatgorising for a direct objectonly. This would explain why they canbe
subcatgorisedfor by “faire '.

| give in gures 4 and5, two f-structuresto illustrate how our lexical entries
interactwith their embeddegbredicatesn accordancevith for the factsobsered
in sentencef) to (8).

As we see,not all of the embeddedverb’'s agumentsare controlled by the
causatie predicates aguments. Typically, a parphrasewill only be subcate-
gorisedfor by theembeddederb,aswell asthedative objectsof ditransitive verbs



(6" “Pierrelui fait écrireunelettrea Paul:
PRED  ‘“faire SUBJVCOMP, OBJ,OBJ '
SUBJ “Pierre'

PRED “écrire SUBJ,0BJ,OBJ '
SUBJ [ ]

VCOMP

OBJ ‘unelettre'
OBJ “aPaul'
OBJ [ ]
OBJ PRO

Figure4: f-structureof anactive causatie

(5") “Pierrelui fait écrireunelettre parMarie.
PRED  ‘“faire SUBJ,VCOMP,OBJ,OBJ
SUBJ “Pierre'

PRED “écrire OBJ,0BJ ,OBL '
OBJ ‘unelettre'

VCOMP

OBJ PRO

OBL ‘parMarie'
OBJ [ ]
OBJ [ ]

Figureb5: f-structureof a passie causatre



VP V + OV o+ (NP) + (PP)
( ( ( ( =

Figure6: c-structureule

appearingas complement®of faire . We cannow explain the cliticisation facts
in a very straightforvard manner. Only the functionalrelationsdirectly subcate-
gorisedfor by the causatie predicatecanappeamsclitics. This seemdrivial, we

simply usegenerakulesaboutclitics in French,nothingelse.But it doesactually
cover all theconstraintobseredin the previoussentenceasthereadercancheck
for him- or herself.

But then,thereis still the so-calledmelging effect obsened at the surfacelevel.
Thefactthatin surfacerealisationspoth predicategeally appearo have meiged
their agumentstructures.The phrase-structuralonstraintaappeamot to discrim-
inate betweenargumentsdependingon their level of subcatgorisation. For in-
stancethe linear orderof complementseemsshavs thatthey areall partof one
singlesyntacticdomain.Althoughthereis aratherstrict orderfor complementn
Frenchthisordercanbemodi ed in orderto emphasizesomeargument

(17) Pierreafait netto/er parle génératouteslestoilettesdescasernes.
Peterhadthe generakleanall thetoiletsin thebarracks.

Exampledlike this oneclearly shav thatthereis, at somepoint, a structural
mismatchbetweeranembedde@nda at representatiorSincel have arguedthat
this mismatchshouldnot be betweena- and f-structure,it hasto be betweenf-
andc-structure.Sowe would probablywantto have a comple predicatespeci ¢
phrasestructurerule or setof rulesto allow for the correctconstructions. This
would be somethindike gure 6.

In de nitive, mary other phenomenabsered aboutcausaties will nd the
sameresolutionasin themonoclausahccountbecauseitherthey rely on phrase-
structurakonstraintandl have notbroughtary fundamentathangen thisareaor
they rely onfunctionalrelations but it turnsoutthatthey generallyaffect precisely



thefunctionsthataresharedy bothaguments.Thisis, for instancethe casewith
tough-etraction:

(18) Cepoissonrestdif cile afairemangeraPaul.
This sh is toughto getPaulto eat.

Oneapparenthproblematiccase] believe, restson a misjudgementlt hassome-
timesbeenclaimedthatthe parphrasecouldbecliticisedby “lui’, in supportof the
monoclausatheory(Kinouchi1999):

(19) Il afait détruirela ville par/?ajean.
He hadthe city destrged by Jean/HanadeJeandestry thecity.

(20) 1l lui afait détruirela ville.

The active versionof (19) is a little awkward becauset seemgo imply that
theimportantinformationcorveyed by the sentencés thatsomethingvasdoneto
“Jean' ratherthanacity having beendestrgyed. Kinouchibelievesthattheabsence
of awkwardnessn thecliticisedversionimpliesthat'lui' standdor “parJean’.But
acloserlook attheactive versionof (19) shawvs usthatit is notthatawkwardonce
we understandhat it conveys a pragmaticallyenrichedmeaning,somethingike
"He gotJeansomadthathewentoutanddestryedthewholecity!" Strikingly, the
cliticised versionwith “lui' canonly be readwith this meaning.For somereason,
the presencef the clitic pronounsimply renderst directly accessiblel believe,
therefore we cansafelydiscardthe ideathatin onevery speci ¢ casein French
(i.e. only causatie constructionsa parphrasecanbereplacedy a dative clitic.

3 A Short Comparisonwith HPSG

To supporttheideathatthe previous proposaktemsout of empiricalratherthan
purely formal considerationsl, will shav how the samegeneralideascanbe ap-
plied in anotherconstraint-basetramevork, namelyHead-Drven PhraseStruc-
tureGrammar(Pollard& Sag,1994)to producethe sameeffect.

It is quitedif cult to stateone-to-onecorrespondencdsetweendifferentlevels
of representatioin separatgrammaticaframevorks, becauseheinformationis
notdistributeduniformly ateachlevel. In the caseof interestthough,l believe the
featurescontainingthe relevant informationin HPSGare the agumentstructure
list (ARG-ST)andthevalencdists (SUBJandCOMPS).Thevalencdists contain



anumberof signs(wordsor phrases)hatgetremorvedfrom thelistsasthey aresyn-
tacticallyrealisecthroughphrasestructurerule. For instancethe COMPSfeature
of themotherin the HEAD-COMPLEMENT-RULE will have onelesselemenion

its COMPSlIist thanits head-daughterThis is how the grammarchecksthatall

andonly theright complementsirepresenin the syntax. Sothe COMP Sfeature
containsinformationthatis directly relevantto surfacerealisation(somethindike

theequialentof LFG's functionalannotationgo c-structurerules.)

ARG-ST, ontheotherhandis a strictly lexical featurere ecting theinternalva-
lenceof thepredicateln earlierversionsof HPSG ,ARG-STwassimply theresult
of the concatenatiomf SUBJand COMPS.The strict equivalencebetweemrARG-
ST andvalencdists, known asthe ArgumentRealisatiorPrinciple(Sag& Wasav
1999)hasbeenratherwidely abandonedfternards. Recentstudies(Manning &
Sag1998, Davis & Koenig2000, Miller & Sag1997,..) have gonein the way
of looseninghetie becaussomephenomenaeemnto imply thattheisomorphism
is not that strong. It is aguedthat someelementscan appearon the ARG-ST
list while beingabsenfrom the valencdists (pro-dropamgumentsglitics,...) and
thereforefrom phrasestructurerealisation.

Actually, theinformationcarriedby HPSG5 ARG-STis closerto thatof LFG's
f-structurethanto it's a-structure.lt is sort of the equivalentof the PREDvalue
andtheinformationcarriedby the grammaticafunctionfeatureSUBJ,0OBJ,...)
It is no surprisethen, that the dominantview on causaties in HPSG considers
their ARG-STto be at andto containall theargumentsof boththe causatie and
embeddedgredicate.This leadsto the sameproblemaswe have obsered in the
caseof LFG approaches.

For Abeillé, Godard,& Sag(1998),causatiesarecomple predicateobtained
throughthe procesof agumentcomposition.They distinguishtwo typesof argu-
mentcomposition: a-compositionwherethe main predicateaddsthe embedded
predicates ARG-ST list to its own, asis the casewith tenseauxiliaries)and c-
composition(whereonly the COMPSilist of the embeddedgredicates addedas
is the casewith causaties®) They assumefollowing Miller & Sag1997,clitics
to belexical af x esonverbswhich arepresenionthe ARG-ST list but noton the
COMPSIist. Sincethedative pronounin (7) is anelemenbof theembeddegredi-

8In this approachtheembeddedubjectonly sharests index with the dative NP of active transi-
tive causatie constructionsThis is thereforethe only assumedelationalchange.



cates COMPSIist,? it will be meigedontothe ARG-ST of thecausatie predicate,
thereforeallowing it to becliticised. Following the samepattern sinceboth dative
NPsin (6) are presenton the ARG-ST of the causatie verb, both are predicted
to be cliticisable. One caneasily seethatto accountfor this we needto be able
to distinguishbetweerdative NPsoriginatingon the upperverb's or on the lower
verb' ARG-ST. But sincetheresultingARG-STis at, thisis nolongerpossible.

Now let's apply the sameideasasabove to the presentframevork. We want
a biclausalrepresentatiomt the lexical level to allow us to distinguishbetween
argumentsof the causatie verb, agumentsof the embeddedrerb andsharedar
guments. The obvious way of doing this is by simply eliminating the agument
composition. Eachpredicatewill have its own ARG-ST fully determinedn the
lexicon. We alsowantto allow oursehesthe possibility of linking the accusatie
anddative agumentsof the causatie to argumentsof the embeddedrerh This
will bedoneby linking constraintspeci edin thelexical entries justaswe did in
LFG. And nally, we wantthe complement®f both predicateto "mix' at phrase
structurelevel to renderthe meging effect. As mentionedabove, a good place
to statephrase-structuratonstraintsn HPSGis the valencelists. Sol will pro-
posethatmeiging takesplacein the COMPSIist, namely the causatie predicates
COMPSIist will bea concatenatiownf its own complementsi.e. thenon-cliticised
element®of its ARG-ST exceptingthe subject)landthe COMPSlist of theembed-
dedverh This takesthe “loosening'of the ARP a stepfurther, giving the surface
level of representatioaven morefreedomfrom thelexical level.

An importantdifference dueto the generalarchitectureof both frameaworks, is
thatin this case the so-calledphrase-structuraheiging will have to be statedin
the lexicon (albeit asan underspeci edCOMPSlIist). This is dueto the will of
classicaHPSGerdo maintainthe numberof syntacticrulesto a strict minimum,
but it is in no way a formal necessity One could also stateconstruction-speci ¢
syntacticulesto accounfor the COMPSmeming. | givethecorrespondindexical
entriesfor “faire ' and'faire ' in HPSGin gures 7 and8 andleaveit to thereader
to verify thatthey will have thesamebehaiour astheir LFG counterparts.

°Abeillé et al. stateasa constraintthatembeddecpredicateshave to be non reduced. This is
necessaryo block downstairscliticisation in c-compositionconstructiong *Il a fait le prendrea
Paul’). | assumehe sameconstraintseeAbeillé etal. 1998for technicaldetails.)



CAUS-FAIRE-ACT-TRANS

ONP
V,[CONP  [ONP :
comps [V, ach dat dat
SUBJ NP
ARG-ST NPV LINP_ ,[INP
COMPS [, DNPdat acc dat

Figure7: "Faire ' - HPSG

CAU S-FAIRE-PASS

CNP
V, CINP ,[INP ,
comps [V, 0 ace O dat par
SUBJ
- NP [V , NP , [INP
ARG-ST - COMPS [, DNPpar - acc . dat

Figure8: "Faire ' - HPSG

4 Conclusion

In this paper | have arguedthat the generallyacceptednonoclausatonception
of causattesis not well suitedto accountfor the seriesof constraintgevealedin

sentenceg4) to (8) abore. | have shawvn that thesecan be easily solved if one
admitsthat both the causatie “faire' andthe embeddedn niti ve have their own

local subcatgorisationframesandthatsomebut — crucially— notall of thesubcat-
egorisedfunctionsareshared Thepresenticcountarguablyrequiredesstechnical
machineryandformalinnovationsthanits predecessorst canbesummarised a

few generabprinciples:

- Thecausatie predicatefaire' takesasargumentsasubjectain niti ve verb
phraseandatthe mosttwo objects(a directandanindirectobject).

- It's objectve amgumentsare structure-sharegvith the most highly ranked
functionalrelationsof theembeddedhn niti ve verh



- The complement®f both predicatearejoinedin a singledomainat phrase
structurelevel (c-sructure). This amountsto the agumentsof “faire’, plus
the possibleaxtraagumentsof theembeddederbthatarenot controlledby
ary of theagumentwf the causatie predicate.

- Only thelocal grammaticafunctionsof “faire' cancliticise. Theremaining
grammaticalfunctionson the in niti ve verb (OBJ  andOBL ) will
still surfacein a at c-structureascomplement®f the complex predicate.

To supportthe empiricalagumentbehindthis claim, | have comparedhe LFG
treatmenwith a similar onein Head-drven PhraseStructureGrammaywherethe
samepre-formalconsiderationged me to switch the ‘'meiging point' from thear
gumentstructure(ARG-ST) asin Abeillé etal. (1998),to a level of information
contentthat hasa closertie to phrase-structuratonstraintsnamelythe COMPS
feature.

This paperpresentsa rathergeneralapproachwhich needso bere ned by the
designof a much more elaborateset of lexical entries. It doesnot cover more
compl case,whereunspeci edobjectshave beenremaoved for instance. Con-
strastsin behaiour betweenunaccusatie and unegative verbsalso needmore
indepthanalysis.But | believe the papermakesonepoint at least,thatis thatthe
biclausalapproacho Frenchcausaties may have beensomavhatunderestimated
andhastilydiscarded.
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