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Abstract

Theaim of this paperis to questionthewell-establishedview in constraintbased
grammarson Romancecausatives, i.e. that they are functionally monoclausal,
aswell as its most importantcorollary, that their lexical representationis under-
speci�ed with regardto argumentstructure(Alsina 1996,Abeillé, Godard& Sag
1998)thatgetsfully speci�edby merging with anotherpredicate.This is thegen-
erally acceptedview, eventhoughit contradictsinitial claimson lexical integrity.
The discussionwill rest upon a few problematicsentencesof which the mono-
clausaltheoriesgive anunsatisfactoryaccount.I arguethat themonoclausalityof
causatives is only a surface(i.e. a c-structure)monoclausality. The `merging ef-
fect' observedat thelevel of surfacerealisation,andtheapparentextra arguments
of the causative predicatewill be accountedfor by someothermeans.The idea
is to resortto the previous conceptionof a biclausalf-structure,but with a more
`complex' useof structuresharing.I will mainlybeconcernedwith theimplemen-
tation of this conceptin Lexical FunctionalGrammar(LFG) in this paper, but a
shortcomparisonwith a similar Head-Driven PhraseStructureGrammar(HPSG)
approachwill supporttheideathattheproposalhassomeempiricalrelevance.



1 Intr oduction 1

Romancecausatives2 have beenextensively studiedin the �eld of generative
grammarsfor the last 30 yearsand,morespeci�cally, during the last decadein
constraint-basedgrammars.In the latter framework, therehasbeena ratherwide
agreementthat Romancecausative constructionsare formed throughsomesort
of merging of two lexical subcategorisationframes. This generallyimplies that
the lexical entry of the causative verb is underspeci�edwith regard to argument
structure(Alsina1996for LFG, Abeillé et al. 1998for HPSG)which will have to
besyntacticallyfully speci�edby theadditionof elementsfrom anotherpredicate's
argumentstructure.Althoughthis is animportantdepartureonconceptualgrounds
from initial assumptionssuchasthe `Lexical Integrity Principle' (seeAckerman
& Webelhuth1997for discussion),it is the view generallyadoptedin constraint
basedframeworks.

Let'sreview someof thebasicfactsaboutcausativesby examiningthefollowing
sentences:3

(1) Pierrea fait courirPaul.
PetermadePaul run.

(2) Pierrea fait construireunbateauà Paul.
PetermadePaulbuild aboat.

(3) Pierrea fait construireunbateaupar Paul.
Peterhadaboatbuilt by Paul.

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

(5) Pierrelui a fait écrireunelettrepar Marie.
Peterhada letterwritten to him by Mary.

1the authorwishesto thank Marc Dominicy, FabienneMartin, Philip Miller and at least two
anonymousreviewersfor insightful comments.

2In thispaper, I will only discussFrenchcausatives.Many of thegeneralassumptionsmadehere
hold for otherRomancelanguages,althoughtherearesomenotabledifferences(cf. Frank1996)

3Thereare two typesof constructionsfor causatives in Romancelanguages(cf Abeillé et al.
1998)The�rst oneseemsto besubjectto somekind of mergingof two subcategorisationframes(`Il
lui a fait tuerunhomme').Thesecondone,subjectto variationin acceptability, is aclassicalcontrol
construction(`?Il l' a fait tuerunhomme').Wewill only concernourselveswith the�rst kind in this
paper.



(6) Pierrelui a fait écrireunelettreà Paul.
Petermadehim write a letterto Paul.

(7) *Pierrelui a fait téléphonerMarie.
PetermadeMary call him.

(8) Pierrea fait téléphonerMarie à Paul.
PetermadeMary call Paul.

The�rst threesentencesshow ustheverybasicfactsaboutcausativesin French.
In simple terms,the causative predicatè faire' (to do, to make) takes an in�ni-
tive verbascomplement,andapparentlysharesits argumentswith theembedded
predicate's arguments.If theembeddedverbis intransitive, its subjectwill beex-
pressedasthecausative'sdirectobject.If thein�niti veverbis transitive, its subject
will beexpressedeitherasanindirectà-objector asapar-phrase(thetypicalagent
complementphrasein French). Thesearethe possiblefunctionsthat canbe oc-
cupiedby whathasbeencalledthe`causee'role.4 All otherargumentskeeptheir
grammaticalfunction but seemto be complementsto the causative verb. This is
supportedby observed behaviour with regard to tough-movement,NP-ordering,
extractionandupstairscliticisation.But wewill seethattheconstraintsthatappear
after a closerlook at sentences(4) through(8) reveal that the story is somewhat
morecomplicated.But we will postponecommentson theseuntil lateron.

I will notdwell on thenumerousfactsthatarguein favourof somesortof merg-
ing ordependenceof theembeddedin�niti veverb(see,amongothers,Kayne1975,
Ruwet1972,Tasmowski 1984,Burzio 1988).But it shouldbestressedthatmany
of theclaimsfor monoclausalstructurearebasedon phrase-structuralconstraints
like heavy-NP shift,.. .SinceI keeptheassumptionthat thesurfacerealisationof
Frenchcausatives(in our case,thec-structure)is monoclausalin nature,I assume
that they will be accountedfor in the sameway hereasin othertheories.There
aresomespeci�c behavioursof causatives,though,thatdonotseemto beexplain-
ablethroughphrase-structuralcon�guration, but ratherbe dependantuponsome
internallexical-structuralconstraint.Thesehave generallybeenseenasthemain
evidencefor themonoclausalrepresentationin theconstraint-basedliterature.This
includesmainly upstairscliticisation (Miller & Sag1997)andfunctionalrelation
changesof theembeddedverb's arguments,from SUBJto OBJor OBJ����� (Alsina
1996,Dalrymple& Zaenen1996,.. . ) I will arguethatthesephenomenaareactu-
ally notuniformly pleadingin favor of amonoclausalstructure.

4Therehasbeena lot of discussionregardingthis notionof a `causee'role, but I believe this to
beirrelevantto thepresentdiscussion.



In derivational frameworks, they are easily accountedfor. In Government&
Binding (GB), the embeddedVP is partially or completelydestroyed in the pro-
cess(Burzio,1988).In theRelationalGrammar(RG) framework, two phrasesare
mergedin `clausalunion' (Fauconnier1983).Thederivationalprocesswill impose
differentconstraintson NPsaccordingto their initial relationto theembeddedin-
�niti ve,whetherthey are`deep'subjectsor `deep'dative objects.

Thisapparentlyleavesuswith astraightalternative. Eitherweadoptthederiva-
tional view (which, of course,we don't want)andthereis a structuraldifference
betweentheinitial subjector indirectobject.Theaboveexamplesthenfollow from
generalprinciples(

�

-criterion,.. . ). If, on theotherhandwe adopttheconstraint-
basedview (andwe will of course)andthemonoclausalstructurethatcomeswith
it. This, I considerto beanunsatisfactoryalternative. I will try to show that it is
possibleto giveanaccountthatstaysfaithful to thebasicassumptionsof constraint-
basedgrammars(maybeevenmorefaithful thanpreviousaccounts)while having
thesameempiricalcoveragethatthederivationaltheoriescangive.

2 A biclausal structur e

In the presentpaperI challengethe generalview by assumingthat the internal
structureof causatives in Frenchis actuallybiclausal.In theLFG formalism,the
obviouswayof expressingthis is by having abiclausalf-structure.Thespeci�city
of this kind of construction,namelycomplex predicates,will be that they make
a muchmore`complex' useof structuresharing. To expressthis in one`lexical
item', I give in �gure 1 a very generaltemplateof whata lexical entry for `faire'
shouldlook like.

Faire,V : Pred= `faire'<SUBJ,VCOMP, OBJ,OBJ�

������� >
( �
	��
�����
������	����

( �����
�����
�������
� �

. . .

Figure1: `faire'

As hintedabove, I will arguethat themainpro-monoclausalargumentsareac-
tually not uniformly pleadingin favour of a monoclausalstructure.Let's have a
closerlook at the constraintson upstairscliticisation andon the presenceof two



dativeNPsthattheexamples(4) to (8) reveal.For Alsina(1992)& (1996)or Frank
(1996),thebestway to explainclitic climbing is by positingthatthetwo predicate
undergo somesortof predicatecomposition(mergingor partial-merging) whereby
the argumentsof theembeddedin�niti ve verb areaddedto the a-structureof the
causative `faire'. The resultingcomplex a-structureis thenmappedonto a �at f-
structure. I will not review the mechanismsfor merging a-structuresheresince
they arerathertechnicalinnovationsof thestandardLFG formalismandmy aim
is to arguethat they areunnecessary. Indeed,it is dif�cult to accountfor the fact
that therecansometimesbetwo OBJ�

�������

5, asin example(6). This would appear
to be in directcontradictionwith theCoherencePrinciple(Bresnan2001),unless
oneadmitsthat they aredifferentfunctions. For instance,on couldstipulatethat
the �rst is anOBJ!

��"$#&%'% while thesecondwould beanOBJ(

%

!*) +,)

%&-$��.'/102�13 . But this
would ignoreanumberof generalfactsaboutdative objects.
Firstof all, they canbothbecliticisedby `lui', thoughtherearecertainrestrictions
herethatwewill considerbelow, and`lui' is astrictly dativepronoun.Sowecan't
escapethefact thattherearetwo dative NPssubcategorisedfor by thesamepred-
icate if we decidefor the argumentcompositionview. And this would be a the
uniqueandstrictly construction-speci�ccasein theFrenchlanguage.

Whatmore,thereseemsto besomesemanticcorrespondencebetweenthesub-
categorisationframesof thenon-causative andthecausative versionsof faire. For
the sake of semanticgeneralisation,one would want to posit somerelation be-
tweenbothkind of predicatesby saying,for instance,thatthedative objectof the
causative 'f aire' is in factits recipient/goal

�

-role :

(9) Il a fait un gâteauà Paul. 4 Il lui a fait un gâteau.

Theseobservationsleadme to considerthe option of admittingtwo different
�

-rolesthathappento berealisedby thesamepreposition,but thatcannonetheless
co-occurin thesubcategorisationframeof one(complex) predicate,asa ratherad
hocsolution.

I believe thestrongestargumentin favour of a biclausalapproach,comesfrom
theobservation thatbothdative objectsaresubjectto differentconstraintsregard-
ing cliticisation. Someof theseare, to my knowledge,unaccountedfor in the
earlierliteratureon causativesin constraint-basedframeworks,thoughthey arean
importantpartof thediscussionon thecasein otherframeworkslike GB or RG.

5This would seemto be restrictedto caseslike example(6) above, whereoneof the à-objects
is cliticised. But, with appropriatestress,sentenceswith two prepositionaldative phrasesappear
to be acceptable: “Il a fait envoyer une lettre au président57698;: <=: 6;>@?BA*C&D7E=F à tous les enfantsde sa
classe89E=G1H;6;6 ”



Let's returnto our examples(4) to (8) above andstartby examiningsentence
(4). Whenno prepositionalphraseis present,the clitic `lui' canstandeitherfor
the causeeor the recipient/goalof `écrire'. Thesentencebecomesunambiguous,
of course,onceoneaddsa prepositionalphrasethatstandsfor thecauseeasin (5)
or (6). It is interestingto notethat in (6), thoughboth causeeandrecipient/goal
arerealisedasdative NPs,thesentenceis unambiguous.Theclitic canonly stand
for the causeeand the prepositionaldative phrasecanonly standfor the recipi-
ent/goalof `écrire'. In (7), theclassicalexampleby Kayne(1975),sincethedirect
object`Marie' would have to be the causee(`Téléphoner'is intransitive, so only
theactive causative `faireI&J ' is applicable),̀ lui' couldonly be therecipient/goal,
but strangelythis sentenceis very clearly ungrammaticalalthoughthe non-clitic
version(8) is perfectlyacceptable.

Thesefactsaregenerallynot mentionedor not accountedfor in theconstraint
basedgrammarliterature. For instance,in the HPSGanalysisof Abeillé et al.
(1998),(4) would beanacceptedsentence6 andthey would have to resortto prag-
maticfactorsto rule it out. In Alsina (1996),a footnotementionsa complex series
of constraintson dative objects,but withoutgoingfurtherinto thematter.

The solutionI am going to proposeheredraws on several earlierobservations
aboutFrenchcausatives. In their foundationalwork, Hyman& Zimmer (1976)
notedthattherearetwo basicsemantictypesof causatives:

(10) Pierrea fait nettoyer lestoilettesau général.
Petermadethegeneralcleanthetoilets.

(11) Pierrea fait nettoyer lestoilettespar le général.
Peterhadthetoiletscleanedby thegeneral.

In the �rst one (10), the causee(dative object) is consideredto be the main
volitional focusof the agent`Pierre'. His purposehereis that the general,and
no oneelse,would cleanthe toilets. In the secondexample(11), his aim seems
to bemainly to get thetoiletscleaned,beit by thegeneralor anyoneelse.Alsina
(1992)hasshown thissemanticdistinctionto beaverygeneralcross-linguisticone.
Thetwo typesof causativeshaveoftenbeencalledtheactiveandpassivecausative,
respectively, becauseof thefactthatthesubcategorisationof thecomplex predicate
seemsto matchthat of the active or passive versionsof the embeddedin�niti ve

6Seediscussionaboutcausativesin HPSGbelow.



verb. In somelanguages,like English,the embeddedverb even bearsthe active
or passive morphologyalternatively, ascanbeseenin thetranslationsof sentences
(10)and(11).
Now, if we get back to our examples(4) to (8) and classify them accordingto
this basicdistinctionwe getthefollowing results: (6) to (8) areactive causatives,
(5) is a passive causative and(4) is either. Strikingly, this classi�cationmatches
exactly thatof thesentencesallowing cliticisationof therecipient/goalNP; when
thecausative is passive, therecipient/goalNP of theembeddedin�niti ve verbcan
appearasadative clitic on thecausative verb.

How canabi-clausalapproachaccountfor this. First,wewantto have different
entriesfor `faire' in the lexicon. We will considertwo basicdistinctionsbetween
differenttypes.On theonehand,we separateactive from passive causatives. On
thesecondhand,we want to keepthewell known distinctionbetweentransitive-
subcategorisingandintransitive-subcategorising causative verbs.Thelattercanbe
consideredto bea sub-distinctionbetweenactive formsonly, since,asmentioned
above, thetransitive-subcategorising form will realisethecauseeasadirectobject
andcannot,therefore,realiseit asaprepositionalpar-phrase.

Second,sincewe want a bi-clausalf-structure,this meansthat we will have
two local subcategorisationdomains,onefor the causative predicateandonefor
the embeddedin�niti ve verb. To accountfor the merging effect, we have to use
argumentsharing.Thecrucial innovation I would like to proposehere,is for the
causative predicateonly to have a limited numberof slotsfor linking theembed-
dedverb's arguments,i.e. at themostan OBJ andan OBJ����� . As a result,some
argumentsof thein�niti veverbwill notbestructure-shared.If weacceptasagen-
eralprincipleof well-formedness(of setsof lexical entries)for causativepredicates
that they will link their objective grammaticalfunctions(OBJandOBJ����� ) to the
highestavailablefunctionsof theembeddedlexical items,weobtainthethreepar-
tial entriesin �gure 2. Theseareonly a �rst approximation.A full coveragewill
probablyrequireamoreelaboratesetof lexical entries.

I believe ashortdigressionis in orderhere.Thecarefulreaderwill havenoticed
thattheentryfor `faireK ', i.e. theso-called̀ passive' versionof thecausative,does
not control any of its objectsto the embeddedsubjectas would be expectedif
it werea passive predicate.Thefunctionalequationrefersto theembeddeddirect
object.Thisisdueto thefactthatI considertheembeddedVCOMPtobeheadedby
anin�niti ve verbwithout subject,asortof verbform thatis only half way through



FaireI

� , V : Pred= `faire'<SUBJ,VCOMP, OBJ,OBJ�

������� >
( ����LNMO�
�����
�����P��LNMQ�

( ����LNM
�

������� = �����
�����PRTSULNMQ�

FaireI&J , V : Pred= `faire' <SUBJ,VCOMP, OBJ>
( ����LNMO�
�����
�����PRTSULNMQ�

FaireK , V : Pred= `faire' <SUBJ,VCOMP, OBJ,OBJ�

������� >
( ����LNMO�
�����
�����P��LNMQ�

( ����LNM
�

������� = �����
�����P��LNM
�

������� )

Figure2: lexical entries

its transformationinto apassiveform.7 Thesubjecthasbeenremoved,allowing the
agentrole to beoptionallymappedontoanobliquepar-phrase,but theobjecthas
not beenraisedto subjectposition.This of courseis a ratherbold statementsince
it directly contradictsthesubject-conditionof LFG (Bresnan2001),but I believe
a numberof factssupportthe idea. SomeGB authors(Zubizaretta1985,Burzio
1986)considertheembeddedin�niti veverbsof Frenchcausativeconstructionsnot
to befully-formedwords.Oneof thereasonsfor positingthis is thattheembedded
so-calledpassiveverbcannothavepassivemorphology, asis thecasein its English
counterpart,while standardVCOMPconstructionswouldacceptit :

(12) *Il a fait êtreenvoyé unelettreparMarie.
Hehada lettersentby Mary.

(13) Il avoulu êtreenvoyé àParispoursesétudes.
Hewantedto besentto Parisfor hisstudies.

Anotherpointof interestis thefactthatthein�niti ve can,in somecases,appear
in a context 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 a fait téléphoner.
Petermadehim phone(someone)./ Peterhad(someone)phonehim.

7I amspeakingin `derivational' termsfor thesake of clarity, but theabove hasto beunderstood
asreferringto somedeclarativesystemof constraintsorganisingthelexicon. I leavethismatteropen
here.



(15) *J'ai convaincudelui téléphoner.
I convinced(someone)to phonehim.

Consideringthe embeddedverb to be somesort of not fully-formed word in
which thepatientrolehasnotbeenpromotedto subject,I believe, is quitesatisfac-
tory from apurelyintuitivepointof view. It seemsto becoherentwith thefactthat
it can't realiseits own clitics. Unfortunately, I won't pursuethesubjectany deeper
here,for lack of space,but it shouldbe noticedthat the analysissketchedabove
doesnot crucially rely on this assumption.We couldreplacetheentryfor 'f aireK '
by theentrygivenin �gure 3 andmake thenecessaryadjustmentsto theotheren-
tries regardingthe constrainton passive, while keepingmostof the assumptions
arguedfor in thispaper.

Faire
K2V

, V : Pred= `faire' <SUBJ,VCOMP, OBJ,OBJ�

������� >
( ����LNMO�
�����
�����PRTSULNMQ�

( ��W - ��LNMO�X�����
�����P��LNM
�

������� )
( �����
�������YW�RZR\[]�
^_�a`Y�

Figure3: 'f aire
K2V

'

We do, however, loosea convenientway of explaining the following sentence
from Tasmowski (1984):

(16) Il lui a fait parvenir la lettre.
Hemadetheletterreachhim.

Comparetheabovesentenceto example(7). In line with whathasbeensaidabove,
I considerthat unaccusative verbscan be introducedin causative constructions
assubcategorising for a direct objectonly. This would explain why they canbe
subcategorisedfor by `faireK '.

I give in �gures 4 and5, two f-structuresto illustratehow our lexical entries
interactwith their embeddedpredicatesin accordancewith for thefactsobserved
in sentences(4) to (8).

As we see,not all of the embeddedverb's argumentsare controlled by the
causative predicate's arguments. Typically, a par-phrasewill only be subcate-
gorisedfor by theembeddedverb,aswell asthedativeobjectsof ditransitive verbs



(6') `Pierrelui fait écrireunelettreàPaul.'
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Figure4: f-structureof anactive causative

(5') `Pierrelui fait écrireunelettreparMarie.'
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Figure5: f-structureof apassive causative



VP m V + V + (NP) + (PP)
( npoTqsr ( nutuvxwxy{z|oTqsr ( n}w•~�€NoTqsr ( n}w•~�€‚• ƒ=„2…�† = qˆ‡

nut}vxwxy{z‰w•~uŠ‹• Œ@„=•7† = qsr

+ (PP)
n}tuvxwxy{zŽw•~�€‚• ƒ=„2…�† = qsr

Figure6: c-structurerule

appearingascomplementsof faireI

� . We cannow explain the cliticisation facts
in a very straightforward manner: Only the functionalrelationsdirectly subcate-
gorisedfor by thecausative predicatecanappearasclitics. This seemstrivial, we
simply usegeneralrulesaboutclitics in French,nothingelse.But it doesactually
coverall theconstraintsobservedin theprevioussentencesasthereadercancheck
for him- or herself.

But then,thereis still theso-calledmerging effect observedat thesurfacelevel.
The fact that in surfacerealisations,bothpredicatesreally appearto have merged
their argumentstructures.Thephrase-structuralconstraintsappearnot to discrim-
inate betweenargumentsdependingon their level of subcategorisation. For in-
stance,the linearorderof complementsseemsshows that they areall partof one
singlesyntacticdomain.Althoughthereis a ratherstrictorderfor complementsin
French,thisordercanbemodi�ed in orderto emphasizesomeargument:

(17) Pierrea fait nettoyer parle généraltouteslestoilettesdescasernes.
Peterhadthegeneralcleanall thetoiletsin thebarracks.

Exampleslike this oneclearly show that thereis, at somepoint, a structural
mismatchbetweenanembeddedanda �at representation.SinceI havearguedthat
this mismatchshouldnot be betweena- and f-structure,it hasto be betweenf-
andc-structure.Sowe would probablywant to have a complex predicatespeci�c
phrasestructurerule or setof rules to allow for the correctconstructions.This
wouldbesomethinglike �gure 6.

In de�niti ve, many other phenomenaobserved aboutcausatives will �nd the
sameresolutionasin themonoclausalaccountsbecauseeitherthey rely onphrase-
structuralconstraintsandI havenotbroughtany fundamentalchangein thisarea,or
they rely onfunctionalrelations,but it turnsout thatthey generallyaffectprecisely



thefunctionsthataresharedby botharguments.This is, for instance,thecasewith
tough-extraction:

(18) Cepoissonestdif�cile à fairemangeràPaul.
• This �sh is toughto getPaul to eat.

Oneapparentlyproblematiccase,I believe, restson a misjudgement.It hassome-
timesbeenclaimedthatthepar-phrasecouldbecliticisedby `lui', in supportof the
monoclausaltheory(Kinouchi1999):

(19) Il a fait détruirela ville par/?àJean.
Hehadthecity destroyedby Jean/HemadeJeandestroy thecity.

(20) Il lui a fait détruirela ville.

The active versionof (19) is a little awkward becauseit seemsto imply that
theimportantinformationconveyedby thesentenceis thatsomethingwasdoneto
`Jean',ratherthanacity having beendestroyed.Kinouchibelievesthattheabsence
of awkwardnessin thecliticisedversionimpliesthat`lui' standsfor `parJean'.But
acloserlook at theactive versionof (19)shows usthatit is not thatawkwardonce
we understandthat it conveys a pragmaticallyenrichedmeaning,somethinglike
`HegotJeansomadthathewentoutanddestroyedthewholecity!' Strikingly, the
cliticisedversionwith `lui' canonly bereadwith this meaning.For somereason,
thepresenceof theclitic pronounsimply rendersit directly accessible.I believe,
therefore,we cansafelydiscardthe ideathat in onevery speci�c casein French
(i.e. only causative constructions)apar-phrasecanbereplacedby adative clitic.

3 A Short Comparisonwith HPSG

To supporttheideathatthepreviousproposalstemsoutof empiricalratherthan
purely formal considerations,I will show how thesamegeneralideascanbe ap-
plied in anotherconstraint-basedframework, namelyHead-Driven PhraseStruc-
tureGrammar(Pollard& Sag,1994)to producethesameeffect.

It is quitedif�cult to stateone-to-onecorrespondencesbetweendifferentlevels
of representationin separategrammaticalframeworks,becausetheinformationis
notdistributeduniformly ateachlevel. In thecaseof interest,though,I believe the
featurescontainingthe relevant informationin HPSGarethe argumentstructure
list (ARG-ST)andthevalencelists (SUBJandCOMPS).Thevalencelistscontain



anumberof signs(wordsorphrases)thatgetremovedfrom thelistsasthey aresyn-
tacticallyrealisedthroughphrasestructurerule. For instance,theCOMPSfeature
of themotherin theHEAD-COMPLEMENT-RULE will have onelesselementon
its COMPSlist thanits head-daughter. This is how the grammarchecksthat all
andonly theright complementsarepresentin thesyntax.SotheCOMPSfeature
containsinformationthatis directly relevant to surfacerealisation(somethinglike
theequivalentof LFG's functionalannotationsto c-structurerules.)

ARG-ST, on theotherhandis astrictly lexical featurere�ecting theinternalva-
lenceof thepredicate.In earlierversionsof HPSG,ARG-STwassimply theresult
of theconcatenationof SUBJandCOMPS.Thestrict equivalencebetweenARG-
ST andvalencelists,known astheArgumentRealisationPrinciple(Sag& Wasow
1999)hasbeenratherwidely abandonedafterwards. Recentstudies(Manning&
Sag1998,Davis & Koenig2000,Miller & Sag1997,.. . ) have gonein the way
of looseningthetie becausesomephenomenaseemto imply thattheisomorphism
is not that strong. It is arguedthat someelementscan appearon the ARG-ST
list while beingabsentfrom thevalencelists (pro-droparguments,clitics,.. . ) and
therefore,from phrasestructurerealisation.

Actually, theinformationcarriedby HPSG'sARG-STis closerto thatof LFG's
f-structurethanto it' s a-structure.It is sort of the equivalentof the PREDvalue
andtheinformationcarriedby thegrammaticalfunctionfeatures(SUBJ,OBJ,.. . )
It is no surprisethen, that the dominantview on causatives in HPSGconsiders
their ARG-STto be�at andto containall theargumentsof boththecausative and
embeddedpredicate.This leadsto thesameproblemaswe have observed in the
caseof LFG approaches.

For Abeillé, Godard,& Sag(1998),causativesarecomplex predicateobtained
throughtheprocessof argumentcomposition.They distinguishtwo typesof argu-
mentcomposition: a-composition(wherethemainpredicateaddstheembedded
predicate's ARG-ST list to its own, as is the casewith tenseauxiliaries)andc-
composition(whereonly theCOMPSlist of theembeddedpredicateis added,as
is thecasewith causatives.8) They assume,following Miller & Sag1997,clitics
to belexical af�x eson verbswhich arepresenton theARG-STlist but not on the
COMPSlist. Sincethedative pronounin (7) is anelementof theembeddedpredi-

8In thisapproach,theembeddedsubjectonly sharesits index with thedative NPof active transi-
tive causative constructions.This is thereforetheonly assumedrelationalchange.



cate'sCOMPSlist,9 it will bemergedontotheARG-STof thecausative predicate,
thereforeallowing it to becliticised.Following thesamepattern,sincebothdative
NPs in (6) arepresenton the ARG-ST of the causative verb, both arepredicted
to be cliticisable. Onecaneasilyseethat to accountfor this we needto be able
to distinguishbetweendative NPsoriginatingon theupperverb's or on thelower
verb' ARG-ST. But sincetheresultingARG-STis �at, this is no longerpossible.

Now let's apply the sameideasasabove to the presentframework. We want
a biclausalrepresentationat the lexical level to allow us to distinguishbetween
argumentsof thecausative verb,argumentsof theembeddedverb andsharedar-
guments.The obvious way of doing this is by simply eliminating the argument
composition. Eachpredicatewill have its own ARG-ST fully determinedin the
lexicon. We alsowant to allow ourselvesthepossibilityof linking theaccusative
anddative argumentsof the causative to argumentsof the embeddedverb. This
will bedoneby linking constraintsspeci�edin thelexical entries,justaswedid in
LFG. And �nally , we want thecomplementsof bothpredicateto `mix' at phrase
structurelevel to renderthe merging effect. As mentionedabove, a goodplace
to statephrase-structuralconstraintsin HPSGis the valencelists. So I will pro-
posethatmerging takesplacein theCOMPSlist, namely, thecausative predicate's
COMPSlist will beaconcatenationof its own complements(i.e. thenon-cliticised
elementsof its ARG-STexceptingthesubject)andtheCOMPSlist of theembed-
dedverb. This takesthe`loosening'of theARP a stepfurther, giving thesurface
level of representationevenmorefreedomfrom thelexical level.

An importantdifference,dueto thegeneralarchitectureof bothframeworks, is
that in this case,theso-calledphrase-structuralmerging will have to be statedin
the lexicon (albeit asan underspeci�edCOMPSlist). This is dueto the will of
classicalHPSGersto maintainthenumberof syntacticrulesto a strict minimum,
but it is in no way a formal necessity. Onecould alsostateconstruction-speci�c
syntacticrulesto accountfor theCOMPSmerging. I givethecorrespondinglexical
entriesfor `faireI&J ' and`faireK ' in HPSGin �gures 7 and8 andleaveit to thereader
to verify thatthey will have thesamebehaviour astheirLFG counterparts.

9Abeillé et al. stateasa constraintthat embeddedpredicateshave to be non reduced.This is
necessaryto block downstairscliticisation in c-compositionconstructions(`*Il a fait le prendreà
Paul.'). I assumethesameconstraint(seeAbeillé etal. 1998for technicaldetails.)
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4 Conclusion

In this paper, I have arguedthat the generallyacceptedmonoclausalconception
of causativesis not well suitedto accountfor theseriesof constraintsrevealedin
sentences(4) to (8) above. I have shown that thesecanbe easilysolved if one
admitsthat both the causative `faire' andthe embeddedin�niti ve have their own
localsubcategorisationframesandthatsomebut – crucially– notall of thesubcat-
egorisedfunctionsareshared.Thepresentaccountarguablyrequireslesstechnical
machineryandformal innovationsthanits predecessors.It canbesummarisedin a
few generalprinciples:

- Thecausativepredicatè faire' takesasarguments,asubject,a in�niti veverb
phraseandat themosttwo objects(adirectandanindirectobject).

- It' s objective argumentsare structure-sharedwith the most highly ranked
functionalrelationsof theembeddedin�niti ve verb.



- Thecomplementsof bothpredicatearejoined in a singledomainat phrase
structurelevel (c-sructure).This amountsto the argumentsof `faire', plus
thepossibleextraargumentsof theembeddedverbthatarenotcontrolledby
any of theargumentsof thecausative predicate.

- Only thelocal grammaticalfunctionsof `faire' cancliticise. Theremaining
grammaticalfunctionson the in�niti ve verb (OBJ�

������� and OBL �

+

�

(

� ) will
still surfacein a �at c-structureascomplementsof thecomplex predicate.

To supporttheempiricalargumentbehindthis claim, I have comparedtheLFG
treatmentwith a similar onein Head-drivenPhraseStructureGrammar, wherethe
samepre-formalconsiderationsled meto switch the`merging point' from thear-
gumentstructure(ARG-ST)asin Abeillé et al. (1998),to a level of information
contentthat hasa closertie to phrase-structuralconstraints,namelythe COMPS
feature.

This paperpresentsa rathergeneralapproach,which needsto bere�ned by the
designof a much more elaborateset of lexical entries. It doesnot cover more
complex case,whereunspeci�edobjectshave beenremoved for instance.Con-
strastsin behaviour betweenunaccusative and unergative verbsalso needmore
indepthanalysis.But I believe thepapermakesonepoint at least,that is that the
biclausalapproachto Frenchcausativesmayhave beensomewhatunderestimated
andhastilydiscarded.
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