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Introduction

This study investigates certain data in German within the theoretical
framework of transformational generative grammar. Its aim is thus two-
fold: to provide a unified account of the properties of the data and to do
so by deriving them from a grammar of German determined by the theory.
The data concern infinitival complement consiructions with the verbs
scheinen, lassen and verbs of perception. The stage of evolution of the
theory assumed is that of Government and Binding as developed in Chom-
sky (1981 and 1982}

Chapters 1 and 2 demonstrate that the constructions concerned are
structurally ambiguous in a fairly complex way. Thus, at deep structure
these constructions are bisentential, but at surfacz structure their pro-
perties indicate that they are sometimes moncsentential and sometimes
bisentential. This has complex ramifications for any theoretical treat-
ment, as is demonstrated in chapter 2. Here earlier discussions within
various evoclutionary stages of the theory reveal the complexity of the
data and the theoretical problems involved. They provide the basis for the
whole discussion from chapter 3 onwards.

The theory assumed from chapter 3 enwards is Government and Bind-
ing as developed in Chomsky (1981 and 1982). Here the richness of the
empirical data is accounted for by the interaction of a simplified rule sys-
tem (Move a) with other general principles, parametrization of v.hich
results in variance between languages. The components of this modular
grammar are as follows: '

(1) (a) The lexicon
(b) The base
(¢) The transformational component
{d) Phonetic form (PF)
{e) Logical form (LF)

The properties of these components and their interrelationship are deter-
mined by the following subsystem and principles:




INFINITIVAL COMPLEMENTS IN GERMAN 2

(2)(a) X theory
(b) Theta theory (@-theory)
(c) Case theory
(d) Binding theory
(e) Bounding theory
(f) The theory of control
(g) The theory of government
(h) Trace theory
(i) The Projection Principle
(i) The Extended Projection Principle

The lexicon specifies the properties of lexical items, for example the set of
complements of each item and how these are ®-marked. Thus in (3)

(3) John [yp broke [np the window]]
(Chomsky 1981 ; 105)

the verb break subcategorizes for an NP complement, to which it assigns
the @-role of patient ( the window ‘'suffers’ the action specified by the
verb). Both properties are part of the lexical entry (LE) for break.

The base exploits X theory to generate D-structures, which embody a
categorial representation of the thematic properties provided by ©-
theory. In example (3), for instance, the phrasal category VP is the maxi-
mal projection of the category which is its head, namely the verb dreak.
Any constituent contained in such a maximal projection must be a com-
Plement of its head, which is the case for the NP the window in (3) above;
in other words here the subcategorization frame of the verb is satisfied.

Theta-roles are represented by GFs ( grammatical Junctions ) such as
subject of or abject of, which are configurational in English. The verb
always assigns a ©-role to its object, [NP, VP] (the NP in the VP). The ©-
role of the subject, [NP, S] (the NP dominated by S), is assigned exzternally
by the whole VP of which the verb is head. The reason for this is the fact
that the subject ©-role is not determined by the verb alone. Whereas in (3)
John might be assigned the role of agent (initiator of the action), in (4)
the role is more likely to be that of patient:

(4) John [vp broke his army)
(see Chomsky 1981 : 105)

The external 8-role s thus determined by properties of the VP rather
than of the verb.
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D-structure, which represents the positions to which ©-roles are
assigned, is a projection of the subcategorizational properties of the lexi-
cal item concerned. The Projection Principle guarantees that this infor-
mation is represented also at S-structure (the syntactic input to PF and
LF) and at LF:

(5) Representations at each syntactic level {i.e., LF, and D- and S-
structure) are projected from the lexicon, in that they observe the
subcategorization properties of lexical items.

(Chomsky 19881 : 29)

Thus in the following S-structure the subcategorizaticnal properties of
the verb defeat are represented by the {race of John, t, which is the posi-
tion in the VP ®-marked by the verb which is the head of the VP:

(8) [yp; John]{,, was defeated [np; 1)

This position is present both at D- and S-structure.

The relationship between S-structure and D-structure is expressed by
the rule Move a, which constitutes the major part of the transformational
component. As has been seen in (6) above, a moved element leaves a trace
with which it is coindexed. The moved element and its trace together form
a chain:

(7) ([yp, John], t,)

and it is actually to this chain that a ©-role is assigned. The assignment of
©-roles is governed by the ©-Criterion (cf. Chomsky 1981 : 335), which
guarantees that each argument uniquely receives a 9-role and each 8-
role is uniquely assigned to one argument. Structures of the following
kind are thus ruled out by the 8-Criterion:

(8) (a) *John, defeated t,
(b) *John, was defeated Itllar':.rj

In (8) (a) the same NP John would be assigned two 8-roles, those of agent
and patient, and in (8) (b), although there are two arguments, JoAn and
Mary, only the internal 8-role of patient is available, it being a feature of
the passive that the VP does not assign an external 8-role. In example
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above, however, since John is in a position to which no @-role is assigned,
the chain ([yp, John], t) is assigned a single 8-role, the trace ¢  being in a
position to which a @-role is assigned. Thus unlike the examples in (8), (6)
does not violate the @-Criterion.

The properties of passive constructions such as (8) are determined by
the interaction of ©-theory with Case-theory. Case-theory concerns the
assignment of abstract Case in Case-marking positions. Objects of prepo-
sitions and transitive verbs receive objective Case, the subjects of tensed
sentences nominative. Thus in (9)

(9) [5 Mery [vey, [+ Tense]][yp [y defeat][,, John}
[pp [pin l(yp the competition]]]]

the verb defeat assigns objective Case to JoAn and the preposition in
assigns Case to the competition. Nominative Case is assigned to the sub-
ject, Mary, by the element INFL (inflection), which here has the value [+
Tense]. Where INFL has the value [- Tense], for example in infinitivals,
nominative Case is not assigned.

Just as the passive does not assign an external ©-role, it is also a
feature of the passive that Case is not assigned by the participle form. An

S-structure, such as (10). where the object NP does not receive Case, is
not possible in English:

(10) *[xp €] was defeated John.

The fact that a lexical NP must receive Case is stipulated by the Case
Filter:

(11) *NP if NP has Phonetic content and has no Case
(Chomsky 1981 : 49)

In other words, any sentence containing an NP which is not an empty
category and which has no Case is ungrammatical. In effect this forces
movement of the object in passive constructions to the subject position
where it receives Case from INFL (inflection).

The existence of the subject
even though no 8-
Extended Projectio
jects. Note that t
jects’ in certain |

Position in English passive constructions,
role is assigned to this position, is determined by the
n Principle, which stipulates that all clauses have sub-
his fact is already determined in part for ‘missing sub-
anguages by the Projection Principle. Thus in the Italian
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example (12):

(12) Hai ammazzato tuo nipote
(Have murdered your nephew)
You have murdered your nephew.

a definite 8-role (of agent ) is assigned to the lexically non-realized sub-
ject, recoverable via the second person singular inflection of the verb
(and the agreement of the possessive adjective). The existence of a
thematic subject in this case is represented by an empty category co-
superscripted with the inflection node:

(13) pro | INFL! hai ammazzato tuo nipote

Also the existence of thematic subjects in infinitivals in English is deter-
mined by the subcategorizational properties of the verbs concerned. Thus
in (14)

(14) He, wanted [ PRO, to murder his nephew]

the VP of which the verb murder is head assigns the @-role of agent to the
PRO subject, which is controlled by the main clause subject. The Extended
Projection Principle, on the other hand, claims universality of the subject
position even in those cases where there is no thematic subject. Apart
from the passive there are examples such as (15) 1n English:

(15) It is clear that Mary defeated John.

In fact in these cases the subject position is obligatorily filled lexically,

namely by the phonetic element it.
Movement such as in the English passive construction is subject to
Bounding theory. which imposes the locality condition of subjacency:

(186) ... a cyclic rule cannot move a phrase from position Y to
position X (or conversely) in:
X..[, [‘.....Y.,..]...]...X...

where a and § are cyclic nodes
(Chomsky 1977 : 73)
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In other words a constituent can move across at most one bounding
(cyclic) node, where for English the bounding nodes are NP and S. This
rules out sentences like:

(17) *Claims of attacks have not been substantiated on a number
of targets.

while allowing for:

(18) Claims have not been substantiated of attacks on a number
of targets,

Thus, assuming the structure;

(19) [xp; Claims [pp, of [npz 8ttacks [pp2 ©n 2 number of

targets]pp, Iyps lppy Inpy

in example (17).
Traces of movement together with anaphors, such as reflexives and

reciprocals, and pronominals, such as pronouns and the PRO subject of
infinitivals, are related to their antecedents by the Binding theory:

(20) (A) An anaphor is bound in its governing category:.
(B} A pronominal is free in its governing category.
(C) An R-expression is free.

(Chomsky 1981 - 188)

The theory contains terms that need some definition before the way in
which its principles apply can be lustrated,

The term government presupposes the concept of c-command

( constituent-command ). a simplified definition of which is given in (21)
(see Chomsky 1981 : 1851, for more precise definitions):

(21) If the category immediately dominating a (or a higher
projection of this category) dominatesg 8. @ c-commands 8.
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Thus in example (22)

(22) [5 Mary [, [, defeated][, John]]]

the category VP dominating the verb defeated also dominates the NP John
and therefore the verb c-commands the NP John.

Government is defined as minimal c-command which requires that
there should be no intervening governor a and # in the definition in (21).
Thus, whereas this is the case in example (22) above, so that the verb
defeated governs (and assigns Case to) John, this is not so for defeated
and competition in (23):

(23) Mary [yp defeated John {pp [p in][yp the Competition]]]

Although the VP dominates both defeafed and competifion so that the
verb c-commands the NP, the latter is minimaoally c-commanded within the
prepositional phrase by the preposition in, which governs (and assigns
Case to) it. Because of this intervening governor it is not minimally c-
commanded {and thus governed) by the verb defeated.

The governing category for a constituent might be defined {cf. Chom-
sky 1981 : 211f1) as

(24) the minimal category containing a, a governor of a and
a SUBJECT accessible to

By SUBJECT is meant Agreement {AGR) or NP, and accessibile to a means
that a is in the c-command domain of the SUBJECT. Thus in (25)

(25) {5 John, betrayed himself,]

the anaphor himself is in the c-command domain of the SUBJECT John
(the category S immediately dominating John dominates himself ). The
anaphor is also governed by the verb betrayed. Since S is the minimal
category containing himself, a governor of himself and a SUBJECT acces-
sible to himself it is the governing category for himself, within which, in
accordance with (A) of the Binding theory, the anaphor must be bound.
Bound means that the element concerned must be coindexed with a
c-commanding antecedent in an 4 (=argument) position. Thus in (25)
above the anaphor himself is coindexed within its governing category with
the c-commanding NP John, which is in an A position. The opposite is the
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case 1n example (26):
(26) [5 [coup Who,][ 5 did ke betray ]!

Here the trace of the WH-word wha is c-commanded by an antecedent in
an A_(non-argument) position, namely the who in COMP. At the same time
it is not bound by any element in the S, in which it is governed by the verb
betray and has an accessibie SUBJECT, he, and which 1s, therefore, its
governing category. The trace is thus free in its governing category. How-
ever, the trace of WH-movement differs from that of NP-movement by the
fact that it is operator-bound by the WH-phrase in Comp. Such a trace is a
variable, and, unlike anaphors, which "have no capacity for inherent
reference” (see Chomsky 1981 : 102f1.), belongs to the class of £~
ezpressions (referential expressions). These are subject to principle (C) of
the Binding theory, which sentence (26) does not violate.

A violation of principle (C) would occur if an operator-bound variable

were to be 4-bound (bound from an argument position). Thus the LF
interpretation of (26) above is (27):

(27) for which z, did he betray z
If he in the interpretation is replaced by the variable z-

(28) for which z, did = betray z

the object of betray can only be Interpreted as an anaphor, since it is A-
bound within its governing category. Thus, whereas, in accordance with
(A) of the Binding theory (28) is the correct LF representation of (29):

(29) [s who, [5 t, betrayed himselfi]]

- here the operator-bound trace 18 free in its governing category (=S) and
the anaphor himself is bound - as an LF representation of (26) it violates
principie (C) and, as a result, i1s uninterpretable.

An important feature of the concept of government (which is central
to the Binding theory) is the fact that S is an absolute barrier to govern-
ment. Thus the subject position of clausal complements can only be
governed from within the clause by INFL if this is [+ Tense]. In the case of

infinitival complements, however, where INFL is [- Tense], the subject posi-

tion remains ungoverned. This position, in the absence of a lexical
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complementizer such as for (which acts as a governor) can therefore only
contain an ungoverned empty category, namely PRO. Since PRO is ungo-
verned it does not have a governing category and is subject to (B) of the
Binding theory. Principle (B) also applies to lexical pronouns.

The interaction of principles (A) and (B) can be illustrated by (30):

(30) (a) [g John, advised Mary, [z PRO;, to look
after herselfj]]
(b) *[5 John, advised Mary; {gPROj to look
after himself,]]
(c) [g John, advised Mary, [5 PRO, to look
after him, . ]]

In sentence (30) (a) the pronominal PRO is ungoverned and free in accor-
dance with principle (B). The anaphor herself, however, is both governed
and has an accessible SUBJECT, PRO. Since it is coindexed with PRO it is
bound within its governing category and the sentence is accepted by prin-
ciple (A). Principle (A)-is violated, however, in (30) (b) where the anaphor
himself in the embedded S, governed and with an accessible subject, PRO,
is nevertheless free within this S. The pronoun hAim in (30) (c), on the
other hand, is legitimately free in its governing category, since it is sub-
ject to (B) of the Binding theory.

There are two notable exceptions in English to the theory of infinitival
complementation outlined above. Thus the verb belteve in addition to a
tensed clausal complement has an infinitival complement as illustrated in

(31
(31) John, believes [Mar‘yj to be betraying herselfj.]

Here- the embedded subject, though lexically realized, receives no case
from the embedded INFL, since this is [- Tense]. The same is true for the
infinitival complements of seem:

(32) Mary, seems [ t, to be betraying herself ]

Here, as in the case of the passive in English, the embedded subject is
forced to move to the matrix subject position, where Case is assigned by
the matrix INFL. Within the Binding theory traces of NP-movement are
uniformly governed and have the binding properties of anaphors. To allow
for government of the trace in (32) and of the lexical subject in (31) it is



INFINITIVAL COMPLEMENTS IN GERMAN 10

necessary to introduce a marked rule of § deletion, enabling the verb to
govern the embedded subject position. In the case of believe, thougn not
seem, the verb assigns Case to the embedded subject; Case assignment of
this kind is called Exceptional Case Marking (ECM).

Apart from variables (traces of WH-movement), names are obvious
examples of R-expressions, to which principle (C) of the Binding theory

applies. How all three principles interact can be illustrated by the (§ dele-
tion) structures in (33):

(33) (a) *Mary,/she, believes {s Mary,/her, to be
betraying herself|]

(b) Mary,/she, believes (s Meu"yj to be betraying
herselfj]

(c) Mary, believes (s herself; to be betraying herj]

In (33) (a) though the anaphor herself is correctly bound in its governing
category, the embedded S, the options concerning the reference relations
of the embedded and matrix subjects violate both (B) and (C) of the Bind-
ing theory. Under S deletion the embedded subject position is governed by
the matrix verb and thus has the matrix S as its governing category
(given the presence of an accessible SUBJECT, Mary her ). If Mary is
chosen as embedded subject, principle (C) is violated since the R-
expression is bound (by the matrix subject) within its governing category.
If her is chosen, principle (B) is violated for the same reason. In (33) (b),
however, none of the principles is viclated, since while the anaphor her-
self is legitimately bound in its governing category neither the pronoun
her nor the R-expression Mary are coreferential with the matrix subject
and are thus legitimately free. In (33) (c). on the other hand, the pronoun
her is legitimately free in the embedded S, whereas the anaphor herself is

legitimately bound in the matrix S, which is it

S governing category via S
deletion.

The principles and definitions sketched out above represent the
theoretical framework assumed from chapter 3 onwards, where it is
argued that they predict the essential properties of the data. Thus the
starting point of chapter 3 is the assumption of a bisentential structure
for the constructions under consideration. This is determined by the Pro-
jection Principle, since the subcategorizational properties of the verbs
require a sentential complement. It is then postulated that the coher-
ence properties of the constructions are due to § deletion. Since the com-
Plement subject positions in each case must be governed, the Binding

theory, principle (A), predicts that the complements of schetnen cannot

be dislocated. The Case Filter (subsumed by the ©-Criterion) predicts the
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same for lassen and perception verb complements, which are assumed to
be instances of Exceptional Case Marking.

Chapter 4 is concerned with an ergative analysis (with in situ Case
assignment) of ‘raising’ on the one hand and of passive and FLIP verb con-
structions on the other, bearing in mind that the latter can be embedded
under scheinen and lassen. It is argued that the Projection Principle and
the Extended Projection Principle require at all levels of representation a
bisentential structure that includes a matrix subject position. In those
cases where the latter is apparently empty the presence of an expletive
(small) pro is assumed, such as has been suggested for PRO-drop
languages (cf. Chomsky 1982 : 78f.).

In chapters 5 and 6 it is argued that the expletive pro introduced in
chapter 4 does not count as an accessible SUBJECT for the definition of
governing category used in the Binding theory. The same applies to
derived subjects. The Binding theory thus predicts not only the core cases
of the reflexivization facts but also those concerning quantifier floating
and the scope of negatives (chapter 6). Binding into a governing category
in the remaining reflexivization cases is accounted for by contexts of
demotion, as discussed by Koster (1982), which determine the anaphoric
status of the reflexive (but not the reciprocal) pronoun. The parametriza-
‘ion of demotion introduced here thus complements that of the notion
SUBJECT in the determination of governing categories.

Chapter 7 makes explicit the principle suggested throughout the dis-
cussion, namely that initial constituents in the scheinen constructions
are the result of WH-movement. which, as is the case in other languages,
is assumed not to violate subjacency in § deletion structures. Chapters 7
and B also acknowledge certain residual problems, not all of which. how-
ever, are limited to German. At the same time, it is argued that these resi-
dual problems are demonstrably offset by the wide range of sometimes
apparently idiesyncratic data that are determined by the theory of
Government and Binding.




1 Ambiguity between mono- and bisententiality

0. The common and characterizing feature o! infinitival complement
structures with the verbs lassen, scheinen and perception verbs is the
ambiguity of their syntactic behaviour with respect to mono- and bisent-
iality. In the case of reflexivization, for example, the embedded subject in
the Accusative and Mhfinitive (Acl) constructions seems to create an
opaque domain in some contexts. In other contexts, however, it is tran-
Sparent to coreference between the matrix subject and an embedded
object. Other configurations, such as the apparent presence in the matrix
sentence of a clitic that has its source in the embedded sentence, or the
unacceptability of complement extraposition or ‘VP pied piping’ in rela-
tive clauses, seem to suggest a purely mono-clausal structure. The two
basic positions taken up in the literature have thus been a base VP
analysis on the one hand, suggested by Haider (1979) and Grewendorf
(1982) for the complements of lassen, and, on the other, derivation of a
mono-clausal structure from a bisentential base via a restructuring rule

such as Verb Raising as proposed by Evers (1975). To demonstrate how

these viewpoints have been arrived at the following presents evidence of

the ambiguity within the context of arguments taken from the literature.

1. ‘lassen’

1.1 Scope of negative quantifier

Normally, the placement of the negative quantifier in complex structures

is a clear indication of its scope, either over the matrix sentence or the
embedded sentence. Huber (1980) thus presents the following contrastive
paradigm, where scope is quite clear in the case of a control verb like
zuingen (to force) but ambiguous in the case of lassen:

(1) (a) Wir zwingen sie nicht, die Priofung zu machen.
We are not forcing her to do the examination.

(b) Wir zwingen sie, die Prifung nicht zu machen.

We are forcing her not to do the examination.

(cf. Huber 1980 : 1686)
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(2) Er lasst sie die Priafung nicht machen.
(a) He doesn't make her do the examination.
(b) He makes her not do the examination.
(Huber 1980 : 188)

In fact, under normal intonation in the lassen construction the negative
quantifier can only be placed in front of the embedded verb, regardiess of
its scope, and extraposition of the complement is always ungrammatical:

(3) (a) *Er lasst sie nicht, die Prifung machen.
(b) *Er lasst nicht, sie die Priifung machen.

(3) (a) demonstrates extraposition on a control verb analysis of lassen
and (b} on the Acl analysis.

The paradigm in (1) and (2) can be interpreted in two ways. Thus from
one point of view, since the negative element gravitates to the verbal
complex, this is, in fact, evidence for a verbal complex in {assen construc-
tions: in other words there is no S boundary between machen and the
matrix clause in (2) above if nicht can have matrix scope from a position
in front of machen. Haider (1979) argues, for example, that this position-
ing of the negative in front of two verbs (ie. the subordinate clause word
order ... weil er sie die Prifung nicht machen ldsst ) reflects the normal
case in simple sentences with modal verbs:

(4) Weil er das Geld nicht abheben wollte, ...
Since he didn't want to collect the money, ...
(Haider 1979 : 124)

From this viewpoint a verbal-complex analysis for the lassen infinitival
structure is well motivated since it reflects possible base structure.

From another peint of view, however, the very fact that there are two
possible scope interpretations ranging over the argument structure of
each verb in (2) above is evidence for bisententiality. AL the same time,
Huber (1980) claims that with contrastive intonation the negative element
can be positioned in front of the embedded infinitival, and with only
matrix scope:

(5) ¥Wir lassen nicht die Information weitergeben.
{a) We will not have the information passed on.
(b) *We will have the information not passed on.
(Huber 1980 : 185)




INFINITIVAL COMPLEMENTS IN GERMAN 14

Furthermore, again under contrastive intonation, double negation in a

lassen construction does not simply result in cancelling out the negatives
as in a simple equivalence:

(6) (a) Ich mache nicht beim Sportfest nicht mit =
(b) Ich mache beim Sportfest mit.
I will not not take part in the sports day =
I will take part in the sports day.

(Huber 1980 : 170)

but rather results in a change of proposition:

(7) (a) Mein Vater aber lasst mich nicht beim Sportfest
nicht mitmachen.
My father won't allow me not to take part in the
sports day. =
(b) Mein Vater aber ldsst mich beim Sportfest
mitmachen.
My father is making me take part in the sports day.

(Huber 1980 : 170)

The equivalence in (7)

in contrast to that in (8) presupposes a complex
structure:

(8) (a) (=7) ~ PERMIT (x; ~ P(y; )) = FORCE ( x; , P( y, ))
(b) (=6) ~~P(y, ) = P(y, )

(cf. Huber 1980 : 17011.)

Facts such as these, matrix scope from an embedded position, plus double
Bcope possibilities, underline the ambiguity of the structures concerned.

1.2 Negative incorporation

Almost exactly paralle] to interpretation of the scope properties in lassen
negative constructions, and indeed involving these scope properties, are
the facts concerning negative incorporation. Thus normally negative
incorporation, where the indefinite pronoun etwas (=something) com-
bines with the negative quantifier to form nichts (=
take place in an embedded infinitival with embedd
words, it cannot take pPlace across an S boundary:

nothing), can only
ed scope. In other
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(9) (a) Sie veranlasste mich, nichts zu zahlen.
She forced me to pay nothing.
(b) Sie veranlasste mich nicht, etwas zu zahlen.
She didn't force me to pay something.
*She forced me to pay nothing.
{(Huber 1980 : 174)

With lassen, however, there are both scope possibilities:

(10) Sie liess mich nichts zahlen.
She made me pay nothing.
She didn’t make me pay something.
{(Huber 1980 : 174)

Again, this can be interpreted in two ways, either as evidence for a single
clause structure, which allows incorporation with matrix scope, or for a
bisentential structure allowing double scope possibilities. As further evi-
dence for the latter, Huber {1980) claims that in contrast to simple sen-
tences, lassen constructions permit the optional non-application of nega-
tive incorporation, with unambiguous matrix scope:

(11) Sie lasst mich nicht etwas sagen.
She doesn't make/allow me to say something.
(Huber 1980 : 175)

The facts here are similar to those discussed in the previous section.

1.3 Theme-rheme data

Integral to a bisentential analysis of the lassen infinitival structure is the
assumption that the surface object of the verb lassen, although morpho-
logically accusative in case, is, in fact, the subject of the embedded sen-
tence. Huber (1980) produces a convincing argument in support of this on
the basis of the contrast between the word order of objects in simple sen-
tences and that of the ‘accusative subject’ and embedded object in lassen
constructions. Thus, under normal intonation in German the order of
object NPs is determined by degrees of definiteness (cf. Lenerz 1977) so
that a definite object NP, indicating known information (theme), pre-
cedes an indefinite NP:
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(12) (a) Wir stellen der&_%gamd ein[er.A(c}g t vor.

We introduced to the friend a guest.
*Wir stellt ; Freund dem Gast vor.
(b) *Wir stellten eﬂe‘{tc.:cfeu [quatS

We introduced a friend to the guest.

(c) Wir stellten deﬁ Ecacs]t eineT_'_ll’sr;iet\]\nd vor.

We introduced the guest to a friend.

(d) *Wir stellten eﬁeﬁnﬁreund [df:{l g} st vor.
a c

We introduced to a friend the guest.
(Huber 1980 : 155)

In the case of lassen constructions, however, the word order condition:
‘rTheme NP after theme NP’ appears to be violated:

(13) (a) Wir lassen deﬁ_ R‘gg)md emeDgte.lft danken.

We have the friend thank a guest.
(b) Wir lassen ejnen Freund dem ?ast danken.
't+Acc]r [+Dat

We have a friend thank the guest.

{c) *Wir lassen et;'g%mt ast fﬁx Freund danken.
a cc

*We have a guest (object) the friend {subject) thank.
*Wir | Gast ei .
(d) *Wir lassen d[e_zrf.)aﬂs e"t?ﬁ\ggfund danken

*We have the guest (object) a friend (subject) thank.
(Huber 1980 : 155)

Huber (1980) thus argues that the unacceptable variants in (13) above
have violated the order of logical subject in front of logical object and this
is also the reason why in (13) (b). for instance, the lassen construction
ignores Theme-Rheme Permutation. As evidence that subject-odject order
overrides the permutation rule he gives the following example:

(14) *Dem Vernehmen nach, stelite flfR. GTst ein Freund vor.
cc

According to protocol the guest {object) a friend (subject)
introduced.

(Huber 1980 : 158)

Although, as will enter the discussion much later,

subject-object inversion
in German is possible for stylistic reasons, th

€ point made by Huber
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(1980) with the example in (13) is quite clear, namely that the accusative
NP does not behave as an object in relation to the dative NP but rather as
a subject. This, of course, presupposes a bisentential analysis.

1.4 Reflexivization

Although the matrix reflexivization data in lassen infinitivals present one
of the best examples of structural ambiguily in these constructions, there
is a separate argument, again produced by Huber (1980), which, as in the
previous section, supports the concept of an embedded subject: this con-
cerns complement reflexivization. Thus Huber (1980) argues for optional-
ity of reflexivization in the case of object antecedents:

(15) (a) Wir erzahlten Paul; von ihm; / sich; aus der Zeit vor

seiner Sprachstérung.
We told Paul about him; 7 himself; in the period before his
speech defect.
(b) Wir zeigten Fritzchen; ihn; / sich; im Spiegel.
We showed little Fritz; him; / himself; in the mirror.
(Huber 1980 : 338)

whereas, if the antecedent is in subject position reflexivization is obliga-
tory:

(18) (a) Paul; erzdhlte von *ihm; / sich; aus der Zeit vor
seiner Sprachstérung.
Paul; talked about * him; / himself; in the period before
his speech defect.
(b) Fritzchen; sah *ihmy / sich; im Spiegel.
Little Fritz; saw ®* him; / himself; in the mirror.
(Huber 1980 : 335)

The obligatory nature of complement reflexivization in lassen construc-
tions, under coreference with the accusative NP, suggests that this NP is,

in fact, a subject:

(17) (a) Wir liessen Paul; von *ihm; / sich; aus der Zeit
vor seiner Sprachstdrung erzéhlen.
We had Paul; talk about * him; / himself; in the period
before his speech defect.
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(b) Wir liessen unseren Jungsten, * ihm; / sich; im Spiegel
sehen.
We had our youngest child, look at * him; / himself; in the
mirror.
(Huber 1980 : 336)

The fact that many informants find reflexivization with object .
antecedents impossible anyway, rejecting the optionality in (15), just
further supports the evidence in (17) that the accusative NP is in fact a
subject.

The second and perhaps more central feature of the reflexivization
data, first discussed at length in Reis (1978), is that of matrix
reflexivization. Here the problem revolves around whether or not the
accusative NP creates an opaque domain in the embedded S for object
reflexivization under coreference with matrix subjects, as is the case with
object control complements. In other words, the reflexivization facts
either support or undermine the role of the accusative NP as a subject
functioning in the Specified Subject Condition (SSC) or, in the more
recent form of the theory, as an accessible SUBJECT defining a governing
category for binding purposes. Thus, in the case of control verbs, sen-
tences such as the following are ruled out by the SSC or Binding Theory,
where in the first case the PRO subject of the complement disallows rela-
tion of elements within the embedded S to a constituent outside it and in
the second case an anaphor would be free in its minimal governing
category, defined by the accessible SUBJECT PRO:

(18) * Sie,; forderte uns; auf [ PRO; sich; nach Hause
zu fahren]

*She; called on us; [ PRO; to go to herself; (to her place)]
(cf. Huber 1980 : 2)

For lassen constructions, however, sentences such as (19) are possible

(19) Hans; lasst die Mi’xdigkeit, Gber sich; kommen
Hans; letstiredness. overcome himself;

p]
(Reis 1976 : 31)

It would seem, then, on the basis of examples such as this that the inter-
vening non-coreferential NPs are not subjects in the sense of the SSC and
that the matrix subject and embedded object are in fact clause mates.
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Fortunately, for the bisentential analysis, however, the facts
described in the last paragraph are not the only ones and lassen con-
structions do in fact demonstrate an SSC eflect as well as the tran-
sparency shown in {19):

(20) Hans; lasst die Mudigkeit; *ihn / sich; iberkommen.
Hans; letstiredness; overcome * him; / himself;
(Reis 1976 : 29)

Not only does the intervening NP create an opaque domain for direct
objects but also for prepositional ocbjects:

(21) Hans; liess, boshaft wie er war, die Leute
stundeniang nach ihm; /* sich; rufen, ohne zu reagieren.
Hans;, malicious as he was, let people; call for him; /* himself;

for hours, without reacting.
(Reis 1976 : 30)

The situation, then, is that the accusative NP in lassen infinitivals both
behaves like a subject for opacity purposes and doesn’'t behave like a sub-
ject for opacity purposes, obviously a ‘transformational-grammatical
dilemma’ as suggested by the title of Reis's (1978) paper.

1.5 Extraposition

In contrast with the evidence described so far, the extraposition, cliticiza-
tion and pied piping facts support a mono-clausal viewpoint and do not
reflect any inherent ambiguity. Thus Olsen (1981) draws up a table based
on the discussion in Bech (1957):
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(22) | V(NN 4 V(1)

COHERENT
Modals (including werden)
( tun, bleiben )
VAN V() COHERENT

LASSEN

V' (N':N") + V" (2)

COHERENT
SCHEINEN

;bl:hn;n v (2) COHERENCE OPTIONAL

(A": N") + V" ( COHERENCE OPTIONAL
anklagen

VDN 4V R) COHERENCE RESTRICT@
anbieten

(Olsen 1981 : 131)

V' is the governor. V" is the infinitive. The number in brackets is the
‘status’of V", which is as follows:

(23) 1. = bare infinitive
2. = Infinitive + 2u
3. = participle

The brackets after V' contain the * orientation of V' which is the nominal
of its field which is understood as the logical subject of V". Thus in the
case of lassen this is the accusative object, in the case of anbieten the
dative object and in the case of scheinen the nominative subject.

What the table above demonstrates is that lassen infinitivals, as well
as scheinen , group with the modal verbs in that they form only coherent
structures - lassen also groups with the modal verbs in terms of its bare
infinitive. What Bech refers to as coherent is in fact the structure in which
the complement is in an intraposed position. Thus control verbs allow

both intraposed and extraposed positions, though there is a preference
for the latter with object control verbs:

(24) (a) Weil wir Peter; [ PRO, unszu begleiten] zwangen, ...

(b) Weil wir Peter, zwangen, [ PRO;, uns zu begleiten]
Since we forced Peter to accompany us, ...
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Under any analysis, control or Acl, extraposition of lassen complements,
however, is ungrammatical:

(25) (a) *Weil wir Peter liessen, uns begleiten ...
(b) *Weil wir liessen, Peter uns begleiten ...

(c) Weil wir Peter uns begleiten liessen, ...
Since we made Peter accompany us, ...

Since this coherence is a feature of modal and auxiliary constructions
and incoherence a feature of bisentential structure (it is almost obliga-
tory in the case of finite complements) the conclusion suggests itself that
lassen infinitivals are not bisentential.

1.6 VP pied piping

The conclusion suggested at the end of the previous section also suggests
itself with respect to what Ross (1967) entitled 'VP pied piping’. Thus, in
the case of control verbs, relative clauses allow the infinitive optionally to
be fronted with the WH-moved element:

(28) (a) Der Mann, auf den; Hanst; zu warten beabsichtigte, ...
The man, for whom Hans intended to wait ...
{b) Der Mann, auf den zu warten; Hanst; beabsichtigte, ...
The man, to wait for whom Hans intended ...
(Ebert 1975 : 181)

This is not the case with lassen constructions:

(27) (a) Das ist der Bericht, den; der Prasident t,
ignorieren liess,
That is the report which the president had ignored.
{b)*Das ist der Bericht, den ignorieren; der Prasidentt; liess.
*That is the report, ignore which the president had.
(Huber 1980 : 118)

From the viewpoint of coherence, just as Ebert (1975) points out for the
identical scheinen cases, in the VP pied piping constructions as well as in
the extraposition structure, the infinitive complements cannot be
detached from their intraposed position because obligatory coherence
implies integration in the matrix S.
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1.7 Clitic movement

Cliticization again raises the problem of opacity and subjecthood of the
accusative object in the lassen infinitivals. Thus, in control structures
presumably something like the Specified Subject Condition (SSC) applies
to rule out movement of unstressed pronouns from the embedded sen-
tence into the matrix sentence (where PRO is the specified subject):

(28) *Der Chef hat es thn; [ PRO; - 2u versuchen] veranlasst.
= * }
SSC
The boss made him try to do it.

(Huber 1980 : 148)

In lassen constructions, on the other hand, such a movement is possible:

(29) Der Chef hat es ihn - versuchen lassen.
| S

The boss made him try to do it.
(Huber 1980 : 148)

Again, the suggestion is that there may well not be a second governing
category in such structures.

1.8 Conclusion

The evidence produced in the section on lassen so far shows no clear rea-
son why a monosentential analysis might be preferred. Thus, while clitic
movement, extraposition and VP pied piping facts indicate coherence and
might argue for a simple structure, the latter would not be able to explain
the double scope possibilities of negation, optional non-application of
negative incorporation, the apparent subjecthood of the accusative NP
both in terms-of complement-reflexivization and of violation of theme-
rheme word order, and the apparent creation of an opaque domain by
this NP for at least some of the reflexivization data. The final set of facts

are, of course, as has been shown, double edged and in their ability to be
turned the other way demonstrate the struc

tural ambiguity of lassen
infinitivals.

2. The perception verbs

In most respects the perception verbs pattern like lassen in terms of the
syntactic behaviour of their infinitival complements. As in the case of
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lassen, the same question arises about the subjecthood of the accusative
NP, particularly with respect to matrix reflexivization. Nevertheless, as
will emerge much later in the discussion, where dialectal variance occurs,
informants tend to find these complements "a little more" transparent or
‘a little more’ capable of displacement. Huber (1980) at the end of his dis-
cussion of reflexivization of lassen infinitivals even goes so far as to imply
a double representation of perception verb complements as ambiguous
between control and Acl. A premonition of this divergence is already given
in the section on VP pied piping below.

2.1 Finite and non-finite complements
Unlike lassen constructions, those with perception verbs also have finite
variants. Thus, the following non-finite example:

(30) Ich hérte ihn sich erschiessen.
I heard him shoot himself.
(Harbert 1977 : 125)

can have finite versions where the interpretations are more explicit:

(31) (a) Ich hérte, dass er sich erschoss.
I heard that he shot himself.
(b) Ich hérte, wie er sich erschoss.
[ heard how he shot himself.

The practical synonymy between the relation of the matrix predicate to
the embedded proposition in both finite and non-finite variants has given
rise in the literature to the assumption of a bisentential base analysis,
often contrasting with that proposed for lassen structures (cf. Haider
1979, Grewendorf 1982).

2.2 Negation

As in the case of lassen constructions, under normal intonation the nega-
tive element gravitates towards the verbal complex in perception verb
infinitivals, where matrix interpretation is pragmatically the more usual:

(32) (a) Weil Peter sie nicht 'reinkommen hérte, ...
Since Peter didn't hear her come in ...
?Since Peter heard her not come in ...
(b) *... weil Peter sie 'reinkommen nicht hérte.
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Again one can stress either the double scope possibility, or matrix scope
from an embedded position when arguing respectively for bi- or monosen-
tentiality. Haider {1979), however, argues for an exclusively monosenten-
tial analysis on the grounds that double negation (in contrast to the case
of lassen discussed in section 1.1 above) results in a simple equivalence:

(33) (a) Peter sah kein Auge nicht trocken bleiben.
Peter saw no eye not remain dry.
(b) Peter sah alle Augen trocken bleiben.
Peter saw every eye remain dry.
(e} ~ 3x, ~Px = ¥x. Px
(Haider 1979 : 125)

The weakness of this example, however, is that the argument for a simple
structure only works if the accusative NP, kein Auge, is taken as being in
the matrix S: if it is in the embedded S the simple equivalence is to be
expected since the negation operates inside a simple domain, namely the
embedded S. From this viewpoint (33) feeds the theory that there actually
is an embedded position. The logical equivalence in (33) (c) can only be
embedded. Haider also does not consider the possibility that, as in the
case with lassen, the negative element can appear in front of the embed-
ded sentence under contrastive stress, with exclusively matrix scope:

(34) Peter; hat nicht die Leute auf sich; zu kommen sehen.
Peter didn't see the people come towards him(self).

As in the case of lassen, this again suggests two domains.

2.3 Reflexivization

Example (34) above, in addition to contrastive negation, illustrates the
same transparency to reflexivization as discussed in the section on
lassen. Again the question arises whether there is in fact an embedded
subject (and thus an embedded S) if this subject allows violation of the
SSC or Binding Theory in relating a matrix subject with an embedded
object. That the accusative NP in perception verb complements does have

this blocking function, however, is illustrated by the following example
(trom Reis (1976)):
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(35) *Nur mit Unbehagen sah Fritz; den Reporter; aus
ihm; /* sich; einen Helden machen.
Only with misgivings did Fritz, see the reporter; make
a hero of him; /* himself;
(Reis 1976 : 31)

As in the case of lassen the opacity facts seem paradoxical, and the ambi-
guity between mono- and bisententiality remains.

2.4 Extraposition
With respect to extraposition, infinitival constructions with perception
verbs, like those with lassen , are strictly coherent:

(36) (a) *Weil wir Peter sahen, uns begleiten, ...
(b) *Weil wir sahen, Peter uns begleiten, ...
(c) Weil wir Peter uns begleiten sahen, ...
Since we saw Peter accompany us, ...
(Haider 1979 : 153)

(36) (a) demonstrates the effect of extraposition on a control verb
analysis and (36) (b) an Acl analysis. Again, one could argue here that
since the possibility (sometimes necessity) of incoherence is a feature of
bisententiality the structure in (38) is monosentential with respect to
this; in other words the complement is integrated in the matrix S.

2.5 VP pied piping

It has been suggested (cf. section 1.5, 1.6) that VP pied piping like extra-
position is almost a diagnostic for coherence. Thus, for most informants
perception verb complements pattern like those of lassen in not allowing
pied piping of the infinitive in relative clauses:

(37) (a) *Der Mann, den warten Hans sah, ...
(b) Der Mann, den Hans warten sah, ...
The man whom Hans saw waiting ...

Haider {1979). however, gives the following example, which he claims is
acceptable in his dialect (Austrian German):

(38) die Stiegen, Gber die hinaufpoltern; Hans die
Géste t; horte
(the stairs, thundering up which, Hans heard the guests)
(Haider 1979 : 155)



INFINITIVAL COMPLEMENTS IN GERMAN 26

On the basis of examples such as this and the unacceptability of the sen-
tence if liess is substituted for hdrte Haider distinguishes between a
monosentential base for lassen infinitivals and a bisentential one for per-
ception verbs. The question of what kind of analysis either lassen or per-
ception verbs receive remains open at this stage. Nevertheless, it is clear

that dialectal variance plays a role in the determination of some of the
data.

2.8 Clitics
Dialectal variance is also evident in the judgement of the clitic data with
perception verbs. Thus Haider (1979) places clitic climbing in a middle

position on a judgemental scale between lassen and control verb struc-
tures:

(39) (a) Der Chef liess es den Lehrling - versuchen.
The boss had the apprentice try it.
(b) ?Der Chef sah es den Lehrling - versuchen.
The boss saw the apprentice tryit.
(c) *Der Chef bat es den Lehrling - versuchen.
The boss told the apprentice to try it.

(Haider 1979 : 164)

In Evers (1975) and Thiersch (1978) clitic climbing with perception verbs

is judged acceptable. Again the problem remains how such a movement
might be reconcilable with a bisentential structure.

2.7 Conclusion

As suggested in the introduction to the section on perception verbs, some
of the syntactic structures, for example negation, reflexivization and
extraposition pattern in the same way as those with lassen. Others, such
as VP pied piping, seem more controversial. Also in favour of a bisenten-
tial analysis for perception verb constructions is the paralle] with finite
complements under these verbs - something that lassen does not have.
Nevertheless, there is enough cormmon ground between the constructions
to suggest at this stage that the analysis might be parallel.

3.’acheinen’

Infinitivals with the verb scheinen share some of the properties of the
constructions with lassen and perception verbs, for example the kind of
coherence factors demonstrated by extraposition and VP pied piping
behaviour. Also, in common with the perception verbs, scheinen has a
finite complement variant. There are differences in the nature of the
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construction, however. Thus reflexivization would not be problematic
under any analysis: even under a highly implausible control verb analysis,
the anaphor would always be bound in its governing category. There are
also other factors peculiar to the verb itself, such as the optional pres-
ence of a matrix experiencer.

3.1 Selectional restrictions

Ebert (1875) argues that scheinen constructions must contain an embed-
ded sentence in view of the fact that selectional restrictions are always
between the subject and the embedded verb and not scheinen. Thus the
subject position is transparent for idiom parts or weather es:

(40) (a) Es scheint zu regnen/dammern/dunkeln.

It appears to be raining/growing dark.

(b) Alle Herzen scheinen ihm zuzufliegen.
(All hearts appear to fly to him)

Everybody is attracted to him

(c) Die Sache scheint ihm iiber den Kopf gewachsen
Zu sein.
(The matter seems to have grown above his head)
He seems to be unable to cope with the matter.

(Ebert 1975 :177)

At the same time active and passive are truth-functional equivalents,
showing no deep structural relation between scheinen and the surface
subject:

(41) (a) Die Einbrecher scheinen die Schreibmaschine
gestohlen zu haben.
The burglars appear to have stolen the typewriter.
(b) Die Schreibmaschine scheint von den Einbrechern
gestohlen worden zu sein.
The typewriter appears to have been stolen by the

burglars.
(Ebert 1975 :177)

To this extent the verb seems to behave like its equivalents in other
languages.

3.2 Finite variants
Like ijts equivalents in other languages, for example English, French and
Italian, scheinen can also take a finite complement. That the subject-
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predicate relation in the finite complement directly reflects that between
the subject of the scheinen construction and the infinitive verb seems to

suggest that these, underlyingly, form a single proposition, in other words
an embedded S:

(42) (a) Hans scheint das vergessen zu haben.
Hans appears to have forgotten it.
(b) Es scheint, dass Hans das vergessen hat.
It appears that Hans has forgotten it.

Once again the evidence seems to point to something like a raising deriva-
tion.

3.3 Matrix experiencer
Similar to the raising verbs seem, sembler, sembrare, scheinen optionally

takes an experiencer. Thus, as pointed out by Olsen (1981) it is possible to
construct sentences with two dative objects:

(43) Mir scheint ihm die Sache tber den Kopf zu
wachsen.
He appears to me to be unable to cope with the
matter.

(Olsen 1981 : 138)

Since there is no possible base structure in German with two datives in a
single clause the suggestion is that each dative belongs to a seperate sen-
tence, in other words, that there is a bisentential structure.

3.4 Extraposition
As already shown in the summary of Bech's (1957) model in section 1.5,
scheinen, although it takes an infinitive with 2u . belongs to verbs for

which a coherent structure is obligatory. Thus, as with lassen and the
perception verbs, complement extraposition is ungrammatical:

(44) (a) *Er sagte mir, dass Hans scheint, auf mich zu
warten.

(b) Er sagte mir, dass Hang auf mich zu warten scheint.
He told me that Hans appears to be waiting for me.
(Ebert 1975 : 181)

The conclusion, as in the case of lassen and the perception verbs is that
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the complement is integrated into the matrix clause, since extraposability
is characteristic of sentential complements.

3.5 VP pied piping

The conclusion at the end of the previous section applies equally to the
VP pied piping facts for the same coherence reasons as in all the other
cases. Thus VP pied piping in relative clauses results in ungrammaticality
in the case of scheinen complements:

(45) (a) *Der Mann, auf den zu warten Hans scheint, ...
The man to be waiting for whom Hans appears, ...
(b) Der Mann, auf den Hans zu warten scheint, ...
The man for whom Hans appears to be waiting, ...
(Ebert 1975 : 181)

Again the claim is that the infinitive complement cannot be displaced
because it is integrated into the matrix clause.

3.8 Initial constituents

Unlike the English, French and Italian equivalents scheinen constructions
can take initial constituents which defy any conventional raising analysis.
Thus in the following respectively a dative NP, a genitive NP and a preposi-
tional phrase appear in sentence initial position:

(48) (a) Ihm scheint geholfen worden zu sein.

(Him appears to have been helped)
He appears to have been helped.

(b) Seiner scheint nicht mehr gedacht zu werden.
(Of him appears to be thought no longer)
He no longer appears to be remembered.

(c) An dem Wagen scheint noch gearbeitet zu werden.
(On the car seems still to be worked)
They still seem to be working on the car.

{cf. Ebert 1975 : 178)

It is clear that the source of these sentences are impersonal passive con-
structions of the type:

(47) Ihm ist geholfen worden.
(Him has been helped)
He has been helped.
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However, Ebert (1975) points out that occurrence with these construc-
tions is typical of modals and auxiliaries:

(48) Thm kann geholfen werden.
He can be helped.

Clearly, control verbs would not allow such constructions to be embedded:

(49) (a) *Er versuchte, geholfen zu werden.
He tried to be helped.
(b) *Ihm versuchte, geholfen zu werden.
(Him tried to be helped)

Again the suggestion is that scheinen constructions might share with

modals a monoclausal structure, at least at some point in the derivation
of surface structure.

4. Conclusion



2 Previous approaches and proposals

0. The structural ambiguities presented in the last chapter have largely
been pointed out in work extending from 1957 until the present day.
Within the scope of some of the earlier work, for example up to Harbert
(1977), more or less sketch-outlines have been given in each case to pos-
sible approaches. This excludes, of course the very concrete and seminal
work done by Evers (1875) on verb raising in Dutch and German, where
the constructions under consideration here fall in with more extensive
consideration of infinitival complementation in the two languages. Also
Reis (1978) discusses in some deteil the theoretical problems within the
framework of the theory at that time. More detailed discussions and ana-
lyses have taken place, however, in recent work such as by Thiersch
(1978), Haider (1979), Huber (1980), Olsen (1981) and Grewendorf (1982).
All these discussions have reflected different stages and approaches
within the theory. Thus, some of the earlier work as well as that of Huber
(1980) is within a Standard Theory framework. Reis (1876) on the other
hand introduces the concept of markedness, and Thiersch (1978) is writ-
ten largely within the framework of Chomsky and Lasnik (1977). Both
Olsen (1881) and Haider (1979) draw upon Koster's (1978) variant of core
grammar, but Haider alsc introduces the Binding Theory. The discussion
of Grewendorf (1982), who works within the theory of Chomsky (1981), will
be postponed until the chapter on reflexivization. In spite of diversity of
approach, as well as the fact that individual work tends to focus only on
one or other of the constructions concerned, insights occur both on
theoretical as well as empirical levels and can be drawn upon in present-
ing a more theoretically unified treatment of these constructions.

1. Bech (1857)

Reference has already been made to Bech's pre-generative approach in
the presentation of coherence in the previous chapter (section 1.5). Within
his framework the coherent fleld contains an integration of members of
different verdal flelds (sentence parts dependent on the verb) with a
field-final verbal complex ( das verbale Schlussfeld ). Interesting about
this analysis is the fact that it is essentially a precursor of the
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configuration derived by Evers's (1975) rule of verb raising. At the same
time Bech, in not distinguishing between control and raising on the one
hand, and control and Acl constructions on the other, from one viewpoint
anticipates the neutralization of the PRO-trace distinction in Koster's
(1978) approach, which is (partly) adapted by Haider (1979).

2. Reis (1973)

In her 1973 article Reis rejects the rule of Subject to Object Raising for
lassen constructions, chiefly because of the possibility of embedding
impersonal passives under this verb:

(1) (a) Emma lasst T:li-lb gan Paul helfen.

(Emma has to me helped by Paul)
Emma has Paul help me.

(b) Emma lasst rrﬁiaer iron Paul gedenken.
en

.(Emma hes of me remembered by Paul)
Emma has Paul remember me.
(c) Emma lasst an mir von niemand herumnérgein.
(Emma lets at me be picked by nobody)
Ermma lets nobody pick at me.

(Reis 1973 : 520)

As in the case of embedding under scheinen (cf. chapter 1, section 3.6)
subject raising cannot apply in these cases since a subject in German is
characterized by nominative case and agreement with the finite verb. The

examples in (1) together with the reflexivization facts already discussed
(cf. chapter 1, section 1.4) lead

rule of & Pruning. A transformat
already argued, selectional rest
the reflexivization facts require
mates when the matrix clause i

her to propose clause integration via a
ional derivation is necessary because, as
rictions require a bisentential base but
the constituents concerned "to be clause-
S processed”. Since raising does not take
place, there is continued branching and Ross's (1967) Tree Pruning Con-
vention , which depends on the absence of branching, cannot apply. Reis
therefore modifies a convention proposed by Hankamer (1971):

(2) An embedded S, is pruned, whenever it appears

without a complementizer after COMPLEMENTIZER
PLACEMENT on cycle S, + 1

(cf. Reis 1973 : 528)
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Under the assumption that zuis a complementizer, lassen is assigned
¢ ... ¢ on cycle 5,+ 1 and this triggers pruning. Problematic with this
kind of clause integration account, however, is that, regardless of its
theoretical status as well as the motivation of the resulting structure, it
does not capture the fact that, with respect to many of the cases of
potential matrix reflexivization, lassen behaves bisententially, with "nor-
mal" operation of the SSC.

3. Ebert (1975)

In his discussion of the verb scheinen, Ebert, like Reis (1973) for lassen ,
points out the difficulties for a raising analysis (in this case Subject to
Subject Raising) created by the embedding of impersonal passive
infinitivals (cf. discussion chapter 1, section 3.6). Furthermore, he has to
reconcile arguments for a bisentential source, demonstrated by selec-
tional restrictions and the finite complement parallel, on the one hand,
with coherence factors such as the inability of the infinitival complement
to undergo extraposition or VP pied piping on the other. His conclusion is:

The topological facts indicate that it is not raising of a single con-
stituent o? the lower clause into the higher clause which is
involved, but rather integration of both clauses.

(Ebert 1975 : 183)

To account for this he postulates VP Reising, which raises the VP, and
attaches it either to VP, or S,.

There is some convergence here with Haider's (1979) proposals for
lassen infinitivals in that the result in both cases (here via pruning) is a
stratified VP. The suggestion differs from Haider’s in so far that although
Ebert draws parallels with the occurrence of subjectless passives with
modal verbs, Haider uses a base verbal complex structure in the case of
modals to motivate a reanalysis of the stratified VP as a verb-complex
structure:

(3) (a) ... hp- Jyp
(b) ..[V.. V]

Without pruning, VP raising, in itself, might not be such an extraordinary
rule since VP movement exists under topicalization and in the French
causative construction (cf. Rouveret and Vergnaud 1880). The question
arises, however, of how it might be generalized, since in the case of Acl
constructions, as suggested in the previous section, it cannot explain
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reflexive facts, nor, as will emerge later, Acl topicalization facts. Without
such generalization, it seems rather unmotivated.

4. Evers (1975)

Evers's (1975) postulation of a rule of verb raising seems extremely plau-
sible when applied to Dutch, but more controversial when applied to Ger-
man, though, arguably, it could be made to account for at least some of
the ambiguity demonstrated by the data in chapter 1. Thus, it seems that
Dutch disallows an intraposed complement infinitive at base structure to
appear in this position on the surface and that either complete extraposi-
tion of the complement must take Place or movement of the infinitive out
of the complement into a position to the right of the matrix verb:

(4) (a) *omdat Cecilia [de kraanvogels te filmen] beweerde, ...
(b) omdat Cecilia beweerde [de kraanvogels te filmen,] ...
(c) omdat Cecilia [de kraanvogels] beweerde [te filmen,] ...
(Since Cecilia maintained to have filmed the cranes ...)
Since Cecilia maintained that she had filmed the cranes ...
(Evers 1975 : 6)

German is different from Dutch, however, in so far that, firstly it could be
claimed that extraposition is always optional, even for finite cemplements,
and secondly if there is a rule of verb raising for German, unlike in Dutch,
it does not alter the order of verbs: contrast the serializations te filmen

beweerde sbeweerde te fitmen in (4) (&) and (c) above with ... zu filmen ]
behauptete /[ zu filmen behauptete ] in the following:

(5) (a) Weil Cecilia [die Kraniche zu filmen} behauptete, ...
(b) Weil Cecilia die Kraniche [zu filmen behauptete], (VR)

Since Cecilia maintained (to have) that she had filmed the
cranes ...

(Evers 1975 : 6)

Evers, nevertheless, generalizes the rule from Dutch to German, arguing

on the basis of various constructions for the derivation of a monosenten-

tial surface structure (He assumes S-pruning) from a bisentential base.
An argument already implied in the discussion of subcategorization is

the question of lexical insertion. Thus, if lexical insertion is defined on a
structure resembling the output of verb raising
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(8) ___[(zu) [4]y scﬁleinen]v

dren
(cf. Evers 1975 : 36)

the number of NPs selected by the verb {cluster) would be relative to the
number of elements present in the verb cluster, which is clearly incompa-
tible with any concept of lexical entry. For this reason, monosentential
structures can only be derived from (at least) bisentential bases.

Evers also argues in the case of clause anaphora that the pronominal-
ized element must replace a single string, which in the following presup-
poses independence of the verbs affected of any verb cluster:

(7} Es ist merkwiirdig, dass, als sie Cecilia das Felsengebirge
zZu besteigen versuchen sehen wollten, ...
(a) wir es sie nicht zu besteigen versuchen sehen woliten

(b) wir es sie nicht versuchen sehen wollten
(c) wir es nicht sehen wollten
(d) wir es nicht wollten

It is astonishing that when they wanted to see Cecilia try to
climb the clifl...

(a) we'didn't want to see her try to climb it

(b) we didn't want to see her try ____ it

(c) we didn't want to see it

(d) we didn't want it

(Evers 1975 : 32)

Contrasting with the argument above are data from gapping, where
according to the A over A Principle "or some other major constituent
principle” gapping refers to the whole verbal complex, such as in the fol-
lowing:

(8) (a) Weil Johann eine Elegie vorzutragen zu versuchen beschloss,
und Cecilia eine Ode -
Since John decided to try to recite an elegy and Cecilia
an ode ...
(b) *Weil Johann eine Elegie vorzutragen zu versuchen beschloss,
und Cecilia eine Ode abzuschreiben zu beginnen ___
Since John decided to try to recite an elegy and Cecilia
to begin to copy an ode

(Evers 1875 :12)

The conclusion is that there must be a verbal complex here.
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Further arguments for monosentential surface structures are the
already familiar cliticization, negation and extraposition data. Since Cli-

ticization is upward-bounded there should be no S boundary in the follow-
ing:

(9) Weil wir es Cecilia
—

Since we heard Cecilia tell it in Arabic ...
(cf. Evers 1975 : 25)

auf Arabisch erzéhlen hérten ...

Unlike in the case of non-VR-complements double negatives are not
allowed in the following:

(10) *Weil sie keine Kraniche nicht zu fotografieren pfiegte, ...
*Since she wasn’t in the habit of (not) photographing no cranes ...
(Evers 1975 : 28)

whereas matrix scope is possible from an embedded position:

(11) Weil sie keine Kraniche zu fotografieren pflegte

*ebenso
und er )
ebensowenig

Since she was in the habit of photographing no cranes,

SO was he
and )
neither was he

(Evers 1975 : 29)

For extraposition, Evers claims on the one hand (incorrectly for German)

that it js obligatory for sentential complements and non-extraposition
indicates absence of sententiality:

(12) Weil mir Peter die Geschichte(g_zvlhgrzéhlen pflegte]

Since Peter used to tell me the story ...
(cf. Evers 1975 : 20)

and on the other hand only VR can account for unboundedness in the fol-
lowing:
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(13) Weil wir Peter die Geschichte t, [erzahlen hérten,],

{die Marie schon wusste Is,
Since we heard Peter tell the story, which Mary already knew ...
(cf. Evers 1975 : 2211.)

As can be seen above, Evers's claim for a rule of verb raising extends
beyond simply the constructions with lassen, scheinen and the perception
verbs, and attempts to account for all coherent constructions.

An alternative approach to extraposition and negation will be dis-
cussed later as well as Thiersch’s (1978) alternative account of cliticiza-
tion. At this stage, it can be said that apart from the string vacuous
nature of verb raising for German, it suffers the defect of all the rules
described so far that eflect clause integration, in so far that the latter
does not account for the ambiguity of the reflexive data. Also, it seems
likely that gapping and nominalization are processes outside the syntax,
although some of the other phenomena, cliticization, negation, extraposi-
tion, might lend themselves to a VR analysis.

5. Reis (1976)

In her 1976 paper Reis gives a detailed exposition of the reflexivization
data with lassen constructions and then considers theoretically possible
approaches that would involve, for example, global rules, relational
categories in rules, the SSC and markedness. She concludes that marked-
ness does not exclude the other approaches but that they involve
theoretical problems that might be difficult to solve: in other words the
problem is still left open. Underlying any explanation of the data, how-
ever, are hypotheses and principles based on her empirical findings.

Reis's comprehensive survey of the reflexivization data reveals their
complexity and is worth an initial summary here, although a detailed dis-
cussion of reflexivization will be postponed until later. In the following the
focus is the possibility of reflexivizing an embedded NP under coreference
with the matrix subject:

(14) All complement initial NPs must be refiexive
(a) Hans; liess sich,/*ihn, fallen
Hans let himself, fall.

(b) Hans, lasst sich,/*ihm, nicht nachspionieren
[+Dat]

Hans.does not allow himself, {=on himself) to be spied on
(Reis 1976 : 26)
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(15) There is optional reflexivization of optional PPs (There is
variation in the data here):

(a) Der Chet lisst die Leute, far sich,/tur ihn, arbeiten
The boss, has the peoplej work for him,/himself‘
(b) Hans, liess Fritz; bei sich,/?bel ihm, wohnen
Hans, let Fn‘.tzj stay with himself./?him.
(18) There is obligatory reflexivization of optional non-
prepositional NPs if there is no transitive subject.

If there is a transitive subject there is obligatory
pronominalization:

(a) Hansg, lasst sich,/*hm, das R‘Lrschchenj kommen
Hans, lets the k‘idj come (round to see) to him
(b) Hané. lasst die Leutej *sich;/ihm, Schnaps besorgen

Hans, has the peoplej get 'hirmzelfl/himi some Schnaps
(17)  Obligatory nen-prepositional NPs are pronominalized if
there is an intervening non-coreferential subject
{a) Hans, liess F’ri!.‘z‘f *sich,/ihn, téten
Hans, let F’n‘.tzj kill ‘himselt"/himi
(b) Hans, liess Fritz, *sich;/ihm, helfen
Hans, let /had F’rit.?.'J help ‘himself./him!

(Reis 1976 : 29)

Here Reis points out that sentences of this kind are extremely marginal in
so far that speakers will almost always use a passive version such as in
(14) above. She attributes this, however, to a surface structure constraint
requiring pronominal elements to precede nominals

in relation to the
finite verb in root sentences (cf. Reis 1976 : 2911.).

(18) Intervening non-coreferential subjects also block

reflexivization in obligatory PPg, although there
are exceptions here.

(a) Hans, liess, boshaft wie er war, die Le-utej stundenlang

nach ihm;/*nach sich, rufen, chne zu reagieren.
Malicious as he was, Hans, let the peaplej call for
him, / ‘himsnalfI for hours, without reacting.

(b) Hans, liess die Mﬂdigkait, Uber sich,/ *aber ihn,
kommen.

Hans‘ let tiredmss, overcome him.-nelfi/himl
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(19) Passive subjects are transparent for reflexivization.
(a) Hans, liess sich,/ *ihm, von Fritz den Vertrag, geben

Hansg, let/had himself,/him, be given the contractj by Fritz.
(b) Die BRD, liess sich,/ *ihr; von der DDR den Hdftling,

ausliefern.
The Federal Republic of Germany, had the prisoner handed
over to themselves, /them, by the GDR.
(Reis 19786 : 34)
(20) So-called FLIP constructions are obligatorily transparent

to matrix reflexivization.

(a) Hans, liess sich,/*ihm;, die Suppe, schmecken
(Hansg, let himself, /him, the soup, taste well)

Hans ate the soup with relish.
(b) Hans, liess sich;/*ihn, mal was Neues, einfallen

(Hans, let himself,/him, @ new idea occur)

Hans thought up something new.
(Reis 1976 : 34)

Reis summarizes the defining characteristics of these constructions as

follows:

(21) (i) Presence versus absence of specific types of complement

subject.
(ii) Obligatory versus optional presence of the referentially

identical NPs in question. (Object versus adverbial status)

(iii) NPs introduced by prepositions or without prepositions
(Reis 1978 : 35)

and offers the following underlying hypotheses:

(22) Hi: Reflexivization in complements is only blocked by

deep subjects.
H2: Reflexivization in complements is only blocked by

transitive subjects.
(Reis 1976 : 37)

As far as the latter, H2, is concerned, on the assumption of, within Reis's
framework, cyclic reflexivization a global rule must be assumed:
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(23) The first NP in Sg does not block reflexivization under
coreference with the subject of Sy.; if this NP on the level of
deep structure did not stand in first position.

(Reis 1976 : 51)

This will distinguish between passive and FLIP cases and other cases but
not between what Reis calls transitive and intransitive subjects.
An alternative to global rules would be to allow relational terms into

transformational rules. Thus, on the basis of Anderson (1968) Reis creates
the following feature distribution:

(24) - Erg. + Erg.
Intransitive Subjects Transitive Subjects
Passive Subjects
FLIP Subjects

(cf. Reis 1976 : 51)

The condition is then as follows:

(25) Only [+ Erg] subjects block reflexivization
(Reis 1976 : 52)

Another alternative is to view passive and FLIP as processes that pri-
marily get rid of subjects and only in a secondary sense create new sub-
jects. From the viewpoint of (21) (i) the following could be postulated:

(26) Only subjects block reflexivization
(Reis 1978 : 53)

Reis briefly considers the SSC but doubts its universality without
modification in view of the data described above. From a markedness
viewpoint, however, a lot of simplification could take place if some of the
data were banned to the periphery of core grammar. Thus, if the transi-
tive subject cases could be excluded as marginal and the role of PPs (as

also in English) seen as needing a specific solution of their own, it would
be possible to see lassen constructions

The problem here, however, is that a

pure NP objects (the accusative "subject”, accusative object and dative
object) does not represent a possible base structure in German. Secondly,

transformational grammar is Supposed to generate all the grammatical

sentences of a language regardless of the frequency of usage. For reasons

as behaving like simple sentences.
structure with, for example, three
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such as these, as stated earlier, the unorthodox postulations, while not
excluded by markedness, nevertheless remain, and are difflicult to solve.

Some of the central considerations which arise from Reis’s analysis of
the data and of theoretical problems coincide with approaches assumed
elsewhere. Thus, Chomsky (1973) already considers the problem of
agency of the subject in such examples as

(27) (a) Why are John and Mary letting the honey drip on each
other’s feet?
(b) *Why are John and Mary letting Bill drip honey on each
other's feet?
(Chomsky 1973 : 124)

Huber (1980) modifies the SSC as Actor-Subject Condition for German and
Grewendorf (1982) argues that thematic subjects determine governing
categories in German. It is possible that the globality which Reis sees as
required by cyclic reflexivization might be subsumed by trace theory and
representation of chains. Properties that she considered expressible in
relational terms might, in a modular concept be expressed by the interac-
tion of theta-theory with the Binding Theory.

6. Harbert (1977)

Harbert (1977) reviews some of the lassen data and comes to the conclu-
sion that within the framework of relational grammar conditions are met
for Clause Union :

(28) (a) Such complements meet the necessary condition of sim-
lex surface structure.

(b) %hey satisfy the restrictions characteristic of Clause
Union causatives on transformations which affect verbal
morphology. '

(c) The Clause Union approach correctly predicts that
intransitive subjects of lassen complements behave like
direct objects with respect to matrix transformations,
that embedded transitive subjects behave like indirect
objects, and that embedded direct objects are more
readily accessible to matrix passivization than are
embedded transitive subjects. .

(d) The Clause Union approach affords a motivated explana-
tion for the relative ordering of embedded transitive
subjects and embedded direct objects in lassen comple-

ments.
(Harbert 1977 : 141)

Statement (28) (a) is as in all clause integration cases only partially true,
since the data in the previous section have shown that reflexivization is
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true if the assumption is made that the participle in passive and perfect
constructions supplietes to an infinitive under (causative) lassen:

(29) (a) Hans hat sie warten lassen/ *gelassen.
Hans (has) made her wait.
(b) Er liess sein neues Lied von dem berithmten Sanger
singen (*gesungen werden).
He had his new song sung by the famous singer.
(Harbert 1977 : 132)

The first part of (28)(c), however, is incorrect since in the following the
matrix verb is not causative lassen (cf. discussion of Huber (1980)):

(30) (a) Man liess ihn warten.
They made him wait.
(b) Er wurde warten gelassen.
He was left waiting.
(# He was made to wait)

(Harbert 1977 : 138)

Harbert argues for subject demotion on the basis of the interchanged
word order of subject and object in the following, where the subject is

only superficially accusative and has really been demoted down the
hierarchy to indirect object:

(31) (a) Ich liess ihn das Wort sagen.
(Ilet him say the word)
I'let him speak.
(b) Ichliess es ihn sagen.
llet him say it.

(Harbert 1977 : 140)

The example in (31) (b) is doubtlessly problematic but the evidence that
exists for the subjecthood of the accusative NP, for example the partial
operation of the SSC and the theme-rheme and complement
reflexivization facts described in chapter 1, seems to outweigh the con-
tention that ihn has the status of indirect object, such as might be

argued within Harbert's framework for the morphologically dative sub-
jects in French and Italian causative constructions.
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7. Olsen (1881)

Although Olsen (1981) is entirely devoted to a study of seem and scheinen,
there is only a relatively short discussion of infinitival complements with
the latter. The salient features of the analysis are an assumption of verb
raising with S pruning, where a bisentential base is motivated by the pos-
sibility of two datives appearing in these sentences (cf. chapter 1, section
3.3} - one of them being the matrix experiencer - whereas the monosen-
tential surface structure is necessitated by the non-nominative NP, S-
initial constituents that appear on the surface. At the same time, the
analysis of the infinitival complement interacts with that of the finite
variant in so far that both complements are ‘oblique’ in Olsen’'s terminol-
ogy: in other words neither can assume or be ‘affiliated’ with a nominal
position. This is in contrast to other complement S’s, which can also func-
tion syntactically as nominals. Olsen argues convincingly for a non-
Subject-sentence analysis for scheinen.

The initial constituent data already discussed in the section on Ebert
(1875) above and repeated here for convenience concern, primarily,
embedded impersonal passives:

(32) (a) [Ihmg) scheint geholfen worden zu sein.
+Dat

He (to him) appears to have been helped.
(b) [Seinsx("] scheint nicht mehr gedacht zu werden.
en

He (of him) appears to no longer be remembered.
(c) [An dem Wagen ]pp scheint noch gearbeitet zu werden.

The (on the car) car still appears to be being worked on.
(Ebert 1975 :178)

-the question arises of how such constituents could be subject to raising-
but Olsen also adds the following active constructions:

(33) (a) Ihm scheint [ die Sache __ Giber den Kopf zu wachsen]

(To him appears the thing to be growing over his head)
(b) Uber den Kopf scheint [ ihm die Sache __ zu wachsen]
[ S )

(Over the head appears to him the thing to grow)

He appears to be no longer able to cope with it.
(Olsen 1981 : 135)
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Here she claims that fronting of the dative NP ( thm ) or the PP ( tiber den
Kopf) across the subject NP ( die Sache ) violates the SSC. A further prol?'
lem occurs, even if no raising takes place, when the dative experiencer is
VP-initial, s in the following example, since it is presumably preceded by
an empty category, violating the Empty Category Principle (ECP):

(34) e [, mir (5 die Sache zu scheitern] scheint]
To me the thing seems to be a failure.

Note that regardless of the syntactic arguments against subject sen-
tences Olsen also argues that rightward movement of the complement
from subject position in (34) above would leave an illegitimately bound
trace. On the basis of these examples, then, she claims that scheinen has
"the reordering possibilities of a single clause’(cf. Olsen 1981 : 137). The
solution at hand is Evers's verb raising. This will also account for the

apparent unboundedness of extraposition with Acl verbs, for which she
gives the following example:

(35) Weil wir Peter .: erzdhlen | hérten Is :;V dass der

Birgermeister sich weigerte zu bezahlen, ...
Since we heard Peter say that the mayor had refused to pay. ...
(Olsen 1981 : 140)

At this point a contradiction arises since 0

Isen claims that extraposition
applies after VR on the cycle (p. 140),

whereas on p. 152 she states:

We assume that no rule of extraposition exists in the grammar for
predicate sentential complements and that S's are freely gener-
able by the base rules in either NP positions or in the S position.

This oversight can easily be rectified, however, if VR is reformulated as
reanalysis,

The weaknesses of this analysis are, in the first place, those already
pointed out for any clause integration approach, namely that they do not
account for the reflexivization facts in the case of Ac] constructions, and
also that VR is string vacuous in German, and secondly that Olsen consid-
ers the non-nominative NP initial constituents to be derived, after clause
integration, via topicalization » Which she describes as a general move-
ment rule that fmay permute constituents of
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certain kinds within a root sentence into sentence initial position
at some late level in the derivation ...

(Olsen 1981 : 1786)

This ignores the fact that in any German root sentence the initial
configuration is determined by a basic condition, which says that as long
as the finite verb comes second any single constituent can occupy the ini-
tial position whether it is a nominative NP or an adverb, PP, VP or accusa-
tive or dative NP or perhaps even S. As shall become clear in the discus-
sion of Thiersch (1978), this basic insight, which is captured by the propo-
sals made there, is lost under Olsen's analysis.

Interesting about Olsen's analysis are the postulation of a post-VP §
position in the base, motivated by scheinen finite-complements and avail-
able for base-generated extraposition in general, and the arguments for a
non-subject sentence analysis for all scheinen complements plus the lack
of nominal affiliation that these complements demonstrate. The essence
of this conclusion parallels that reached independently by Huber (1980),
in his Standard Theory approach, for non-NP status for scheinen and
lassen complements.

The non-argument status of scheinen complements is reflected by the
non-subjection of the subcategorization frame to a Lexical Redundancy
Rule (LRR), which is otherwise valid for sentential complements. The sub-
ject complement part of the rule, {(which is obligatory in English since
sentential complements are only nominal-affiliated and cannot function
Syntactically as nominals) is as follows:

(36) LRR
i. Read the subcategorizational specification of a term [, S]
a. dominated by S (ie. [g [yp SI [ypx V1))
optionally as (5 [yp €] [vp x V] S]
ii. and, in so doing, insert the feature [+PRO] into the frame
[xp €] simultaneously with the lexical insertion of the
target verb into the frame [ ]
(Olsen 1981 : 153)

A later rule then inserts es into the PRO position. This rule does not apply
to the subcategorization of scheinen, the complements of which, as the
fol]owing demonstrates, never assume nominal functions:
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(37) (a) Dass er sich regelmaéssig Die Zeit kauft, stimmt.
That he regularly buys Die Zeit is correct.
(b) *Dass er sich regelmassig Die Zeit kauft, scheint.
*That he regularly buys Die Zeit appears.

(Olsen 1981 : 11711.)

Olsen also argues that the infinitival complements of scheinen cannot be
subject-sententially generated since the presence of a matrix experiencer
would block the structural description for verb raising.

(38) s,

R

S, NP v

mir scheint
me appears

das Wasser die Kraniche zu
vergiften

the water to poison the cranes

(Olsen 1981 : 142)

The subcategorization frame for scheinen thus has a base-generated es ,

which only alternates with an empty position in the case of the infinitival
complements, where it can be filled by the emnbedded subject:

(39) [ {:S‘}] [vp (8P ) S, (zu) scheinen] 5, (dass)]

(Olsen 1981 : 185)

The inconsistency of assuming cyclic VR within the framework of base-
generated grammar can be dis

posed of if VR is seen ag reanalysis, where
in the infinitival case the bra

cket of the inner, S,( zu ), complement is

deleted. The extraposition node can then accommodate the complement

of an embedded verb:

(40) weil [ s [ np Georg] zu versuchen scheint
bleiben ]]

since' Georg appears to be trying to stay awake (while doing it)

[ 5 dabei wach zu
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There are, of course, conceptual problems with this kind of analysis, also
with respect to control theory. Nevertheless, it demonstrates the insight
that the subject position of scheinen is a non-argument position.

8. Thiersch (1978)

0. Since it is Thiersch's (1978) aim to establish a fragment of German
grammar, scheinen and Acl constructions are not the focus of his study
but enter into it in his discussion of Evers's (1975) verb raising
phenomena (in particular the extraposition data and clitic positions).
Rejecting verb raising for German on the basis of its string vacuous
nature, Thiersch takes the problem out of the transformational com-
ponent and achieves the ordering effect via reanalysis in the Phonology
and extraposition above this in the stylistic component (assuming a T
model in the style of Chomsky and Lasnik 1977). This brings into focus a
number of problems concerning extraposition, its obligatoriness or
optionality, for example, its effect (if any) on extraction and above all its
status, whether it is stylistic as suggested by Thiersch or base generated
post verbally (on an SOV base!) as suggested by Olsen (1981) or whether in
effect there are two kinds of extraposition, one (obligatorily) base-
generated and the other stylistic and subject to pragmatic factors.

Discussion of extraction data (clitics with scheinen and WH-movement
with perception verbs) brings into focus a set of factors which suggest
almost a squish in terms of properties conditioning extractability, for
example finiteness versus non-finiteness, intraposition versus extraposi-
tion, subject control versus object control, accusative case versus dative
case, and the argument structure of the embedded verb. Implicitly, bridge
conditions would seem to be involved here, as they might well be involved
in deriving the initial constituents with scheinen , and these are men-
tioned in connection with the only example of extraction from an embed-
ded infinitival (coherent) in the dissertation, namely a perception verb
construction. It is not clear, however, how embedding and thus bridge
conditions interact with the more speculative landing site structures pro-
Posed at the end of the dissertation.

What is of particular interest in Thiersch’s dissertation, however, is
the insight and degree of generality achieved by his (minimal) rule sys-
tem, which might to a large extent be assumed to underlie any
configurational description of German.

8.1 The grammar
The model outline is basically that of Chomsky and Lasnik (1977):
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(41) (1) Base
(2) Transformations
(3) (a) Deletion (3) (b) Construal
(4) (a) Filters (4) (b) Quantification
(5) (a) Phonology
(6) (a) Stylistic
(cf. Thiersch 1978 : 80)

For the transformational component Thiersch argues for the following
substitution rules, which can be subsumed under move a

+PRO
42)CL W, . FDat . 2,
(42) {-S?.r ] 3.2 ¢}
Rl : COMP,,........., » V3,2, ¢] Move a
[+Tns]
R2 COMP, ............ ., X 3,2, ¢

(Thiersch 1978 : 164)

The base generates nodes with feature bundles to receive respectively cli-
tics (W), complementizer or tensed verb ( COMP,) and any single consti-
tuent (COMP,).

(43) 5
COi.lP S
X
ass S?
NP ?
+Nom /\
w VP?

(Thiersch 1978 : 164)

On the main clause cycle R1 would apply to place the finite verb in second
Position (occupied by a complementizer in subordinate clauses) and R2 to

place any single constituent in sentence initial position, thus capturing
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"Wackernagel's position”:

Rule Cl. is basically a formalization of Wackernagel's idea that
such unstressed items gravitate to sentence second position.
[Wackernagel= Wackernagel 1., 1892: Giber ein Gesetz der indoger-
manischen Wortstellung]

(Thiersch 1978 : 86)

A simple example of the rules, then, would be the following, where a coin-
dexed trace is left behind on movement:

(44) base: Ich dem Mann es gab
CL : Ich esdem Mann __gab

1 Il

Rl :gabich esdemMann ___ ___
r_ J

R2 :Ich gab __ esdem Mann __
-

I gave it to the man.
(Thiersch 1978 : 85)

Contraction can follow in the Phonology:

(45) Ich gab's dem Mann.
1 gave it to the man.
(cf. Thiersch 1978 : 84)

Such is the generality of R2, however, that it can move any constituent.
Thus, Thiersch states "It was more or less tacitly assumed ... that rule R2
Moves any NP, PP etc. whether or not it is marked [+WH]}"(Thiersch 1978 :
127).This accounts for simple sentences such as the following:

—
(48) (a) Har_l'_sN hat ___mir das Buch gegeben
om

Hans gave me the book.

(b) Da;BuglA hat Fritz ___ auf der Strasse gefunden
cc

The book, Fritz found in the street.

(c) [Auf der‘Strasse]pp hat Fritz einen Pfennig _'____ gefunden

In the street, Fritz found a penny.



INFINITIVAL COMPLEMENTS IN GERMAN 50

(d) [W;*s.w]_lhat der Fritz __ gestern gefunden?

What did Fritz find yesterday?
(ct. Thiersch 1978 ; 128)

but also for relativization:

(47) der Hund, dén mein Vater l tar Fritz gekauft hat ...
the dog which my father bought for Fritz ...
(cf. Thiersch 1978 : 132)

or direct statements introduced by a zero complementizer:

(48) Base : [Johann [er Maria gesehen habe], sagt Is
R2
Cycle 1:[Johann [er habe __ Maria gesehen —-lsz sagt]g,
R1

R2
Cycle2: [Johann sagt ___[er habe Maria gesehen] __
R1

John said he saw Mary.
(Thiersch 1978 : 138)

Interpretability is assumed, presumably in LF, to guarantee a "proper
application” of the rules (cf.Thiersch 1978 : 41f1.) so that failure of Rl to
apply would indicate a dependent clause. If this condition were not met
the sentence would be uninterpretable. If R1 applied by itself, the
interpretation would be of a Yes /No question or a conditional:

(49) ging sie nach Hause
Did she go home?
If she went home, ...

(Thiersch 1978 : 43)

The implication is also that under bridge conditions R2 is recursive; thus
Thiersch states:
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If R2 collapses Move WH and Move NP moving either one in COMP as
assumed in chapter 2, successive cyclic movement producing
apparently unbounded movement in surface structure will be pos-
sible if the appropriate bridge conditions are met.

{Thiersch 1978 : 121)

If this is true, then one of the arguments for clause integration in the
case of scheinen (cf. Olsen 1981, Reis 1973, Ebert 1975) disappears since
non-nominative or non-NP initial constituents in the impersonal con-
struction are not derived via raising ( Move NP ) but via Move a (R2) under
bridge conditions: the latter, however, need some clarification and will be
discussed later.

8.2 Cliticization and the perception verbs

Another important rule, as yet not discussed, is a rightward movement
rule, which accounts for the order of NPs in the VP and which is based on
the permutation rule, PERM, proposed in Lenerz (1973). Thiersch assumes
that this is a stylistic rule, Stl., which reverses the unmarked order of
constituents, for example dative NP - accusative NP under conditions of
stress, definiteness, theme and rheme. (In Lenerz’'s discussion this is sub-
ject to an accessibility hierarchy, SKALA.) Thiersch formulates the rule as
follows:

(50) Stl. i Y f. where X is the less definite, more

e
=c,_..<||
Oyl

]

heavily stressed, new information etc.
(Thiersch 1978 : 51)

It is this rule that Thiersch calls upon to explain the cliticization facts
discussed in Evers (1975). Thus in Evers (1975) the presence of the clitic
es in front of the object in the following is only explainable via verb rais-
ing, since there would be an SSC violation if the embedded S were intact:

(51) 5 weil ich es Cecilia __ auf Arabisch [y singen - hérte]]
| S

since | heard Cecilia sing it in Arabic
(Thiersch 1978 : 106)

Rejecting VR as string vacuous, Thiersch first considers leftward
movement within the embedded sentence:
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(52) [ weil ich [ es Cecilia __ auf Arabisch singen] hérte]
~—

since I heard Cecilia sing it in Arabic
(Thiersch 1978 : 106)

This would in effect require a second cliticization rule to place the
unstressed pronoun in sentence initial position. That it cannot be the

effect of R2 can be seen from the inability of this rule to apply to pronoun
objects in simple sentences:

(53) *Es gab ich dem Mann.
It, I gave to the man.

(Thiersch 1978 : 84)

The second clitic rule is suspect, firstly because it seems redundant,
secondly because it would have to be prevented from applying in root sen-

tences in order to avoid the eflect in (53) and thirdly because it would
have to be optional:

(54) Weil ich Cecilia es auf Arabisch singen horte, ...
Since I heard Cecilia sing it in Arabic ...

(Thiersch 1978 : 107)
in contrast to the lack of optionality in the normal cliticization case:

(55) (a) *Weil ich dem Mann es gab, ...
(b) Weilich es dem Mann gab, ...
Since 1 gave it to the man ..,

(Thiersch 1978 - 107)

The optionality demonstrated in examples (52) and (54) suggests, then,
that Stl. is operative rather than a clitic

(56) (a) Weil ich ([ eine schlanke alte Da

me]{ das Lied)
singen] horte, ...
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(b) Weil ich [___ [das Lied][eine schlanke alte Dame]

singen] hérte, ...
Since | heard a slim old lady sing the song ...
(Thiersch 1978 : 109)

The same account is also valid for control verb examples:

(57) Warum kennst du den Liebestod auswendig?

Why do you know the Liebestod off by heart?

(a) Weil ich eine sehr berithmte Sopranistin das Lied singen
lehrte.

(b) Weil ich das Lied EINE SEHR BERUHMTE SOPRANISTIN
singen lehrte,
Because I taught the song to a very famous soprano.

(Thiersch 1978 : 111)

Looked at this way, the data cease to be an argument for VR and pruning
of the embedded node. In Thiersch’s model S boundary problems no
longer exist for rightward movement in so far that he assumes reanalysis
in the Phonology. The question of rightward movement will be discussed
later in the more general context of empty subjects in German.

8.3 Extraposition

Thiersch tackles extraposition not from the viewpoint of coherence (the
non-extraposibility of scheinen and Acl infinitival complements already
discussed) but rather from the unboundedness effect that is the result of
coherence. The boundedness effect is demonstrated on the basis of rela-
tive clause extraposition in English, which, since it is SVO does not show
up the kind of complement extraposition which in German is due to
bracketing by the verb or verbal elements (negatives etc.).

(58) (a) That the man [who Mary met yesterday] came surprised us.

(b) That the man __ came [who Mary met yesterday] surprised
L L 4

us.

(c) *That the man __ came ___ stirprised us [who Mary met
yesterday]. L L r

(Thiersch 1978 : 94)
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This contrasts with the German perception verb facts, which are exactly
the opposite of those in {58):

(59) (a) *Weil wir Peter die Geschichte ___erzahlen [die Marie

schon wusste]g hérten - 3
(b) Weil wir Peter die Geschichte — erzéhlen hérten, [die
+
Marie schon wusste]g -

Since we heard Peter telling the story Mary knew already
(Thiersch 1978 : 94)

This is a problem if verb raising and extraposition apply cyclically. Thus
from an SOV base line-up such as follows:

(60) .. V4 1V, ]V, ]

the following extraposition patterns are possible:

(81) (2} V,[... V,1[... v,

weil er versuchte, zu glauben, kein schlechter Mensch zu sein
(b) VIV, V,l

weil er zu glauben versuchte, kein schlechter Mensch zu sein
(c) vg] [ Vsl v, 1
weil er zu glauben, kein schlechter Mensch zu sein, versuchte
since he tried to think (of) himself (as) not a bad person
(cf. Haider 1879 : 154)

In (81) (a) Sy has extraposed on the S, cycle and S, (with extraposed
S,) has extraposed on the S, cycle. In (61) (c) S4 has extraposed on the Sg
cycle and there has been no further extraposition. In (81) (b), however,
there is apparently unbounded movement of S, and it is exactly this pat-
tern that both demonstrates the VR phenomena (since it is obligatory; in
other words the patterns (61) (a) and (61) (c) are unacceptable with VR
verbs) and presents a problem for the formulation of the rule. The prob-
lem is that if extraposition and VR work cyclically, extraposition of Sy on
the S, cycle will have already applied before VR can apply on the S, cycle.
This means that VR must apply across the extraposed S, , in other words
to the configuration in (61) (c) (uniting Vaand V).

If an intervening S is to be allowed into the structural description, the
rule is undermined, since Evers assumes that no lexical material can
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intervene between the verbs that are to be joined. i intervening material
is to be allowed in the structural description of the rule, auxiliary clauses
must be added to exclude the following from the rule, whereas the initial
exclusion of intervening material in the structural description would have
sufficed:

(62) (a) *weil er sich die Kraniche [zu sehen freute],
Since he was pleased to see the cranes
(b) *weil wir die Kraniche in Prwdgung [zu filmen ziehen],
Since we were considering filming the cranes.
(Evers 1975 : 43)

For reasons such as these Thiersch takes up a suggestion by Jaeggli for
Spanish that reanalysis takes place in the Phonology and extraposition
above this in a stylistic component. This ordering would then circumvent
the problem described above.

The reanalysis solution suggested here is itself rather controversial,
as is the relegation of extraposition to outside the syntax (which is also
the position taken in the theory of Koster (1978)). These and other
relevant factors (for example, marginal ‘double-constituent’ topicaliza-
tion data) will enter the discussion later. The question could be raised,
however, whether the boundedness effect demonstrated by the English
examples in (58) above actually applies to German since the example
given for ‘unbounded’ movement in (61) (b) is neither an Acl nor a raising
construction but a control verb complement.

8.4 ‘Ergative’ structures

Generalizing from the argumentation in Lenerz (1973) Thiersch makes the
¢rucial claim that common to FLIP, raising and passive structures is an
unmarked word order of dative-nominative. This postulation of an ‘erga-
tive’ structure (cf. den Besten 1981, 1982) is of direct relevance to the
definition of governing category determining reflexivization facts in Acl
constructions as well as to the derivation of scheinen constructions with
non-nominative NP initial constituents. The question will be discussed in
more detail in chapter 4.

Thiersch claims that movement analyses for passive and raising are
String vacuous in German since the unmarked order is dative-nominative.
Thus, in the following the only thing that has changed is case on the NP
das Buch.

(83) (a) Weil Franz ihr das Buch schenkte, ...
+Dat +Acc

Since Franz made her a present of the book ...
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b) Weil ihr das Buch geschenkt wurde, ...
(b) We l+Bmfas+Nomg

Since she (to her) was made a present of the book ...
Similarly, he offers the following judgements for scheinen examples:

i in Soh in kluger Junge
(64) (a) Weil [dem+ElI§akthard] [Sil}&lo rr? n] ein kluge g

Zu sein scheint
Since to Eckhard his son seems to be a bright kid ...
(b) ??Weil [derﬁq&:}lg] [semirﬂa\t’ater] ein kluger Junge
Zu sein scheint
Since Hans, to his father, seems to be a bright kid ...
{Thiersch 1978 : 160)

Problematic from this vie
(Thiersch calls them "
take place:

wpoint, then, are cases with subject pronouns
clitics”) where obligatory NP movement seems to

(65) (a) Weil er mir [ein kluger Junge zu sein] scheint ...
(b) *Weil mir [ er ein kluger Junge zu sein] scheint ...
Since he seems to me to be a bright kid ...

(cf. Thiersch 1978 : 163)
(66) (a) weil [dez_rb Ia(itnd] [ez_nN](B)Irxnch] gegeben wurde

since the child was given a book
b) *weil [i
{b) *wei [ilbrg! [fﬂo rr§egebt=.-n wurde
weil [es] [i b
(c) [.::N_anhr-{nlggfge en wurde

(Thiersch 1978 : 16111.)

As suggested already in section 8.0 Thiersch makes structural propo-
sals towards the end of the dissertation which seem difficult to reconcile
with earlier suggestions about the generality of R2 and its responsibility

for unbounded movement under bridge conditions. Thus the structure in
(43) (repeated here for convenience):
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(67) S

P ?
+Nom /N
w /VP\

(Thiersch 1978 : 164)

represents the landing site possibilities of an active sentence. VP? is
described as a binding category possibly similar to S in English. For FLIP
and passive constructions the optional node S? is not generated and the
base order in VP? is dative-nominative. An object clitic, however, can
escape to the W position under ? and, given the absence of S?, the result
is its sentence-initial status as in (68) (c). It is not clear, however, how
this should apply in the scheinen case in (65) (a) since presumably the
complement is embedded and if the er is to get into W position in the
scheinen clause it must do so via movement from the lower ¥ position if
CL puts it there. It is not clear whether NP +Nou to NP .. takes place in

this system, since extraction possibilities are in general no longer very
obvious. Thus, Thiersch claims that there is dative-accusative asymmetry:

(68) (a) Was, hat dein Vater die berithmte Friedlandia t,in
+Acc

Wien singen héren?
What did your father hear the famous Friedlandia sing in
Vienna?

(Thiersch 1978 : 134)

(b) *Wen, sah Fritz den Jungen t, ein Bild zeigen?
+Dat

Whom did Fritz see the boy show a picture?
(Thiersch 1978 : 168)

related to the presence versus absence of the node S?. If the structure is
simply VP? a dative can be extracted and permutation between subjects
and objects is also possible: '
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(69) (a) Wem, sah Fritz einen Stein t, auf die Fisse fallen?
+Dat

(To whom did Fritz see a stone fall on the feet?)
On whose feet die Fritz see a stone fall?

(Thiersch 1978 : 169)

(b) Nein, ich glaube nicht, dass eiﬁg’zgg Lungenkr'é:_l“rxb}lc‘;:rrrll

dieses Medikament helfen wiirde.
I'don’t think this medicine would help someone
with tuberculosis.

(Thiersch 1978 : 168)

This is not the case with S? structures unless a clitic has escaped from
the binding VP? to the W position:

(70) (a) ?Ich glaube, dass den Porsche unser Chef besitzt.
+Acc +Nom

(I think that the Porsche, our boss owns)
I'think our boss owns the Porsche.
(b) Weil es meiﬂ Bruder gestohlen hat, ...
+Acc +Nom

Since my brother stole it ...
(Thiersch 1978 : 167)

Apart from the controversial nature
is also the implication that only VP?
dative pronouns may not move!)
extraction. It is not clear how the N

of the judgements here, problematic
allows extraction, or that W (to which
is also instrumental in facilitating
odes NP +Non versus VP? can be recon-
ciled with embedding under Acl constructions, nor why R2, if it applies to

all kinds of constituents, should not apply blindly to dative NPs. Unclear is
also how full NPs get to the top as in

(71) Das Lied, habe ich die berithmte Friedlandi
Wien singen héren.

That song, I heard the famous Friedlandia sing in Vienna.

at in

tion is made again of R2 and COMP to COMP movement, which although
Parametrized among dialects is similar in many respects to English, and
whereas this concept might have (parametrically) overgenerated, the
structural restrictions sketched at the end of the dissertation undergen-
in, of course, with the “ergative” structures,

concerning the universality of subjects versus ECP on the one hand and



PREVIOUS APPROACHES AND PROPOSALS 59

Case assignment on the other. These will be discussed in chapter 4.

Given the fact suggested at the very beginning of this section on
Thiersch (1978) that extraction in German becomes increasingly difficult
between coherent subject control structures on the one hand and
incoherent object control structures on the other (particularly with more
than one embedded object) it might well be argued that since this is
essentially a processing factor and in principle most kinds of extraction
are allowed, R2 can account for leftward movement (both NP and WH)
across clause boundaries if appropriate conditions are met. The struc-
tures to which this might apply are somewhat controversial but COMP
expansion might well be assumed to be along the lines suggested by
Thiersch, if not in every detail, and with perhaps a more precise concept
of binding category and of labelling.

9. Haider (1979)

0. Haider's treatment of lassen and perception verb infinitival comple-
ments is highly transitional in so far that it attempts to combine the
base-generation variant of core grammar in Koster (1978) with the bind-
ing theory of Chomsky (1980) and Chomsky (1979). There is a problem of
compatibility here, which Koster (1980) and Koster (1984) resolve, but
these are not available to Haider (1979) and he does not himself resolve
the problem. At the same time it is not clear from the discussion whether
Haider actually settles for a matrix NP analysis of perception verb com-
Plements in the style of Koster (1978) or an S deletion type analysis com-
patible with Chomky’s theory. Also, it seems that the reanalysis that he
Proposes in each case for the differently analyzed lassen and perception
verb constructions is motivated in the case of lassen solely by rather
Mmarginal topicalization facts, and leads to some inconsistencies in the
analysis. The topicalization data will be discussed later. As far as the
Koster (1978) approach is concerned, it would seem to be able to capture,
for example, the extraposition facts, as it is further developed in Koster
(1980) and Koster {1984). The viewpoint of Koster (1978) is that extraposi-
tion is a later, stylistic rule.

9.1 'lassen’

Haider assumes a "stratified VP (V_?S) analysis for the lassen construc-
tions with the alternative analysis of a VP with a verb-complex (VK). The
basic premise here is that there are no convincing reasons in the first
Place for assuming a complex structure, since lassen does not have an
explicit (dass-) S complement; it has the same pronoun movement facts
as simple sentences, almost the same reflexive facts and does not allow
extraposition or VP pied piping of its complement. He considers a
transformational analysis such as VR suspect since it does not change the
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terminal string.

As far as VP pied piping is concerned he argues that the familiar ina-
bility of lassen complements to engage in this movement is predicted by

the VP analysis and some version of the A/A Condition such as Bresnan's
(1976):

(72) No Transformation T can apply to a structure ¢ under a
proper analysis X unless X is an r-maximal proper analysis
of ¢ for T.

(Bresnan 1976 : 16)

Under an S analysis the complement VP is r-maximal but not under a VP
analysis.

The extraposition facts are familiar. If a verb has a sentential comple-
ment it can interpret a post-verbal S which is the landing site for such a
complement. Lassen complements cannot move to such a position since
they are only VPs and lassen itself cannot interpret a post-verbal S
because it doesn't take an S complement. The same VP analysis accounts
also for the possiblity of clitic movement in lassen constructions which is
disallowed in those with sentential complements.

(73) (a) *Er hat es dir zu machen geraten.
He advised you to do it.
(Haider 1979 : 165)
(b) Der Chef lasst es ihn versuchen.
The boss lets him try it.

(Haider 1979 : 164)

Haider's account of extraposition is interesting in so far that it intro-
duces Koster's (1978) Locality Principle and thus the concept of domains
defined by principles other than for example the SSC. The argument with
respect to lassen is, however, somewhat circular since the lassen cases
are supposed to show that the Locality Principle functions where the SSC
cannot, namely within a simple sentence, but at the same time the Local-
ity Principle is Supposed to demonstrate that lassen constructions are
simple sentences by explaining the role of intervening subject without
mentioning an S-boundary. The whole argument founders in the end , as
far as reflexivization is concerned, because whilst the Locality Principle
analysis accounts for the blocking function of transitive subjects it still
does not explain the immunity of certain Prepositional objects to this
blocking function, nor the transparency of the FLIP verb case.

The argument is somewhat strange since transparency to
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reflexivization is taken by Haider to be further evidence for monosenten-
tiality, with examples such as the following, alongside FLIP and passive:

sich |
(74) Max, liess sie niher an heranriicken.
ihn
i

Max let her snuggle up closer to him.
(Haider 1979 : 118)

The passive case is analyzed as active with a generic PRO subject, coun-
terevidence to the blocking function of non-coreferential subjects:

(75) Sie lasst [ [;] sich, bedienen]

(She, had PRO serve herseif;)
She, let herself, be waited on.
(Haider 1979 : 141}

If these structures are not bisentential then the SSC cannot explain opa-
city eflects where they occur. The Locality Principle is thus introduced
since this does not mention the S boundary:

(76) In the configuration

aH ai

no rule can relate a,, and Y (a c-commands) except when
a,,, (orY) is more prominent than a,.
An NP, is more prominent than NPj if NP, and NPj are coarguments
and FL, < F‘Lj according to the hierarchy
SU < 10 < DO < (PO)
(FL: functional label: < = more prominent than}
Two NPs are coarguments if they receive their functional labels

from the same lexical insertion rule.
{cf. Koster 1978 : 137, 15211,
Haider 1979 : 142, 145)

There are thus two possibilities to explain blocking of reflexivization
(where it takes place): one is that the matrix NP and the transitive NP are
Coarguments but have the same prominence status, and the second is
that they are not coarguments. Haider chooses the latter, arguing that an
fccusative NP cannot be a subject and that its object status is demon-
Strated by matrix reflexivization.
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(77) Er wurde laufen gelassen.
(He was left to run away)
He was let go.

(Haider 1879 : 146)

(77). however, only confuses the Issue since as is argued at great length in
Huber (1980) causative lassen allows neither matrix passive nor participle
form. The verb in (77) is thus non-causative lassen. Under the second
alternative described above lassen is inserted separately under the sub-
categorization condition:

(78) [VP (NP) VP __]
(Haider 1979 : 150)

Under thisg analysis, however, the FLIP cases such as the following:

(79) Hans, liess sich, die Suppe schmecken.
Hans ate the soup with relish.
(Reis 1976 : 34)

cannot be explained as they otherwise might be if Hans and die Suppe are
coarguments and die Suppe has a derived functional label through linking
to a deep structural object position. What also cannot be explained, of
course, are the other instances where reflexivization is allowed.

The non-argument with matrix reflexivization is also used as evidence
for the stratified VP analysis. "topicalization” (in actual fact the examples

show left dislocation) examples show that the embedded VP can be moved
&s a single constituent:

(80) [Zu mir kommen], das habe ich ihn wohl lassen mitssen.
Come to (see) me, I had to let him do that.

(Haider 1979 : 150)

(81) (a) Peter hat eg keinen Kollegen nicht machen lassen.
Peter let no colleague not do jt.
-
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(b) Peter hat es jeden Kollegen machen lassen.
Peter made every colleague do it.
(Haider 1979 : 168)

in the first place the scope is embedded and secondly under an Acl
analysis both negatives are in the same (embedded) clause, thus giving
the equivalence. Haider, nevertheless, assumes that the equivalence
above is evidence of monosententiality.

Regardless of scope facts, the position of the negative element is in
front of the embedded verb. Haider gives the following examples with sim-
ple sentences to demonstrate the existence already of the verbal complex
structure with the negative attached to it:

(82) (a) Weil er nicht kann.

Because he can't.

(b) Weil er das Geld nicht abgehoben hat, ...
Because he didn't withdraw the money, ...

{c) Weil er das Geld nicht abheben wollte, ...
Because he didn’t want to withdraw the money, ...

(d) Weil er das Geld nicht abheben zu wollen schien, ...
Because he didn't appear to want to withdraw the money, ...

(Haider 1979 : 124)

Further evidence for a verbal complex comes from topicalization:

(83) (a) Er muss mich mit ihr tanzen lassen.

He must let me dance with her.

(b) Mich muss er ja doch mit ihr tanzen lassen.
Me, he must let dance with her.

(c) Mit ihr muss er mich ja doch tanzen lassen.
With her, he must let me dance.

(d) Mich mit ihr tanzen lassen muss er ja doch wohl.
(Me dance with her he must let)

(e) Mit ihr tanzen muss er mich doch wohl lassen.
(Dance with her, he must indeed let me)

(f) Tanzen lassen muss er mich ja doch mit ihr.

(Let dance, he must indeed me with her)
(Haider 1879 : 170)

All of these examples can be derived from a stratified VP except the last,
(1), which would follow from a verbal-complex analysis:
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(84)(a) S {b) /S\
NP VP NP VP
er er /\
VP Y VP ‘(
ﬂ\ muss /\ muss
NP VP v NP VP
mich lassen miclh /\
PP v PP VK
mit tan'zen mit /\
ihr ihr

A v

tanzen lassen
(Haider 1979 : 170)

Haider argues that either topicalization does not reflect constituent
structure or there are different structures here. On the basis of the Verb

Second criterion he assumes different structures. Restructuring, he sug-
gests should be via reanalysis rather than

transformation, because of the
following facts:

(85) (a) There are no differences in the serialization.

(b) The alternation is triggered by a particular lexical element
( lassen ).

(c) The alternative structure is isomorphic with a base-generated
structure (VK structure of modal verbs).

(d) The structural alternation concerns only adjacent
constituents.

(Haider 1979 : 171f1)

Before considering reanalysis, in whic

h also the perception verbs are con-
cerned, an inconsistency in the ar

gumentation so far should be pointed
out, and that is that if the VP analysis is supposed to rule out VP pied pip-
ing under the A/A Principle, because the embedded VP is not maximal,

then the same should algo apply in the topicalization case. (83) (e) above.
however, shows that this is not the case.
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9.2 The perception verbs
Haider distinguishes between lassen and the perception verbs on the
basis that the latter in contrast to the former have a bisentential
analysis, since (it is Haider's claim) they allow VP pied piping in relative
clauses. This contrasts with the fact that ""As far as reflexivization is con-
cerned, there are no differences between lassen and the perception
verbs”. Furthermore, the pronoun and negation facts are also taken as
evidence for a simple surface structure. It would seem, then, that the VP
pied piping data, are the sole evidence for structural differences between
the two constructions. Topicalization again demonstrates the same ambi-
guity as in the case of lassen constructions between independent VP
structures and verbal complexes. The conclusion then is that there is
reanalysis as in the lassen case, the alternatives here being S versus VK.
Reanalysis is also used to account {or the extraposition facts and to over-
come the ordering problem in Evers's VR analysis, discussed in the section
on Thiersch (1978) above.

The reflexivization facts are already familiar, with blocking by inter-
vening subjects in the case of direct objects:

(88) *Hans, sah die Leute sich, betriigen.

Hans, saw the people deceive himself..
(Haider 1979 : 152)

but transparency in the case of (certain) prepositional objects:

(87) Hans, sah die Leute neben sich, Platz nehmen.

Hans; saw the people sit down next to himself,.
(Haider 1979 : 152)

Haider finds pronoun movement such as the following

(88) ?Der Chef sah es den Lehrling versuchen.

The boss saw the apprentice attempt it.
(Haider 1979 : 164)

not as good as in the lassen cases but better than in control verb cases.
For negation he argues that the following demonstrates the equivalence
Properties of simple sentences:
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(89) (a) Peter sah kein Auge nicht trocken blejben.
Peter saw no eye not remain dry.

{b) Peter sah alle Augen trocken bleiben.
Peter saw every eye remain dry.

(Haider 1979 : 125)

However, as argued already, the equivalence is not surprising since the
double negation operates over the embedded proposition. Thus, (89) is
not an argument for monosententiality.

The main contrast appears in the case of VP pied piping and examples
such as the following:

(80) (a) die Stiegen, tiber die hinaufpoltern Hans die Géste
horte/*liess ...
(the steps thunder up which Hans heard/*let the guests)
The steps Hans heard the guests thundering up ...
(b) die Glasscheiben, die im Sturm zerbrechen ich gehort
habe/*liess (indem ich die Fenster nicht zumachte)
(the window pane which break in the storm I heard/*let (in so
far that I did not close the window))
The window pane which I heard break in the storm ...

(Haider 1979 : 155)

where Haider assumes at this point that the subject NPs are in the

embedded sentence. The examples in (90) are somewhat controversial and
it is possible that they might be dialect-specific.

Topicalization demonstrates the same VP/VK ambiguity as in the

lassen case, with the embedded VP topicalized in (91) (a) and the matrix
and embedded verbs in (91) (b):

(91) (a) [yp Mit ihr streiten] muss er mich doch nicht gehért haben.
(Quarrel with her, he mustn’t have heard me)
(b) [y Streiten gehort (haben)] muss er mich doch nicht (gerade)
mit ihr
((to have) heard quarrel, he

mustn't me particularly with her)
He mustn’'t have heard me q

uarrelling with her.
(Haider 1979 : 189)

structure as in the lassen case.
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Haider argues that there is redundancy in storing distributional
features both in phrase structure (PS) rules and in the subcategoriza-
tional features of Lexical Entries (LE). In particular, under reanalysis the
structures produced by PS rules would be destroyed on lexical insertion
(LI). The solution is as follows: the structural! conditions for LI are the
subcategorizational features of the LE. Trees are not generated by suc-
cessive application of PS rules put together out of sub-structures. A PS
rule is simply a well-formedness-condition on part of the structure of the
tree into which an LE is inserted. A further condition is Structure Preser-
vation so that the structure resulting from an LI must be identical with
the well-formedness-condition of an independently existing class of LEs.
Thus, for example, in the case of reanalysis for perception verbs and
lassen the VK target structure is accepted by a well-formedness-condition
independently motivated by structures with modal verbs. Reanalysis itself
is simply the replacement of one well-formedness-condition by another.

How the description above works can be seen on the basis of the topi-
calization examples. Thus the S analysis simply is replaced by the VK
analysis as a well-formedness-condition if two verbs are inserted into sen-
tence inijtial position:

(92) 3

/\
A

-3

VK| VP
/\ ‘P/\ VK
streiten gehort [e]“o
haben mit ihr

(Haider 1979 : 190)

Notice that Haider does not go into details about the line-up of NPs in
structures of this kind and that the topicalization concept is similar to
that suggested for English rather than the R2 rule suggested for German
by Thierach (1978).

Reanalysis is also used in the account of extraposition since it obvi-
ates the rule ordering problems encountered in Evers (1875). Thus in the
following:
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(93) /31\
Vi R
S2 . .
) ,"[vx v, Vj]
v -

Franz die Tar éflnen
(Haider 1979 : 178)

a cyclical analysis would allow S; to be extraposed to the end of S, and
verb raising, uniting the V of S, with that of S,. would have to apply across
S3. which in any case could not remain in this position if V, were scheinen

i
or an Acl verb. The base reanalysis thus accounts for the unbounded

movement in the following:

(94) dass Peter Franz [VK versuchen sieht] [sdie Tar zu 6finen}
that Peter sees Franz trying to open the door
(Haider 1979 : 177)

There are problems, however, in the account of extraposition, which, as
Suggested earlier, have to do with the attempt to reconcile Binding theory
with a base-generated grammar, which ignores the PRO-Trace distinction.

The problem with the Binding theory proposed by Haider is what con-

Stitutes a governing category. Thus, the theory does without principle (C)
of Chomsky's (1979) Conditions:

(95) () If a is pPronominal, then « is free in every governing category.

(Chomsky 1979 : 16)
(98) (Haider)

A)Ha=NP = .
(A) H a If+Castélj‘en (1) a sanaphor, or

2) a = free in every governing category
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(B)Ifa= NP}, then (1) a = variable, or

(2) a = bound in every governing category
{cf. Haider 1979 : 204)

This results in a Binding Configuration that is “symmetric without gaps':

(97) (a) {.....V NP, [e,......]] (a) Raising (S - 0)
+ Arg.
(b) Object Control
(b) [NPA... Vie ... 1] (a) Raising (S - S)
* Are. (b) Subject Control
(Haider 19792 : 211)

Thus, in the case of seem
(98) John seems [stogo]

John ig in a non-argument position and the sentence is well-formed only if
it is bound to an ungoverned argument position, in this case the subject
of the infinitive. The same is also true of control cases since Bill in the
following is a non-argument "in relation to the verb kiss ":

(99) John forced Bill, [e, to kiss Mary]
(Haider 1979 : 204)

In this case once ageain the governed non-argument is bound with the _
ungoverned argument position. Binding involves coindexing under condi- |
tions of c-command. The principle that is fulfilled in each of these cases
is Freidin's (1978) Functional Uniqueness Principle:

(100) Each lexical NP € S, with non-null semantic content must
be bound with one and only one argument position of L,

(Ei is the interpretation of Si)
(cf. Haider 1979 : 201)

From the above, however, it is not clear what constitutes a governing
category, since in each case the assumption is that the infinitival subject
Position is ungoverned. Koster (1980), for instance, distinguishes intrinsi-
cally the PRO-trace effects by assuming that to in English absorbs Case
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and thus the inherent government assumed for all nodes that are not lex-
ically governed. In believe cases the effects of absorption are neutralized
by the Case assigner belicve : in seem cases the effect of government.. but
not Case-assignment, is similarly saved. Extraposition of a scheinen
infinitival , on analogy with seem , would result in an ECP violation, sub-
sumed in Koster's theory by the stipulation that a 8-role can only be
inherited from a lexically governed empty NP (the subject of the extra-
posed scheinen complement would pPresumably be ungoverned). The same
principle of government and in this case Case assignment would rule out
the extraposition of Acl complements, which in Koster (1980) have embed-
ded lexical subjects. These principles, however, are not available in Haider
(1979), and it is not clear how the Binding theory described in (96) should
actually operate nor how it can distinguish between, for example, extra-
position of control verb complements and those of the constructions
under consideration.

Haider's explanation of the extraposition facts seems to directly con-

tradict the analysis proposed in (86) above. He thus says (p. 219) "A
structure such as {63]

(101) [63] ... V[ NP inf ...]
(Haider 1979 : 219)

can be excluded for perception verbs on independent grounds: perception

verbs are not control verbs; therefore the subject position of the
infinitival complement S cannot be interpreted. It this position is,
nevertheless, lexically filled it is subject to the Case filter since it is an
ungoverned position. The remaining possibility is the only one that leads
to a grammatical result: through reanalysis the subject NP enters the
government domain of the matrix verb. Reanalysis is not possible, how-
s locally conditioned.” This account,
analysis of the Acl construction, is
in (96) where the accusative NP is
n could be explained in terms of

though compatible with an S deletion
not compatible with the configuration
in the matrix S. Such a configuratio
Koster (1980), if it is treated in the sa
the lexical object (in the Ac] case) isu
hon-argument position and the empt
should inherit the 8-role (suhject of t

nable to inherit a @-role since it is a
¥ argument category from which it
he infinitive) is ungoverned.
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for monosententiality, for example negative scope, and consistency in the
analysis, for example the A/A argument for the lassen pied piping facts in
contrast to the topicalization facts.

10. Huber (1980)

In contrast to the more recent theoretical approaches described in the
previous sections Huber (1980) employs a pre-EST framework and, for
instance, derives infinitival complements from a finite base S, which
involves a process of “reduction”, reducing the embedded S to a VP,
Important features of his extensive discussion of the lassen construction
are the bisententiality arguments already mentioned in chapter 1, the
tcausative distinction, which is of great importance in determining the
data and which is overlooked in Harbert (1977) and Haider (1979), +nomi-
nal status for infinitival complements (note parallels with Olsen (1961)) to
account for VP pied piping and extraposition facts (but note also the
independent arguments), a (stylistic?) rule of Linearization, which
accounts for the clitic, topicalization and negative incorporation data,
and a reformulation of the Specified Subject Condition as the Actor-
Subject Condition for German, with auxiliary hypotheses in the style of
Koster (1978) for peripheral deviations from the central condition.

10.1 + Causative

Huber gives an extensive set of arguments to distinguish between causa-
tive lassen, meaning let (with the sense of permit ), make, have, and a
non-causative lassen, meaning leave (let in the sense of not stop). The
tests also lead to the establishment of constituency, where the accusative
subject is in the embedded clause in the causative instance but in the
matrix clause in the non-causative case; in other words, the latter is a
control verb.

One of the diagnostics of causativity is the presence or absence of the
Participle form. This applies equally in the case of the perfect tense as
well as in the passive construction, where matrix passivization is
discovered only to be possible with non-causative lassen (in contrast to
the delieve cases in -English). The perfect participle distinction can be
illustrated by the following:

(102) (a) Ich habe Kaffee und Kuchen stehen gelassen/lassen und
bin aus dem Lokal gegangen.
I left the coffee and cakes standing there and went out of the
cafe.
(b) Ich habe mir Kaflee und Kuchen kommen lassen/ *gelassen.

I had coffee and cakes brought to me.
(cf. Huber 1980 : 35)
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Only with the non-causative variant,

gelassen possible. This is also the ca
non-

(102) (a) is the participle form

se with passivization, where only
causative lassen allows matrix passivization:

(103) (a) *Kaflee und Kuchen wurden von uns bringen gelassen/

lassen.
(Coffee and cakes were had brought by us)

(b) Kaflee und Kuchen wurden von uns stehen gelassen.
Coflee and cakes were left standing by us.

(Huber 1980 : 60)

The opposite is true of complement passivization, where only the infinitive
form (and causative interpretation) may appear:

(104) Auch wenn ich es nicht veranlass

Even though I didn't order it/all
(a) liessich ihn die Wand streichen.
I left him painting the wall.
(b) *liess ich von ihm dje Wand streichen.
(Ileft the walil being painted by him)
Ich liess von ihm die Wand streichen.
I had the wal] painted by him.

te/genehmigte,
ow it

(105)

(Huber 1980 : 59)

Als Hans ins Zimmer kam, war seine Fray gerade dabei,
intime Sachen aus seiner Jugend zu erzihlen.
When Hans entered the room

Bntimate details of his youth.
(a) Obwohl es ihn, érgerte, hat er sjie ruhig weiter

iber ‘sichi/ihni reden gelassen/lassen.

Even though it annoyed him he

to talk about ‘himselfi/himl.

his wife was recounting

didn’t stop her continuing

(b) Weil ihn, das mordsmaéssig drgerte, hat er, sie nie
wieder Gber sich, / *ihn, reden lassen/*
Since that annoyed him en
her talk about himselfi/ *hi

gelassen.

ormously he never again let
m,,

(Huber 1980 : 57)
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As can be seen from the English version in (108) (&) it is essential to dis-
tinguish between the permissive and passive interpretations which are
both subsumed by the English verb let.

The passive and reflexivization behaviour above suggests that non-
causative lassen is a control verb (in Huber’'s terms, one causing "obliga-
tory reduction”) and causative lassen has an embedded subject. Consti-
tuency tests such as topicalization, left dislocation, pseudo-clefts, pro-
nominalization and WH-pronominalization seem to confirm that in the
causative case the accusative NP and the infinitive are in fact a single
constituent. It should be noted that the judgements in these cases are
relative and that apart from the unacceptability of these test cases in a
non-relative context, all the dislocated complement examples violate the
theory of Government and Binding, as will be discussed later.

If the NP and infinitive are topicalized together, there should be rela-
tive acceptability in those cases where they represent a single constituent
and unacceptability where a matrix controller is fronted with an embed-
ded S. The latter is shown to be the case with non-causative lassen :

(107) (a) *Den Kaffee und Kuchen stehen hat der Gast gelassen,
nicht aber das Eis.
(The cofiee and cakes standing, the guest left, but not
the ice cream)
(b) Kaffee und Kuchen bringen hat der Gast lassen, nicht
aber Eis.
(Coflee and cakes brought, the guest had, but

not ice cream)
(Huber 1980 : 81)

As might be expected in the non-causative case, fronting of the infinitive
independently of the accusative NP is acceptable:

(108) Auf der Strasse liegen hat nur einer der Autofahrer den
Betrunkenen gelassen.
(Lying on the road, only one of the drivers left the drunk)
Only one of the drivers left the drunk lying on the road.
(Huber 1980 : 104)

Pseudo-clefts behave in much the same way, where in the following v/
means "more acceptable than*"
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(109) (a) *Was der Autofahrer liess, war den Verletzten liegen.
(What the driver left was the injured man lying (there))
(b)v Was der Autofahrer liess, war den Verletzten einsteigen.
(What the driver let/had was the injured person get in)

(Huber 1980 : 75)

WH-pronominalization again suggests the constituency of the accusative

NP and infinitive in the causative cases and their lack of constituency in
the non-causative cases:

(110) (A): Sag mal, was hat Erna lassen?
Tell us, what did Erna have?

(B):

Ihren kleinen Bruder entgegen seinem Willen Klavierstunden
nehmen.

Her little brother take Piano lessons against his will.
(111) (A): Sag mal, was hat Erna gelassen?

Tell us, what did Erna not stop?

(B): *lhren kleinen Bruder stundenlang auf dem Klavier
herumklimpern.
Her little brother tinkling away for hours on the piano.
Sag mal, was hat Erna ihren kleinen Bruder gelassen?
Tell us, what did Erna not stop her little brother doing?
(B): Stundenlang auf dem Klavier herumklimpern.
Tinkling away for hours on the piano.

(Huber 1980 : 90)

(112) (A):

(113) (a) Nur der Clown machte dije Kinder lachen.
Only the clown made the children laugh.
(b} Nur der Clown machte, dass die Kinder lachten.
(Only the clown made that the children laughed)
(¢) *Nur der Clown machte die Kinderi. dass sie, lachten.
(Only the clown made the children that they laughed)

(Huber 1980 : 247)
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(113) (c) contrasts with those control cases where there is a finite parallel
(the examples are from Haider (1979)):

(114) (a) weil wir Peter empfahlen, uns zu begleiten
since we advised Peter to accompany us
(b) weil wir Peter, empfahlen, dass er, uns begleitet

since we advised Peter that he should accompany us
(Haider 1979 : 154)

This evidence again supports the viewpoint that the lassen infinitival has
an embedded lexical subject in the causative case.

10.2 +NP status of complements

On the basis of structural evidence such as left dislocation and functional
evidence such as passive and tough movement, Huber argues that
infinitival complements in German have nominal status. Note that Olsen
(1981) makes this claim on the basis of independent evidence, arguing
that in contrast to Edmond's (1970) examples for English, complements in
German can assume nominal positions, though the data are somewhat
marked:

(115) (a) Ist, dass K6ln am Rhein liegt, auch in Amerika bekannt?
(Is that Cologne is on the Rhein also known in America?)
Do people in America also know that Cologne is on the
Rhein?
(b) Mir ist, dass K6ln am Rhein liegt, schon bekannt.
(To me is, that Cologne is on the Rhein, already known)
I already know that Cologne is on the Rhein.
(Olsen 1981 : 147)
(c) *She won't tell she is sick to the doctor.
{Olsen 1981 : 69)

Although the data are somewhat controversial, both Huber and Olsen dis-
tinguish between scheinen and lassen complements and those of control
verbs on the basis of the -nominal status of the former in contrast to the
*nominal status of the latter. Coherence factors such as extraposition
and VP pied piping are then made dependent by Huber on NP status,
where the A/A Condition is called upon to guarantee the movement in
€ontrol verb cases of VP pied piping. A clause has to be added, of course,
to ensure optionality of VP as opposed to simple NP extraction. It is
interesting to note that Haider (1979) and Huber (1980) manipulate the
A/A Condition in different ways here to explain the same factors: thus in
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Haider (1979) the embedded VP cannot be extracted under a [ [ypl]

analysis of lassen, since the embedded VP is not maximal under the
definition, whereas in Huber (1980) this non-maximality has to be by-
passed in order to allow for the non-VP extraction cases. The A/A Condi-
tion would facilitate VP pied piping in the lassen case, but there is no
maximal NP for it to apply to except the simple, embedded object NP.

If full NPs are substituted for pronouns in left dislocation construc-

tions a contrest can be established between control verb complements
and those of lassen:

(116) (a) Zu heiraten, das versprach Erna dern Jungen.
To marry, that, Erna promised the boy.
(b) Zu heiraten, so einen K[)E}\ler] versprach Erna dem Jungen.
cc

To marry, such a cool thing, Erna promised the boy.
(Huber 1980 : 97)
{:17) (a) Den Betrunkenen einsteigen, das hat sefort einer der
Autofahrer lassen.

(The drunk get in, that one of the drivers had (happen)
immediately)

One of the drivers had the drunk get into the car immedi-
ately.

(Huber 1980 : 103)
(b) *Den Betrunkenen einsteigen, diesen Vorgang hat nur einer
der Autofahrer lassen.

(The drunk get in, this action had only one of the drivers
(happen))

Only one of the drivers had the drunk get into the car.
(Huber 1980 : 104)

In the control verb example in

(116) (b) the accusative casz of the apposi-
tive phrase, so einen Knuller

» indicates the nominal-obiect status of the
infinitival complement it parallels. This kind of nominal, in apposition to

the infinitival complement, is not allowed in lassen constructions, as is
demonstrated in (117) (b).

Functionally.
zation, suggestin
become syntacti
ture:

such appositive NPs undergo case change under passivi-
g that the parallel infinitival complement has actually
¢ subject, though an object complement at deep struc-
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(118) Zu heiraten, so ein Kniiller wurde dem Jungen von Erna
+Nom

versprochen.
To marry, such a cool thing, was promised the boy by Erna.
(Huber 1980 : 100)

Such a fronting under passivization is excluded in ali cases under the
verb lassen:

(119) (a) *Den Betrunkenen einsteigen, das wurde von einem
Autofahrer sofort gelassen.
(The drunk get in, that was had (happen) immediately by
one of the drivers)
(b) *Den Betrunkenen einsteigen wurde von einem Autofahrer
sofort gelassen.
(The drunk get in was had (happen) immediately by one of
the drivers)
(Huber 1980 : 104)

Huber concludes on the basis of evidence such as this that lassen comple-
ments, in contrast to control verb complements, do not have NP status.

If extraposition is made dependent on NP status of the complement
the contrast can be explained between the behaviour of lassen comple-
ments, which do not extrapose and control verb complements. which do.
The data are already familiar:

(120) (a) Man erzahlt sich, dass sie ihn beschuldigt. ein
Betriiger zu sein.
People are saying that she accuses him of being a swindler.
(b) *Man erzahlt sich, dass er sie lasst sitzen.
{People are saying that he her let sit)
People are saying that he dropped her.
(Huber 1980 : 111)

Huber also extends the analysis to scheinen, saying that in contrast to
the retention of NP status of the compiement after deletion under iden-
Lity in Equi, raising destroys the NP by moving the rest of the sentence
under VP (he assumes a sentential subject analysis). This explains the
inability of scheinen complements to undergo extraposition:
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(121) *Man erzahlt sich, dass er ihr scheint ein Betriiger z.u sein.
People are saying that he appears to her to be a swindler.
(Huber 1980 : 111)

Huber assumes “obligatory reduction” under Equi which results in S-
Pruning, so that infinitival complements have the same {xplyp]] structure

assumed in Ross (1987). Under Ross's (1967) Convention, either the maxi-
mal NP or the (VP-) embedded NP can be extracted:

(122) Ross's Convention

Any transformation which is stated in such a way as to effect
the reordering of some specified node NP, where this node l?
preceded and followed by variables in the structural index o

any coordinate node, nor of the node S, on the branch con-
necting the higher node and the specified node.

(Ross 1967 : 114)

The Convention, whilst excluding pied piping of finite clauses, allows for
the following German examples:

(123) (a) Das ist der Berichti,[m den] der Vizeprasident zu
ignorieren veranlasste.

That is the report which the Vice President induced (people}
to ignore.

(b) Das ist der Beri‘—'hti'[sz[vp[Nn den] zu ignorieren]
der Vizeprasident veranlasste.
(That is the report to ignore which the Vice President
induced people)

(Huber 1980 : 118)

node to which the Convention

can apply, except that dominating the
object itself:

(124) (a) *Das ist der Bericht, den zy j

gnorieren der Vizeprasident
scheint.

(That is the report to ignore which the Vice President
seems)

(Huber 1980 : 120)
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(b) *Das ist der Bericht, den ignorieren der Vizeprasident liess.
(That is the report to ignore which the Vice President had)
(Huber 1980 : 118)

In this way then Huber accounts for the coherence facts of extraposition
and VP pied piping.

10.3 Linearization

Other coherence facts, such as those demonstrated by cliticization and
the kind of topicalization data discussed in Haider (1979) cannot be
accounted for by +NP status of the infinitival complement. Huber argues
that examples of infinitive extraction with control verbs are ungrammati-
cal:

(125) *Zu schreiben hat er mich den Bericht ermuntert.
(To write he encouraged me the report)

He encouraged me to write the report.
(Huber 1980 : 130)

and that this can be explained by the A/A Condition, on the assumption
that the VP from which the infinitive is extracted is a maximal projection.
Note that the A/A Condition, as stated already, is by-passed in the case of
VP pied piping by making the stipulation of application to the maximal
category optional if there is an intervening node Z (= VP between NP max-
imal and NP minimal):

(126) ... (s [z W__,—X]]..
(3) Optionally if A is specified for movement and Z#¢ and W=¢
(Huber 1980 : 126)

In (125), however, where there is no intervening node Z between VP and V,
the condition applies obligatorily:

(127) (2) Obligatorily if W or X are specified for movement and Z=¢
and the minimal phrase of A is a preterminal category.
(Huber 1980 : 126)

Contrasting with (125), lassen infinitivals allow the extraction of the
infinitive:
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(128) Schreiben hat er mich den Bericht lassen.
(Write he had me the report)
He had me write the report.

(Huber 1980 : 131)
The same is true of scheinen:

(129) Zu schreiben scheint er den Bericht nun doch nicht.
(To write he appears the report not after all)
He doesn’t appear to be writing the report.
{(Huber 1980 : 132)

80

To account for this difference in behaviour Huber assumes a late rule of
Linearization, which destroys the configurational hierarchy, but from
which complements with NP status are exempted. This is also supposed to

account for the cliticization facts and those of negative incorporation.

Linearization applies contra-cyclically from top to bottom:

(130) In structures of the form
[5 X[A Y | e
A is deleted, where A=VP, S and X# ¢, A
(Huber 1980 : 134)

This results in intermediate structures of the following kind:

(131) () [yp] [y] [yp]
[vp Mich mit dir tanzen lassen] muss er ja doch
(Me with you dance let he really must)
(0) [xpl [V (53 1)
[s Mich mit dir tanzen) muss er ja doch lassen
(Me with you dance he must really let)
(c) [Np] [v] [Np] [vp] [v]
[vp Mit dir tanzen] muss er mich ja doch lassen
(With you dance) he must really let me
(d) [npd V] [np) [ppd (] [y
(i) [yp Mich]) muss er ja doch mit dir tanzen lassen
Me he must really allow to dance with you.
(ii) [yp Mit dir] muss er mich ja doch tanzen lassen
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With you he must really let me dance.
(iii) [y Tanzen] muss er mich ja doch mit dir lassen

He must really let me dance with you.
(Huber 1980 : 137)

As demonstrated in (131) topicalization can apply after each linearization
step. After full linearization, adjacent constituents can be topicalized
together:

(132) (a) [yp Mich] [pp mit dir] hat er tanzen lassen, aber nicht
dich mit mir.
(Me, with you, he let dance but not you with me)
{(Huber 1980 : 144)
(b) [y Tanzen] [ lassen] muss er mich ja doch mit dir.

(Dance, let, he must me with you)
(¢) [yp Mit dir tanzen] [ lassen] muss er mich ja doch.

(With you dance, let, he really must me)
(Huber 1980 : 137)

This accounts for the structural paradox demonstrated by (131) (c)
versus (132) (b) (the incompatibility of PP+V as an apparent constituent
in the first case with V+V as an apparent constituent in the second case -
cf. figure (84)), which Haider resolves via reanalysis.

Linearization also, within Huber’'s analysis. accounts for the negative
Incorporation facts described in chapter 1, where matrix scope is possible
for the nicht compounded with etwas (= nichts ) in the following:

(133) Sie liess mich nichts zahlen, und er auch nicht.
She didn’t let me pay something and neither did he.
(Huber 1980 : 174)

Linearization destroys the configurational hierarchy so that matrix nicht
and embedded etwas are linearly adjacent after Neg-Movement, and
Incorporation can take place. Huber uses the same linearization account
to explain the movement of the object clitic in front of the embedded sub-
ject in the following:

{134) Der Chef hat es ihn versuchen lassen.

The boss allowed him to do it.
(Huber 1980 : 148)
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in contrast to the impossibility of such movement in control verb cases:

(135) *Der Chef hat es ihn zu versuchen veranlasst.
The boss caused him to do it.

(Huber 1980 : 148)

The assumption, then in the case of cliticization, topicalization and nega-
tive incorporation is that these processes take place in a stylistic conr
ponent and that they presuppose linearization.

10.4 Reflexivization

Unlike the case of the preceding examples, Huber assumes that
reflexivization is subject to standard conditions and in particular that the
generality of the SSC is upheld, with auxiliary hypotheses for the (perhaps
more marginal or language specific) cases where the SSC is violated. The
data, to recapitulate, demonstrate that transitive subjects under lassen
block reflexivization of an embedded object under coreference with the
matrix subject unless the object is in a certain kind of prepositional
phrase. Huber argues that only prepositional objects that are strictly sub-
categorized for by the verb are exempted from the SSC and that adverbial

PPs generated under Adv.P are subject to it, as far as reflexivization is
concerned.

(136) (a) Hansg, liess rnichj far sich, waschen.
(]-L-:msi let/had me; wash for himself,)

(Huber 1980 : 15)
(b) Er, liess mich, nach ihm, /*sich, eintreten.

He, made/let me; go in after himi/'hirnselfi.
(Huber 1980 : 380)

At the same time the possibility of reflexivization in the FLIP cases sug-

gests that the notion of agency is involved in the definition of specified
subject in German:

(137) (a) *Hans, liess die Leut.ej sich; Schnaps besorgen.
(Hans, had the peoplej get himself, Schnaps)
(Reis 1976 : 27)
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(b) Hans, liess sich, die Suppe, schmecken.
(Hans, had to himself;the soup; taste)
Hans, ate the soup with relish.
(Reis 1976 : 34)

In (137) (a) die Leute is an agentive subject, whereas die Suppe in (137)
(b} is not. The same transparency as in (137) (b) applies also in the case
of derived (passive) subjects:

(138) Hans, liess sich, Schnaps bescrgen.
(Hans, had himself, got Schnaps)

Hans had Schnaps got for him.
(Reis 1976 : 28)

Huber thus accommodates these facts in a modified version of the SSC.

Huber generalizes the structure for the Tensed S Condition and the
Specified Subject Condition to cover all German object complements,
adding stipulations to account for the exceptional data:

(139) In the structure
Xo[j-2..-UuYw-..].

no rule can involve X and Y, where X dominates Y if,

(1) A is a morphologically marked sentence (Tensed S)

(2) Z is a lexically specified Actor-Subject of UYW, where
Y#Prepositional Object

(3) Z is a lexically unspecified pronominal subject of UYW, where
optional Y#Prepositional Object, if X=causative subject.

(Huber 1980 : 39711.)

The Tensed S clause thus accounts for facts such as the following
(although this would also be excluded by the SSC):

(140) ‘Siei teilte uns, mit, dass wir'j zu sich, nach Hause fahren.

(*She, informed us that we were to go to herself; to her home)

She informed us that we were to go to her place.
(Huber 1980 : 2)

The Actor-Subject condition accounts for the facts in (136) to (138).
The PRO-Subject condition. clause (3), accounts for the opacity effects of
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control verb infinitivals:

(141) *Sie, forderte uns; auf, zu sich; nach Hause zu fahren.
(She, asked us, [PROj to go to herself, to her home])
She asked us to go to her house.
(Huber 1980: 2)

The same applies, of course, in the case of non-causative lassen:

(142) Erna, hat uns; fur sich, kdimpfen *gelassen/lassen.
(a) (Erna, left us, fighting for herself)
(b) (Erna, had/let us, fight for herself,)
(Huber 1980 : 385)

Note that clause (3) in (139) above has the additional stipulation
where optional Y#Prepositional Object, if X=causative subject

to cover the following, where Huber claims that control verb causatives

allow reflexivization into prepositional objects though not into non-
prepositional objects:

(143) (a) Er, zwang uns; *sich;/ihn; mitzunehmen.
(He, forced us, to take himself, with us.)
(Huber 1980 : 347)
(b) Er, zwang mich,, fir sich,/ihn, zu arbeiten.
(He, forced me; to work for himself,/him,.)
(Huber 1980 : 398)

Data such as these, however, are difficult to confirm.

Some of the data discussed in Huber are rather controversial, as will
appear later in the discussion of reflexivization where diametrically
opposed hypotheses emerge from the conflicting analyses of Huber {19680)
and Grewendorf (1982). Also problematic in Huber's account are the prin-
ciples of his model, as well as his derivational analyses and the status of
rules such as linearization. On the other hand the t+causative determina-
tion is an important empirical insight underlying any analysis, as are also
the ensuing constituency tests, as well as the arguments for mono- and
bisententiality (in particular the latter) discussed in chapter 1.
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11. Conclusion

The investigations discussed in this chapter reveal the empirical complex-
ity of the constructions under consideration (in particular the lassen
reflexivization data), the necessity for a unified theoretical approach, as
well as some of the theoretical problems that arise in attempting a
description of the data. Thus Evers's (1975) rule of verb raising, while
well-motivated for Dutch, is string-vacuous for German and involves rule-
ordering. The effect of the latter is captured by reanalysis in the accounts
given by Thiersch (1978) and Haider (1979), where in the former this
takes place in the Phonology and in the latter in the base. The choice of
complements here, however, presents a further issue to be decided in any
approach which uses a modular model, and will be discussed again when
problems like topicalization or subject inversion are dealt with. As far as
the former is concerned, it has to be decided whether topicalization is, for
example, stylistically or pragmatically determined or whether it is syntac-
tically central, as suggested by Thiersch's R2 rule. The same question
arises for extraposition - whether it is base-generated in position, as sug-
gested by Olsen (1881), or is a stylistic late rule (in the Phonology?) as
suggested by Thiersch (1978) for German, or Koster (1978) for Dutch. On
the other hand, the importance of string vacuity as an argument might be
questioned. A recent analysis of Italian passives by Chomsky (1981), for
example, has vacuous movement, which is not required by the data.
Nevertheless, clause-integration approaches, such as consequent on
Evers's rule or the analysis in Olsen (1981), Haider (1979), Ebert (1975),
Reis (1973) and Harbert (1977) are still unable to account for the
reflexivization facts.

Apart from the theoretical problems discussed by Reis (1976) as well
as arising from the diverse approaches discussed in this chapter,
numerous empirical insights arise from the work discussed, for example
the evidence for “oblique” complements to seem and scheinen in Olsen
(1881), the tcausative distinction in Huber (1980), the original underlin-
ing of the coherence phenomena in Bech (1857), Ebert (1975) and Reis
(1973). Huber (1980) also introduces an interesting counterargument to
the contention that the absence of a finite complement parallel in the
case of lassen is a reason why it should be analyzed differently, namely
the aflinity with the causative machen, which does have a finite parallel.
At the same time, his constituency arguments, as well as the bisentential-
ity discussed in chapter 1, seem much more convincing than the fairly
indecisive analysis in Haider (1979). although the latter is suggestive of
how more recent theoretical insights might deal with the descriptive
Problem. Much of this empirical and theoretical work can be drawn upon
in approaching the problem of a unified account of the data.




3 Dislocation of S deletion complements and the theory of Government
and Binding

0. One of the original arguments for requiring a monosentential structure,
either via derivation or base generation, for scheinen or Acl infinitival
complement constructions was the coherence first pointed out by Bech
(1957), discussed by Reis (1973), Ebert (1975) and Evers (1975) and gen-
erally assumed on an empirical level in the work discussed in chapter 1
and 2. A basic diagnostic for this coherence was the inability of the
infinitival complements under consideration to engage in extraposition or
VP pied piping in relative clauses. This phenomenon interacted with other
apparently monoclausal behaviour and led in many cases to the sugges-
tion of some kind of clause integration. The latter, however, seemed
suspect, theoretically because a rule such as VR was string vacuous in
German, empirically because it could not account for the reflexivization
facts. In the following the assumption is made that the Acl constituency
tests discussed by Huber (1980), the subcategorization arguments and
other bisentential arguments discussed in chapter 1, as well as the obvi-
ous structural similarity with belicve and seem type constructions in
English and other languages (French and Ita.lian) lead to a treatment
similar to that proposed for these constructions, namely the S deletion
approach proposed in various works by Chomsky from 1979 until the
present day. The following is thus the starting point for an analysis which
claims that not only the coherence factors mentioned above but also
other factors discussed in the preceding chapters can be accounted for
under an S deletion approach within the theory of Government and Bind-
ing of Chomsky (1981). Section 2. on the other hand, suggests a possible
parameter of variation, not considered in the preceding chapters, by exa-
mining the interaction of Government and Binding theory and LF recon-

struction in the light of a comparison of the German facts with English
and Italian data.

1. S deletion approach

1.1 The PRO-trace distinction

The task of any approach is to explain how in the following extraposition
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paradigm the sentences in (1) (b) to (d) are to be excluded:

(1) (a) Weil wir Peter zwangen, uns zu begleiten, ...
Since we forced Peter to accompany us ...
(b) *Weil wir Peter liessen, uns begleiten, ...
or
*Weil wir liessen, Peter uns begleiten, ...
Since we had Peter accompany us ...
(c) *Weil wir Peter sahen, uns begleiten, ...
or
*Weil wir sahen, Peter uns begleiten, ...
Since we saw Peter accompany us ...
(d) *Weil Peter scheint, uns zu begleiten, ...
Since Peter appears to be accompanying us ...
(2) (a) Weil wir Peter uns zu begleiten zwangen, ...
Since we forced Peter to accompany us ...
(b) Weil wir Peter uns begleiten liessen, ...
Since we had Peter accompany us ...
(c) Weil wir Peter uns begleiten sahen, ...
Since we saw Peter accompany us ...
(d) Weil Peter uns zu begleiten scheint, ...
Since Peter appears to be accompanying us ...

It was argued in the section on Huber (1980) in chapter 2 that the
configuration resulting from the neutralization of the PRO-trace distinc-
tion in Koster (1978) and adopted by Haider (1979) would not explain the
distinction between (1) (a) and {b) to (d), because of its very symmetric
nature:

(3) (@) [..... NP_[e, ...] V] a. Raising [S - 0]
[tArg.) .
b. Object Control
(b) [NF;{r (e, .~-] V] a. Raising [S - S]
[+Are.] b. Subject Control

r

Thus, whatever extraposition structure is assumed, VP final or S adjunc-
tion, the symmetry is preserved:
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{4) (a) Raising /Subject Control (b) Acl/Object Control
COMP A:OMP A COMPACOMP /S\

VP VP

wl
<
.4
~d
7))
<

(c) (d)

COMP S é{»\

NP, VP NP A
S v § NP, I‘s’ v 5
Y /\ t
COMP  § COMP
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Under Koster's {1978) coindexing procedure:

(5) (a) X‘j ..... Y X‘l ..... Yt
(where X c-commands Y, and X and Y are both a N and 8 V)
(b) A node a c-commands a node 7, iff the first branching node

dominating a, dominates 7, and a does not dominate 7.
(Koster 1978 : 65)

either the structures in (4) (a) and (b) would exclude all the sentences in
(1) or the structures (4) (c¢) and {(d) accept them all. For this reason
Koster (1878) assumes that extraposition comes after coindexing (in a
stylistic component?). As already discussed in the section on Haider
(1979), Koster (1980), on the other hand, is able to distinguish the struc-
tures in (1) by essentially accommodating the PRO-trace effect. Thus, as
was stated there, to in English absorbs Case and the inherent government
assumed for all nodes that are not lexically governed: thus PRQ is ungo-
verned. In believe and seem cases, absorption of government for the latter
and of government and Case assignment for the former, is neutralized by
the special properties of these verbs. If a scheinen complement is extra-
Posed, then, analogous to the seem case, the subject would not be able to
inherit a ©-role, since the empty subject position of the extraposed com-
Plement would not be governed. The same lack of government would
result in the subject of an extraposed lassen complement being unable to
receive Case. Thus, in both instances lack of government results in
respectively ECP and Case Filter violations.

The effects described above are essentially those achieved under an 5
deletion analysis in conjunction with the theory of Government and Bind-
ing, {cf. Chomsky 1981), in other words with a hidden PRO-trace effect.
Koster (1984), however, further neutralizes the PRO-trace eflect by argu-
ing that there are two kinds of PROs, those that are optional and which
alternate with lexical NPs under a for complementizer and those that are
obligatory and which do not have such free alternation. Whereas the
former are subject only to control theory, the latter are subject to the
same principles of binding as traces, and like traces are governed as the
result of S deletion. Since the data on which the argumentation is based
seem rather controversial, and in view of the fact that it isno longer clear
under this new system how the distinctions accounting for (1) and gen-
eralized from Koster (1980) might be maintained, I will not pursue this
approach any further here, but, leaving it open as a variant of core gram-
mar, will assume, for ease of exposition, the T deletion approach such as
in Chomsky (1981).
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1.2 S deletion

Acl constructions and (subject) raising constructions differ from control
structures in so far that the object in the first and the subject in the
second are non-arguments in relation to the matrix verb. Thus in the fol-
lowing the VP of which seem is the head does not assign a ©-role:

(8) *John secems.

nor does the verb believe assign a @-role to the object in the following:
(7) *John believed the harpsichord.

For this reason the following cannot be control structures:

(8) (a) *John, seems [ PRO, to admire Mary]

(b} *John believed the harpsichord, (5 PRO, to have been out
of tune]

Since the only available ©-roles are assigned by the embedded VPs to the
respective PROs, as in (6) and (7) the NP John, which is a referential (R}
expression, remains without a @-role. At the same time control theory is
violated since the PROs do not have antecedents with @-roles (cf. Chom-
sky 1981 : 58).

If in contrast to the examples in (8) the NPs John and the harpsichord
are analyzed as belonging to the argument structure of the embedded

clauses they receive the ©-roles assigned by the VPs of which the respec-
tive verbs are heads:

(9) (a) John admires Mary.
(b) e seems [s John to admire Mary]
(10) (a) The harpsichord was out of tune.
(b) John believes [s the harpsichord to have been out of tune]

S deletion is introduced to account for the assignment of Case.

For (8) (b) unless the embedded S is finite and the subject position
filled by it, as in:

(11) It seems [5that John admires Mary]
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the lexical NP John must move to the matrix subject position to receive
Case via government by Inflection (INFL) and avoid violation of the Case
Filter (cf. Chomsky 1981). At the same time the movement eliminates
what would otherwise be an uninterpretable empty category in subject
position at S-structure.

S deletion is required since the trace left by the moved element John
must be governed. This stipulation distinguishes PRO from trace in the
Binding Theory, which determines the nature of anaphor antecedent rela-
tions:

(12) A. An anaphor is bound in its governing category.
B. A pronominal is free in its governing category.

C. An R-expression is free
(Chomsky 1981 : 188)

where bound means coindexed with a c-commanding antecedent. Since
PRO is not governed it is free.

S deletion for government purposes is also required in example (10)
(b). Here, however, it is necessary for Exceptional Case Marking (ECM),
whereby the matrix verb believe governs and assigns Case to the embed-
ded subject the harpsichord, once again avoiding a violation of the Case
Filter.

That the mechanism described here might be applicable to lassen and
the German perception verb complements has already been suggested by
the parallel Acl analysis for these constructions, emerging, for example
from Huber's (1980) constituency arguments discussed in the preceding
chapter. For scheinen the similarity with seem is demonstrated by the
Unacceptable absence of a complement in the following:

(13) *Hans scheint.
*Hans seems.

with the familiar result that the R-expression Hans is without a @-role.
Applied to extraposition, then, the control versus non-control cases
can be illustrated respectively by (a) and {b) in the following:
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(14) (a) (b)
c4\ COMP S COMP VP

>

NP NP+ VP

ps

ZaN
N
/N

w
<

= —

In the adjunction structure above (a post VP or S final structure would
make no difference), NP* remains ungoverned. Thus, for control comple-
ments there is no violation of Binding and the output is grammatical:

(15) Weil wir Peter zwangen, uns zu begleiten, ...
Since we forced Peter to accompany us ...

In the case of scheinen, however, principle A of the Binding Theory is
violated. In the case of Acl verbs, the Case Filter i is violated:

(18) Every lexical NP is an element of a chain with Case.
(Chomsky 1981 : 334)

The output is thus ungrammatical:

(17) (a) *Weil Peter scheint, uns zu begleiten, ...
Since Peter seems to be accompanying us ...

L liessen
(b) *Weil wir { } . Peter uns begleiten, ...
sahen

had

Since we [ } Peter accompany us, ...

saw
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Note that in the case of the Acl constructions the Case Filter is subsumed
by the @®-criterion. Thus, since NP* in (14) (b) is not properly governed
and does not receive Case, it is not part of a chain to which a @-role can
be assigned, given the following definition from Chomsky (1981):

(18) Suppose that the position P is marked with the 8-role R and
C=(ai, an) then C is assigned R by P iff for some i, &, is in posi-

tion P and C has Case or is headed by PRO.
(Chomsky 1981 : 334)

Since Peter in (17) (b) is an argument of the embedded S, it must by the
®-criterion receive a ©-role, which it cannot under (18) above. It thus
viclates the @-criterion, principle (i):

(19) - Criterion
Given the structure S, there is a set K of chains, K= iCiI. where
C=(al, ..., &), such that:

(i) if '« is an argument of S, then there is a C€K such that o:=a:"j

and a ©-role is assigned to C, by exactly one position P.
(ibid. : 335)

Note that these principles are enough to guarantee non-extraposition
for Acl and scheinen infinitival complements. Reuland (1980), on the other
hand, argues (for Dutch) that such extraposition also violates the Projec-
tion Principle (Chomsky 1881). The relevant clauses are as follows:

(R0) The Projection Principle
(ii)If a selects § in ¥ as a lexical property, then a selects 8
inyatL,.
(iii) If « selects § in ¥ at Ly, then a selects §in 7 at L
(Chomsky 1981 : 38)
(The configuration is

(a)[y..a..B..]
M) [y..8...a..]1)

Reuland argues that in ECM cases subcategorization can mention the
complement subject NP, for example:

(21) +[yp [gNP ...] ]
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If there is extraposition, however, as in the structure(14) (b) above, the
verb only governs the trace of S, which fails to meet the subcategoriza-
tion frame above, thus violating (iii) in (20). The assumption here is that
there is no "layering of traces”, a principle that will be considered in some
detail in the second part of this chapter. Apart from its redundancy as an
explanation of extraposition facts, this suggestion of Reuland's seems
counter-intuitive in its proposal that a non-argument of the verb should
be mentioned in the subcategorization frame of the verb.

1.3 VP pied piping

The question arises whether the approach assumed so far can be made to
work for the VP pied piping cases discussed in chapter 1 end 2. The para-
digm is repeated here for convenience:

(22) (a) Der Mann, auf den zu warten Hans beabsichtigte ...
(The man, to wait for whom Hans intended, ...)
(b) *Der Mann, auf den zu warten Hans scheint, ...
(The man, to be waiting for whom Hans seems )
(¢c) *Der Mann, den warten Hans sah, ...
(The man who waiting Hans saw ...)
(d) *Der Mann, den warten Hans liess, ...
(The man who wait Hans had/let wr)
(23) (a) Der Mann, auf den Hans zu warten beabsichtigte ...
The man Hans decided to wait for
(b) Der Mann, auf den Hans zu warten scheint, ...
The man Hans seems to be waiting for ...
(c) Der Mann, den Hans warten sah, ...
The man Hans saw waiting ...
(d) Der Mann, den Hans warten liess, ...
The man Hans had/let wait

What has to be explained here is, firstly, how WH-movement in general
takes place and, secondly, what it is that distinguishes (22) from (23).
S deletion presents certain problems for the principle of subjacency.

constraining movement rules, which can be formulated as follows (cf.
Chomsky 1977):

(24) ... a cyclic rule cannot move a phrase from position Y to position
X (or conversely) in (6):

8).X.[a..[B..Y g X
where a and § are cyclic nodes

(Chomsky 1977 : 73)
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Thus an analysis dispensing with cyclicity and assuming an optionality of
COMP in the expansion of 3:

(25) S » (COMP) S
(Chomsky 1981 : 304)

can characterize bounding nodes as follows:

(26) (i) S is a bounding node if and only if it is in the
context:___ [+WH]

(ii) S is a bounding node if and only if it is in the

context: [tWH}

(Chomsky 1981 : 305)
giving one step WH extraction both in control and S deletion structures:

(27) (a) what did you try [g [{PRO to do t 1]

(b) who did John expect [ Bill to see t ]
(Chomsky 1981 : 305)

(c) who did John seem [ t to like t']

Here, under the definition, neither S nor S qualify as bounding nodes. It
seems, however, that the S which is governed as a result of S deletion
might well qualify as a bounding node in order to rule out NP movement in
examples such as the following in languages which do not observe WH-
island violations:

(28) (a) *John seems [ that [ it is certain [s t, to like ice cream]]]

(b) *John, is clear [ to whom [ it seems [g ¢, to like ice cream]]]
(Chomsky 1981 : 309)

Chomsky (19881) thus adds the following to (26) above:

(29) S is a bounding node when governed
(Chomsky 1981 : 307)

This, however, requires a reversion to cyclicity and a requirement that
the collapsing of [-t - [ to {5 under S deletion does not affect the
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COMP to COMP derivation of WH extractions in examples such as (27)
above or the Italian example given in Chomsky (1981):

(30) i libri che, sai [5 2 quanta gente, [ Piero; pareva t,
[5 COMP [ t, aver prestato t ]]]]

(the books that you know to how many people Piero seemed to
have lent)

(Chomsky 1981 : 307)

Whatever version of bounding is chosen here it is clear in any case that
WH extraction from the embedded S does not violate subjacency in S dele-
tion structures. The question arises, then, of whether the generality sug-
gested for Thiersch’'s (1978) rule R2, discussed in chapter 2, can include
all forms of leftward movement.

As suggested in chapter 2, R2 can apply to move any constituent to
sentence initial position in root sentences:

(31) (a) &h sah den Mann gestern.
(b) Den Mann sah ich gestern.
(c) Gestern sah ich den Mann.

I saw the man yesterday.

This can include S

(32) (a) So frih am Abend nach Hause zu gehen, hatte ich eigentlich
nicht vor.
(To go home so early in the evening, 1 didn't actually intend)
I didn’t actually intend to go home so early in the evening.
(b) Dass er ein Verbrecher sei, habe ich nicht behauptet.
(That he was a criminal, I didn't say)
I didn't say he was a criminal.

In the case of S deletion complements, though there is some variation, as

will be seen in section 2, most informants find the application of R2 to
embedded S's unacceptable:

(33) (a) *?Vollkommen zerstreut zu sein scheint er.
(To be completely distracted he seems)
He seems to be completely distracted.
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(b) *?Dich reinkommen habe ich iiberhaupt nicht gehort.
(You come in I never heard at all)
1 never heard you come in at all.

(c) *?Die Putzfrauen das ganze Gebéaude reinigen liess er.
(The cleaners clean the whole building he had)
He had the cleaners clean the whole building.

Ignoring the precise structure of COMP, the following structures might be
postulated for (32) and (33):

(34) (a) (b)

A AN

COMP COMP

AN
ANAN /‘”’\

/!

VP

A comparison with the extraposition structures in (14) above shows that
the same conditions hold and that whereas NP* (=PRO) is legitimately
ungoverned, the fact that it is ungoverned in (34) (b} violates the Binding
Theory (or generalized ECP) in the case of trace, and the Case Filter {or
Q-Criterion) in the case of a lexical NP. The question now arises of
whether or not what has so far been assumed to be VP pied piping might
not in fact be S pied piping.

Tilmann Hoehle (personal communication) suggests that the following
is evidence for S pied piping, because unless the WH-word den moves to an
embedded COMP the normal dative-accusative order of objects is violated:

(35) Der Mann [den ihr vorzustellen] ich versuchte...
(The man whom to introduce to her I tried)
The man whom I tried to introduce to her.
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How strong an argument this is is difficult to establish, since it is normally
the case that the dative-accusative order undergoes permutation when
the accusative object is a pronoun. (This is in fact the case covered by
Thiersch's (1978) clitic rule, Cl.) Note, however, that pied piping of the
verbal element is not confined to German but exists in both English and

Italian, where on the SVO base the relative pronoun is to the right of the
verb:

(36) (a) questi argomenti [a discutere deij quali] verrd al piu presto,
mi sembrano molto interessanti
(These arguments to talk about which I will come
shortly, seem to me to be very interesting)
These arguments, which I will come to talk about
shortly, seem to me to be very interesting.
(Rizzi 1982 : 7)
(b) The elegant parties [to be invited to one of which]
was a privilege were held at Delmonico's.

Sentence (38) (b) is from Nanni and Stillings (1978) who star the following
version with a lexical subject:

(37) *The elegant parties, [for us to be invited to which] was a
privilege, were held at Delmonico's.

(Nanni & Stillings 1978 : 311)

My own intuitions are that (37) is acceptable, however. Note that in this
case it i3 no longer possible to assume simply VP pied piping, but that the
whole S, including complementizer and lexical subject, must have been
moved with the WH-word (still in its original position).

Variation in judgements will be discussed in section 2. Nevertheless, if

S (S) pied piping is assumed for the German sentences the following
structures will result:
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(38) (a) (b)

COMP S CTMP

A NN

VP

I 5 v
PP, lt
NP, ! (PP)

>%>

<
u-ﬂ -

Note that in the (b) structure, representing the S deletion constructions
in (22) (b) to (d), there is no internal COMP for the WH-word to move to, so
that it stays in place, unlike in the control structure represented in (38)
(a). The government facts are once again the same as those in (14)
(extraposition structure) and (34) ("topicalization” structure); in other
words the § pied piping analysis predicts that complements with scheinen
and Acl verbs will be ruled out because they will respectively result in ECP
and Case Filter type violations. Note that internal movement to COMP is
not necessary for {38) (a), in view of the new concept of Bridge conditions.
Nevertheless, it might be suggestive of why there is a requirement in Ger-
man that the WH-word be the leftmost element in a relative clause, being
Preceded at the most by a preposition. The following examples thus can-
not be "rescued” since there is no internal COMP for the relative pronoun
to move to:

P -
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liess
*D ied [den M das si H
(39) (a) *Das Lied [den Mann singen ans{haru;

had
(The song the man sing which Hans )
hear

(b) *Ich habe dem Mann, der Brief an den verloren ging,
schliesslich telephoniert.

I finally rang the man the letter to whom got lost.

The effect, however, cannot be tested with control constructions since

movement to COMP would not be distinguishable from the normal NP VP
structure.

2. The dislocation of S deletion complements

0. In the previous section an § deletion approach was established to
account for the distinction between control verb structures and those
with Acl verbs and scheinen. The configuration was generalized to include
the same kind of distinctions with respect to topicalization and VP pied
piping, now reformulated as § pied piping. At the same time it was sug-
gested that there might be some variation in judgements concerning. for
example, topicalization in German or pied piping in English. The sugges-
tion was also considered that the extraposition facts might be explained
via subcategorization and the Projection Principle, whereby if “layering of
traces” was not allowed as a principle, this would exclude extraposition in
the S deletion cases. The following focuses on the concept of reconstruc:
tion at LF implied in the discussion of Reuland (1980), applied, however.,
not to the Projection Principle but to government relations in the strue-
tures under consideration. Belletti and Rizzi (1981), for example, argue
that reconstruction of a limited kind takes place in ltalian. A survey of
English and German constructions, beyond those considered in section 1,
reveals that judgements are rather insecure with respect to the move-
ment of infinitival complements, and that if reconstruction of government

relations is parametrized some dialectal or idiolectal variance might be
captured.

2.1 Complement dislocation
The discussion in section 1 suggests that if the embedded S in the follow-
ing: - ' _ o L
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(40) (a) (b)
VP VP
| /S\ /S\ v
NP* VP NP* VP
(English ete.) (German etc.)
is displaced, as represented in (41):
(41) (a) (b) (c)
S, VP vp
NP* VP S v v S
Y Y
(German etc.) (English etc.)

the contents of S, cannot be reconstructed in such a way at LF that

government of NP* can be recovered. This seemed to account for the
views on complement extraposition or pied piping discussed in chapter 1
and 2. The question arises whether this can be generalized to other
configurations where a complement has been displaced. so that the pred-
ictions are uniform for the following constructions:

(42) complement extraposition
S (S) pied piping
topicalization
left /right dislocation -
cleft
- pseudo-cleft e el
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between the target NP and (in Ross's analysis) any NP dominating it. This
stipulation is meant to rule out sentences such as the following:

(43) *They will give me a hat that I won't like which I know.
(Ross 1967 : 112)

Nevertheless, it seems to me that even in the case of finite clauses intui-
tions are not as clear-cut as Ross assumed. Thus, given appropriate condi-
tions of weight and emphasis not only is the for complementizer possible
in pied piping constructions (rejected by Nanni and Stillings 1978), but
also complex NPs containing S's and S's like (43) with appropriate weight:

(44) (a) The elegant party, for us to be admitted to which they
had arranged well in advance, turned out to be a vile
and disgusting orgy.

(b) They turned down the proposal, the possibility that
anyone might object to which, Mrs. Thatcher hadn't
even considered.

(c) ?They will give me a hat, that I won't like which I can tell
yYou in advance.

The intuitions in these sentences received confirmation from some native
speakers, though not from others.

It seems that confusion arises in the processing of finite versions such
as (44) (c) because of a tendency to interpret that as a relative pronoun
rather than a complementizer. The existence of such a tendency is sup-
ported by the discussion in Chomsky (1981) of Pesetzky’'s suggestion that
that takes on the index of the WH-phrase that deletes:

This is rather natural, in view of the fact that the comgiementizer that
in relative clauses has quasi-pronominal properties, being preferable
with (or, for some speakers, limited to) inanimate antecedents ...

(Chomsky 1981 : 245)

More int.eresting, however, is the following example, which seems reason-
ably acceptable:

(45) The state of consciousness to be entering which she now seemed
- was accompanied _hy_—a change in temperature.
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with an ungoverned subject:

(46)

VP
/\
/\
COMP

|

" NP VP
NP* VP  she v
t! t,

Examples with believe and the verbs of perception, on the other hand,
seem rather bad:

(47) (a) *The car, Suttcliffe get into which the taxidriver saw,
{(b) *The decadent orgies, his wife to have gone to which he
refused to believe, ...

In contrast to (47), (45) seems to be of the same level of acceptability as
the following control verb examples:

(48) (a) the decadent orgies, to attend which he had always

managed ...
(b) the decadent orgles, to auend vhich he had persuaded

all his friends ..

~ The suggestion, t.hen. is that there might. be some vanatian. in sp:te ﬁf tke -
violatien of the theary of Gevemmat and Binding g
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2.2 Topicalization, clefts, pseudo-clefts, inverted pseudo-clefts
Topicalization has already been discussed in section 1, where it was
assumed that cases of S deletion were predictably unacceptable due to
the ungoverned subject position. Nevertheless, given appropriate condi-
tions of stress, intonation, lexical content and an appropriate context,
not all S deletion examples seem to compare unfavourably with the con-
trol example, (49)

(49) [PRO to be 18 years old] is what everyone wants most
(Chomsky 1981 : 145)

(50) (a) ?To reach Mary at 8 o’clock, he tried.

(b) ?*To go through the whole damn’d thing once again,

he persuaded them.

(c) To really be in love with her he/*John seems.

(d) Them all get up and applaud, he heard.

(e) ?*Them to be here at last, | can hardly believe!

Note that it is necessary also to bear in mind the extent to which peri-
pheral elements are considered to be within the domain of the S con-
cerned: (51) is a considerable improvement on (50) (e) for instance:

(51) Them to be here at last! I can hardly believe it.

For German, native speakers gave the following judgements for Acl,

scheinen and control verb eéxamples with topicalized infinitive comple-
ments:

(52) (a) lassen

Die Médchen stehen, liess nur unser Lehrer.

(The girls stand, had only our teacher)

Only our teacher had the girls stand.

*= 80% (But note that the following example from Hans Braun
was found to be acceptable but not if the pronoun is
replaced by a full NP):

Rauchen dirfte ich nicht, aber mich nach Hause gehen liess
er.

{Smoke I couldn’t but me go home he let)

I couldn’t smoke but he Jet me g0 home.)}
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(b) Perception verbs
Die Kinder singen, habe ich leider nicht gehért.
The children sing, I have unfortunately not heard)
Unfortunately I haven't heard the children sing.
*= 680%
(c) scheinen
Ein ganz widerlicher Kerl zu sein, scheint er nicht.
(To be a completely repulsive person, he doesn't seem)
He doesn’t seem to be a comnpletely repulsive person.
*= 30% (60% =2?)
(d) Control (subject)
Die Informationen weiterzugeben, beabsichtigen wir nicht.
(To pass on the information, we don't intend)
We don't intend to pass on the information.
*=10%
(e) Control (dative object)
Das Buch zu lesen, verbiete ich dir!
(To read that book, I forbid you)
I forbid you to read that book.
*=0.0%

(52) clearly demonstrates a gradation in unacceptability from lassen (but
cf. example in brackets) at one extreme to control verbs at the other.

Topicalization is just one instance of the general lack of clarity con-
cerning the restrictions on infinitives in focus position. Thus Higgins
(1973 : 159) states "I give no examples of topicalized infinitive phrases
because they are of low acceptability in my idiolect.” As far as cleft sen-
tences are concerned, Akmajian (1979) appeals to Emonds (1976) for the
assumed unacceptability of

(53) *1t was for John to go that I wanted.
(Akmajian 1979 : 142)

Emonds (1976) excludes infinitives from clefts on the basis of the non-
structure-preserving occurrence of two S’s in the VP in the structure he
assumes for clefts: '
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(54) S

it ) NP

be
and gives the following judgement:
(55) *It was to buy a new house that | wanted.

Gee (1977) cites Chomsky as claiming that complementizerless sentences

cannot occur in focus position, and gives the following pseudo-cleft exam-
ples:

(56) (a) What we wanted was for John to tell the truth for a change.
(b) ?*What we wanted was John to tell the truth for a change.
(Gee 1977 : 479)

Chomsky (1981), however gives the acceptable topicalization example.
(49). above, and the following cleft examples:

(57) (a) It is [PRO to be 18 years old] that everyone wants most.
(Chomsky 1881 : 145)
(b) *& tornare a casa che Gianni sembra
(It is to come back home that Gianni seems)
Gianni seems to be coming back home.,
(c) @ tornare a casa che Gianni vuole
It is to come back home that Gianni wants.
(Chomsky 1981 : 62)

Examples (57) (b) and (c) are introduced as evidence for the PRO-trace
distinction, {b) being an S deletion complement with an ungoverned sub-

ject position. Presumably the structure for (67) (b) is something like the
following: -
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N\

V+INFL

| /\

TOP

(58)

|
che  Gianni /\

\'% S

tornare i
a casa sembra t,

-;.s COMP COMP h‘P VP

The sentence should be excluded for the familiar reasons demonstrated
in the topicalization, extraposition and S pied piping cases.

Gee (1977) gives the following pseudo-cleft examples with perception
complements:

(59) (a) ??What physicists believe today is the orbit of the moon to

be a parabola.

{b) ?*What we saw was John steal the car.
(Gee 1977 : 479)

and the following cleft:

(30) *It was the moon rise over t'.he mountains that we saw.
{Gee 1977 : 462)

My own intuitions are that a!l these sentences are acceptable The follow-
ing, then, is a possible set of cleft, weuﬂo—eieft and inverted pseuﬁo-cleft ——
J“daementa over a sampte of S deietmn am} contml verb pntt.erms: '
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(61) Perception verbs
(a) It was them all get up and applaud that he heard.
(b) What he heard was them all get up and applaud.
(c) Them all get up and applaud is what he heard.
(62) believe
(a) ?It's them to be here at last that I can hardly believe.
(b) ?What I can hardly believe is them to be here at last.
(¢) ?Them to be here at last is what I could hardly believe.
(63) seem
(a) 2?1t is really to be in love with her that he seems.
(b) ?What he seems is really to be in love with her.
(c) ?Really to be in love with her is what he seems.
(64) Causative
(a) *It was them wait for an hour that he had.
(b) *What he had was them wait for an hour.
(c) *Them wait for an hour is what he had.
(65) Object control
(a) ?*It was to go through the whole damn'd thing again that he
pursuaded them.
(b) *What he pursuaded them was to go through the whole
damn'd thing again.
(¢) *To go through the whole damn’d thing again is what he
pursuaded them.
(66) Subject control
{(a) ?It was to reach Mary at 6 p.m. that he tried.
(b) What he tried was to reach Mary at 8 p.m.
(¢) ?To reach Mary at 6 p-m. is what he tried.

What emerges here is the fact that neither the complements of seem and
the verbs of perception nor even believe complements are completely to
be excluded from focus position, and in some cases seem quite good. Con-
trol verbs, particularly object control complements, seem to be subject to
a set of restrictions that varies with verb type and construction type. Th'e
only case that seems uniformly bad when the complement is displaced is
the causative construction.

For German, native speakers gave the following judgements for
Pseudo-clefts:

(67) (a) lassen
Was der Autofahrer liess, war, den Betrunkenen einsteigen.
(What the driver had, was, the drunk get in)

What the driver did was have the drunk get in.
*= 80%
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(b) Perception verbs
Was ich nicht gehért habe, war, dich reinkommen.
What I didn't hear was you come in.
*=8607%

(c) scheinen
Was er auf jeden Fall nicht scheint, ist. ein Idiot zu sein.
What he in any case doesn't appear to be is a fool.
*= 50% (40% =?)

(d) Control (subject)
Was wir nicht beabsichtigen, ist, die Information
weiterzugeben.
What we don't intend is to pass on the information.
*= 0.0%

{e) Control (dativz object)

Was ich dir verbiete, ist, das Buch zu lesen.
What [ forbid you (to do) is to read that book.
*= 0.0% (20% =?)

The gradation in unacceptability from lassen on the one hand to control
verbs on the other seen already in the case of topicalization, {52) above,
is repeated here. It would seem, then that perception verb complements
are felt to be less rigidly coherent than those with lassen and those with
scheinen are less coherent to an even greater degree. The distincticn in
the behaviour of the Acl verbs wil! appear again in the discussion of
reflexivization, and may intuitively underlie the independent proposals by
Haider (1979) and Grewendorf (1982) to analyze these verbs differently.

2.3 Reconstruction in WH-movement and ‘ne’ cliticization in Italian

As already suggested at the beginning of section 2, some form of LF
reconstruction that allowed the layering of traces would account for
those examples of complement dislocation that were found to be accept-
able in spite of their violations of the theory of Government and Binding.
Arguments for LF reconstruction come from Belletti and Rizzi {1981) in a
discussion of NP and WH-movement asymmetry in Italian ne - cliticization.
The paradigm is essentially as follows:

(68) (a) [Quanti t] ne ha letto Gianni?
How many of thern has John read?
(b) *[Quanti PRO] ha letto Gianni?
How many has John read?
(c) *{Tre t] ne sono stati letti da Gianni.
Three of them have been read by John.
{(d) [Tre PRO] sono stati letti da Gianni.
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Three have been read by John.
(Belletti & Rizzi 1981 : 138)

In (68) (a) and (68) (c) t is the trace of the cliticized ne.

The argument begins with the comparison of examples like (68) (c)
and (d). Thus, the trace in (c) is illegitimately ungoverned, whereas PRO
in (d) is legitimately ungoverned. The claim here is that Case assignment
is "attributable to the properties of the whole structural context” since

"no obvious lexical governor is available”. Governing Category is then
defined as follows:

(69) «a is the governing category for 8 iff a is the minimal NP
or S which contains g, and

B&R (17) (1) B is governed in a or
(2) Bisin a context of
Case assignment in a
(Bellett1 & Rizzi 1981 : 125)

The mechanics of this are further explained in footnote (14):

{70) (fn. 14)
the configuration [NP Q PRO} in the context *___ tensed
VP" receives nominative Case. Thus, the whole NP has the govern-

ing category S, while PRO, which fulfills neither (1) nor (2) of (17)
is left without a governing category, as required

{Belletti & Rizzi 1981 : 147)

The grammaticality judgements in (68) (c) and (d) would be predictably
reversed if the NPs concerned were in a governed context:

(71) (a) Gianni ne ha letto [Np tre t]
John has read three of them,
(b) *Gianni ha letto [xp tre PRO]
John has read three.

(cf. Belletti & Rizzi 1981 : 1186f1.)

The problem is why these judgements do not hold for the WH-moved
phrases in (68) (a) and (b), where the judgements are the opposite of
those in (68) (c) and (d). and (71) (a) and (b): in other words in (68) (a) a
trace appears to be acceptable in an ungoverned position, whereas in (71)
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trace appears to be acceptable in an ungoverned position, whereas in (71)
(b) PRO is unacceptable in this position.

To account for the above, Belletti and Rizzi propose recenstruction,
which clearly is only applicable in the case of WH-movement: "what seems
to happen is that the WH-phrase in COMP acts for government and c-
command requirements as if it were in the position of its trace in 3. They
thus propose the following convention:

(72) In a configuration like
[c:t]i (5 - le], ...]
where a, is peripheral to S and [e]i is the trace of a in S:
a, belongs to all and only the c-domains and the government

domains which [e], belongs to.
(Belletti & Rizzi 1981 : 140f1.)

This means, then, that in the case of the WH-moved phrases in (68) (a)
and (b) government of the trace of ne is recoverable from the trace of the
WH-moved NP, which contains it:

(73) NP, .. NP, ... [t, . t; ]

1

Since PRO is also traced back to a governed position (68) (b) is ungram-
matical.

Belletti and Rizzi claim that the device in (72) is "an independently
motivated convention on interpretation concerning phrases peripheral to
S Presumably, apart from the [NP Q t] configuration, they are referring
to examples such as the following cleft sentences where the co- and dis-
joint references of the NPs in the focussed PPs arc recoverable from the
site marked by the PP trace:

(74) (a) E di se stesso, che Mario dice che Giannj parla sempre t
It is about himself, that Mario says that Gianni, is

always talking.

(b) Edi luij che Marioj dice che Gianni parla sempre t

It is about him]. that Mariaj says that Gianni is

always talking.
(Belletti & Rizzi 1981 : 140)

The (lexical) anaphor in {(74) (a) behaves just like the trace in (68) (a).
government and binding being recoverable only via the trace of a larger



INFINITIVAL COMPLEMENTS IN GERMAN

112

constituent (in this case the PP) containing it. Note that, once again, the

position is peripheral to S:

(75) S

1WA
A\

TOP S

m’

COMP

d}esso /\

COMP COMP NP

WH.l ch e Mario /\

COMP

che /\
\' Adv

Giannt.

parla

dice A

PP
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2.4"Conclusion
The conclusion naturally follows that [a,] in (72) above could also be S, so

that in the cases discussed in section 2 of this chapter, where there is
some degree of acceptability, in spite of the violation of Government and
Binding, convention (72) applies. Unconstrained application of (72), how-
ever, would also allow through all the ungrammatical cases. The device,
thus, seems rather suspect since as it stands it neutralizes the effect of
Government and Binding in the area of peripheral elements. To account
for the data in (68) it could be restricted to the heads of maximal projec-
tions, so that government of a category could be reconstructed at the
most via a trace of a maximal projection of the same category. This, how-
ever, would not. suffice for recovery of the binding relation of the anaphor
Se stesso in the prepositional phrase {; di se stesso] in (74). At this stage,
it can only be assumed, then, that (72) can apply freely to NPs and PPs
but, given the assumption that its purpose is to allow government of a
category indirectly via the trace of a constituent containing it, only in
extremely marked, and dialect-specific, cases can a= S.

3. Summa.ry

In this chapter it was shown that the neutralization of the PRO-trace
eflect in Koster (1978) could not as it stands explain the coherence fac-
tors of Acl and scheinen constructions with respect to extraposition and
VP pied piping. Although this could be explained by the development of
this variant of core grammar in Koster (1980), the clarity was lost sight of
in the further development of this model in Koster (1984) For ease of
exposition it was decided to assume the S deletion approach suggested for
similar constructions in English. The coherence properties were thus
explained via the violation of Government and Binding theory that would
occur if complements were displaced from their governed positions. The
displacement of the extraposition and VP pied piping (reanalyzed as S
pied piping) configurations was generalized to other {ocussing structures
where the same predictions should hold. A parameter of variation was
revealed where coherence was most strongly demonstrated by the lassen
censtructions and most weakly with scheinen. Variation might be
8ccounted for by parametricizing the application of reconstruction at LF,
which is needed in the most simple case for PPs in English as well as in
the ltalian cases considered by Belletti and Rizzi (1981). Such a
Parametrization, however, would have to be strictly restrained, perhaps
by Principles of markedness.
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4 Empty subjects in German

0. In chapter 2 it was shown that Reis (1973), Ebert (1975) and Olsen
(1981) adopt a clause-integration approach to infinitival complement con-
structions with scheinen and Acl verbs partly on the basis of the possibil-
ity of embedding impersonal passives under these verbs. Thus in earlier
versions of the theory, Raising could not account for scheinen construc-
tions where the initial constituent was not a nominative NP, or lassen
constructions where instead of an accusative "object” there was a dative

or genitive NP, or a prepositional phrase. The paradigm is repeated here
for convenience:

(1) (a) Emma lasst mir von Paul helfen.
(Emma has to me helped by Paul)
Emma has Paul help me.
(b) Emma l&sst meiner von Paul gedenken.
(Emma has of me remembered by Paul)
Emma has Paul remember me.
(c) Emma lasst an mir van niemand herumnérgeln.
(Emma has on me got at by nobody)
Emma does not let anybaody get at me.
(Reis 1973 : 520)
(2) (a) Mm scheint gehoifen worden zu sein.
(To him appears to have been helped)
He appears to have been helped.
(b) Seiner scheint nicht mehr gedacht zu werden.
(Of him appears no longer to be remembered)
He no longer appears to be remembered,
(c) An dem Wagen scheint noch gearbeitet zu werden.
(On the car seems still to be worked)
The car still seems to be being worked on.

(cf. Ebert 1975 : 178)

Olsen thus assumes that in the case of scheinen, after verb raising there
is a "late rule” of topicalization, fronting the appropriate constituent (cf.
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Olsen 1981 : 176). Note that she assumes this also for sentences where
there is no impersonal passive, but still a non-nominative NP constituent
in initial position:

(3) (a) Uber den Kopf scheint ihm die Sache zu wachsen.
(Above his head the thing appears to be growing for him)
(b) Inm scheint die Sache tiber den Kopf zu wachsen.
(For him appears the thing above his head to grow)
He appears to be unable to cope with things.
(Olsen 1981 : 144)

However, as Thiersch (1978) has demonstrated it is possible to assume a
general rule, R2, that places any single constituent in sentence initial
position, and that German Verd Second is defined on the existence of such
a rule. Though this will be discussed in more detail in chapter 7, for the
moment it will be assumed that the initial constituents in (2) and (3) as
well as the following control verb "topicalization” are derived via the
application of R2.

(4) Das Buch verbot er mir zu lesen.
The book, he forbade me to read.

The problem still remains, however, of the nature of the subject position
in sentences such as in (1) and (2).

In connection with the problem of the subject position it should be
remembered that Thiersch (1978) argues for a dative-nominative analysis
of the scheinen constructions, in other words, that this is the unmarked
word order. The same analysis applies to passive and FLIP verbs. Under
such an analysis, he assumes non-movement for scheinen and passive,
that is, in situ Case assignment, and a base structure, VP?, without an
[NP, S] subject position. This kind of flat structure is also assumed by
Tappe (1982). Den Besten (1981, 1982) also assumes optionality of sub-
Jects. Nevertheless, both these positions raise sericus problems. A flat
structure would require a complete revision of control theory, for
instance, since it would involve governed PROs, whereas optionality of
subjects on the other hand, by definition abandons the Extended Projec-
tion Principle (cf. Chomsky 1882) claim that the subject position is
universal. The following, then continues to assume configurationality for
German as well as S deletion for the structures under consideration.

Apart from the "raising” problems discussed by Reis (1873) and Ebert
(1975), the role of the subject is crucial in determining an opaque
domain, or in the Government and Binding theory, a governing category.
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It has already been noticed by Reis (1978) and Huber (1980) that tran-
sparency to matrix reflexivization occurs in passive and FLIP verb con-
structions. Again, as stated above and discussed in chapter 2, Thiersch
(1978) as well as den Besten (1980, 1981) have proposed “ergative” struc-
tures for these cases. For these reasons, as well as to establish the dis-
tinction with control verb cases, it is crucial to clarify the position and
nature of the embedded subject in German infinitival complement struc-
tures. In the following it will be argued that German does not violate the
Extended Projection Principle but makes some use of an element already
assumed for Italian, under Chomsky's (1982) analysis, namely {small) pro.

1. Empty subjects and stylistic inversion

The range of constructions that have an apparently empty subject posi-
tion in German includes the following:

(5) Mmpersonal passive
(a) Weil gestern getanzt wurde, ...
Since there was dancing yesterday ...
(b) Weil ihm geholfen wurde, ...
Since he was helped ...
(6) Passive
Weil dem [(irbcai‘ﬁas F fﬁg%l]geschenkt wurde, ...

Since the child was given the bicycle ...
(7) Inpersonal active
(a) ... weil mich friert.
Since 1 am cold ((it) freezes me)
(b) ... weil mir vor euch grauste.
Since you frightened me ((it) shuddered to me)
(8) Stylistic subject inversion
(a) Weil den Dirigenten und den Virtuosen lautes Hiandeklatschen
begrisste ...
Since the conductor and the virtuoso were greeted by
loud applause
(... loud applause greeted)
(b) Wir hoffen, dass nachstes Jahr wieder viele Auslander nach
England kommen.
We hope that next year once again many foreigners will come
to England.

(Hammer 1971 : 380)
(9) Raising

(a) Weil mir Hans nicht besonders interessiert zu sein scheint, ...
Since to me Hans doesn't appear to be particularly interested
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(b) Weil ihm geholfen worden zu sein scheint, ...
Since he appears to have been helped (... him appears ...)

Common to the structures in (5) to (9) is that with the exception of (8),
stylistic subject inversion, the [NP, S} position is uniformly a non-
argument position and does not receive a 8-role. In (B), however, the sub-
ject has been postposed for reasons of emphasis, theme and rheme etc.
The question then arises whether example (5) to (8) can be given a uni-
form treatment or whether (8) must be treated differently from the oth-
ers.

Given the apparently pragmatic factors conditioning sentences like
those in (8) it is reasonable to ask whether they might be accommodated
by a structure such as suggested for subject inversion in ltalian or
presentational there in English:

(10) S

NP VP

(cf. eg. Chomsky 1981 : 86, 333)

That such an adjunction structure would not work for German, however,
can be seen immediately, since in contrast to English and Italian,
although the subject has been postposed in (8) above, the verb is still the
final element in the sentence. That this is also the case in root sentences
can be seen in the following:

(11) (a) Zwei Tage darauf wurde gegen die Streikenden Militar
eingesetzt.
Two days later soldiers were used against the strikers
(... were used against the strikers soldiers .
(b) Gestern hat mich den ganzen Tag niemand gestért.
(Yesterday me the whole day nobody disturbed)

Yesterday, nobody disturbed me, the whole day.
(Hammer 1971 : 380)
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Thus, postposed subjects in German are not post-verbal subjects as in
English, French and Italian.

An adjunction analysis of the examples in (8) and (11) would involve at
least two movements and structure-building, also in non-root sentences:

(12) S

NP,
den Dirigenten
und den Virtuosen /\

jaut
Haéilnggklatschen NP A

INFL

t begriisste

Either there is redundant adjunction of the subject to the left of the VP
and adjunction of the object to the left of the adjoined subject or there is
adjunction of the subject to the right of the object. The sole function of
such movement in the first case would be to facilitate the permutation
achieved by the second movement.

Arguing against base generation of the subject in VP in general are
control structures, where a PRO subject in the VP would be governed, plus
the impossibility of topicalizing the subject and verb together in examples
such as (8) and (11) in contrast to the truly ergative cases:

(13) (a) *Lautes Handeklatschen begriisst hat den Dirigenten und
Virtuosen.
(Loud applause greeted has the conductor and virtuoso)
(b) Ein Fehler unterlaufen i$t meinem Lehrer noch nie.
(A mistake run under his guard has to my teacher never yet)
My teacher has never made a mistake yet.

Only in sentence (13) (b) is there evidence of base generation of the sub-
ject in the VP.
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An alternative to base generation of subjects in VP or the adjunction
analysis in (12) is the rule already discussed in chapter 2, proposed by
Thiersch as a formulation of the general permutation processes discussed
by Lenerz (1973). Thus, his solution to apparent clitic climbing in
coherent constructions, as illustrated in the following:

(14) Weil ich es Cecilia auf Arabisch erzdhlen hérte ...

Since | heard Cecilia tell it in Arabic ...
(Thiersch 1978 : 96)

was to suggest that the subject had moved rightwards. The argument here
was that contrary to normal cliticization the permutation was optional
and the clitic ended up apparently in clause-initial rather than clause
second position. Also, examples with full NPs demonstrated a similar per-
mutation that could not be due to cliticization:

(15) Weil ich das Lied [eine schlanke alte Dame] singen hérte ...

(because I heard the song a slim old lady sing)
(Thiersch 1978 : 109)

Similar movement was possible with control examples, with the object
controller moving across the clause boundary to the right of the clitic.

Returning to the sentences in (8) and (11), it might be argued that
permutation {Lenerz's PERM, Thiersch's Stl.) has applied. Thus in (8) (a)
subject and object permute:

(16) Nun begrusste [, den Dirigenten und den Virtuosen] [ lautes
[+Acc] [+Nom]

Handeklatschen]
Loud applause greeted the conductor and the virtuoso.

If in (8) (b) the two adverbials can be analyzed as forming a single consti-
tuent, on the assumption that Adverb Placement is probably a late rule,
pPermutation takes place with the subject:

(17) Wir hoffen, dass [,,, néchstes Jahr wieder] [,p viele
[+Nom)]
‘Auslﬁnder] nach England kommen.
We hope that next year, once again, many foreigners will come
to England.
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In (11) (a) the PP and NP permute:

(18) Zwei Tage darauf wurde [, gegen die Streikenden] [p Militar]
[+Nom}
eingesetzt.
Two days later soldiers were used against the strikers.

and in (11) (b), on the assumption of cliticization of the pronoun object,
subject and adverbial permute:

(19) Gestern [, hat mich] [, ,, den ganzen Tag] [yp Niemand]
[+Nom]
gestort
Yesterday, nobody disturbed me the whole day.

If this approach is adopted, then, according to Thiersch, the permutation
is a late rule, taking place either in a stylistic component or the Phonol-
ogy. This approach will be reconsidered towards the end of the chapter.

2. Passive, raising and FLIP verbs

2.1 Non-movement for passive
The Lenerz (1977) tests quoted by Thiersch (1978) reveal the unmarked

order of NPs in passive sentences to be dative-nominative, reflecting the
underlying order of dative-accusative:

(20) (a) Lenerz
[58] Wem ist das Fahrrad geschenkt worden?
Who was the bicycle given to?

(b) [58a]l  Ich glaube, dass das F?Er’rad dem *ISII)) %Tschenkt
Nom] a

worden ist.
I believe that the bicycle was given to the child.

c¢) [68b] Ich glaube, dass dem[IS_III;ID fias F +hrra geschenkt
at om

worden ist.
I believe that the child was given the bicycle.
(d) [59] Was ist dem Kind geschenkt worden?
What was given to the child?
(e) [59a]  Ich glaube, dass dem Kind das FAHRRAD geschenkt
worden ist.

I believe that the child was given the bicycle.
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(f) [59b] *Ich glaube, dass das FAHRRAD dem Kind geschenkt
worden ist.
I believe that the bicycle was given to the child.
(Thiersch 1978 : 70; Lenerz 1977 : 116)

According to Lenerz the unmarked order of constituents may be changed
under conditions of stress, definiteness, theme and rheme, according to
an accessibility hierarchy (Lenerz: SKALA). As seen already, Thiersch for-
mulates the rule as follows:

(21) su X ¥-+Y7 X where Xis the less definite, more

[-PRO]

heavily stressed, new information etc.
(Thiersch 1978 : 51)

In (20) (b) the dative NP can move to the right because it is stressed. In
(20) (c) and (e) there is no permutation. In (20) (f) there is a violation of
the SKALA since the moved element, dem Kind, does not carry stress. On
the basis of this reasoning, then, Thiersch draws the conclusion that if
the unmarked order in the surface structure of passive constructions is
dative-nominative, movement to [NP, S] on analogy with English is redun-
dant, since the only thing that has changed is Case and not word order.
Under a configurational analysis, then, Case must be assigned in situ.

2.2 Movement for passive

Haider (1982) argues that German only has lexical passives since most of
the characteristics of syntactic passives are missing from German: for
example, the only candidates for nominative Case are accusative objects.
This is, however, not entirely true, since if the small clause analysis of
regard type verbs in English holds:

(22) (a) They regard [John as an idiot]
(b) John, is regarded [t, as an idiot]

the same movement of the embedded subject must take place in the pas-

Sives of German equivalents:

(23) (a) Man betrachtet [John als Idioten]

(b) John, wurde von denen [t als ldiot] betrachtet
(24) (a) Ich halte [John fir einen Idioten]

(b) John, wurde [t, fiir einen Idioten] gehalten
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A second argument against a purely lexical passive in German is the fact
that idiom chunks can be passivized:

(25) (a) Ich weiss, dass der rote Hahn auf's Dach gesetzt wurde.
(I know that the red cock was put on the roof)
I know that the roof was set on fire.
(b) Ihm wurde der Garaus gemacht.

(To him was given the death blow)
He was killed.

An argument for a movement passive on the other hand is the fact that
passive subjects cannot be topicalized with the participle:

(26) (a) [yp Ihm gedankt] wurde nun doch nicht
[+Datﬁ

(to him thanked was now after all not)
He wasn’t thanked after all.

(b) ‘[f{h?gxrgﬁezeichnet] wurde nun doch nicht

(he decorated was now after all not)
He wasn't decorated now after all.

A second and stronger argument is the possibility of control structures

with passive complements, where under a non-movement analysis PRO
would be governed:

(27) (a) man, riskierte [PRO, [vp t; totgeschlagen zu werden]]
One risked being beaten to death.
(b) sie, furchteten [PRO, [yp t, verhért zu werden]]
They were afraid of being interrogated.

In a double object construction under a control verb the unmarked order
is by definition subject-dative object.

(28) Er, wollte es vermeiden [PRO; [yp [yp denen] t, vorgestellt

[+Dat]
zu werden])

He wanted to avoid being introduced to them.
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Evidence of this kind, suggests that there must be at the very least a
movement passive in German, regardless of the question whether there is
more than one form of passive.

2.3 ‘scheinen’ and FLIP verbs

As seen already in chapter 2, Thiersch extends the dative-nominative
analysis for passive to scheinen infinitivals, claiming that the matrix
experiencer precedes the embedded subject in the unmarked cases:

(28) (a) Weil dem Eckhard sein Sohn ein kluger Junge zu sein
scheint, ...
Since to Eckhard his son appears to be a bright boy ...
(b) ??Weil der Hans seinem Vater ein kluger Junge zu sein
scheint, ...
Since Hans to his father appears to be a bright boy ...
{c) Weil ihm der Hans ein kluger Junge zu sein scheint, ...
Since to him Hans seems to be a bright boy ...
(d) *?Weil der Hans ihm ein kluger Junge zu sein scheint, ...
(Thiersch 1878 : 160)

These judgements of markedness were not universally substantiated, how-
ever, and while some speakers preferred a nominative-dative
(=experiencer) order, others felt that the order depended entirely on
theme and rheme.

In the case of FLIP verbs the data seem to be more idiosyncratic, and
thus Lenerz (1973) states that whether the unmarked order is
nominative-dative or dative-nominative depends on the selectional res-
trictions of the verb. In some cases the feature [+animate] must precede
[-animate], where the FLIP metaphor captures the fact that the original
agent is in the object position. An example of this is the following from
Lenerz (1973):

(30) (a) Oft fehlt einem Schauspieler das notige Talent.
(Often there lacks to an actor the necessary talent)
An actor often lacks the necessary talent.
(b) *Oft fehlt ein Engagement dem Schauspieler.
(Often there lacks a commitment to the actor)

An actor often lacks commitment.
(Lenerz 1973 : 31)
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(31) (a) Immer wieder gelang einem Fissener der Durchbruch.
(Again and again a man from Fiissen succeded in breaking
through)

Again and again a man from Fussen succeded in breaking
through.
(b) *Immer wieder gelang ein Tor dem Fiissener.
(Again and again succeded a goal to the man from Fiissen)
Again and again the man from Fiissen succeded in scoring.
(Lenerz 1973 : 32)

While there may be some variation in judgement, it would nevertheless
seem to be the case that all speakers allow for the order dative-
nominative in these constructions under certain conditions, as well as the
order nominative-dative.

2.4 Case assighment via movement for both orders
If both nominative-dative and dative-nominative orders are acceptable,
the problem arises of how the NP[+Nom] receives Case. The null hypothesis

would be that, as in English passive and raising, Case absorption always
forces movement to [NP, S). Since the resultant structure is not only an
option but obligatory in the control cases, one could assume that all post-
posed subjects are products of movement in PF. Nevertheless, whatever
the mechanics of PF movement are, this would be redundant in the case
of passive, raising and FLIP verbs, with the NP moving in the syntax to
[NP, S} to receive Case and returning at PF either to its original deep
structure position or to a position adjoined to it;
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(32) (a) Passive
Weil dem Kind das Fahrrad geschenkt wurde, ...
Since (to) the child was given the bicycle ...
S

C(')MP

weil / \
NP

[+V] v
|
das wurde
Fahrrad, /\
NP [+V]
t. geschenkt

Tk
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(b) Raising
Weil dem Eckhard sein Sohn ein kluger Junge zu sein
scheint, ...

Since to Eckhard his son appears to be a bright boy ...

S

COMP S

weil
NP
ti m
4
scheint
Eckhard
NP
ein
ohn,
ein kluger Zu
Junge sein
(c) FLIP

Weil mir die Suppe schmeckt, ...
(Since to me the soup tastes)
Since I find the soup good, ..,

126
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COMP ////;\\\\\\\
weil
NP VP
| /\

NP

v
| /\

NP

v
P v

N

die
Suppe,

schmeckt

o

L 4
-

In order to dispense with this kind of redundant movement it would be
necessary to assume that German, similar to what was originally proposed
for postposed subjects in ltalian, has bath possibilities, namely movement

to [NP, S] and Case assignment in situ.
3. In situ Case assignment

In a configurational analysis of German it would seem that there are three
possible approaches to in situ Case assignment in the constructions

under consideration:

(33) (a) Chain-government (as in den Besten 1981 and 1982)
(b) Expletive [yp ] (as proposed by Safir 1981 for French

and ltalian) .
(¢) R - in syntax (as proposed by Chomsky 1981 for Italian)
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3.1 Chain-government
Den Besten (1981, 1982) postulates the mechanism of chain-government,
by means of which an NP governed by a non-Case-assigner can acquire

Case from a higher Case-assigner, provided that it is chain-governed by
this assigner. Chain-government is defined as follows:

(34) (a) If an NP is governed by a category K which cannot or may not
assign Case, the NP receives its Case from the first Case-
assigner by which it is chain-governed.

(b) a chain-governs 8 iff a governs Y, Y, governs Y,, .., Y,
governs Y ,and Y_ governs 8 (n>1)

(den Besten 1982 : 4)

In a passive construction this would work as follows:

(35) Weil meinem Onkel die Urne geschenkt wurde, ...
Since (to) my uncle was given the vase ...

S
COMP
NPy VP INFL
l +C
e
A /\
. [+V] v
meinem
Onkel
d
we_ré en
NP, [+V]
s_g@s:c_}éenkt
die Urne

C=Case assigner

(den Besten 1982 : 5)
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NP, does not receive Case from [+V] as a result of Case-absorption. To get
Case it must either move into NP, or is assigned Case in situ by INFL,
which is the first Case-assigner by which it is chain-governed. If NP, does
not move, NPj. which is structurally Case-marked as sister of V, can move
to NP,. Den Besten (1982) alternatively allows for the optionality of sub-

ject positions, so as to avoid an ECP violation.
The structure in (35) can be embedded under S deletion verbs, where
the Case-assigner element is the matrix verb:

(36) Ac/
Weil er dem Karl das Buch bringen liess, ...
(Since he had to Karl the book brought)
Since he had the book brought to Karl ...
S

N

P \|’P INFL
/\

l"

S lassen

+C
/vp\
NP, Y

NF’i
dem Karl
bringen
_Cg

das Buch

{den Besten 1982 : 9)
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Here den Besten assumes that despite the absence of passive morphology
the verb bringen absorbs Case and does not @-mark its subject. Case is
therefore assigned either via movement to NPK or in situ with either
movemnent of NP, to NP, or optional generation of the subject position.

A similar process occurs with scheinen:

(37) Raising
Weil dem Karl das Buch gebracht worden zu sein scheint, ...
(Since to Karl the book seems to have been brought)
Since Karl seems to have been brought the book ...

scheinen

/\

VP

VAN

NP, [+V]
A s
das Buch

(den Besten 1982 : 2)



EMPTY SUBJECTS IN GERMAN 131

Here NP, either moves to the matrix [NP, S] position via NPy or is chain-
governed in situ by the matrix INFL. Note that if there is no movement
both matrix and embedded subject positions must be optional. This
optionality is forced in the case of embedded impersonal passives, such as
the following:

(38) Weil Karl geholfen worden zu sein scheint, ...
Since (to) Karl appears to have been helped ...

since there is neither an embedded subject nor an embedded direct
object.

For FLIP, the situation is the same as in the case of the passive:

(39) FLIP
Weil meinem Bruder deine Musik gefalit, ...
(Since to my brother your music pleases)
Since my brother likes your music ...

S
COMP
NP, Vv INFL
+C
e
Pj
NP, v
meinem |
Bruder
gefa len
8, -C
deine
Musik

(den Besten 1982 : 6)

Again, Case is either assigned by movement or in situ, with consequent
Mmovement of NP, or alternative non-generation of the subject position.
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Problematic about this approach is on the one hand the necessity of
abandoning the Extended Projection Principle or on the other hand of
allowing a dative NP to move into an [NP, S] position without a Case
conflict arising.

3.2 Expletive [, ]

A second possibility is to postulate for German an expletive element,
inserted in much the same way as lexical expletives in English and French
but never phonetically realized. This is the suggestion made in Safir
(1981) for the empty [NP, S] position after subject cliticization in French,
or more generally for the PRO-drop phenomena manifested in Italian.
According to Safir such an element appears in non-argument positions
which are ©-less and governed but not properly governed (ie. governed by
a verb or coindexed with Agreement). The ECP, in turn, applies only to ele-
ments which are properly governed. Extending Safir's approach to the

German constructions under consideration the following structures could
be postulated:

(40) (a) fmpersonal passive (b) Passive
AN S
NP VP NP VP
€; /\ el
[+V] v [+V] v
werden werden
NP [+V] NPL  [+V]
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(c¢) FLIP (d) mpersonal actives
S S
NP VP NP VP
el e
NP v
[+Dﬂt] /\
NPi A
(e) Raising
S
NP VP
el /\
S Y
scheinen
NP! VP
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Thus in the case of (40) (b), (c) and (e) the subject is co-superscripted
¥with an NP in the VP, either by stipulation as suggested for PRO in Italian
in chapter 8 of Chomsky (1981) or upon insertion as originally suggested
for PRO in the ergative cases in Italian. In (40) (a) the expletive element is
raised to the subject position, leaving a coindexed trace, and in (40) (d) it
is base~generated in subject position but is not co-superscripted with an

NP in the VP. This is for examples such as:

(41) Weil mich friert, ...
{Since me freezes)
Since I am cold ...

The advantage of this approach is that it is possible to state for German
that there is uniformly no rule R in the syntax such as suggested by

Chomsky for Italian.
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Note that in Safir's original approach there is no assumption of co-
superscripting except in the Italian subject-inversion case. Thus, the
post-verbal subject construction is disallowed for English since there is no
way of transmitting Case:

(42) S

NP INFL VP

e
[-8] VP NP
[+6]

and nominative Case is stipulated as being realized lexically in English
and French. In French, on the other hand, INFL can assign Case to a sub-
ject clitic, which leaves a ©-less, governed but not properly governed,
expletive [\, €] in the [NP, S] position:

(43)

P INFL VP
e '
vV vV
elle-est
v
partie

(Safir 1981 : 8)

In Nalian, nominative need not be lexically realized. At the same time, a
phonetical.ly null subject clitic can assign nominative Case if it itself is
assigned nominative Cage:
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(44)

NP INFL VP

T

SCL-V V

+Case
(Safir 1981 : 18)

which is tantamount to being co-superscripting.

What Safir fails to establish, however, is the structural parallelism
between the ltalian post-verbal subject cases and presentational there in
English and i in French. Thus, for the following example he suggests that
Case is assigned to the post-verbal subject by the verb:

(45) 11 est arrivé quelqu'un.
There arrived someaone.

On this account, however, nominative would be assigned twice, both by

verb and by inflection:

+Cagse
+8

(48) There INFL arrived several people

\/

+Case

If Case were transmitted (in either direction) by co-superscripting, on the
other hand, this would result in the structure:
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(47) S
NPi INFL VP
e
[+0]
VP Npi
+@
+Case

acceptable in Italian and in the German constructions under considera-
tion but not for English. Under these conditions, the stipulation that Case
be lexically realized must be further specified, namely that it must be
realized at least in [NP, S] position in English (but not in Italian and in
German under certain conditions).

The element Safir postulates for the expletive [NP e] is minus the sub-
set of grammatical features ¢ which Chomsky (1981 : 340) assumes for the
characterization of empty categories. Safir assumes that these features
are assigned optionally. If [NP e] were assigned these features in any of
the cases where Safir assumes an expletive [, e], the sentence would be
excluded, since if [xp €] were trace, it would be free in its governing
category, if it were PRO it would be governed, and if it were a variable it
would not be operator bound. With respect to those properties, namely
the complementary distribution of empty categories, Chomsky states:

Their combined distribution (virtually) exhausts the distribution of
NP, again without stipulation.

(Chomsky 1981 : 342)

The disadvantage then of a coindexing approach as suggested in (40)
above, which parallels the post-verbal subject construction in English,
French and ltalian, is that it introduces a fourth empty category to com-
plicate the simplicity of statement noted by Chomsky above. The alterna-

tive, then, is that German might participate to a limited extent in PRO-
drop strategies.

3.3 The PRO-drop parameter

With the exception of the impersonal constructions (active and passive).
the German constructions in (5) to (9) are characterized by the fact that
the subject NP, in other words the nominative NP, is in the VP rather than
in [NP, S] position. Because of the verb final nature of German it is not
possible to talk of post-verbal subjects as in English. French and Italian.
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Nevertheless, disregarding the position of the verb, the structures are
parallel, otherwise, to presentational constructions in English and French:

(48) (a) There walked into the room a well known linguist.
(b) Il est arrivé queiqu’un.
There arrived someone.

as well as ergative and subject-inversion constructions in Italian:

(49) (a) Vengano molti stranieri.
(There come many foreigners)
A lot of foreigners come.
(b) Ha telefonato Giovanni.
(has telephoned John)
John has telephoned.

For the ltalian structures Chomsky {(1981) initially proposed a rule of
PRO-insertion and co-superscripting similar to there-insertion for English
or é-insertion for French. This Insertion rule, however, failed to capture
the principle stated at the end of the previous section, namely that the
exact nature of an empty category can be deduced from its properties in
terms of the theory of Government and Binding. It is thus no longer
necessary to stipulate a PRO-Insertion rule since the fact that the empty
category appearing in the Italian constructions must be PRO can be
derived from the properties of these structures. Thus in the following
structures:

(50) (a) alyp V - AGR £]

(b) alyp [yp V - AGR ...] 8]
(cf. Chomsky 1981 . 339ff)

where R has applied in the syntax to adjoin AGR to the verb, a is co-
superscripted with but not c-commanded by § and is thus free. By virtue
of the rule R, a is not governed. Therefore, a can only be PRO. The ¢
features of the post-verbal NP are gither introduced into the position a
via co-superscripting or else the features defining the empty category, as
opposed to the null category, are already generated in this position in
deep structure.

Ignoring for a moment the conditions under which R might be
assumed to apply in the syntax in German, which is normally a non-PRO-
drop language, analogous to the Italian ergative structures the following
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could be postulated for FLIP verbs in German:

(51) S

Z
o
<l

NP!  V+AGR

where R has applied in the syntax to give

(52) Weil PRO' mir [ die Suppe] schmeckt
NP!
(Since to me the soup pleases)
Since I find the soup good.

Problems arise, however, in extending the analysis proposed for the
Italian passive to the passive in German. Thus in his initial discussion of

the passive Chomsky assumes that no movement is necessary in the fol-
lowing ltalian cases

(53) (a) Fu arrestato Giovanni.
John was arrested.
(b) Si mangiano le mele.
The apples are being eaten.
or
Apples are for eating.

because Italian "assigns nominative Case in the post-verbal position”.
(Chomsky 1981 : 122). Later, however, in his analysis of the si construc-
tion he assumes that Case-absorption forces movement. Analogous to the

derivation proposed for the si construction, then, the analysis of passive
would be
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(54) (i) [yp €] fu arrestato [, Giovanni]
(ii) [, Giovanni] fu arrestato t
(iii) B, [yp [yp fu arrestato t.] [, Giovanni}
(iv) 8, [yp [yp fu arrestato t,] [} Giovanni]

John was arrested.
(cf. Chomsky 1981 : 341)

where (ii) and (iii) are the result of Move a and (iv) the result of co-
superscripting.

Applied to German the same kind of string vacuous movement would
result in the following structure:

(55) S
NP VP INFL
PRO! e j‘
NP
+Dat '
NP/ v
T i
[+V] V+AGR,
NP [+V]
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If movement did not apply, the following structure would result:

A

INFL

(56)

PRol

+Dat
v+AGR'

VAN

[+V]

It is difficult at this point to see why movement should take place, since if
R takes place in the syntax the object is governed by Agreement both in
Italian and German. Since, the object is co-superscripted with the position
governed by AGR at D-structure it is also co-superscripted with the AGR
governing it at S-structure and so may be assigned Case by AGR, in spite
of Case absorption.

Further problems arise in the case of raising, due to differences in the
German vs. English and Italian data. Thus, whereas German apparently
allows the subject to remain in the erbedded S:

(57) (a) Weil mir Karl ein kluger Junge zu sein scheint, ...
Since to me Karl appears to be a bright lad ...
(b) Mir scheint Karl ein kluger Junge zu sein.
To me Karl appears to be a bright lad.

both English and Italian do not allow the subject to immediately follow the
matrix verb:

(58) (a) *There seem several new people to have arrived.
(b) *Sembra Gianni aver telefonato.
(Seems John to have telephoned)
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For both English and Italian there must be either raising or subject inver-
sion and raising of, respectively, there or PRO:

(59) (a) Several new people seem to have arrived.
(b) There seem to have arrived several new people.
(c) Gianni sembra aver telefonato.
John seems to have telephoned.
(d) PRO sembra aver telefonato Gianni
(Seems to have telephoned John)

In discussing the Italian data, Chomsky (1981) stipulates that, of the
two following principles, the first must apply at D-structure:

(60) (a) AGR is coindexed with the NP it governs.
(b) Nominative Case is assigned to (or checked for) the NP

governed by AGR.
(Chomsky 1981 : 259)

It the coindexing of AGR were possible at S-structure, in situ Case assign-
ment would be possible, giving the unacceptable output in (58) (b). Thus,
the derivation of (59) (d) is as follows:

(61) PRO;! sembra [ t,! aver telefonato np Gianni]
V+AGR

PRO seems to have telephoned John.

Inversion and co-superscripting take place in the embedded S and PRO is
then raised into the matrix position governed by AGR in D-structure and
is coindexed with AGR. t, which forms a chain with PRO, thus is also coin-
dexed with AGR and governed by it after R in the syntax. The Case
assigned to the index of t is inherited by the lexical, post-verbal NP co-
Superscripted with t.

Extending the analysis to German scheinen constructions with embed-
ded passives and FLIP verbs does not present any problems since presum-
ably a co-superscripted PRO is raised inte the matrix S:
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(62) Weil dem Kind das Fahrrad gekauft worden zu sein scheint, ...
(Since for the child the bicycle seems to have been bought ...)
Since the bicycle seems to have been bought for the child ...

%]

COMP

weil

"y /T
v

S

VP scheint

AN
AN

[+V] VK

g~

N

=

ANVAN

IiIPl (+v] Vv
d
Fahrrad worden

gekauft
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(63) Weil ihm die Sache zu gefallen scheint, ...

(Since to him the thing seems to please)
Since he seems to like the thing ...

3
COMP S
weil
NIP
PROii
/S\ V
NP VP scheint
t.i g
NP A2
ihm TP‘ T
die zZu
Sache gefallen
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The problem arises with active, transitive embeddings where one cannot
argue on grounds of ergativity that the embedded [NP, S] position is not
occupied. Given appropriate conditions of stress, speakers accept the fol-
lowing examples, where the dative mir is interpreted as matrix

experiencer and not as an embedded benefactive:

(64) (a) Weil der Karl mir den Wagen gekauft zu haben schien, ...
Since Karl seemed to me to have bought the car ...

-~ ” Vs

(b) Weil mir der Karl den Wagen gekauft zu haben schien, ...
Since to me Karl seemed to have bought the car ...
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To account for nominative Case assignment in the (b) sentence either
there must be raising to the matrix subject position followed by permuta-
tion back to the original embedded subject position or coindexing with
the matrix AGR must be allowed to apply at S-structure in German (after
R in the syntax) or the embedded subject must be co-superscripted with
the matrix subject position across the intervening S (under conditions of
S deletion) just as the [NP, S] position is co-superscripted across VP in
the passive and ergative cases. This is tantamount to saying that scheinen
is an ECM verb in German. Note that there would, nevertheless, have to be
raising for PRO to cover the previous cases just as there must always be
the NP movement option for passive infinitivals under control verbs.

Under the analysis assumed so far impersonal constructions such as
the following

(65) (a) mpersonal passive
(i) Gestern wurde getanzt.
(ii) Weil gestern getanzt wurde, ...
Since there was dancing yesterday ...
(b) Inpersonal active
(i) Mich friert.
(Me freezes) I am cold.
(ii) Mir graust vor euch.
(To me shudders at you)
You make me shudder.

might be assumed to have the following structures:

(66) (a) fmpersonal passive (b) Impersonat active
S S
NP VP NP VP
| AN
PRO,  [+V] v PRO NP v
N [+V] ‘werden mich friert

t} getanzt
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Embedded under scheinen presumably PRO would move twice in the

impersonal passive constructions:

(67) Weil getanzt worden zu sein scheint, ...

Since there seems to have been dancing ...

3

N\
LA

N

[+V]

/\

TP werden
t

§ getanzt

The question now arises of what kind of element PRO might be in these
constructions, since in contrast to the other cases discussed so far it is

not co-superscripted with a lexical NP in the VP.

Parallel to lexical realization such as in English, three types of argu-

ment status can be distinguished for PRO in italian:

(68) (a) True argument
(i) He has arrived.
(ii) PRO ® arrivato
(b) Quasi-argument
(i) It is raining.
(ii) PRO piove
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{c) Non-argument
(i) It seems that S
(ii) There walked into the room a well known linguist.
(iii) PRO! sembra che S!

(iv) PRO! e arrivato Gianni!

The true arguments and quasi-arguments on the one hand are dis-
tinguished from the non-arguments on the other by the fact that they are
not co-superscripted with a post-verbal NP. The conclusion which sug-
gests itself is that PRO in the case of German impersonal passives is a
quasi-argument rather than a non-argument.

In his distributional analysis of the German PRO-forms es, Pitz (1975)

distinguishes amongst the various occurrences of es the following para-
digm:

(69) (a) Dann knallte es.
(Then banged it)
(b) *Dann knalite.
(Then banged)
Then there was a bang.
{c) Mich friert es.
(Me freezes it)
(d) Mich friert.
(Me freezes)
Iam cold.

What is of interest here is the fact that in the case of the active imperson-
als under discussion the option exists of having lexical subjects. That this
subject behaves like a quasi-argument can be seen from the fact that it

can act as a controller just as weather it can act as a controller in
English:

(70) (a) It often rains after PRO snowing.
(b) Weil es [ PRO mich vor euch zu grauen] anfing.
(Since to me it began to shudder at you)
Since you began to make me shudder.
(c) Weil es [s PRO mich zu frieren anfing]

(Since it me to freeze began)
Since | began to get cold.

Parallel to {b) and (c) are examples without es:
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(71) (a) Weil mir vor euch zu grauen anfing, ...
Since you began to make me shudder ..
(b) Weil mich zu frieren anfing, ...
Since | began to get cold ...

It would seem then that in the case of impersonal constructions with cer-
tain verbs such as grauen and frieren es or PRO are alternatives as
quasi-arguments.

In the case of the impersonal passive the question remains of whether
PRO is a pseudo-argument as in the active cases or a non-argument as in
the case of ordinary passives. Either PRO is derived as a pseudo-argument
from an object position as in the case of true-argument PRO in control
structures:

(72) (a) weil PRO,

Since there was dancing ...
(b) Hej didn’t intend PRO, to be arrested t,

(c) Er, riskierte PRO, t, totgeschlagen zu werden.

He risked being beaten to death.

2 getanzt wurde

but involving some kind of (pseudo-) transitivization of the verb or it is
simply inserted in [NP, S] position. In either case, given the fact that it is
not co-superscripted with a lexical NP in the VP, it will be interpreted as a
Pseudo-argument rather than as a non-argument.

The interpretation given so far parallels with respect to R in the syn-
tax that suggested for Italian. The problem remains of how to prevent an
argument PRO appearing in [NP, S] position as is the case in Italian:

(73) {a) *PRO geht
PRO goes

(b) PRO va
PRO goes

One possibility is to stipulate that R may apply in the syntax in German if
the verb concerned is not a Case-assigner or has undergone Case absorp-
tion. Another possibility would be to stipulate that R may apply in the syn-
tax if [NP, S] = -8. A more natural possibility, however, would be to allow
the rule to apply as in Italian:

(74) R may apply in the syntax
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and to take as a further condition for German the stipulation suggested
by Safir (1981) for French and English (but inadequate inside his frame-
work) that nominative Case must be lexically realized in German except
for certain marked verbs ( frieren, grauen ) and the passive, where it may
be lexically realized, lexical realization being determined by the Case
Filter for 'normal’ passives. This reduces them to chains consisting either
of one member (the lexical [NP, S] subject) or of co-superscripted PRO
and a lexical NP in the VP. If we accept the string vacuous nature of the
stylistic inversion analysis discussed in section 1 above, the analysis may
also be extended to these cases, too, although certain overlaps with Stl
will remain in these cases.

4. Embeddings under the verb ‘lassen’

The account given so far seems to suggest that German might incorporate
to a limited degree strategies of PRO-drop languages, allowing for a non-
argument PRO co-superscripted with an NP in the VP or else to a more
limited extent pseudo-argument PRO as the subject of marked verbs and
possible subject of passive constructions. Evidence that this cannot be
the case, however, comes crucially from the embedding of passive,
pseudo-passive and FLIP verb constructions under the verb lassen.

Under the assumption that lassen takes an S complement, in contrast
to Haider's (1979) and Grewendorf's (19682) VP embedding analysis, it
would seem that in disallowing passive morphology and the auxiliary wer-
den but allowing agent phrases, lassen itself optionally absorbs the Case
of the V in its complement. Thus, in examples of the following kind Case

absorption appears to force movement to the embedded [NP, S] position
where Case is assigned via ECM:

(75) Sie liessen den Verdachtigen von der Polizei kontrollieren.
They had the suspect searched by the police.

Problems arise, however, in the case of examples such as

(76) (a) Er liess dem Kind das Fahrrad schenken.

(He had to the child the bicycle given)
He had the bicycle given to the child.

(b) Er liess ihm helfen.
He had (to) him helped.

(c) Er liess tanzen.
(He had danced)
He got the dancing going.
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(d) Er liess sich die Suppe schmecken.
(He had to himself the soup taste)
He ate the soup with relish.

for which the following structures might be postulated:

ANVAN
AN TA
AN

3

w1
<

\'

NP'/K liess NP* VP ' liess
NP v
ihm
in NP \' \'
das schenken helfen
Fahrrad
(c) '
/S\ /S\
NP VP NP /VP\
S v er v

//;K\\
liess NP+ VP liess
v

NP* VP
NPV
t'i.

tanzen tanzen
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(d)

sich NP v

die schmecken
Suppe

If NP* were PRO in these cases it would be governed and all of the sen-
tences excluded by the Binding theory. If NP* is not PRO it can only be a
null category or filled by a governable element. Note that it cannot be
trace since it is free in its governing category, nor can it be a variable
since it is not operator-bound. Note, furthermore, that NP* cannot be the
same as the expletive [, e] postulated by Safir (1981) since not only is it
governed in (77) but it is also properly governed.

The examples above make it necessary to abandon the proposition
that NP*is PRO. The advantage of this is, of course, that it is now possible
to state for German uniformly that R does not take place in the syntax. As
a consequence. however, it is necessary to postulate some governable ele-
ment, neither trace, PRO nor variable for those constructions where the
subject position appears to be empty. Such an element is in fact intro-
duced in Chomsky (1982) for a revised analysis of Italian.

In Chomsky (1982) the analysis of the "missing subject” in Itahan as
PRO is abandoned, since uniike the PRO found in control constructions
the 'PRO’ in Italian is not enaphoric; in other words it has independent
reference. Chomsky thus introduces pro (small PRQ), which, with the
features [-anaphor, +pronominal], fills the gap in the paradigm of empty
categories formed by NP-trace, {+anaphor, -pronominal], PRO, [+anaphor,
tpronominal] and variable, [-anaphor, -pronominal]. Unlike PRO, pro
holds an exclusively governed position in Italian, namely that governed by
AGR. If pro is substituted for PRO the empty subject position in German
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might be interpreted along lines similar to Italian, although some
differences remain.

For passive, FLIP (= ergative) and the scheinen cases the following
paradigm emerges:

(78) (a) Weil pro ! dem Kind das Fahrrad!

geschenkt wurde
(since to the child the bicycle given was)
Since the child was given the bicycle ...

(b) Weil pro! [mir die Sache! geféllt]
(since to me the thing pleases)
Since | like the thing ...

(c) Weil pro ! dem Eckhard [ sein Sohn' ein kluger

Junge zu sein scheint]
(Since to Eckhard his son appears to be a bright boy)

R does not take place in the syntax and in contrast to English and Italian
co-superscripting takes place across S in the case of the ‘raising’ verb in
{¢). As in the case of presentationals in English and French and subject
inversion in Italian the co-superscripted element in subject position is a
non-argument.

It might be argued in the case of both the impersonal active and pas-
sive that German has a limited occurrence of quasi-argument pro, involv-
ing in the first case selection by the verb, analogous to the selection of es,
it, il or pro for weather verbs in German, English, French and Italian
respectively, As already described above this alternates with es and can
be a controller. For the passive an alternative approach to the one above
is that suggested by Reuland (1983), where passive morphology requires
the 'externalization’ of a 8-role, also for intransitive verbs in German and
Dutch. Thus here the pro in structural subject position is coindexed,
rather than co-superscripted, with an NP position (quasi-argument) in the
VP, to which the verb assigns a @-role. The paradigm is as follows:

(79) (a) Weil pro ! [yp mich friert] AGR! ...
(Since (it) me freezes)
Since [ am cold ...
(b) Weil pro ! [, t, getanzt wurde] AGR! ..
(Since danced was)
Since there was dancing ...

Note that the empty category in the VP in (b) is functionally defined as
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trace, thus diverging from the account for pro in Italian given in Chomsky
{1982). There the properties of pro are defined by its adjacency to INFL in
deep structure. Such an adjacency is not possible anyway in German, due
to its verb-final structure. A further difference is the fact that pro is
governed by the main verb instead of AGR when embedded under lassen
as illustrated in (76) above.

The fact that pre cannot be identified via deep structural adjacency to
INFL as claimed by Chomsky (1982) for the Italian examples requires some
revised form of identification. Since Case and the structural position at
S-structure seem to be defining properties of pre in German, the following
stipulation can be formulated, borrowing from a notion in Haider (1983):

(80) In German the Case index of pro must be realized
externally.

This formulation guarantees that pro is always external to VP at S-
structure (though not at D-structure) while at the same time allowing for
government by the matrix verb in the case of Acl constructions.

5. Conclusion

The discussion in this chapter has shown that in the case of German FLIP.
passive and raising constructions it seems likely that both movement and
non-movement strategies must be available. Thus, the possibility of con-
trol structures involving passivization, for example, forces movement on
the one hand, while the possibility of a dative-nominative line up, along-
side a nominative-dative alternative, suggests that there is also a non-
movement option, since movement in these cases would be complex and
redundant. As far as the non-movement option is concerned, den Besten
(1981, 1982) has suggested a ‘chain-government’ analysis with either
optional generation of the subject position or the possibility of movement
of the dative NP to the subject position. The disadvantage with this
analysis is firstly the presence of the dative in the [NP, S] position where
normally nominative is assigned and secondly the abandoning of the
Extended Projection Principle. A PRO-drop analysis for the German data,
on the other hand, fails in the case of embedding under lassen construcr
tions if PRO is analyzed as the same element as in control structures. If.
however, PRO is replaced by pro, the German facts parallel those of Italian
with respect to non-argument pro, though some differences remain. The
distribution of pro in German, then, can be summarized as free in the
case of non-argument status as in Italian, non-existent in the case of
argument status and limited in analogy with weather verbs, in the case of
quasi-argument status, to selection by the verb, as in Italian, or to those
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instances of passive morphology with intransitive verbs peculiar to Ger-
man (and Dutch). The process of co-superscripting in German differs from
English and Italian in so far that whereas in the latter it is associated with
movement, in the former it is associated with non-movement and can take
place across S and not just VP. Note that in contrast to the analysis pro-
posed in Grewendorf (1982) it is assumed that Case is not assigned by the
embedded infinitive under lassen but that lassen itself causes Case-
absorption and thus triggers either movement to the [NP, S] position or
else co-superscripting and insertion of the expletive element. As will be
seen in the next chapter, pro will not function as an accessible SUBJECT
in the definition of governing category for opacity purposes. For this rea-
son it seems probable that the construction described as ‘stylistic inver-
sion’ in this chapter cannot be accounted for under the co-superscripting
convention, unless it can be shown that it is isomorphic, as far as the opa-
city facts are concerned, with the so-called ergative cases.



6 Reflexivization

0. As suggested at the end of the previous chapter, the status of the sub-
ject position in German is relevant not only to the derivation of
sentence-initial constituents in scheinen constructions and embedded
sentence-initial constituents under lassen , as in the case of impersonal
passives, but also to the determination of opacity with respect to the
complex reflexivization facts discussed by Reis (1976) and mentioned in
chapter 2. Thus, as stated in the last chapter, Grewendorf (1982) assumes
that in the case of lassen passives the embedded infinitive, in contrast to
the participle under perception verbs, does not absorb Case but assigns
Case as in active sentences. Since, in contrast to his assumptions for per-
ception verbs, there can be no forced-movement to [NP, S] for Case-
assignment purposes, the latter position is superfiuous and is dropped.
The same analysis applies in the FLIP cases, which are viewed as examples
of ergativity. Transparency to reflexivization in these cases is thus attri-
buted to VP embedding. The latter, however, seems a rather suspect solu-
tion, partly because of discrepancies in the analysis of lassen and percep-
tion verb constructions but also on grounds of the constituency and
bisentential arguments already discussed in chapters 1 and 2 and
because the Projection Principle (cf. Chomsky (1881)) requires uniformity
of representation at all levels. In the following it will be argued that an
analysis such as proposed in the previous chapters can be made to
account for the reflexivization facts by incorporating some of the sugges-
tions in Grewendorf (1982) as well as the approach proposed for Dutch
and English by Koster (1982). To some extent, Grewendorf's concept of
thematic subject independently incorporates the SSC modification in
Huber (1980) into the more recent Government and Binding Theory.
Koster (1882) and (for English) Lebeaux (1982), on the other hand, sug
gest an account for apparent violations of Binding Theory under
reflexivization along the lines of the functional approach proposed for
empty categories in Chomsky (1981). Thus, the same phonetic element
may be differently defined according to its properties, demonstrating pro-
nominal behaviour in one context and anaphoric behaviour in another.
The extension ef this approach to the German data thus demonstrates
that these are not an isolated phenomenon. At the same time, however,
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empirical investigation of the data reveals that judgements are fairly
insecure and that the proposals made here must concern core cases, with
variation at the periphery.

1. Koster's theory

According to Koster (1982), within the class of syntectically dependent
elements ( d-elements ) enaphors form a subclass, bound to their
antecedents in accordance with a function f, representing the charac-
teristics of obligatoriness (they may not be free) and uniqueness (they
cannot have split antecedents). In these respects they contrast with pro-
nouns as is demonstrated in the following:

(1) Obligatoriness
(a)*] saw himself.
(b) Isaw him.
(2) Uniqueness
(a) . John confronted Bill with himself.

(b) *John confronted Bill with each other.
(cf. Koster 1982 : 6f1.)

Anaphors are thus called f-elements and the domains within which they
are bound f-domains.

Evidence from English and Dutch, however, seems to suggest that
within the class of f-domains there is a further subclass, which might be
characterized as a strict f-domain. Thus, Dutch, for example, has two
reflexives, zich and =zichself. The distribution of these seems to
correspond to that of reflexives and pronouns in prepositional phrases in
English simple sentences. Thus, contrary to expectation, in certain prepo-
sitional contexts a reflexive is impossible in English:

(3) JOhI‘li saw a snake near himi/"hirnsell’i
(Koster 1982 : 56)

The same is true of zichself in Dutch:

(4) Jan, zag een slang naast zich, / *zichself,

(John saw a snake near himself /himself)
(Koster 1982 : 59)
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That zich , nevertheless, is also a reflexive can be seen from the following
overlapping distribution:

(5) Jan, waste zich,/zichself,
John washed himself/himself
(Koster 1982 : 58)

Koster thus suggests that whereas zichself and himself are strict f-
elements, zich in Dutch can have dual status as an J-element as well as a
strict f-element. Similarly, him in English can have dual status as a pro-
noun and as an f-element. The status is conditioned by certain preposi-
tions such as local or directional. Thus, within the context of local or
directional prepositions zich is demoted to the status of f-element and
him is promoted to this status. Note that J-elements are still distinguish-
able from other d-elements by the fact that they must be bound. The cru-
cial distinction within the class of J and strict f-elements is the domain of
binding. Note also that in the English case presumably only the binding
properties distinguish him as an J-element from him as a d-element. For
Dutch, zich can only be distinguished as an f versus strict J-element via
its binding properties.

The binding properties are defined over domains. Thus, Koster defines
strict f-domains as:;

(8) (i) the minimal domains containing an accessible SUBJECT
(ii) PPs that are not strictly subcategorized

(Koster 1982 : 56)

All anaphors have to be bound within their minimal governing S, but only
strict f-elements may and must be bound in strict f-domains. The expla-
nation for (3) and (4), then, is that the prepositional phrases are not
strictly subcategorized and are thus, by the definition, strict f-domains,
within which strict f-elements such as himself and zichzelf must be
bound. Since this will always be impossible, only f-elements, which must
be {ree in strict f-domains, will give grammatical results.

Notice that as it stands Koster's definition in (6) above does not make
the correct prediction for (3) and (4), since in each case the whole sen-
tence is by (6) (i) a strict f-domain, since it is the minimal domain con-
taining an accessible SUBJECT. Either a requirement has to be made that
an f-element be free in a minimai strict f-domain, or else the definition of
strict f-domain has to be altered to prevent recursion:
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(6') Strict f-domains are
(i) PPs that are not strictly subcategorized
(ii) minimal domains containing an accessible SUBJECT and not
containing (i).

Under this definition the f-elements in (3) and (4) are bound within their
minimal governing S, which is not a strict f-domain.

The data discussed by Reis (1976) and reviewed in chapter 2 may be
summarized by the following structures:

(7) (a) [5, NP1 [¢, NP2 ... NP3 V2] V1]
(b) [s, NP1 [¢, NP2 ... P NP3 V2] V1]

NP2
(c) [, NP1 [, NP3 " " ve] vi]
S1 [52 NP2 ]

Thus, (7) (a) and (b) represent S deletion structures with intervening sub-
jects and active infinitives. (7) (c) represents FLIP and passive. Applied to
(7) (a) and (b) Koster's theory makes the following predictions: if the
embedded S contains an accessible SUBJECT and there is no non-
Subcategorized PP, it is a strict f~-domain, within which strict f-elements
must be bound. For Dutch, Koster gives the following examples, where zich
and zichself are not bound within this domain:

(8) (a)*Peter, zag [ Mary, zich, wassen]
(Peter saw Mary wash himself)
(b) *Peter, zag [ Maryj tevreden over zichzelf, zijn]

(Peter saw Mary satisfied with himself (be))
(Koster 1982 : 60)

Note that in (8) (a) zich remains a strict f-element because it is not in a
context of demotion. In the following, on the other hand, two things con-
cur to allow zich to be bound outside the embedded S:

(8) (a) Peter, zag [ Mary, naast zich, toe komen]
(Peter saw Mary come towards himself)
(b) Peter, liet [ Mary, naast zich, zitten]

(Peter let Mary sit next to himself)
(Koster 1982 : 61)
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In the first place, zich is demoted to f-element in the context of the direc-
tional and local prepositions. Secondly, since the prepositional phrases
are not subcategorized for, they constitute strict f-domains inside which
zich may be free. Since f-elements only have to be bound in S, zich is
bound in both cases outside the embedded S. The irreflexive predicate
makes this the only plausible result in (9). However, Koster gives an exam-
ple where there is ambiguity in the binding:

(10) Peter, zag [ Mary, de slang [, achter zichl/j]
bekijken]

Peter saw Mary look at the snake behind himself /

herself (Koster 1982 : 62)

The determination of where the f-element is bound in § in this case must
be subjected to the pragmatic component, ultimately.

It is possible to imagine a stricter situation than that described so far,
where S would be taken as the f-domain, so that where PP was a strict i
domain an f-element would have to be bound in the embedded S. Simi-
larly, where a verb subcategorized for a local or directional PP the I
element resulting from the demotion context would have to be bound out-
side the embedded S. This can be illustrated as follows:

(11)(a) [y [ J-domain [gp strict f-domain] }

f-elements in S must be bound in S
(b) [z [g strict f-domain lpp 11

f-elements in S must be bound outside S

The result would be no reflexivization under coreference with the matrix
subject in the first place and obligatory reflexivization in the second. At
least the first part of this empirical result is present in German, namely
that in certain prepositional contexts in infinitivals embedded under
lassen no reflexivization is possible under coreference with the matrix
subject. The second part of the prediction, namely obligatory
reflexivization under coreference with the matrix subject as opposed to
free variation is not quite as clear in terms of speaker judgements. What
is also by no means es clear cut as suggested in the discussion so far is
the set of factors conditioning demotion (if it exists) and the distribution
of domains. Thus, Huber (1980) makes empirical assumptions that would
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comply with the first suggestion above, namely that non-subcategorized
PPs do not allow reflexivization under coreference with the matrix sub-
ject. Interestingly enough, Grewendorf (1982) makes exactly the opposite
empirical assumption, namely that it is only in the case of non-
subcategorized prepositional phrases that we have free variation between
pronouns and reflexives: in the subcategorized cases there are only pro-
nouns. On the other hand, Huber's subcategorized PPs look remarkably
similar at times to Koster's non-strictly subcategorized PPs, for example:

(12) Elvira, hat den Mops zu sich,/ *ihr, auf’s Sofa
springen lassen (H. 4.44)
(Elvira, had Mops jump up to herself, on the sofa)
(Huber 1980 : 349)
(9) (a) Peter, zag [ Mary, naar zich, toe komen]

(Peter saw Mary come towards himself)
(Koster 1982 : 61)

Grewendorf's non-subcategorized PPs resemble Koster's subcategorized
PPs:

(13) Hans, lasst die Leute iiber sich,/ihn, reden (G. 197)
(Hans, let the people talk about himself,/him,)
(Grewendorf 1882 : 58)
(14) (a) Jan schoot op zichself/ %ich

(b) John shot at himself/*him
(Koster 1982 : 59)

Data such as these support Reis’s comment (cf. Reis 1976 : 32) that it is
difficult to establish a clear cut boundary between "real” prepositional
objects and obligatory adverbial complements. Given the apparent empiri-
cal bias of various approaches, 1 will continue with an elucidation of the
Predictions that these make before returning to confront the data and to
see how Koster's theory might apply to German.

2. Grewendorf's approach

0. Problematic in the approach in Grewendorf (1882) is the distinction in
the analysis of lassen constructions and those with perception verbs,
which seems to be based ultimately on opacity effects that are contrad-
icted both by the data and the argumentation. VP embedding for lassen
Passives as well as for ergatives is a logical outcome of the apparent
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absence of a subject in those cases (but cf. chapter 4). Subcategorization
for a VP does not seem well motivated, however, nor in any sense neces-
sary, and since lassen subcategorizes for an S in the active cases, there
seems to be little reason to suppose that it does not do so in the passive
cases. Elements of the approach that are interesting are suggestions
about the nature of “free” PPs, the extension of "ergativity” beyond the
FLIP cases and the suggestion that in German the concept of "thematic”
subject alone might be relevant for the definition of accessible SUBJECT.
This suggestion is compatible with the approach to empty subjects out-
lined in chapter 4.

2.1 Passive

As noted already, Grewendorf does not assume Case-absorption for "pas-
sive” complements of lassen since he relates this to the morphology of the
participle. As only the infinitive form appears under lassen:

(15) Weil Peter das Auto von Hans reparieren lasst, ...
(Since Peter the car by Hans to repair has)
Since Peter is having the car repaired by Hans ...
(cf. Grewendorf 1982 : 22ff)

objective Case is assigned by the infinitive, just as in the active infinitivals.
Note, however, that the infinitive functions as a participle also in the per-
fect tense:

(18) Er hat den Kinderwagen reparieren lassen.
(He had the pram to repair to have)
He had the pram repaired.

and that a rule of infinitivization exists elsewhere in the grammar (the
double infinitive construction) as the following demonstrates:

(17) weil er kommen gekonnt hatte -
well er hatte kommen kénnen
(Since he had to come to be able)
Since he could have come ...

Under the non-Case-absorption analysis of (15), the subject position in an
S analysis of the complement, would contain, from an empty category
viewpoint, a Case-marked, non-operator-bound empty category. For this
reason, Grewendorf assumes that there is no S but an embedded VP.
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The analysis of lassen contrasts with that of perception verb passives,
since here there is actual passive morphology (the example is from
Grewendorf):

(18) Peter horte das Konzert von ihm gespielt.

Peter heard the concerto played by him.
(Grewendorf 1982 : 32)

Case absorption forces movement to the [NP, S] position, where, in the
example above, the syntactic subject creates an opaque domain for
reflexivization purposes. That there is no such opacity effect in the lassen
passives is demonstrated by the following:

(19) (a) Peter, liess das Auto, bei sich,/*bei ihm, reparieren.

(Peter had the car by himself/*by him to repair)
Peter had the car repaired at his place.
(Grewendorf 1982 : 32)
(b) Hans, lasst sich; Schnaps; besorgen.

(Hans has to himself Schnaps get)

Hans has someone get him some Schnaps.
(Grewendorf 1982 : 24)

However, Grewendorf also produces examples of the following kind:

(20) (a) Hans, sieht sich, die gelbe Karte, gezeigt.
(Grewendorf 1982 : 36)
(b) Hans, sieht die gelbe Karte, sich, gezeigt.

(Hans sees to himself the yellow card shown)

Hans sees himself shown the yellow card.
(Grewendortf 1982 : 37)

arguing that here, since the NP is not governed by a preposition and
since, according to Burzio (1981), VP is transparent to government.
reflexivization can take place because the matrix verb also governs the
NP. In cases such as this, the operative criterion for determining the
governing category is the thematic subject. Note that reflexivization can-
not be ascribed to the fronting of the dative pronoun, as the (b) version
demonstrates. Clearly the distinction involved here is the presence versus
absence of agent, respectively, in examples (18) and (20). This will be con-
Sidered in more detail in section 2.4.
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2.2 Prepositional objects

Grewendorf argues along the same lines of VP transparency also for those
active sentences which allow reflexivization for prepositional objects
coreferent to matrix subjects. The minimal pair here is:

(21) (a) Hans, lasst Ernmaj far ihn,/sich, votieren.
(Hans has Emma for him/himself vote)
Hans has Emma vote on his behalf.
(ie. he delegates his vote)
(Grewendorf 1982 : 65)
(b) Hans, lasst Emrnaj far ihn,/ *sich, votieren,
(Hans has Emma for him/himself vote)
Hans has Emma vote for him.
(ie. in order to elect him)

In the (a) version, then, the prepositional phrase represents a free adver-
bial, whereas in the (b) version the NP is the prepositional object of the
verb. Grewendorf adopts a suggestion by Marantz (1981) (ct. Grewendorf
1982 : 86f1.), where in "free” prepositional phrases such as in (21) (a) the
8-role is assigned by the preposition itself, rather than, as in the (b)
example, by the verb via the preposition. Analogous to languages where
such prepositional elements are free with respect to the verb they aflix
to, PPs that have their own independent argument structure are iran-
sparent to government by the matrix verb, S being transparent in any
case. The NP in such a prepositional phrase may choose either S as its
governing category and thus the effect of free variation is achieved as in

(21) (a).

2.3 Ergatives

With respect to the so-called FLIP cases, but also with respect to sen-
tences such as the following:

(22) Hans, liess sich,/*hm, das Biirsn’:hchenj kommen.
(Hansi had/let to himself,/ *him, the kidj come)
Hans let the kid come over to him.
(Grewendorf 1982 : 39)

Grewendorf adopts the ergative hypothesis, whereby nominative Case is
assigned in object position [NP, VP], and extends this to a whole class of
verbs for which he establishes a set of diagnostic principles. Consistent
with the analysis of lassen passives, these are analyzed as VP embeddings
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and not S, because of the apparent absence of a subject position. As in
the case of lassen passives, this explains the transparency to
reflexivization demonstrated in (21) above, or in the following FLIP exam-
ple:

(23) Hans, lasst sich, die Suppe, schmecken.
(Hans, has to himself; the soup, taste)

Hans eats the soup with relish.

The reflexivization analysis of Acl complements that emerges, then, is as
follows:

(24) VP analysis S analysis
(i) lassen passives (i) lassen and the perception verb
(ii) lassen and perception verb  active infinitivals
ergative infinitivals (ii) Perception verb passives.

2.4 Problems in the approach

One problem, not confined to Grewendorf's discussion, and which will not
be pursued exhaustively here, is variation in judgements of the data. With
respect to Grewendorf, I shall give two examples of this here. The first is
that of his examples (200) to (213), and is illustrated in the following:

(25) (a) Hans, hort (lasst) den Professor, mit ihm,/*sich,

sprechen
(Hans, hears (lets) the professor, speak to him,/*himself,
(G. 202)

(b) Hans, sieht (lasst) Maria um ihn,/*sich, trauern
Hans, sees (lets) Maria mourn for him,/ *himself;.
(G. 211)

(c) Hans, hort (lasst) Fritz; mit ihm,/*sich, hadern
Hans, hears (lets) Fritz, quarrel with him,/ *himself,

(G. 205)
(Grewendorf 1982 : 59)

which he gives to demonstrate that subcategorized PPs exclude reflexives.
One informant found refiexives good in all these sentences. Other infor-
mants were more conservative but nevertheless accepted free variation
with pronouns in three cases and obligatory reflexivization in two cases.
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The second example is the following from Reis (1978):

(26) James Bond, liess/sah den Spionj mit dem Revolver
auf sich,/?%ihn, zielen (R. 58¢.)

(James Bond, let/saw the spy; aim the revolver at himself,/
?him,)

(Reis 1976 : 14)

This parallels the following example in Koster (1882), where strictly sub-
categorized PPs, which are not strict f-demains, result in the S itself
being a strict f-domain, requiring a strict f-element :

(27) (a) Jan, schoot op *zich,/zichself;

(John shot at himself /himself)
John‘ shot at ‘himi/himselfi

{Koster 1982 : 59)

In other words, the judgement in (26), confirmed by other informants,
contradicts Grewendorf's assumption that subcategorized PPs allow only
pronouns. It should be noted, however, that the opposite assumption in
Huber (1980), that only subcategorized PPs allow reflexives, though sup-
ported in (26), is contradicted in a similar fashion by examples such as:

(28) Hans, sieht Me.riaj neben sich,/ihm, trauern (G. 213’)

(Hans sees Maria beside himself /him mourn)
Hans sees Maria mourning beside him.

also confirmed by other informants. Note that a great deal depends on
the question of + subcategorization in all three approaches, Huber's
(1980). Koster's (1982) and Grewendorf's (1982).

Leaving aside the specific properties of prepositional phrases, the
central problem that remains concerns the question of the role of sub-
lects in opacity. Thus, as already pointed out, Grewendorf distinguishes
the reflexivization possiblities in examples such as (18) and (20) (a) via

the presence versus absence of a thematic subject (cf. Grewendorf 1982
36f1.):
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(18)  Peter, hérte das Konzert von ihm, gespiclt.
Peter, heard the concerto played by him,.
(Grewendorf 1862 : 32)
(20) (a) Hans, sieht sich, die gelbe Karte, gezeigt.
Hans, sees himself; shown the yellow card.
(Grewendorf 1982 : 38)

Since both sentences are passive this can only refer to the presence of
the agent phrase in (18) and its absence in (20). Note that this kind of
differentiation contradicts the contention that the syntactic subject in
(18) creates an opaque domain, whereas this is not the case in examples
with lassen (cf. Grewendorf 1982 : 36):

(19) Peter, liess das Aut.oj bei sich,/*bei ihm, reparieren.

(Peter had the car by himself/*by him to repair)
Peter had the car repaired at his place.

This is in fact the sole argument for assuming an embedded S for the per-
ceplion verbs and not for lassen.

The data with perception verb passives are, in any case, highly contr-
oversial and are probably dialect-specific. Even from a conceptual
viewpoint sentences such as (18) are odd. Thus, the perception of "the
playing” in (18) can only be from an "alienated” perspective, either
psychological or physical: for example Peter enters a room and hears a
record of his own performance of the concerto. However, under this
interpretation informants claim that coreference with the main clause
subject is only possible if sich is substituted for thm. This seems perfectly
natural since the thematic subject in the sense of deep-structural subject
is coreferential with the main clause subject and, being governed by the
matrix verb, in the active version would automatically be reflexivized. Also
it would seem that the introduction of an agent phrase such as vom
Schiedsrichter in example (20) (a) would make no difference to the accep-
tability of the reflexive in this example, though it is difficult to test this
since it is hard to find informants who accept (20) (a) as it stands. Cer-
tainly, the introduction of an aggnt phrase such as von einem Preund in
(18) makes no difference to the acceptability of the reflexive, though this
is predictable under a VP-embedding analysis such as Grewendorf's. It
seems likely that the decisive factor determining opacity is not the pres-
ence versus absence of an explicit agent phrase but whether or not the
Syntactic subject is thematic and thus acts as an accessible SUBJECT. If
this is generally the case, then Reis’s (1976) generalization of tran-
sparency to reflexivization in passives to all Acl verbs can be maintained.
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If the generalization mentioned in the last paragraph holds, there
seems to be little reason to distinguish the perception verb cases from
the lassen passives or the ergative embeddings, since according to
Grewendorf opacity alone seems to be the criterion for movement to [NP,
S] in the perception verb passives. In other words, under his analysis Case
absorption also takes place in the ergative constructions, yet the VP
embedding requires (or presupposes) in situ Case assignment (from the
matrix verb). If this is the case for ergatives and lassen passives, then
there is little reason to assume that it is different for perception verb
passives, which consequently should also be analyzed as containing
embedded VPs rather than S's. The alternative viewpoint, of course, is
that there is no VP embedding in any of these cases and that the pro sub-

ject in [NP, S] position is not available for the definition of accessible
SUBIJECT.

3. Predictions and the German data

0. With respect to the binding of NP1 and NP3 in the configurations
represented in (7) above and repeated here for convenience:

(29) (2) [5, NP1 [(2 NP2 .. NP3 V2] V1]
(b) [s; NP1 [, NP2 .. P NP3 V2] V1]

NP2
(¢) [5, NP1 [, NP3 lvoanz } vz2] v1]

there are the following possibilities (ie. binding in S2 will not be con-
sidered here):

(30) (a) Complementary distribution in Si
(b) Free variation in S}
(c) No reflexivization in S1

The predictions made by Reis (1976), Huber (1980) and Grewendorf (1982)
are as follows:

(31) Complementary distridbution
(i) Passive
(if) Ergative
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Free Variation
(i) Non-subcategorized PPs (Grewendorf)
(ii) Subcategorized PPs (Huber)

No reflexivization

(i)  Active S's with non-PP-objects

(ii) a. Subcategorized PPs (Grewendorf)
b. Non-subcategorized PPs (Huber)

The following represents the results of an investigation of all the reflexive
examples in Reis (1976), Huber (1980) and Grewendorf (1982). Where their
examples coincided, there was no disagreement in terms of acceptability
judgemnents. However, there was a fair amount of disagreement among
informants with regard to some of the examples, and in some cases the
whole sentence was rejected. Conclusions, therefore, indicate tendencies,
and it is possible that, in this peripheral area, overgeneralization of each
particular pattern may influence the judgements.

3.1 The +causative distinction (Huber 1980)

Huber (1980) claims an object control analysis for -causative lassen and
an Acl analysis for +causative lassen, where the former presents the nor-
mal S case of opacity for reflexivization. The data showed that the only
interpretation for -causative lassen was the "leave” type and that there
were no distinctions between the permissive reading “let” or "allow” and
the factive "make” or "have’ in terms of their effect on reflexivization.

3.2 Distinction between ‘lassen’ and the perception verbs

Taking into account disagreement among native speakers, it would seem
in the case of the data examined that transparency to reflexivization
differs marginally, if at all, for lassen and the perception verbs, and that
where it does differ, lassen is "more transparent”.

3.3 Complementary distribution in S1

Thirty-seven examples were found with obligatory disjoint reference in
the case of pronouns and coreference in the case of reflexives. Of these,
four were not ergative according to Grewendorf's tests. Thus, for example,
sprechen, nachdenken, hin- und herrennen and springen allow impersonal
Passives, agent phrases and nominalizations with -er:

(32) (a) Hans, liess Taten, fur sich, sprechen.
(Hans, let actions, speak for himself) (R. 18)
(Reis 1978 : 14)
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(b) Fritz, liess Fr‘anzj eine Weile Giber sich, und seine
Probleme nachdenken.
(Fritz, let Fra—mzj think for a while about himself, and
his problems) (R. 19)
(Reis 1976 : 14)
(c) Hans, liess das Kindj zwischen Paula und sich,
hin- und herrennen.
(Hansi had/let the childj. run backwards and forwards
between Paula and himself ) (R. 49. e.)
(Reis 1976 : 27)
(d) Elviraj hat den Mops zu sich, auf's Sofa springen
lassen.
(Elvira, let Mops jump up to herself, on the sofa) (H. 46)
(Huber 1980 : 349)

Seven examples had alternative judgements with free variation, eight with
no reflexives. Eighteen were arguably ergative, though usually only some
of the tests applied. The conclusion is, then, that although there are
counter-examples and variation in judgements, ergative verbs require
reflexivization. As far as passives are concerned, only the perception
verbs needed to be examined, since there is general agreement about the
transparency of passives under lassen. As already stated above, where

passive complements of perception verbs were allowed, reflexivization was
preferred.

3.4 Free variation

Of fourteen examples where pronominalization and reflexivization were in
free variation under coreference with the matrix subject, eight had
differing judgements and six had either obligatory or optional preposi-
tional objects as well as non-subcategorized PPs, for example:

(33) (a) James Bond, liess/sah den Spicmj mit dem Revolver
auf sich,/ihn; zielen.
(James Bond, let/saw the spy aim at himself,/him, with
the revolver) (R. 58. c.)

(Reis 1976 : 31)
(b) Hans, liess Emma, den Kinderwagen (nicht) neben sich,/
ihm, abstellen.

(Hfmsl let (didn't let) Ernmaj leave the pram beside himself,/
him,)

{Reis 1976 : 42)
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The conclusion here is that free variation seems more restricted and that
the tsubcategorization distinction does not play a major role. To this
extent, neither Huber's nor Grewendorf's assumptions are supported
here.

3.5 No refiexive

Of thirty-three examples where only pronominalization was allowed, thir-
teen were with direct objects, ten had alternative judgements, six were
subcategorized PPs, two were non-subcategorized PPs and two were con-
tained in adverbial phrases. Again, the judgements do not support a
specific role for tsubcategorization, and the "normal” case seems to be
that of non-prepositional objects. Interestingly enough, although Huber
(1980) claims that adverbial phrases that are maximal projections of an
adverbial head are opaque for reflexivization, informants found that in
the following, the choice of the reflexive depended on degree of
identification with the subject.:

(34) Die Soldaten, liessen uns, seitwarts von ihnen;/sich;
hinknien.
{The soldiers; made us, kneel down at the side of them,/
themselves)
(Huber 1980 : 380)

The same judgements were ellicited by Jan Koster at the Salzburg Linguis-
tic Summer School 1982, with the following Dutch example:

(35) Jan, zag de wereld onder zich,/hem, verdwijnen.

(Jani saw the world under himself,/him, disappear)

3.8 Prepositions

On the basis of the data examned the class of prepositions allowing
reflexives did not seem to be confined in any way to a particular feature
Such as directionality or locality, and was larger than the class of those
not allowing reflexives:

(36) (a) +Reflexive
iiber, zwischen, auf, neben, fiir, an, in, aus, wegen, mit
above, between, on, beside, for, to, in, from, because, with
(b) -Reflexive
um, nach, an, mit
for, after, to, with
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Note that as already stated isubcategorization seems to be a distinctive
property only in the case of particular prepositions such as fir ..
votieren, meaning either to vote for or to vote on behalf of someone.

3.7 Conclusion

Despite variation in judgements. it would seem that the core tendencies
reaflirm in part the original positions in Reis (1976), Huber (1980) and
Grewendorf (1982). Thus, complementary distribution seems to be gen-
erally the case with passives and ergatives {though note Grewendor{’s
examples with perception verbs). Similarly pronominalization is obligatory
with intervening subjects in the case of direct objects and some preposi-
tional objects. Note again as discussed in the section on Reis (1978) in
chapter 2 {cf. Reis 1976 : 29) that sentences with pronominalized direct
objects are extremely marginal, anyway, a passive with reflexivized object
being the "normal” usage:

(37) (a)?HanS] liess den Taxifahrer ihn, zum Bahnhof bringen.
Hans, had the taxi-driver take him, to the station.
(b) Hans, liess sich, (vom Taxifahrer) zum Bahnhof bringen.
Hans, had himself, driven (by the taxi-driver) to the station.

As far as prepositional objects are concerned, tsubcategorization does
not seem to be distinctive in determining transparency or opacity. Simi-
larly, the type of preposition that might be involved in a demotional con-
text in terms of Koster's approach seems difficult to define. It thus seems
that prepositional phrases remain the area hardest to classify and unex-
plained by the assumptions in Huber (1980) and Grewendorf (1982).

4. A possible analysis

This chapter began with mention of a functional approach to reflexives
and pronouns along the lines of that suggested for empty categories in
Chomsky (1981). Lebeaux (1982), for instance, claims that the extended
notion of governing category given in Chomsky (1981) is a spurious gen-
eralization, since long distant anaphors in English, such as the following.
have the same binding properties as pronouns:

(38) (a) John argued with Mary about whether each other's
prosecutions were successful or not.

(Lebeaux 1982 : 8)
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(b) John and Mary knew that it would be a bother for themselves/
them to have to do it again.
(Lebeaux 1982 : 9)
(c) Each other's noise is much easier to put up with than that

from other people.
(Lebeaux 1982 : 11)

Thus in (38) (a) there is a split antecedent, disallowed in the simple,
bound case:

(39) John asked Mary about herself /himself/ *themselves/ *each other.
(Lebeaux 1982 : 4)

(38) (b) demonstrates free variation with pronouns, contrary to the sim-
Ple, bound case, again illustrated in (39). (38) (c) illustrates freeness of
reference, which is not possible in the simple bound case:

(40) *John saw himself (himself#John)
{Lebeaux 1982 : 8)

Examples such as these, then, suggest that similarly to the Dutch exam-
ples discussed by Koster, in certain contexts English reflexives might be
demoted, in the sense that they have the same binding properties as pro-
nouns. Note that in the earlier discussion at the beginning of this chapter
the focus was on contexts where English pronouns were promoted in
status, these being identical to contexts of demotion for the Dutch
reflexive zich. The question arises whether Koster's approach may be
extended to German.

With respect to the question of domains, PP as a smaller strict f-
domain does not seem to be relevant to German. Thus in (41)

strict f~-domain
(41) ... [glpp P ] 1

for Dutch only zich may appear and for English only a pronoun. German,
however, does not have the zich/zichzelf contrast, sich selbst being an
emphatic version of sich, rather in the style of emphatic use of himself in
English. The status of sich, therefore, if there is demotion, can only
depend on its context and binding properties, the effect being invisible
Phonetically. One could thus imagine a situation where in (41) PP is a
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strict f-domain but not a context of demotion, so that sich remains a
strict f-element, which must be bound in PP but cannot, and the sentence
is unacceptable. However, the only situation where sich cannot be bound
in S2 in § deletion structures is where the predicate is irreflexive; in other
words, the case is semantically or pragmatically rather than syntactically
determined. In simple sentences such as

(42) John, sah Mary, neben sich,
John saw Mary beside him.

the prepositional object is in a context of complementary distribution.
For German, then, Koster's approach will only be relevant for the domains

of S and §, although prepositions are still involved as contexts of demo-
tion.

Given the general tendencies of judgement for the German data out-
lined above, the following account can be given. The “normal” case of opa-
city is that of active sentences with embedded, non-prepositional objects.
where an anaphor must be bound in the lower S, which is a governing
category defined by the role of the thematic and syntactic subject as an

accessible SUBJECT. This accounts for such examples from Reis (1976) as
the following:

(43) (a) Hans, lasst Fritz *sich,/ihn, nicht ausnutzen.
Hans, does not let Fritz use *himself, /him,.

(Reis 1976 : 29)
(b) Er, sah/fithite die Begeisterung der anderen auch *sich,/

ihni mitreissen.
Hei saw/felt the enthusiasm of the others also sweep
*himself, /him, along.

(Reis 1976 : 29)

Examples of complementary distribution, where a pronoun can only have
disjoint reference are of the following kind:

(44) (a) Hans, liess sich;/*hm, die Suppej schmecken.
(Hans, had to himself; the soup taste)
Hans ate the soup with relish.
(Reis 1976 : 34)
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(b) Hans, liess sich,/*ihm, das Biirschchenj kommen.
(Hans, let the child, come over to himself,)
(Reis 1976 : 28)

(c) Hans, liess sich,/*hm, (von den Leuten) Schnaps, besorgen.

)

(Hans, had Schnaps, got for himself )
(Reis 1976 : 28)

Examples, such as these were accounted for by Grewendorf by VP embed-
ding, both for lassen passives and ergatives. Within the framework of
chapter 4, however, the same obligatory transparency can be achieved, if
it is assumed that the pro in [NP, S] position, or the derived subject, if the
object moves to this position, do not count for the definition of accessible
SUBJECT.

For cases of free variation such as the following:

(45) (a) Der Chef, liess die Leute fur sich,/ihn, arbeiten.
{The boss, made people work for himself,/him,)
(Reis 1978 : 27)
(b) Er, hérte die Leute uber sich;/ihn, reden.
(He heard the people talking about himself,/him,)
(Reis 1976 : 27)

it could be argued that in the context of certain prepositions sich in Ger-
man may (but not must ) be demoted to the status of f-element, where S
is the domain in which all f-elements must be bound, and a strict f-
domain is

(48) The minimal domain containing an accessible SUBJECT.

This is tantamount to saying that, as in the case of long distant anaphors
described by Lebeaux, there are certain contexts in which certain ana-
phors have the binding properties of pronouns. Notice that in German
these are only reflexives and not reciprocals.

Thus by means of the rrunlmal assumption of a single instance of
demotion to f-element together with the exclusion of derived subjects and
Pro from the definition of accessible SUBJECT, it is possible to maintain a

uniform S analysis of Acl compiements and account for the reflexivization
facts.



68 Quantifier movement

The role of pro in [NP, S], introduced in chapter 4, is not only relevant to
the determination of transparency effects with respect to reflexivization,
as discussed in the last chapter (it does not participate in the definition
of accessible SUBJECT), but, unexpectedly, seems relevant also to con-
structions involving quantifiers. Thus, as has already been discussed in
chapters 1 and 2, Haider (1879) takes examples involving negation as evi-
dence for a VP analysis of lassen complements, since the negative ele-
ment gravitates to the verbal complex. In other words in the following the
negative can have matrix scope, with the interpretations

(1) (a) Since he isn't making her do the examination ...
(b) Since he isn't letting her do the examination ...

even though it appears in front of the embedded verb, which is, in fact.
the only position in which it may appear:

(2) (a) Weil er sie die Prufung nicht machen lasst, ...
(b) *Weil er sie die Priifung machen nicht lasst, ...

At the same time, Tappe (1982) argues that in coherent constructions in
general, even those involving control verbs, the following is evidence for
monosententiality:

(3) (a) ... weil die Jungen die Maria beide zu kiissen versuchen.
(since the boys Maria both to kiss try)
(b) ... weil Paul die Maria nicht zu kiissen versucht ...
(since Paul Maria not to kiss tries)

(Tappe 1982 : 5)

In sentence (3) (a) the quantifier beide is presumed to have moved from
the matrix sentence to a position adjacent to the verb. This movement is
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not possible with object-contrel complements:

(4) *... weil die Jungen dem Karl die Maria beide zu kiissen vorschlagen.
(since the boys to Karl Maria both to kiss suggest)
(Tappe 1982 : 5)

Similarly, in sentence (3) (b), as in (2) above, the scope of the negative
can on one reading include the matrix verb in the sense:

(5) Paul didn't try to kiss Mary.
as opposed to embedded scope in the sense
(6) Paul tried not to kiss Mary.
This is again not the case with object-control verbs:

(7) ?... weil Paul dem Karl Maria nicht zu kiissen vorschlagt.

(since Paul to Karl Maria not to kiss suggests)
(Tappe 1982 : 5)

This can only mean

{8) Since Paul advised Karl not to kiss Maria, ...

and not
(9) Since Paul didn't advise Karl to kiss Maria, ...

Evers (1975 : 27f1.) takes examples such as these as further evidence for a
general rule of verb raising in German, by means of which, in cocherent
constructions, a mono-sentential structure is achieved. In the following,
however, it will be argued that an S deletion approach to Acl comple-
ments, as assumed so far, is compatible with the Q- and Neg Float’ facts,
and that the unwelcome effects of VP embedding or clause-integration
can be avoided. Similarly, in the case of control structures, under the
definitions of subjacency in Chomsky (1981) discussed already in chapter
3, nothing need happen to change the status of the § complement.
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1. The quantifier ‘beide’

1.1 "Anaphoric status’

Beide (and alle ) in German demonstrate exactly the same opacity eflects
as discussed for R Tous movement in French by Quicoli (1876) and for
which a solution has been proposed by Kayne (1981) and Belletti (1979)
(discussed by Jaeggli 1982). Thus, Jaeggli (1982) gives examples in French,
Spanish, Italian and English for B Tous movement under subject-control
verbs, parallel to the movement of beide in (3) (a):

(3) (a) Weil die Jungen die Maria beide zu kilssen versuchen
Since the boys tried to both kiss Maria
(Tappe 1982 : 5)
(10) (a) Esos muchachos decidierdn ir todas al cine.
(b) Quei ragazzi hanno deciso di andare tu#ti al cinema.
(c) Les gars voulaient aller tous au cinéma.
The kids tried to ell go to the movies.
(Jaeggli 1982 : 76f1.)

Similar movement under object control verbs is not possible:

(4) *Weil die Jungen dem Karl die Maria beide zu kissen
vorschlagen ...
*Since the boys advise Karl to both kiss Maria
(Tappe 1882 : 5)
(11) (a) *Esos muchachos obligaron a Juan a ir todcs al cine.
(b) *Quel ragazzi hanno costretto Maria ad andare tutti
el cinema.
(c) *Les gars ont forcé Jean 3 aller fous au cinéma
{d) *The kids forced John to all go to the cinema.
(Jaeggli 1982 : 76f1.)

At the same time, under the V preposing analysis of causative construc-
tions proposed by Rouveret and Vergnaud (1980), R-Tous is only possible
with laisser if V preposing has taken place:

(12) (a) *Mes amis ont laissé ce gargon manger tous de la salade.
(My friends have let this boy eat all the salad)
(b) Mes amis ont laiss€ manger tous de la salade & ce gargon.
(My friends have let eat all the salad to this boy)
My friends have all let this boy eat the salad.
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The same kind of contrast can be seen in lassen constructions where a
quantifier in the embedded S can only be construed with the matrix sub-
ject if there is no intervening active subject in the embedded S:

(13) (a) Die Jungs liessen diesmal den Wirt ihnen * beide /beiden nichts
mehr vermiesen.
(The boys let this time the landlord to them
*both{+Nom)/both{+Dat) nothing more spoil)
This time the boys didn't let the landlord spoil anything
for them both.
(b) Die Jungs liessen diesmal das Fest, sich t, beide /beiden nicht

mehr vermiesen.

(The boys let this time the party to themselves

both(+Nom)/both(+Dat) no more spoil)

(i) This time the boys both didn't let the party be spoiled for
themn again.

(ii) This time the boys didn't let the party be spoiled for both

of them again.
(Huber 1980 : 362)

As can be seen in the glosses, in (13) (a) only the dative, beiden, is possi-
ble, to be construed with the dative thnen, whereas in (13) (b) the nom-
inative, beide, and the dative, beiden, are equally possible. The reflexive,
sich, in this case, in contrast to the pronoun, thnen, indicates the tran-
Sparency of the complement S.

The solution suggested in Kayne (1981) and Jaeggli (1982). is that tous
under rightward movement is an anaphor, since it is subject to opacity. In
the subject control examples, (3) and (10), then, it is bound by PRO. In the
object control cases, (4) and {11), it is free in the governing category
created by the non-coreferential PRO subject. In the lassen example (13)
(b), under the analysis in chapter 4 pro in [NP, S] position is not available
for the definition of accessible SUBJECT. Thus, in (13) (b) beide can be
bound in the matrix S since this is the governing category. In (13) (a)
beide can only be bound in the embedded S since the active subject, den
Firt, creates a governing category.

1.2 A note on Case

The sentences in (13) highlight the fact that in German Case on
quantifiers is morphologically realized where it is invisible in the other
languages from which the examples in (10) and (11) are taken. Jaeggli
Points out that there is some Case agreement, as well as gender and
humber, in French simple sentences and relative clauses:
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(14) (a) Je leur ai donné des bonbons a tous
(1to them have given the sweets to all)
I gave sweets to them all.
(Jaeggli 1982 : 79)
(b) Ces généraux, & qui j'ai envoy€ des bomnbes & tous
(These generals, to whom I have sent bombs to all)
These generals, to all of whom | have sent bombs
{Jaeggli 1982 : 80)

In German, however, this appears across the clause boundary in sentence
(13) with beide marked nominative, as opposed to the dative beiden, and
also in the subject-control sentence (3) (a):

(3) (a) Weil die Jungen die Maria beide zu kiissen versuchen ...
Since the boys try to both kiss Maria ...

(Tappe 1982 : 5)

Under an analysis which assumes anaphor status for the quantifier
embedded under subject-control verbs the features on the quantifier are
presumably transmitted via coindexing. The question, then, arises of
whether Case, as one of these features is transmitted ultimately from the
controller in the matrix sentence via the PRO in the embedded sentence,
or whether Case, contrary to standard assumptions, is realized indepen-
dently on the PRO. The test case is the possibility of Quantifier Float with
object-control constructions in German where the controller is {morpho-
logically) marked for non-nominative Case and the quantifier in the
embedded sentence is not {morphologically) marked for this Case or is
actueily marked morphologically for nominative. In the case of quantifiers
such as alle and beide, morphological Case shows up only as dative o
non-dative. The following dative-control example, thus, shows a Case dis-
tinction between the controller in the matrix clause and the Case on the

quantifier, which is presumably coindexed with the embedded controller
(PRO):

(15) Ich habe den zwei KirBiern geraten, sich beide zu beteiligen.
+Dat Dat

I have advised the two éhildren to both take part.

Tilman Hohle (personal communication) has suggested that the clearest
evidence comes from sentences with the quantifier phrase e¢iner nach dem

anderen , where nominative Case is clearly marked on the first element in
the phrase:
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(18) Ich habe den zwei Kindern geraten, einer nach dem anderen
+Dat +Nom

hineinzugehen.
I advised the two children to go in one after the other.

This example suggests, then, that since Case on einer cannot be transmit-
ted via control, the controller being dative, it is the result of coindexing
with PRO and that PRO is perhaps Case-marked. Note that an alternative
viewpoint was given recently in a talk in Groningen (May 1983) by Hubert
Haider, in which he argues that external arguments trigger nominative
congruence. Thus, in the following Acl examples, although the embedded
subject is Case-marked accusative via ECM, the attributive NP is nomina-
tive:

(17) (a) Wir sahen ihn ein guter Vater werden.
We saw him become a good father (+Nom)
(b) Lass mich dein guter Herold sein.
Let me be your good herald (+Nom)

Details of Case assignment here are not clear. Note, however, that in the
lassen example, (13) (b), congruence can only be determined by the
matrix subject, as a result of transparency, since the embedded clause
does not have an external argument.

1.3 Quantifier scope

Problematic in the anaphor analysis suggested by Kayne (1981) is the
compatibility of scope-interpretation such as via a rule of quantifier rais-
ing (QR) at LF, as proposed by May (1977), with the anaphor-status of the
quantifier. That scope interpretation is necessary can be seen from the
differences in scope in extraposed infinitivals and the ambiguity of scope
that arises in the case of coherent sentences. Thus, in extraposed
infinitivals scope is determined by the speech pause, in other words by
whether the quantifier comes before or after the comma:

(18) (a) Sie haben geglaubt, alle verloren zu haben.
(b) Sie, haben geglaubt [PRO, alle, verloren zu haben.]
(They believed to have all lost)
(19) (a) Sie haben geglaubt alle, verloren zu haben.
(b) Sie, haben geglaubt alle, [PRO, verloren zu haben.]

(They all believed to have lost)
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In the coherent version scope is ambiguous between matrix and embed-
ded clauses:

(20) Weil sie alle verloren zu haben glaubten, ...
(Since they all lost to have believed)
(Since they believed to have all lost)

Note that here, given the absence of a spesch pause, the quantifier could
be analyzed as belonging to the matrix sentence in the case of matrix
scope interpretation. This cannot, however, be the case in (13) (b) above
since the embedded (syntactic) subject visibly precedes the quantifier:

(13) (b) Die Jungs liessen diesmal das Fest] sich beide t,
nicht mehr vermiesen.
This time the boys both didn't let the party be spoiled
for them again.
{Huber 1980 : 362)

In any case, it seems difficult to reconcile a rule of quantifier raising with
the anaphoric interpretation suggested by the opacity facts discussed in
section 1.1. In other words, if QR raises the quantifier, the empty element
that remains in the following structure will be both an anaphor and a
variable, bound respectively by PRO and the quantifier:

(21) [ Q [ PRO, .. t, ..]]

The latter case will result in a violation of the © Criterion since the chain
will not be assigned a @-role, as it does not contain an argument position.
One possibility is to assume that scope is determined at LF but that
quantifier float takes place at PF. This would, however, lose the explana-
tion of the opacity effects. Another possibility is that the binding (agree-
ment) properties of the quantifier are different to those of anaphor bind-
ing, but, then again, the opacity explanation is lost. A possible approach
would be to assume some kind of reconstruction at LF similar to the
reconstruction by Belletti and Rizzi (1981) for ne / WH-movement con-

structions in ltalian, discussed in chapter 3.2.3 and reproduced here for
convenience:
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(22) (a) [Quanti ti]j ne, ha letto t; Gianni?

How many of them has John read?
(b) *[Quanti PRO]j ha letto t; Gianni?

How many has John read?
(Belletti and Rizzi 1981 : 138)

In the German construction the quantifier would be raised at LF to the NP
it quantifies and the quantified NP then raised by QR:

(23) (i) NP, PRO Q, (ii) NP, PRO, Q,

i )
—— PU—— |
QR QR

(23) (i) represents matrix scope and (23) (ii) embedded scope. The pat-
tern that emerges can be compared with the Italian case:

(24) German Italian
(i) ...NP...Q (i) ...... [Quanti ne] ...
(ii) ... NP+Q ... t,... (ii) ... ne; ... {Quantit,] ..
(iii) [NP-!-Qi]j SR A (iii) {Quanti t,i]j R LI

For Italian the binding relation for t, has to be recovered via reconstruc-

tion. For German the “anaphoric” relation between the quantifier and
the NP binding it in (24) (i) has to be reconstructed from (24) (iii) in a
similar manner.

Movement such as in (23) (i). then, is possible only if the trace of the
original quantifier position is c-commanded by the NP position to which
the quantifier is initially raised. This would be the case for coherent
structures such as the following:
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(25) S
COL{ \s
/\
Q S
/S
i §/\v

but not for extraposition structures, if the assumption is made that COMP
is the head of 5, so that the S nodes in the following are not available for
an extended version of c-command:
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? N
/S\
COMP COMP S

Q,/\ I\
N/\ P()i
VP )]

u|

F m—Tf)
<

(=

For sentence (18) (a), then,

(18) (a) Sie haben geglaubt, alle verloren zu haben.
They believed that they had all lost.
(to have all lost)

i.t would not be possible to relate the embedded quantifier to matrix sub-
ject and thus to a matrix QR-adjunction position. The structure for (18)
(a) at LF would be as follows:

(27) Sie, haben geglaubt [5 [ [PRO alle], [§ x, t, verloren
zu haben ]]]

where the embedded quantifier position is c-commanded both by the NP
which it quantifies and the QR-adjunction position to which this is raised.
For the coherent construction (20):

{20) Weil sie alle verloren zu haben glaubten, ...
{Since.they all lost to have believed)
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both the matrix and embedded scope interpretations are possible since
the original quantifier position is ¢c-commanded in each case. Matrix scope
interpretation is thus as follows:

(28) [5 weil {5 [sie alle], [5 x, [5 [ PRO, t, verloren zu
haben]] glaubten]]]
Since they all believed that they had lost

and embedded scope as follows:

(29) [5 weil [gsie, [5[g [PRO alle], [ x; t, verloren zu
haben]]] glaubten]]
Since they believed that they all had lost

For sentence (13) (b)

(13) (b) Die Jungs liessen diesmal das Fest sich beide /beiden
nicht mehr vermiesen.
(The boys let this time the party to themselves
both(+Nom)/both(+Dat) no more spoil)
{Huber 1980 : 362)
(30) [ [die Jungs beide] [ x5 das Fest sich t,
nicht mehr vermiesen] liessen]]
This time both the boys didn't let the party be spoiled for them.

and with beiden

(31) (5 die Jungs [ [sich beiden], [ das Fest x, t, nicht mehr
vermiesen]] liessen]

This time the boys didn't let the party be spoiled for both of
them.

In this way, then, it is possible to account for quantifier floating, without
assuming that it is an argument for monosententiality. Within Kayne's
(1981) analysis the control examples can be accounted for straight for-
wardly under the Binding Theory and the concept of governing category
determined by an accessible SUBJECT. Given the assumptions about the
[NP, S} position in passive constructions made so far the same analysis
can be extended to lassen infinitivals. The scope properties of the
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quantifiers can then be determined via QR, on the additional assumption
that the quantifier is initially raised to the NP it modifies, where the trace
of this initial movement must be bound as required by the Binding Theory.

2. Negation

0. The two aspects of negation used as evidence for the monosententiality
of certain embedded infinitival structures are those of scope and negative
placement. Thus, Tappe (1982) argues that in object control cases such as
the following:

(32) {(a) ? Weil Paul dem Karl Maria nicht zu kussen vorschlagt
(Since Paul to Karl Maria not to kiss suggests)
Since Paul suggests to Karl that he not kiss Maria ...
(Tappe 1982 : 5)
(b) Weil Paul dem Karl nicht Maria zu kiissen vorschlagt ...
(Tappe 1982 : 5)
{c) Weil Paul dem Karl Maria zu kiissen nicht vorschlagt ...
{Since Paul to Karl (not) Maria to kiss (not) suggests)
Since Paul does not suggest to Karl that he kiss Maria...

the negative has narrow scope in the (a) sentence and wide scope in the
remaining cases (sentence (b) is Tappe's example). In the subject control
example, however, there is scope ambiguity between matrix and embed-
ded S, when the negative is in front of the embedded verb:

(33) Weil Paul die Maria nicht zu kiissen versucht ...

(Since Paul Maria not to kiss tried)
(Tappe 1982 : 5)

As far as negative placement is concerned, subject control sentences such
as (33) have variants with unambiguous wide scope, where the negative is
Placed in front of the matrix verb, as in the case of object control verbs:

(33") Weil Paul die Maria zu kiissen nicht versucht ...
(Since Paul Maria to kiss not tries)
Since Paul doesn't try to kiss Maria...

This is not the case, however, for S deletion complements. where the
Negative with wide scope appears in front of the embedded verb:
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(34) (a) Weil er sie das Buch nicht lesen liess ...
(Since he her the book not read let)
(b) *Weil er sie das Buch lesen nicht liess ...
(Since he her the book read not let}
Since he didn’t let her read the book...
(35) (a) Weil er sie nicht ‘reinkommen hérte ...
(Since he her not come in heard)
(b) *Weil er sie ‘reinkommen nicht hérte ...
(Since he her come in not heard)
Since he didn't hear her come in...

Reasons such as these, as has ealready been stated, are taken to be evi-
dence for a VP analysis in Haider (1979) and for VR in Evers (1975).

2.1 Negative placement
In simple sentences the positioning of the negative element may be deter-
mined by scope, where the negative is placed in front of the constituent
over which it has scope:

(38) (a) Die Kinder soliten nicht abends lange fernsehen.
(The children should not in the evening long watch television)
The children shouldn't watch television for a long time in the
evening.
(b) Die Kinder soliten abends nicht lange fernsehen.
(The children should in the evening not long watch television)
In the evening the children shouldn't watch television for a
long time.
(c) Die Kinder sollten abends lange nicht fernsehen.
{The children should in the evening long not watch television)
What the children shouldn't do for a long time in the evening
is watch television.
(Heidolph, Flamig & Motsch 1981 : 221)

This is not always the case, however, and in the following the negative can

have scope either over the whole sentence or, contrastively, simply over
the verb:

(37) (a) Er wird das Grundstick nicht verkaufen (er behalt es).
He won't be selling the piece of land. (He'll be keeping it}
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{b} Er wird das Grundstiick nicht verkaufen (sondern
verpachten ).
He won't be selling the piece of land (but leasing it).
(Heidolph, Flamig & Motsch 1981 : 221)

As far as the gravitation of the negative towards the verb is concerned,
the following seems to be true: the negative comes between the verb and
its direct object but in front of a predicative NP, AP, or ADV:

(38) (a) Weil er das Buch nicht las...

(Because he the book not read}
Because he didn’t read the book...

(b) Da er nicht mein sohn ist ...
(Because he not my son is)
Because he isn't my son ...

(c) Wenn es heute nicht kalt ist ...
(If it today not cold is)
If it isn't cold today...

(d) Weil der Wagen gliicklicherweise nicht auf einem Nebengleis
stand...
(Since the wagon fortunately not on a siding stood)
Since fortunately the wagon wasn't standing on a siding

(Heidolph, Flamig & Motsch 1981 : 198}

For contrastive purposes the negative may come between a strictly sub-
categorized adverbial and the verb:

(39) Klaus ist auf einen Baum nicht geklettert (sondern ...}
(Klaus is up a tree not climbed (but ...))

Klaus didn't CLIMB up the tree (but ...}
(Heidolph, Flamig & Motsch 1981 - 222)

Configurationally, then, the following pattern emerges:

(40) (a) VP NEG (b) /VP\ NEG
ADV  V AP \4
L S NP
+
NOM
t

e
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(c) /VP\ NEG {(d) /V]'\ NEG —
NP v
+ACC /\
S sub]ect.
+object control
control /S\

/w\

(e) VP NEG T__._

/S\ V
NP \'
S

188

The task is to explain why the negative is not permitted between V and
the S in the S deletion cases, although it appears in this position for NP
and S objects. Note that what is true of the negative element in this case

seems also to be true of adverbs.

It would appear, then, that although there is normally no adjacency
requirement for verbal government in German, in the case of S deletion
adjacency is required. Normally the verb can be separated from the direct

object by adverbial material:

(41) (a) Weil er die Kinder lange beobachtet hat ...
(Since he the children long observed had)

Since he had observed the children for a long time ..

(b) Weil es seine Frau gestern den ganzen Tag storte, dass ...
(Since it his wife yesterday the whole day disturbed that ...
Since it disturbed his wife the whole day yesterday that ...

This is also true for § complements:

(42) Weil er sie zu erreichen lange versuchte
(Since he her to reach long tried)
Since he had been trying to reach her for a long time
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but not in the case of S deletion:

(43) (a) *Weil er sie reinkommen gerade hérte ...

(Since he her come in just heard)

(b) Weil er sie gerade reinkommen hérte .
(Since he her just come in heard)
Since he had just heard her come in ..

{c) *Weil er zu uiberlegen lange schien...
(Since he to think long seemed)

(d) Weil er lange zu uberlegen schien...
(Since he long to think seemed)
Since he seemed to think for a long time...

It would appear, then, that there is a locality requirement for government
across an S boundary, and that in the subcategorization frame of S dele-
tion verbs no material may appear between the verb and its S comple-
ment.

2.2 Scope interpretation
In a recent talk at Groningen (May 1983) Henk van Riemsdijk suggested
that in the case of Zirich German the scope of adverbs and negation is
determined in the base and actual placement at PF, and that this is fun-
damentally different to the treatment of quantified noun phrases. Note
that an assumption of “late” adverbial placement was also made in
chapter 4 in the discussion of stylistic subject postposing, and that this
seems to be rather natural. given the phonological and pragmatic factors
infitencing the positioning of adverbs and the negative element.
Nevertheless, in such an account the adjacency requirement for govern-
ment outlined above would be lost as an explanation for the obligatory
nature of (40) (e), unless the same requirement might be assumed to exist
at PF for Case checking or alternatively for the morphological realization
of the Case index. At the same time, there seem to be obvious parallels
with the configurationality of scope interpretation in the case of beide
and alle and the same feature of contrast with WH-movement facts.
Although judgements vary and semantic and pragmatic factors may be
involved in the various cases, WH-movement is possible from intraposed
and extraposed infinitival complements, of object control as well as sub-
lect control verbs:

(44) (a) Wen hat er versucht, frithzeitig genug zu warnen?
(who had he tried early enough to warn)
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(b} Wen hat er friuhzeitig genug zu warnen versucht?
{who had he early enough to warn tried)
Who did he try to warn in time?

(c) Den Scldat hat er versucht, frithzeitig genug zu warnen.
(The soldier had he tried early enough to warn)

(d) Den Soldat hat er fruhzeitig genug zu warnen versucht.
(The soldier had he early encugh to warn tried)
The soldier, he had tried to warn early enough.

(45) (a) Was hat der Vater seinem Sohn zu lesen empfchlen?

(what had the father to his son to read recommended)

(b} Was hat der Vater seinem Sohn empfohlen zu lesen?
(What had the father to his son recommended to read)
What did the father advise his son to read?

(¢) Das Buch hat der Vater seinem Sohn empfohlen zu lesen.
(The book had the father to his son recommended to read)

(d) Das Buch hat der Vater seinem Sohn zu lesen empfohlen.
(The book had the father to his son to read recommended)
The book, the father advised his son to read.

It is generally felt that extraction is better from intraposed sentences and
optimal in the case of subject control verbs, but extraction is, neverthe-
less, possible in the extraposed and object control cases. At the same
time, in contrast to the claim in Tappe (1982) that embedded negatives
may have wide scope only in the case of subject control complements,
informants not only found wide scope possible, but in some cases unambi-
guous in the following example:

(48) Weil der Vater seinem Sohn das Buch nicht zu lesen empfahl ..
(Since the father to his son the book not to read recommended)
Since the father didn't advise his son to read the book...

Where there was found to be ambiguity, this disappeared after extraposi-
tion, where only embedded scope was possible:

(47) Weil der Vater seinem Sohn empfahl, das Buch nicht zu lesen ...
(Since the father to his son recommended the book not to read)
Since the father advised his son not to read the book...

There thus seems to be asymmetry between WH-extraction possibilities
and those of negative interpretation, where although WH-movement is
sometimes passible from an extraposed infinitival complement, matrix
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scope interpretation for a negative is not. Note that the same impossibil-
ity of matrix scope interpretation for quantifiers in extraposed comple-
ments has already been discussed above (cf. diagram (286)).

It has already been suggested in chapter 3 that extraposition is a
diagnostic for S deletion in German in that the dislocation of S deletion
complements will always, in the core case, result in violations of Binding
Theory or the @-Criterion, though there may well be dialectal possibilities
of a limited reconstruction at LF. From this viewpoint, then, extraposition
is in the syntax and is input to LF. Within this framework, the effects
described above would be achieved by any configuration involving the dis-
placement of the infinitival complement to the right, on the assumption
that government properties cannot be reconstructed via the trace of the
displaced S. The following are thus possible candidates for extraposition

structure:

COMP COMP

/\ N

(48) (a)

>§
>
P’

T ,§ V
t t.
COMP COMP

A\ /N
VaN AN

Sluamad #1)
<

-
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S AN
/\\

NP

COMP

>§

T — A

In any of these structures an element in COMP would c-command its trace
in the extraposed S. Under quantifier raising, however, the quantifier is
not adjoined to COMP but to the S over which it has scope. Thus in the
structures (a) to (c) a quantifier would c-command an extraction site in
the extraposed S. In (d), however, it could only be interpreted as doing so
if an extended version of c-command was able to take the higher S node
as the maximal projection dominating the quantifier:

C(éx

AWAN

o)

(49) S
S

NP

o ]
)7
<
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Such an extended version of c-command would be excluded in (e) under
the assumption that the head of S is COMP:

- /g\
COMP  § x
1 s
fovt) A
NP /VP\
T \
t

i

It would not exclude. however, binding of a variable in the extraposed
complement by a WH-element in the matrix COMP. The asymmetry thus
reduces to the distinction between elements that are adjoined to S and
those which are in COMP.

3. Conclusion

Both rightward “movement’” as in the case of beide and leftward “'move-
ment” as in the case of negative scope interpretation, together with the
restrictions on negative placement in S deletion constructions cannot be
taken as convincing arguments for monosentential structures that are
either the result of base-generation or of verb raising. The rightward
movement data are the same as the R Tous data in English, French, Span-
ish and Italian and are compatible with quantifier raising if, within the
framework of Jaeggli's (1982) anaphoric interpretation, a primary LF
movement is assumed which rejoins the quantifier with the element it
modifies prior to QR. As far as negation is concerned, the government pro-
perties of S deletion verbs and an adjacency requirement for this purpose
would account for the placement facts on the one hand, and a QR account
of scope would capture the parallelism with the facts of quantifier scope
and the similarity of contrast with WH-movement possibilities. If, on the
other hand, it is assumed, as seems natural from the viewpoint of phono-
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logical and pragmatic conditions, that Neg Placement is a late rule in PF,
some adjacency requirement might be assumed to apply for Case assign-
ment or checking. The details of such PF movement are unclear, however,
and in the absence of insight into PF conditions, the QR approach would
seem preferable, because of its generality.



7 Initial constituents, topicalization end clitics

0. It has been demonstrated so far that many symptoms of surface monosen-
tentiality raised in earlier approaches, such as coherence factors in relation to
‘VP' pied piping and extraposition, plus transparency in the case of quantifiers
and reflexives, can be accounted for under an S deletion approach to scheinen
and Acl infinitival complement structures. What still needs to be made explicit
with respect to the original ‘initial constituents’ arguments for monosentential-
ity in Reis (1873), Ebert (1975) and Olsen (1881), are the conclusions about the
subject position reached in chapter 4. At the same time, some of the marginal
topicalization data given by Huber (1980) and Haider (1979) still raise basic
questions about the nature of topicalization and the interaction of components
in a modular grammar. In a sense both these issues concern fundamental pro-
perties of structure and movement in a grammar of German, and in particular
the extent to which the generality of Thiersch's (1978) R2 can be maintained. A
further problem concerning proposals made in Thiersch (1978) are the clitici-
zation facts. Thus, although it was tacitly assumed in chapter 2 and chapter 4
that these fall under the Sti. (rightward) movement analysis proposed by
Thierseh, this account still does not explain the examples given by Harbert
(1977) and Huber (1980) where a clitic pronoun precedes an embedded pro-
nominal subject:

(1) (a) Ich liess es ihn sagen.
(1let it him say)
Ilet him say it.
(Harbert 1977 : 140)
(b) Der Chef hat es ihn versuchen lassen.
(The boss has it him try let/have)

The boss let/had him try it.
(Huber 1980 : 148)

In the following it will be argued that although there is some evidence for a lim-
ited reanalysis in the lexicon, with respect to some ‘topicalization’ facts, this
does not interact with other phenomena peculiar to these constructions, so as
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to warrant any extension of the restructuring pessibility to account for these
phencmena.

1. Topicalization

0. Although in general ‘topicalization’ is taken to be a test of constituency in
German, so that the following is often offered as evidence for a VP node:

(2) [yp Den Hund geschlagen} hat Hans

(The dog beaten has Hans)
Hans beat the dog.

in the following examples (from Huber's manuscript) discussed by Haider

(1979) and Huber (1980), not only are two constituents topicalized, but in some
cases these are from different S's:

(3) (a) Mich mit dir hat er tanzen lassen, aber nicht dich mit mir.
(me with you has he dance let, but not you with me)
He let me dance with you but not you with me.
(Huber 1980 : 144)
(b) Tanzen lassen muss er mich ja doch mit dir.
(dance let must he me indeed after all with you)
(c) Mit dir tanzen lassen muss er mich ja doch.
(with you dance let must he me indeed after all)
He has to let me dance with you after all.
(Huber 1880 : 137)
(4) Streiten gehért (haben) muss er mich doch nicht {gerade)
mit ihr.
(quarrel heard (have) must he me after all not (precisely)
with her)
He mustn't have heard me quarrelling with her (of all people).
(Haider 1979 : 189)

Thus, if the structure underlying (3) (and (4)) is as follows:
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(5) S,
NP, VP
o S, v
/\ /\
NP, VP \'
|
mich Pp v, lassen muss
|
p NP tanzen
|
mit  dir

in (3) (a) the embedded subject, NP,, is topicalized with the PP in VP, in (3) (b)
the embedded verb, V,, is topicalized with the matrix verb, and in (c) the
embedded VP is topicalized with the matrix verb. In (4) the embedded verb and
the matrix verb are topicalized together. The question, then, arises of how such
a double topicalization might be analyzed.

1.1 Double topicalization, R2 and PF

As has already been discussed in chapter 2, Huber {1980) assumes a late rule of
Linearization, which destroys the configuration of S's, but not of S's (in his ter-
minology., S's dominated by NP), thus applying to the ~omplements of lassen
but not to those of control verbs. Adjacent constituents that are the output of
this rule may be topicalized together. From the viewpoint of a more recent (T)
model of grammar, such as proposed by Chomsky and Lasnik (1977). such a
Process might be allocated to the PF colnponent, or even a later component
such as the pragmatics.

Although topicalization of this kind, in those dialects where it is allowed, is
likely to be pragmatically determined, there is little evidence to suggest that
the rule that fills the sentence initial node in root sentences does not take
place in the syntax. Thus, as already argued from chapter 2 onwards, Thiersch's
(1978) rules R1 and R2
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(6) R1: COMP1, ot 329

R2: COMP2, ..., X 3,2, ¢
(Thiersch 1978 : 164)

capture the verb second characterization of root sentences in German. As
already seen, R2 can put almost any constituent (in the following subject,
object or adverb) in sentence initial position:

(7) (a) Base: ich Hans gestern sah

(I Hans yesterday saw)

{b) R1: sah ich Hans gestern
(saw [ Hans yesterday)

(¢) R2: ich sah Hans gestern
1 saw Hans yesterday.

(d) R2: Hans sah ich gestern______
(Hans saw I yesterday)

(e) R2: gestern sah ich Hans
{yesterday saw ] Hans)

v

To the extent that choice of initial constituent is always determined by prag-
matic conditions - even question formation is determined pragmatically - it
seems likely that R2 is part of Move a, and the output is checked, along with
everything else, in the pragmatic cemponent.

It seems unlikely in view of the ultimate checking function of the pragmatic
component that a second rule of topicalization exists, perhaps in PF, to move
to COMP a second constituent, adjacent to the trace of the first. Where doubly
filled COMP exists in Standard German, it is usually a case of two adverbials:

(8) (a) {Gestern] [am Strand] hat sie sich mit ihm getroffen
(Yesterday on the beach has she met him)
She met him yesterday on the beach.
(b) [Mit dem Ball] [ins Gesicht] hatte er ihm nicht werfen sollen
(with the ball in the face had he to him not throw should)
He shouldn’t have hit him in the face with the ball.
(Heidolph, Flamig & Motsch 1981 : 182)

Here, as suggested in chapter 4, it is possible that adverbs are generated under
a single node anyway. Note that if S topicalization and extraposition were late
rules, they would not be subject to LF and the explanation for non-
extraposition and non-'VP' pied piping, in other words the non-dislocation of S
deletion complements, proposed in chapter 3 would be lost. If topicalization
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and extraposition are input to LF they cannot take place at PF.

1.2VR

The two remaining possibilities for the structures in (3) and (4) are restructur-
ing or Verb or V Raising, analogous, perhaps, to V preposing in the French
causative construction (cf. Rouveret and Vergnaud (1980)). Thus, for sentence
(3) (b) one could postulate that VR has taken place prior to topicalization:

/S\
NP ¥ INFL hlIP ¥ IN|FL
er muss er Imuss
v

(9) S

I Ne ¥V, v
|
mich PP/\V rnlichpp/\V tanzen lassen
|
tanzen t,
NP P NP
| |
mit dir mit dir

Note that for ease of exposition it has been assumed, following a suggestion for
auxiliaries in Dutch by Reuland (1981 : 164), that the modal is base generated
under the Tense element in INFL. A layered VP analysis, however, would make
no difference to the argumentation, as long as the modal remains a constituent
outside the verb and V {=VP) complexes which are fronted. For sentence (3) {c},
on the other hand, it would be necessary to postulate VR.
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- /\
INFL
A muss

lassen

[ adl
-

tanzen

mit dir

Arguing against VR as an explanation of topicalization, however, is the fact that
it cannot explain sentence (3) (a), where the constituents preposed are inside
the embedded S, in other words are the subject and prepositional object. The
question also arises whether VR might explain more than sentence {3) (c).
namely the idiosyncrasies of Acl transparency to reflexivization. If VR is to
explain reflexivization, however, it must at the very least distinguish between
{vp NP V] and [\, PP V] as in the following:

(11) (a) Hans, liess Emrnaj fur sich, votieren,
(Hans let Emma for himself vote)
Hans let Emma vbte on his behalf.
(Grewendorf 1982 : 65)
(b)*Hans, liess die Leute, sich; Schnaps besorgen.
(Hans let/had the people to himself Schnaps buy)
Hans had the people get him some Schnaps.
(Reis 1976 : 28)
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and between the prepositional phrase in (11) (a) and in the following:

(12) *Hans, liess die Sc:h\')lerinj mit sich, tanzen.

(Hans let/had the schoolgirl with himself dance)

Hans let the schoolgir]l dance with him.
(Grewendorf 1982 : 62)

It should be pointed out that speakers who rejected (12) also rejected all exam-
ples of double topicalization of the kind exemplified in (3) and (4). Since it was
not possible to find speakers who accepted (3) and (4) it was not possible to
test reflexivization judgements of such speakers. The fact remains, however,
that whereas reflexivization of prepositional objects in Acl complements, under
coreference with the matrix subject, is generally accepted under certain condi-
tions, the majority of speakers do not accept the kind of topicalization that
might be fed by VR. The prediction that matrix reflexivization is possible just in
those cases where VR has taken place, therefore, cannot be substantiated.

1.3 Reanalysis or restructuring

The remaining possibility is that there is reanalysis in the lexicon or else that a
rule of restructuring applies. Since, by definition, restructuring destroys the
bracketing between adjacent constituents, the following derivation might be
postulated, preliminary to the topicalization in (3) (a) and (b).

/S\ /S\
NP VP NP VP
er /\ er

(13)

S A l\iP v
7’\1""558“ (mich-, [tapzen
mich PP v
tanzen
]
mit dir
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The structure required for (3) (c), however, is less convincing

(14) S

er

mich [mit - dir - tanzen - lassen}

Although Chomsky (1982 : 15) states that “reanalysis and restructuring
processes may yield phrase-markers that are not representable as tree struc-
tures”, the question arises of how Case might be assigned or checked in such
examples. Thus, in (13) above, the target structure closely resembles possible
base structures, where it might be assumed that the verb (complex) assigns to
the noun phrase Case, which percolates down to its head. Such an account is
not possible, however, where there are two noun phrases, for example subject
and object with the same or differing Cases:

(15) /S\ — S
NP VP NP VP
/\
S ' NP NP VK
/\
NP /V\
NP A"
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The only possible structure where Case would be difierentiated is the kind of
structure-building adjunction that might be postulated for stylistic subject-
postposing (cf. chapter 4) but which is scarcely compatible with restructuring:

(16) VP

One might restrict restructuring in principle to cases where the resultant
structure is a ‘possible’ base structure. Thus, although most speakers reject
the topicalization of double constituents, the (b) sentence in the following was
found to be completely acceptable, in contrast to the (a) sentence:

(17) (a)*Holen lassen musste er seinen Sohn Zigaretten {ir sich.
(get have had he his son cigarettes for himself)
He had to get his son to get some cigarettes for him.
(b) Holen lassen musste er die Zigaretten.
(get have had he the cigarettes)
He had to have someone get the cigarettes.

Here the verbs have undergone an apparently lexical reanalysis, analogous to

the following examples in English:

(18) (a) He made-believe that they had gone.
(b) He made-believe that they were still there.

In both cases the presence of a thematic subject blocks the reanalysis:
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(19)*He made-believe everyone that they had gone.

It seems likely, then, that a limited reanalysis such as in (17) (b) is generally
possible, whereby simple sentence structure is achieved:

(20) S

er NP v

die Zigaretten holen lassen

In some dialects the process is extended, in a way that has to be made clear, to
embedded S's containing further constituents. Note that restructuring does not
explain the reflexive data, for the same reason that VR does not, namely
because in active Acl infinitivals (as opposed to passive and FLIP infinitivals)
reflexivization is reserved for NPs in the context of certain prepositions, a fact
that cannot be captured by VR or restructuring.

2. Initial constituents

In the previous section it was argued that Thiersch's (1978) R2, subsumed
under Move a, is responsible for deriving all initial constituents in German root
sentences. This conclusion was already anticipated in chapter 2 where in the
discussion of Olsen's (1981) approach to initial constituents in scheinen
infinitivals it was suggested that her analysis (a 'late rule’ of topicalization
after VR) did not achieve the generality and insight of the R2 rule. The data dis-
cussed by Olsen were the impersonal passive embeddings under scheinen, dis-
cussed by Ebert (1975), going back, perhaps, to the discussion of impersonal
passives under lassen in Reis (1973). Olsen, however, claims that not only the
following demonstrate ‘simple sentence structure':

(21) (a) An dem Wagen scheint gearbeitet zu werden.
{On the car appears worked to become)
The car seems to be being worked on.
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(b) Ihm scheint geholfen worden zu sein.
(To him appears helped to be)
He appears to have been helped.
(Ebert 1975:178)

but also active sentences where constituents other than the nominative NP
appear in sentence initial position:

(22) {(a) Die Sache scheint ihm {iber den Kopf zu wachsen.
(The matter seems to him above the head to grow)
(b) Uber den Kopf scheint ihm die Sache zu wachsen.
(Above the head appears to him the matter to grow)
{c) /hm scheint die Sache Gber den Kopf zu wachsen.
(To him appears the matter above the head to grow)
(Olsen 1981 : 135)

The argument in the case of the latter is that movement acreoss the subject
violates the SSC:

(23) S

COMP

VAN
AN

scheint
di
Salc e
NIP PP v
thm
zu wachsen
uber den

Kopf
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Note that the SSC is violated here only if it is assumed that the movement is
something akin to NP-rather than WH-movement. The same is true of the follow-
ing, which exempliﬁ'es the non-movement-of-subject option discussed in
chapter 4:

(24) [g Den Wagen, scheinty [§ pro* mir [ der Karl! t,
gekauft zu haben}t,] ]

(That car appears to me Karl to have bought)
Kar! seerns to me to have bought that car.

If, as seems reasonable to assume, initial constituents in scheinen infinitivals
are derived via Thiersch’s R2 rule, the question arises as to the nature of this
rule in the cases concerned and, in particular, of the trace left behind. Thus,
under a non-movement analysis, as required by example (24), the SSC is indeed
violated, or, in terms of the Binding theory, the trace remains unbound within
the governing category created by the accessible SUBJECT, namely the embed-
ded clause. The SSC and Binding Theory are only violated, however, if the un-
Case-marked trace of NP movement is left behind. The acceptability of the sen-
tences in (21) to (24), on the other hand, where accusative Case is inherited in
(24), and a non-NP is moved in (21) (a) and (22) (b), is evidence that R2 in these
cases is not NP movement but WH-movement. Note that the same analysis is
required in the case of simple sentences, where R2 moves a non-nominative NP
into sentence initial position. A possible analysis of the COMP area could thus
be as suggested by den Besten (1980), where the COMP expansion [+WH] can be
replaced by the left dislocation ‘D’ element-feature {+D]. Initial constituents
are thus realized by the deletion of the ‘D’ element concerned:

(25) (a) Den Johann, den kenne ich nicht.
(The John, him 1 don't know)
(b) Den Johann ___ kenne ich nicht.
(The John 1 don't know)
I don't know John.

In any case, whatever analysis of COMP is chosen, the trace within S must
behave for the purposes of Binding Theory as a variable.

As discussed in chapter 3, whatever definition of bounding is chosen, either
(26) (i), (ii) and (iii) with cyclicity, or {26) {i) and (ii) with one-step movement:
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(26) (i) S is a bounding node in the context ______[+WH]
(ii) S is a bounding node in the context [+WH]

(iii) S is a bounding node when governed
(Chomsky 1981 : 307)

WH-extraction from the embedded S does not violate subjacency in S deletion
structures, either in German, English or Italian:

(27) (a) Who, did John expect (g Bill to see t]
{Chomsky 1981 : 305)
(b) Who, did Johnj [ t, seem to like t.]
(¢) i libri chey sai {5 a quanta gente, [ Piero, pareva
t, [s COMP[g t; aver prestato t, 111
(the books that you know how many people Piero seemed to have

lent) (Chomsky 1981 : 307)

For sentences such as (22), therefore, the derivation is simply the result of
Move a (Rule 2).

For sentences such as (24) and (28) where the embedded subject does not
move

(28) Weil pro® mir [ der Karli den Wagen gekauft zu haben] scheint ...

there is cosuperscripting with a non-argument pro in [NP, S} position. The
apparent presence of the experiencer mir in sentence-initial position in (28) 1s
thus simply due to the fact that the pro preceding it is not visible at surface-
structure. The same is true of impersonal passives embedded under lassen,
where once again the sentence-initial presence of constituents such as PP is
only apparent, since the constituent is preceded by quasi-argument pro as sug-
gested in.chapter 4:
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” /S\
er S Vv
NP vp liess
70
Pro NP PP v
t.i arbeiten
dem
We;gen

Note that in chapter 4 it was suggested that pro in the case of the impersonal
passive was coindexed with a quasi-argument position in VP and was the result
of ©-role externalization, possibly required by passive morphology. Since under
lassen there is no passive morphology the mechanism of @-role externalization.
if it exists, must be determined by other factors indicative of the passive, such
as the optional presence of agent phrases and in particular the fact that the VP
of which the embedded verb is head does not assign a ©-role to the embedded
subject (note that in the case of transitive embeddings there is also Case
absorption).

In embeddings under scheinen passive morphology shows up on the verb.
The quasi-argument pro (bearing the externalized ©-role) is raised to matrix
[NP, S] position and the initial constituent derived via WH-movement, assuming
one of the definitions of subjacency discussed in connection with (26) above
(where (iii) is chosen the collapse of [t {g to [g does not affect the derivation
- cf. Chomsky 1981 : 308).
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(30) s

COMP S

PP, pro; /\
an dem Wagen /\ scheint
VP

+V]

/\ zu werden
[+V]

gearbeitet
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If this is the case, it is possible to account for the data in Reis (1973), Ebert
(1975) and Olsen (1981) via an S deletion approach, assuming for scheinen that
the derivation of initial constituents is just another instance of the generally

motivated rule R2.
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3. Clitics

In chapter 2, Thiersch’s (1978) explanation of the following sentence was dis-
cussed:

(31) (a) Weil ich es Cecilia auf Arabisch singen hérte, ...

(Since I it Cecilia in Arabic sing heard)
Since | heard Cecilia sing it in Arabic ...

{b) Weil ich das Lied eine sehr berithmte Sopranistin singen
lehrte ...
(Since I the song a very famous soprano to sing taught)
Since I taught a very famous soprano to sing the song ...

{(cf. Thiersch 1978 : 105fT)

where the argument was that in the Acl sentences, (31) (a), as well as in the
control verb example, (31) (b), rather than leftward clitic movement, there has
been rightward stylistic movement, capturing the optionality of this word order.
which contrasts with the obligatory nature of the accusative-dative order
under pronominalization:

(32) (a)*Weil ich ihm es gab, ...
(Since I him it gave ...)
(b) Weil ich es ihm gab, ...
(Since I it him gave ...)

Since I gave it to him ...

This account, however, does not cover the examples in (1) above, repeated here
for convenience:

(33) (a) Ich liess es ihn sagen.
{I let it him say)

I'let him say it.
(Harbert 1977 : 140)

(b) Der Chef hat es ihn versuchen lassen.
(The boss has it him try let/have)

The boss let/had him try it.
s m iy (Huber 1980 : 148)

The same kind of example can be formed with perception verbs:
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(34) Weil Hans es ihn sagen hérte, ...
(Since Hans it him say heard)
Since Hans heard him say it ...

Clearly, Stl. cannot apply to move the subject, thn, to the right of the object, es,
since thn is a pronoun and thus bears none of the features of weight and stress
that condition movement in the case of full NPs. Note that the original cliticiza-
tion rule in Thiersch (1978) is to sentence second position ( a position which he
suggests might be universal) since the order accusative-nominative is unac-
ceptable in the case of pronouns:

(35) *Weil es er ihm gab, ...
(Since it he him gave)
Since he gave it to him ...

and presumably Stl. has moved the subject in the following:

(36) Weil es Hans ihm gab, ...
(Since it Hans him gave)
Since Hans gave it to him ...

The examples in (35) above, thus, share the features of optionality with the
rule Stl. and that of [+pronoun] with the rule Cl. To extend the rule Stl. to
accusative pronouns on the one hand, while facilitating the Acl derivations
above, would nevertheless give unacceptable results, in undoing the obligatory
effect of Cl. in the dative-accusative inversion cases:

(37)*Weil er ihm es gab
(Since he him it gave)

Another possibility, on the other hand, would be to reformulate the cliticization
rule as a permutation rule, possibly in the Phonology:

(3)X¥-7.X 1.X=-NoM
2. Optional if X = +ACC
3. Obligatory if X = +DAT

Note that condition 1. would not prohibit rightward movement of nominative
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full NPs by Stl. This solution, however, is unsatisfactory for a number of rea-
sons, some of which were discussed by Thiersch in connection with the postula-
tion of a second, optional cliticization rule (leftward). The main objections are,
on the one hand, a lpss of generality in abandoning the (universal) claim of a
‘Wackernagel' position, or redundancy if the initial leftward movement rule is
assumed to coexist, and, on the other hand, the unwelcome step of allowing
idiosyncratic conditions to enter the formulation of the rule.

The only possible alternatives then are to assume clause integration in the
case of Acl constructions or some form of optional permutation at PF in the
case of the sequence ithn - es. The first alternative can be rejected for various
reasons discussed in section 1 of this chapter and in all the preceding
chapters. The second approach seems more plausible in that it captures the
optionality of the permutation, as well as the phonetic proximity of es thn with
the obligatory es thm sequence. Note that in more colloquial language further
leftward movement, even with reduction, seems possible in some dialects:

(39) Weil’s Paul ihn {machen liess }

sagen horte

made let/had

say heard } )
made him do it
{heard him say it.}

(Since it Paul him {

Since Paul

and that this is not confined to Acl constructions but can apply in object con-
trol constructions:

(40) Weil es Paul ihm zu lesen verbot, ...
(since it Paul to him to read forbade)
Since Paul forbade him to read it ...

Although my informant insists that es in the above is referential, it is possible
that there is some analogy here with sentences such as the following, where €3
is a sentence anaphor:

(41) Weil er es ihm verbot, ...
(Since he it him forbade)
Since he forbade him (to do) it ...
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4. Conclusion

The marginal topicalization examples as well as the es thn clitic sequence dis-
cussed in this chapter do not seem to be evidence enough for a monosentential
approach to the constructions under consideration. The S deletion approach
has been shown to be able to account for the core data of extraposition, VP’
pied piping, reflexivization, quantifier float, negation, and the initial consti-
tuent facts with lassen and scheinen. As far es topicalization is concerned, nei-
ther VR nor VR can explain either all the marginal, double topicalization facts
nor other features such as the opacity/transparency facts. Under simple res-
tructuring the same would be true, with additional problems for Case assign-
ment and Case checking, unless a multiple representation is assumed, where
Case is checked on one of the levels. It is not clear, however, how the latter
should be constrained and it does not generally seem needed outside of these
marginal cases. For the es ihn sequence, the problem arises of whether to
abandon the generality of Thiersch’s (1978) Cl. and Stl. rules or to assume some
PF permutation on analogy with the es thm sequence. An alternative would be
to build conditions based on Case and optionality into a new clitic or permuta-
tion movement in either direction, leftward or rightward. In the absence of a
better understanding of more marginal clitic movement in German it seems
that there is little evidence at the moment for abandoning the unified analysis
of the core cases that has been proposed.



8 Conclusion

The focus of this study has been the syntactic ambivalence demonstrated
by infinitival constructions with lassen, scheinen and the verbs of percep-
tion, specificially in the areas of coherence and opacity. It has been
argued that the ambivalence demonstrated cannot be taken as convine-
ing evidence for a monoclausal approach, either derived or base-
generated, and that such an approach is unwelcome for various theoreti-
cal reasons, for example violation of the Projection Principle, and the
Extended Projection Principle. It has been the aim of this study to demon-
strate that the specific clustering of properties under consideration is
determined by the highly motivated, general principles of the theory of
Government and Binding, in conjunction with a minimal amount of
assumption and parametrization. In this connection it has almost been a
secondary matter to confirm the premise that German can be accounted
for by the same abstract principles as, say English, though this is ulti-
mately of primary importance.
The account has made use of the following devices:

(1) § deletion, as assumed for Exceptional Case Marking and raising
in other languages

(2) small pro as a phonetically non-realized syntactic subject

(3) a single instance of anaphoric "demotion in the sense of
Koster (1982)

(4) marginal co-superscripting across S in the case of scheinen

(5) adjacency for § deletion (NEG placement in the syntax)

(6) a pre-QR rule

(7) NP=SUBJECT (in German) iff it has a -role assigned in
[NP, 8] position

(8) Thiersch's (1978) R1, R2 and Stl.

These devices in conjunction with the theory of Government and Binding
account for almost all of the problems raised at the beginning of this
study.

S deletion accounts for those coherence factors first pointed out by
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Bech (1957) and then by Ebert (1975). Thus the theory of Government
and Binding excludes the following examples:

(9) Extraposition
liessen
sahen
Since we made/saw Peter accompany us ...
(b) *Weil Peter scheint, uns zu begleiten, ...
Since Peter appeared to be accompanying us ...
(10) Pied piping in relative clauses (S and not VP)
liess
sah
(the man whom wait Hans had/saw)
The man Hans made/saw wait
(b) *Der Mann, auf den zu warten Hans scheint
{(the man, for whom to wait Hans appeared)
The man Hans appeared to be waiting for

(a) *Weil wir } , Peter uns begleiten ...

(a) *Der Mann, den warten Hans

Since the embedded subject position is ungoverned in these examples
they violate the Binding Theory in the case of trace, and the Case Filter
(alternatively the ©-Criterion) in the case of lexical NP. The same princi-
ple can be extended to other structures of complement dislocation, such
as topicalization or clefts, where it was pointed out in chapter 3 that vari-
ations in judgement might be accounted for by a parametrization of
reconstruction at LF.

The postulation of pro in subject position in some constructions cap-
tures the structural parallelism with English and French presentationals
(and existentials) and Italian subject-inversion. One of its eflects is to
account for the derivation of initial constituents when impersonal pas-
sives are embedded under the verb concerned:

(11) (a) Emma liess [ pro, mir t, von Paul helfen]

(Emma had to me by Paul helped)
Emma got Paul to help me.

(b) Emma liess [ pro, meiner t, von Paul gedenken]
(Emma had of me by Paul remembered)
Emma made Paul think of me.

(c) Emma léasst [g pro, an mir von niemand t, herumnérgeln]
(Emma has at me by nobody got)
Fmma doesn't allow anybody to get at me.
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(12) (a) Thm, scheint [spre, [st, [vp iy geholfen worden

zu sein]]t,]
(to him appears helped to have been)
He appears to have been helped.

(b) Seiner; scheint [spro (st [p t;t; nicht mehr
gedacht zu werden]] t,]
(of him appears no longer remembered to be)
He no longer appears to be remembered.

(c) An dem Wagen, scheinty [spro, (st [vp t;t, noch
gearbeitet zu werden]] t.]
(on the car appears still worked to be)
The car still appears to be being worked on.

Thus the embedded subject position is held by pro (which is raised to
matrix subject position in (12)) and the initial constituent derived via R2.
R2 is, of course, WH-movement since the trace it leaves is not always of NP
and is not bound in its governing category. This is also illustrated in the
case of active sentences such as the following:

(13) Uber den Kopf; scheinty [spro [ die Sache! ihm t
zu wachsen] t;]

(above the head appears to him the thing to grow)
He appears to be no longer able to cope.

where in contrast to English and Italian co-superscripting takes place

across S. This is also the case in those marked options where ‘nothing
moves':

(14) Weil pro ! mir [ der Karl' den Wagen gekauft zu
haben] schien
(since to me Karl the car bought to have appears)
Since Karl appears to me to have bought the car.

Thus pro allows for the option of non NP-movement both for raising and
passive.

Extending the notion in Grewendorf (1982), it seems that neither
derived subjects nor pro in German qualify as SUBJECT for opacity pur-

poses. The following German examples thus contrast with the English
examples below:
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(15) FLIP
Hens, lasst [g sich;/*hm, die Suppe, schmecken]
(Hans, has to himself,/him, the soup taste)
Hans ate the soup with relish.

(16) Passive
Hans, 14sst [ sich,/*ihm, (von Leuten) Schnaps besorgen]
(Hans, has to himself,/, (by the people) Schnaps buy)
Hans has them get him some Schnaps.

(17) {(a) He ; believed [ there! to have been bought for

?himself,/him, some books' he had always wanted.]
(b) He, believed [g there! to be some people’ waiting

for ‘himselfj/hiq.]

Otherwise subjects create opaque domains:

(18) Opacity
Hans, lasst (g Fritz, *sich/ihn, nicht ausnutzen]

(Hans; lets Fritz, himself,/him, not use)

Hans doesn't let Fritz exploit him.

except where demotion in the sense of Koster (1982) takes place:

(19) PPs
Er, hérte [g die Leute, Gber sich;/ihn, reden]
(he, heard the people about himself;/ him, talk)
He heard the people talking about himself.

Note that in contrast to Dutch (and English) demotion is never required in
German in these cases (hence the free variation) since there is no
zich /zichself contrast. Also there are never ungrammatical sentences
with sich bound in the embedded S if the PP is a strict {-domain since
there is no phonetic eflect (the property of obligatory demotion can only
be derived from the context). In contrast to the viewpoints put forward by
Koster (1982), Huber (1980) and Grewendorf (1982), however, the nature
of prepositional contexts for demotion is not entirely clear.

The same transparency eflects under the definition of SUBJECT that
has been assumed can be noted in the case of quantifiers. Thus under an
anaphoric analysis of beide, as suggested by Kayne (1981) and Jaeggli
(1982) for R Tous, the domains of derived subjects are transparent for
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binding:

(20} Quantifier Binding
Die Jungs, liessen diesmal [S das F‘est.j sich, beide /beiden,
nicht mehr vermiesen]
(a) This time both the boys didn't let the party be spoiled for
them again.
(b) This time the boys didn't let the party be spoiled for both
of them again.

In the (a) interpretation the nominative beide is bound by the matrix sub-
ject.

Under an analysis where quantifier placement takes place in the syn-
tax scope interpretation can only be reconciled with the anaphoric
analysis of beide above if there is some kind of reconstruction at LF, simi-
lar, perhaps, to that proposed by Belletti and Rizzi (1981) for ne /WH-
movement constructions in Italian. Thus, prior to QR the quantifier has to
rejoin the NP it quantifies, resulting after QR in structures of the following
kind:

(21) Quantifier scope
(5 [die Jungs beide], [ x, [ das Fest sich t, nicht
mehr vermiesen] liessen]

A c-command requirement ensures that matrix scope (from embedded
positions) is only possible in coherent constructions (the same applies to
control structures). The ‘anaphoric’ binding relation is recoverable via
reconstruction.

The c-command requirement applies also in the case of negative scope
interpretation exactly in the same way as in quantifier scope interpreta-
tion. Here placement is again assumed to take place in the syntax with an

adjacency requirement for S deletion, in order to account for the follow-
ing contrast:

(22) Negative placement
(a) *weil er sie das Buch lesen nicht liess
{b) weil er sie das Buch nicht lesen liess
since he didn’t let her read the book

Note, however, that there are competing hypotheses, such as proposed
recently by Henk van Riemsdijk, where NEG Placement takes place at PF.
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Nevertheless, this leads to unknown consequences in terms of the precise
interaction of PF and the Syntax in these cases, and since the facts fall
into place under a syntactic account this should be preferred in the
absence of a better understanding of PF conditions.

Certain problems remain and new ones have been raised in this
account of scheinen and Acl constructions. Thus while Thiersch’s (1978)
account of clitic phenomena has been assumed, whereby Stl. moves full
NPs to the right, this does not work for the single case of the clitic-
pronoun sequence in Ac! constructions. Similarly, marginal data from
Huber (1980) where more than one constituent has been topicalized do
not seem to be derivable from any particularly clear principles at the
moment. Also the source of Case for quantifiers in control structures
remains unclear as does the precise nature of the prepositional contexts
of promotion or demotion, of anaphors in Koster's (1982) sense. Note that
this notion does not seem inappropriate since the elements concerned do
not behave as anaphors in these cases in the sense of the Binding Theory.
Another problem is that of reconstruction at LF, which undoes the Bind-
ing Theory in all cases - the Belletti-Rizzi (1981) analysis of ne and WH-
movement, the marginal S deletion complement dislocation data dis-
cussed in chapter 3, the reconstruction from QR necessary to recover the
anaphoric binding relation that results from Jaeggli's (1982) R-Tous
analysis. Note that the dilcmma of anaphoric binding or variable binding
illustrated in the latter, as well as in the ne cases discussed by Belletti
and Rizzi and the pseudo-cleft examples they give:

(23) E di se stesso, che Mario dice che Gianni, parla sempre {
It is about himself, that Mario says that Gianni, is

always talking.
appears also in English topicalization cases such as the following:

(24) [ herself, [§ WH, [g she, despised t, most of all]]]

In spite of these residual problems, however, the present study seems
to account for a wide range of data by making transparent determination
of these data by the principles of the Binding theory. Just as these princi-
ples have evolved by refining previous systems of rules and conditions, so
should the devices employed here eventually be dispensed with and their
properties derived from more general (even if language-specific) princi-
ples.
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A-over~4 Principle, 35, 60, 64, 71,
75-6, 79
accessibility, 7, 9, 11
Accusative and Infinitive (Acl), 12,
13, 23, 32, 33, 34, 44, 55, 58,
63, 68, 70, 86, 88, 91, 92, 99,
100, 104-5, 109, 113, 114, 129,
152, 167, 173, 175, 195, 219
and clitics with pronominal sub-
Jects, 210-13
and control analysis, 24, 25
and matrix NP analysis, 59, 66,
70, 71, 74
and nominative congruence, 179
and reflexivization, 163, 165,
173, 200, 201, 204
and subjecthood of accusative NP,
15, 17-8, 22, 42, 61, 73
Actor Subject Condition, 71, 83-4,
154
see also Specified Subject Condition
adjunction to S vs. adjunction to
COMP, 193
Adverb Placement, 119, 189
and doubly filled COMP, 198
see also negative placement
agency of subject, 41, 82-3
see «algo Actor Subject Condition
and thematic subject
Agreement (AGR), 132, 137, 140, 150
and coindexing, 141, 144
anaphor, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 68,
111, 113
and f-domaing, 155-9
anaphoric status of quantifiers,
see quantifier
Tong distance anaphors, 170-1, 173
argument (A}:
position, 7
argument status of PRO, 145-7
non-argument, 69-70, 90, 117, 146,

147, 148 -
non-argument (A) position, 8
see also PRO, pro

base-generated grammar, 44, 45, 46,
47, 59, 60, 67, 68-71, 85, 86

base-generation vs. transformational
derivation of monosentential sur-
face structure, 30, 32, 33, 35,
43

beide, 174-5, 177-8, 184, 189, 193,
217, 218
anaphoric status of, 176-9; see
also quantifiers

believe, 9-10, 70, 71, 86, 90, 91
and cleft constructions, 108
and S pied piping, 103

Binding theory, 2, 6-10, 11, 18, 24,
31, 41, 59, 68, 69, 70, 91, 92,
97, 150, 154, 184, 185, 191, 206,
215, 219
and f-elements, 155-9, 171-3
bound, 6, 7, 8, 10, 18, 69, 91,
170, 171, 172, 173, 177, 180, 193,
206, 216

bisententiality, 1, 10, 12, 13, 14,
15, 19, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28,
30, 33, 34, 71, 84, 85, 86, 154

Bounding theory, 2, 5, 206-7
boundedness, 36, 44, 51, 53-5, 56,
68
bounding nodes, 95-6, 207; see
also subjacency

Bridge conditions, 47, 50,51, 56,
59, 99

Case, 2, 4, 10, 11, 59, 70, 90, 110,
121, 128, 129, 140
-absorption, 4, 69-70, 89, 124,
129, 130, 138, 140, 147, 160-1,
166, and lassen, 148, 154, 208
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-conflict, 132
-Filter, 4, 10, 70, 89, 91, 92, 97,
99, 148, 215, and @-Criterion, 93
-index, 152, 189
and identification of pro, 152
and lexical realisation of nomina-
tive, 134, 135, 136, 148
and PRO, 177-9, 219
and reanalysis, 202-3, 213
and subject clitics, 134
in situ Case assignment, 11, 121,
127-36, 137, 138, 140, 166; and
coindexing at S-structure, 141
Torpho]ogical realisation, 189,
94
causatives other than lassen, 74,
84, in English, 108
c-command (constituent-command), 6,
7, 61, 69, 89, 137
and COMP, 192-3
and quantifier scope, 181-5, 218
chain (function chain), 3, 4l
and @-role assignment, 93
chain-government, 127, 128-32, 152
Cl. (clitic fronting), 48, 98, 211,
213, 214
clause integration, 33, 37, 41, 44,
85, 114, 175, 212
clause union, 41
clefts, 101, 105-6, 107-8, 111-12,
215
inverted pseudo cleft, 101, 107-8
pseudo cleft, 101, 106, 107-9
chiticization, 12, 19, 22, 26, 30,
36, 37, 51-3, 60, 65, 71, 79, 119,
120, 132
and Linearization, 81-2
and ne, 109-13
and pronominal subjects, 195, 210-
13, 219
phonetically null clitics, 134
subject clitics, 134
see also C1.
coarguments, 61, 62
coherence, 20-1, 25-6, 28-9, 30,
31-2, 33, 53-5, 59, 75, 79, 85,
86, 109, 113, 119, 174, 195, 214
and scope, 174-94, 218
and WH-movement, 189-90 ,
see also clefts, extraposition,
pied piping, topicalization
coherent field, 31
coindexing, 3, 7, 9, 69, 89, 133,
136, 144, 151, 178, 179
complementary distribution of pro-
nouns/reflexives, see reflexivi-
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zation {obligatory) and prono-
minalization (obligatory)
constituency tests of Zassen
complementation structure, 71,
73-4, 84, 85, 91, 154; and erga-
tive subjects, 118
contraction, 49, 212
control, 2, 5, 13, 18, 20, 21, 23,
25, 30, 32, 47, 53, 55, 59, 65,
69, 70, 71, 79, 82, 84, 88, 89,
91, 95, 100, 115, 116, 118, 150,
152, 210
and adjacency, 188
and Case, 178-9
and t causative lassen, 71-8,
167
and cleft constructions, 107-9
and impersonal constructions,
146-7, 151
and Linearization, 197
and long distance clitic extrac-
tion, 212
and negative placement, 185
and negative scope, 174-5
and passive, 122, 124
and pied piping, 103
and quantifier movement, 174-5,
176-9
and S topicalization, 105
and WH-movement, 189-90_
versus S deletion, see S deletion
cosuperscripting, 5, 133, 134, 135,
137, 140, 146, 147, 148, 153
across S, 144, 151, 153, 207, 214,
216

C+D}, 206
definiteness conditions, 51-3
d-elements, 155 ff.
demotion, 11, 156-8, 214, 217
context of, see prepositional con-
texts
see algo functional definition of
anaphoric status
dialectal variation, 26, 66, 86,
100, 113, 155, 158-9, 163, 165,
168, 169, 170, 191, 215
in English, 103 ff.
see also parametrization
dislocation of complement, 10, 23,
73, 86, 100-13, 191, 198, 215, 219
left dislocation, 62, 73, 75, 76,
101
right dislocation, 101
D-structure, 3, 140
and coindexing, 141
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Empty Category Principle (ECP), 44,
58, 70, 89, 91, 97, 99, 129, 132
empty subject, 5, 114-53, 160
ergative structures, 11, 55-6, 58,
116, 123, 133, 137, 143, 144,
151, 153, 154, 159, 160, 162-3,
166, 167, 168
constituency of, 118
see also FLIP, passive, scheinen,
transparency
Equi NP deletion, 77-8
es, 46, 146-7
see also cliticization
Exceptional Case Marking (ECM), 10,
11, 91, 93, 144, 148, 179, 214
expletive Np[g], 127, 132-6, 134,
136, 150
expletive pro, 11, 153
and accessible SUBJECT, 153
see also non-argument pro
Extended Projection Principle, 2, 5,
11, 115, 116, 132, 152, 214
external arguments and nominative
congruence, see nominative congru-
ence
external realization of Case index,
152
external §-role, 2, 3, 4
extraction, 47, 57-8, 59, 189-90
of infinitives, 79-80
extraposition, 12, 13, 19-21, 22, 25,
28-9, 30, 33, 34, 36, 37, 44, 46,
47, 53-5, 59, 60, 65, 67, 68, 70,
/1, 75, 79, 85, 86, 89, 91, 93, 94,
97, 99, 100, 107, 113, 195, 198,
199, 213, 215
and quantifier scope, 182-3, 191
and WH-movement, 189-90
from NP, 53
-structure, 87-8, 91-2, 183, 191-3;
and c-command, 192-3

f (binding function), 155-9, 171-3
-domains, 155-9, 164
-elements, 155-9, 164, 171-3
strict-f-domains, 155-9, 164, 171,
172, 173, 217
strict-f-elements, 156-9, 164, 172
features of empty categories, 136-7
finite complement variants, 23, 26,
27-8, 30, 33, 43, 74, 85
FLIP verbs, 11, 40, 55, 57, 60, 61,
82, 115, 157, 160, 163
and lassen, 39, 83, 148-50, 162
and transparency, 39, 40, 116, 154,
162, 163, 168, 170, 172-3, 204, 217
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and subject position, 115, 123,
124, 126-7, 131, 133, 138, 141,
143, 148, 151, 152, 154
see qlso empty subjects, erga-
tive structures, in situ Case
assignment, thematic subjects

free, 6, 8, 9, 10, 18, 68, 91, 136,
150, 155, 156, 177
see also Binding theory

free variation, see reflexiviza-
tion {optional)

functional definition of anaphoric
status, 154, 170-3
and sich, 171-3

functional definition of empty
categories, 136, 137

functional label (FL), 61, 62

Functional Uniqueness Principle, 69

gapping, 35, 37

government, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 69, 70,
91, 92, 94, 95, 97, 99, 104, 106,
115, 122, 132, 137, 140, 141,
150, 161, 215
and reconstruction, 111
and S deletion, 189

global rules, 37, 39-40

governing category, 6, 7, 8, 11,
18, 55, 68, 69, 110, 115, 136,
150, 170, 172, 177, 184, 216
and pro in German, 153

Government and Binding, 1, 73, 86,
89, 100, 103, 109, 113, 115, 137,
154, 214, 215

grammatical functions (GFs), 2

11, see presentational construc-
tions
impersonal active, 116, 133, 136,
144, 146-7
and pro, 151
impersonal passive, 29, 33, 43, 51,
116, 131, 132, 136, 144-5, 146,
152-3, 167, 204, 215
and externalization of ©-role,
161
and lassen, 32, 114, 148-50
and pro, 151, 207-10
see also initial constituents
infinitivization, 160
initial constituents, 29, 32, 43,
44, 51, 55, 58, 114, 115, 154,
195, 204-9, 213, 215-6
see also FLIP verbs, impersonal
passive, raising across subjects
INFL (inflection), 4, 8, 9, 91, 131,
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134, and pro, 152
and subject clitics, 134

internal @-role, 3
tt, 5, 90, 146
Italian, 86, 96, 100, 132

and argument status of PRO, 145-6
and clefts, 106-7, 111-12

and empty subjects, 5, 133, 136
and ne c¢liticization, 109-13, 180-
81, 218

and passive, 138-9

and pied piping, 98

and pro, 150-2

and PRO-insertion, 137

and R~in the syntax, 127, 133, 137,
138, 140, 141, 144, 147

and si constructions, 138

and subject inversion, 117, 127,
134, 135, 136, 137, 215, 219

landing sites, 47, 57, 60
lassen, 1, 11, 12-26, 32-3, 37-42,

layering of traces, 94, 100, 109, 191

59-64, 65, 67, 71-85, 89, 91, 113,
114, 129, 214

and clitics with pronominal sub-
jects, 195, 210-13

and FLIP verbs, 148-50, 162, 163,
166, 173

and impersonal passive, 148-50,
154, 207-8, 213

and infinitive vs. participle com-
plements, 71-2

and negative scope, see negative
scope

and passive, 148-50, 153, 159-61,
163, 166, 168, 170, 173, 177,

180, 184

and passive morphology, 148, 153,
154, 160-61

and pseudo clefts, 108

and quantifier scope, 177, 180,
184

and S pied piping, 100

and S topicalization, 97, 104

and topicalization of two constit-
uents, 196-204

4 causative, 42, 62, 71-5, 84, 85,
167

versus perception verbs, 23, 26,
65-6, 104-5, 108-9, 154, 159-60,
161, 165, 166, 167

see glso LF reconstruction

Lexical Entries (LEs}, 67
lexical expletives, 132

-

see also 11, it
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lexical insertion, 34-5, 67
Lexical Redundancy Rule (LRR), 45
lexicon, 2
Linearization, 71, 79-82, 84, 197
Locality Principle, 60-62
Logical Form (LF), 1, 3, 8, 50,
179, 180, 191, 198
LF reconstruction, 86, 100, 109-
13, 180'855 1913 215: 218, 219;
convention, 111, 113
LF scope interpretation, 184

markedness, 31, 37, 40, 51, 55, 113,
115, 120, 121
see qlso NP word order

matrix experiencer, 28, 30, 43, 44,
143, 207

minimal c-command, 7

monosententiality, 1, 12, 13, 15,
19, 22, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30, 35,
36, 43, 63, 65, 66, 71, 84, 86,
174, 184, 193, 195, 204, 213,
214

Move o, 3, 48, 51, 139
and R2, 198

names, 10
negative incorporation, 14-5, 22,
71, 80-81, 82
and Linearization, 81-2
negative placement, 185-9, 214
and S deletion, 188, 193
at PF, 189, 194, 218-9
negative scope, 11, 12-4, 22, 23-
4, 26, 30, 36, 62, 63, 65, 66,
71, 174-5, 185, 213, 218
double scope, 13-4
interpretation vs, WH-movement,
190-1
nominal affiliation, 43, 45
see also NP status of complements
nominative congruence, 179
NP-movement, 3, 4, 9, 59, 91, 109,
144, 206
obligatory in English/Italian,
140-1
see also Move a, passive, raising
NP status of complements, 45, 71,
75'93 80
NP word order, 15, 51, 55, 57, 67,
97, 115, 119, 120, 123, 152, 210~
3

obligatoriness, 155
oblique complements, 43, 85
opacity, 12, 18-9, 22, 23, 25, 37-



INDEX

41, 65, 72, 82-4, 115, 159, 161,
165, 166, 169, 170, 172, 177, 213,
214, 216
and pro in German, 153, 217
and quantifiers, 176-9, 180, 217
and subject position, 154, 164
see also thematic subject, trans-
parency

operator-bound, 8, 136, 150, 160
see also variable

parametrization, 1, 11, 58, 86,
100, 113, 191, 214, 215

passive, 3-4, 11, 27, 39, 40, 55,
57, 61, 62, 115, 116, 128-30, 157,
160-1, 165
and x causative lagssen, 72
and control, 122
and lassen, 148-50, 160-1, 165,
208
and movement analysis, 121-3,
124-5, 144, 152
and non-movement analysis, 55,
120-1, 128-30, 132, 138-40, 141-2,
144, 148, 151, 152
and £ NP status of complements,
75, 76-7
and subject position, 115
and transparency, 37, 39, 40, 61,
83, 116, 161, 170, 173, 204, 217

perception verbs, 1, 11, 22-6, 51,
54, 59, 65-8, 91, 167, 214
and c¢left constructions, 108-9
and clitics with pronominal sub-
jects, 210-13
and passive, 161
and S pied piping
and S topicalization, 97, 105
versus lassen, 23, 26, 65-6, 104
-5, 108-9, 154, 159-60, 161, 165,
166

PERM, 51, 119
see also St1,

permutation, 118, 119, 120, 121, 146,
211, 213
see also NP word order, Stl.,
subject inversion

phrase structure (PS) rules, 67

Phonetic form (PF), 1, 3, 124, 180,
194, 197, 212, 213, 218-9

pied piping, 12, 19, 21, 22, 23, 25
-6, 29, 30, 33, 59, 60, 64, 65,
66, 71, 75, 76, 79, 86, 94-100,
101, 113, 195, 198, 213, 215
convention, 78, 101-2
S pied piping, 97-100, 107, 113;
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and English, 98, 102-3; and
Itatian, 98
postposed subjects, see subject
inversion
post-verbal subjects, see subject
inversion
prepositional contexts, 155-9,
169, 171, 173, 204, 217, 219
see also f-domains
prepositional classes, 156, 158,
169-70
presentational constructions, 117,
135, 136, 137, 140-1, 146, 151,
153, 215
PRO, 5, 6, 9, 89, 90, 110, 115,
136, 146, 177, 180
and argument status in Italian,
145-6
and Case, 177-9
and flat structures, 115, 118
and German, 22, 97, 115, 118,
122, 146, 147, 148, 150, 152
and Italian, 133, 137, 141
and passive constructions, 122,
147, 148
and pro, 150
as quasi-argument in German, 146
PRO-trace distinction, 32, 68, 86
-9, 91, 106, 113
pro, 5, 11, 116, 150
and accessible SUBJECT, 166, 173,
174, 177, 216
and German, 150, 152, 166, 173,
206-10, 214, 215, 216
and PRO, 150, 152
non-argument status, 152
properties of, 152
quasi argument status, 152, 207
PRO-drop, 11, 132, 136-52
and German, see PRO
PRO-Subject Condition, see Actor
Subject Condition
Projection Principle, 2, 3, 4-5,
10, 11, 93, 100, 154, 214
prominence, 61
promotion, see demotion
pronominals, 6
pronominalization, 73
in obligatory PPs, 38
obligatory, 158-9, 163-4, 166,
167, 168, 169, 170
of optional NPs, 38 )
see algo cliticization, constitu-
ency tests, reflexivization
pruning, 32-3, 34
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Tree Pruning Convention, 32

S-pruning, 32, 34, 43, 71, 78
pseudo-argument, see quasi-argument
pseudo-clefts, 73-4

see also constituency tests

pseudo-passive, see impersonal pass-

ive

quantifier;
anaphoric status of, 176-85, 217,
218
and Case, 178-9
and lassen passive, 177, 184
and scope, 179-85, 191, 213; and
extraposition structure, 192-3
-float, see quantifier movement
-movement, 11, 174-94, 195, 213
pre-QR rule, 181-5, 193, 214, 218
Quantifier Raising (QR}, 179-85,
193, 218, 219

quasi-argument, see argument status
and PRO in German, 146, 147, 148
and PRO in Italian, 145

Rl (verb preposing), 48-51, 197-8,
214

R2 (X preposing), 48-51, 52, 67, 85,

115, 195, 198, 216

and Move a, 198, 204-9

and S or S, 96-7

cyclicity of, 51, 58, 59, 115

raising, 11, 28, 29, 32, 33, 43, 51,

55, 69, 77, 87, 88, 91, 114, 115,
116, 124, 126, 140-4, 152

across subjects, 43-4, 115
non-movement analysis, 55 ff.,
130-1, 133, 151, 152, 206, 207,
208, 216

obligatory movement in Engiish and

Italian, 140-1

Subject to Object Raising, 32, 69,

87
Subject to Subject Raising, 33,
69, 87
VP Raising, 33, 199-201, 204, 213
see also NP movement, scheinen,
verb raising

reanalysis, 30, 46, 47, 53, 55, 59,
64, 70, 85, 195, 201-4
and Case, 202-3
and English, 203-4
and Linearization, 81
and thematic subjects, 203-4

reconstruction, see LF reconstruction

reflexivization, 11, 12, 17-19, 22,

23’ 269 27) 30, 32. 34, 37 "41, 42;
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44, 55, 60, 61, 62, 65, 72, 82-
4, 85, 86, 109, 116, 152-73,
174, 177, 195, 200, 213
and + causative lassen, 72
?nd irreflexive predicates, 158,
72
and object antecedents, 17, 22
in Dutch, 155
in PPs, 38, 40, 60, 65, 82, 155,
162, 169, 200-1, 217; with con-
trol causative, 84
obligatory reflexivization, 158-
9, 163-4, 166, 167, 170, 172
optional reflexivization, 158-9,
162, 166, 167, 170, 172
see also d—-elements, f-elements,
prepositional contexts
relational categories, 37, 40
relational grammar, 41
relative clauses, 50, 65, 86, 99
position of pronoun in German,
99-100
see also pied piping
restructuring, 12, 30, 64, 199, 201
-204, 213
R-expression (referential express-
ion), 6, 8, 10, 91
R-in the syntax, see Italian
and German, 127, 133, 140, 144,
147, 150, 151
Ross's Convention, see pied piping
R-Tous, 176-8, 193, 217, 219
S adjunction, 87, 91-2
_ see alsc extraposition structure
S deletion, 9-10, 11, 59, 70, 86~
100, 102, 104-5, 106, 113, 115,
129, 144, 172, 175, 195, 198,
213, 214, 219
and adjacency, 188-9, 193, 214,
218
and coherence, 86-113, 191
and f-elements, 157-9
and negative placement, 185, 188
and subjacency, 94-6, 206-9
scheinen, 1, 10, 11, 12, 20, 21,
26-30, 33-4, 37, 43-7, 51, 55,
56, 57, 58, 70, 75, 77-8, 80, 86,
91, 93, 99, 100, 104, 113, 114,
140-4, 154, 195, 204-9, 213, 214,
219
and chain-government, 130-1,
and non-movement analysis, 55,
56, 57, 115, 123, 130, 133, 140,
142-3, 145, 151; and active sub-
jects, 143-4
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and pseudo-clefts, 109
and S topicalization, 96, 105
and subjacency, 94-6, 206-7
see also empty subjects, ergative
structures, initial constituents,
in situ Case assignment, thematic
subjects
seem, 9-10, 43, 69, 70, 86, 89, 90
and cleft constructions, 108
and S pied piping
selectional restrictions with schei-
nen, 27, 30, 32
sentential subjects, 43, 44, 46
SKALA, 51, 121
Specified Subject Condition (SSC),
18-9, 24, 33, 37, 40, 41, 42, 51,
60, 61, 71, 82, 83, 154, 205-6
see alse Actor Subject Condition
split antecedents, see uniqueness
S-structure, 3, 91, 140
and coindexing with AGR, 144
and identification of pro, 152
Standard Theory, 31, 45, 71
Stl. (permutation rule), 51-3, 119,
121, 148, 195, 210, 212, 213,
214, 219
stratified VP, 33, 59, 60, 62, 63,
76
see glso verbal complex
Structure Preservation, 67, 105
subcategorization, 2, 3, 5, 10, 34,
45, 46, 62, 67, 86, 93, 94
and prepositional phrases, 38, 82,
156-9, 163-4, 167, 168-9, 170
subjacency, 5-6, 94-6, 175, 206-8
SUBJgecT, 7, 9, 10, 11, 18, 160, 165,
172, 184, 206, 216, 217
and derived subjects, 173
and f-domains, 156-8
and pro in German, 153, 173, 174,
177
see qlso thematic subjects
subject demotion, 42
subject inversion, 16, 85, 116, 117,
118, 124, 127, 137, 141, 146, 148,
151, 152, 189 . -
g§g base geaerat}on in VP. 118,
f;gaéring]ish, 134
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tended Projection Principle,
post-posed subjects, post-verbal
subjects, subject inversion
subjectless passive, see imperso-
nal passive
symmetric binding configurations,
69, 87

Tensed S Condition, 83
thematic subject, 5, 41, 154, 160,

161, 164-5, 172, 214, 216

and reanalysis, 203-4
theme-rheme, 15-7, 22, 30, 42, 51-

3
there, see presentational construc-

tions
Theta-Criterion, 3-4, 10, 93, 97,

180, 191, 215

and the Case Filter, 93
theta-marking, 2, 3, 130
theta-role, 2, 3, 4, 5, 70, 89,

90, 91, 117, 130, 132, 134, 147,

162, 180, 208

-externalization, 151, 208

theta theory, 2, 41
topicalization, 34, 44, 55, 59,

63-4, 65, 66, 67, 71, 73, 79,

85, 99 100 101, 106, 107 109,

114, 115 118 195 196- 204,

213, 215

and_l.inearization, 81-2, 197

of S and S, 96-7, 104- 5 198

of two const1tuents, 196-204,

213, 219
trace, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 89, 91, 110,

111, 133, 136 150, 152 185,

191, 206, 216

gee also PRO-trace d1st1nct1on
Trace theory, 2, 41
transformatxona1 component, 1, 3
transitivization, 147
transparency, 12, 18-9, 22, 23,

25, 37-41, 60, 61, 65, 72, 82-

4, 116, 154. 162, 163, 174,

177, 179, 195, 200, 213, 217

of FLIP structures, 38, 39, 40,

83, 116, 154, 162, 163, 168, 170,

"1?2—3, 217 Ce
- of lgesen passives, 37, 61 83, L
161, 158, 176, 173 217 :
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unigueness, 155, 171

¥ preposing, 176, 199

V Raising, 199-201, 204, 213

variable, 8, 10, 69, 136, 150, 180,
193, 206, 219

verb raising (VR), 12, 31, 34, 36,
37, 43, 44, 46, 47, 51, 54, 59,
65, 85, 86, 175, 193, 199-201,
204, 213

verb second, 45, 48, 64, 115, 198
see also R1, R2

verbal complex, 12, 13, 26, 33, 35,
59, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 148,
154, 159-60, 162-3, 165, 166,
173, 174, 175, 199-200
see also stratified VP

verbal fields, 31

VK, see verbal complex

VP embedding, see verbal complex

231

W("Wackernagel's position), 48, 49,
57-8, 212
well-formedness condition, 67
WH-pronominalization, 73, 74
WH-movement, 8, 10, 11, 21, 59, 94,
109
and extraposition, 189-90
and extraposition structure, 192
-3
and quantifier scope interpreta-
tion, 189-90
and R2, 206-8, 216, 219
one step vs. cyclic, 95-6
see also Move a

X theory, 2

zich/zichself, see prepositional
contexts, and reflexivization in
Dutch
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