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. A widespread linguistic phenomenon (English being, perhaps, one of the
few exceptions among the Indo-European languages) is the use of the reflexive
morpheme in other than transitive reflexive gentences. I will concern myself
primarily with sentences corresponding to intransitive sentences in Knglish,
which contain among others the so-callod inchoative verbs, and sentences

which correspond to English agentless passive sentences, I'wo examples from
Italian follow:

(1} La finestra ¢i ruppe
The window broke
{2} Le mele si vendono al moreato
The apples (are) sold at the market

Using data from Italian and Polish, T will propose that the deep structure of
examples like (1) and (2) are (8) and (4) respectively:

(3) S8
A
NFP VP
Pl
la finestra V NP
FAY
rompere

* I would like to thank the following people for their inveluable essistance: Ale-
ksandra Mieszok, who supplied date from Polish along with linguistie suggestions; Hanna
Dolata, Turner, who also volunteered to provide judgements of the Polish examples;
Richard Genialli, who did the same for the Italian data; Adrian Alkmajian, who helped
me 1n the initial stages of research and gave me helpful advice on an, earlier version, of the

paper. Any mistakes, inaceuraeies or other misunderstandings in the paper arc, of course,
ming alone. -
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=
{4) /\
| NP VP
AN
Y NP
vendere le mele

The symbol 4 represents an unlexicalized NP. This analysis will be shown to
account for the following facts:®

# The veeurrence of reflexivo forms in both T{alian and Pelish is much more wide-
spread than this paper might imnmply, and I do not attemnpt to account for mnany vases which
I do not belisve Lo he relevant to the generalizations T am trying to make. In particular,
there are several factors in Polish that tend to obscure tho data which support state-
ment {5). There is, for examplo, in Polish, another procoss which ean apply to sumne tran-
gitive verb stoms to form truly intransitive verbs, by adding different suffizes (= eje,
ejesz, -eje, -efemy, -ejecie, -ejq, and so on). 8o the following pairs exist:

i, 16d topi sig (fransitive vorb form}

16d topnieje (intransitive form)
ii. nicho czerwioni sig (transitive form)
nieboe czerwienteje (intransmtivo form)
and g0 on. Since the -gfe forms nevoer oceur irangitively, tho existenco of this process does
not mvalidalo my proposal.

There i anothor process in Polish, whereby ceriain “intensifying’’ prefixes can be
added to verb stems, making them obligatorily refloxive This process carries with it
a meaning change and 18 morphologically transparent. Some exainples are:

ii. chorowaé (intrens.) “to got sick”

rezchorowad gig “‘to be sick in bed, vory sick™

rozgadaé ste

nagadad sie “to chatter”

spacerowad “to walk"

naspacerowad i “‘to walk around”

pracowaé ‘‘to work™

napracowad gi¢ “to overwork (oneself}”

iv, on épiewal piosenke “ho sang a song”

ptak rozépiewal gig ““the bird sang”
The prefix/verb stem combinations resulting from this process do not oceur intransiti-
vely {i.e. without sé¢), nor do they occur transitively {i.e. with any other NT object).
Therefore they do not alter or invalidato the correlation statod in (6):

@ that verb lorms whieh oceur with two lexical NPs (transithve) reguire sig with

only one lexical NP;

b that verb furms that nevor oceur with two loxical NPs (intransitive) never occur

with &de.
“VWerb forrm” rufers to verh stems plus afixes denoting aspoect.

If this proce:s is not applied, then the reflexive pronoun si¢ cannot occur with in-
transitive verbs, and these cusos can bo izolaled from the normal examples presented
m thoe paper.
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(6) The reflexive particle, in its non-reflexive uses, oceurs only with
verbs which can occur in transitive structures (containing two lexical
NPs), and just in case these verbs oceur with one lexical NP.

{8) The non-reflexive reflexive particle looks and acts like the reflexive
particle.

Having proposed and justified the syntactic analysis, T will cxamine its
implications for the structure of the lexicon. The data support the following
hypotheses:

(A} The grammar must contain, for nse by individual languages, principles
which block lexical insertion. The evidence for this presented here
is independent of, and serves to confirm the need for such processes
that was proposed by Wasow (1972).

(B} Certain rules of the lexicon, which serve as redundancy rules in lan-
guages like English, must be viewed as processes that apply to and
modify lexical entrics in other languages.

(C) Homophonous merphemes, not resulting from phonological sound
change, are entered in the lexicon as single entries, regardless of
meaning differences, if they are transparently related by the syntax
in a way which will be made precise.

A third faetor 13 tho optional presenee of iho full forn of the refloxive pronoun in
the dative casc which again carrics with it & meaning change {denoting *‘speeial purpose™?),
For exampla:

v, on chodzil po uliey “he wont down the stroct”

on chodzit sobie po ulicy
As expected from my hypothesis, the forms sig ond siebie (Aec.) do not vceur witl in-
transitive vorbs, and the following are ungrammatical;
vi *on chodzil sie po ulicy
*on choduil siebio po ulicy.

Finally. there are some constructions, 1n which a reflexive oecurs, which have no
iransitive forin. I have no explanation for them, and they may well be problems for my
analysis if it turns out thal they end the dats that T diseuss ean be given another, uni-
fied aeeound. Bome examples are:

vil. baé sie ‘be afraid”

spodziewnd gie kogod “expoct aomebody”’

staraé sie o cod/kogoa ““to take care of gsomething/zomebody™
viii. (weather verbs)

biyveka sig

chmursy ale NOTE: some of these ocenr without a re-
ziierzeha sie flexive: grzmded, $witad, dniegd.

To sum up, strong counterexamples to the correlation stated in (5) would be:{a)}cases
in which the same verb form (profix/stem combination) oceurred in transitive struetures
(with two loxical NPs), and in intransitive structures without ste; {bjeascs in which the
sama verb form ocenrred intransitively (with no lexieal NP ohject) and with sig only,
in other sentenees.

o
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(D) Both syntactic and morphological information play a crucial role in
the organization of the lexicon.
These are, of course, empirical issues, and have been stated in their strongest
form. The paper is divided into two sections. In Section 1 I will present the
syntactic analysis, and in Section 2 I will discuss the lexical mechanisms
necessary for the interpretation of the relevant examples.

1. In Polish and Ttalian there exists a large class of sentences like (1} and the
following, which contain a reflexive particle that is not interpreted as a re-
flexive:

(7) e II ghiaccio i scioglie.
The ice iz melting.
b Il cielo &7 arrossa.
The sky is reddening/turning red.
(8) e Okno zbilo sie.
The window broke.
b Ldd stopil see.
The ice melted.
¢ Niebo poczernilo sie.
The sky turned black.
d Plorwszego Maja ulice zaczerwienily sie od flag,
On the first of May the streets were red with flags,
e Drzwi otworzyly sie.
"Che door opened,

These examples correspond to English sentences with intransitive verbs: the
window broke and so on. If, however, intransitive deep structures, such as (9},
are assigned to these examples, the particle s¢ (Ital.) or si¢ (Polish) must be
arbitrarily inserted at some stage in the derivations in order to get the sen-
tences shown in {1}, (7) and (8):

® P,
NP VP
la finestra rompere
okno zhid

The particles si/sie could be analyzed as intransitive markers which are added
to the vorbs in the lexicon, in which case examples (1), (7) and (8) would
have deep structures like the following:
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e A
NP VP
la finestra romperest
okno zbi¢ ste

(This 1s more plaunsible in Itahan, where the particle attaches to the infinitive
form of the verb, than it is in Polish). Such an analysis, however, leaves unex-
plained why the intransitive marker sifstg occurs only with some intransitive
verbs.® For example, the following sentences are ungrammatical:

(11} a *Il cavallo s galoppava.
The horsc was galloping.
b *I! cane 8¢ camminava.
The dog was walking.
¢ ¥I fiori 8¢ crescono.
The flowers are growing,
(12) & *Kon pogalopowal sie szybko.
The horse galloped quickly.
b *Kwiaty rosna sie.
The flowers are growing.
¢ *On chodzil sie po ulicy.
He walked down the street.
d *Szklanka spadia sie na podloge.
The glass dropped to the Hoor.

These examples can be made grammatical by removing the reflexive particles
sifste as shown;

(13) a Il cavallo galoppava.
& Il cane camminava,
e I fiori crescono.
(14) @ Koh pogalopowal szybkeo.
b Kwiaty rosng,
¢ On chodzil po uliey.
d Szklanka spadia na podloge.

* This 18 nol, strictly speaking, true. Buch a lexical process of detransitivization could
bo formulated whereby the particle g¢ is added to certain verbs marked [-}-transitive],
Howover, in any non-syntactic analysis, the oceurrence of tho reflexive form and not
some other marker (like -gje in Polish} cannot bo explained. :
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The verbs in cxamples (11} and (12) differ from the verbs in (1), {7) and (8)
in that the latter cannot cccur in a transitive structure, while the former can.
This is illustrated below:

{15) « *Giovanni galoppava 1l cavallo.
John galloped the horse.
b *Giovanni cresee 1 fiori.
John grows flowers.
(16) & *Marck pogalopowal konia.
Mark galloped the horse.
b *Marek roénie kwiaty.
Mark grows flowers.
¢ *Marek spadl szklanke.
Mark dropped the glass.

but:

(17) e Giovanni ruppe la finestra.
John broke the window.
b (Giovanni apre la porta.
Jobhn is opening the door,
(18} a Marek zbil okno,
Mark broke the window.
b Marek stopil 1d.
Mark melted the ice.
¢ Jan poczernil pélke,
Jun blackencd the shelf.
d Marck otworzyvl drawi,
Mark opened the door.
¢ Krew zaczerwicnila wode.
Blood reddene:]l the water.,

It is the case then that sifsi¢ occur in “intransitive” sentences only with
verhs which can also occur as transitive verbs. This fuct cannot be explained
by analyzing si/et¢ as an intransitive marker as above.

Another, perhaps less important, fact which is a coincidence in such an
analysis is that the “intransitive” marker si/si¢ and the reflexive particle
si/sie have the same phonological shape and display the same surfuce syntac-
tic behavior. In Ttalian, st immediately precedes the main verb ot auxiliary —
if one is present — us shown in (19), a trne reflexive sentence,

{19) Giovanni st e’tagliato.
John cut himself.
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This is precisely where the “intransitive marker” si occurs:

(1) La finestra si ruppe.
The window broke.

(20) La finestra si e'rotta.
The window has broket:.

The same situation obtains in Polish, Cﬂmpa-re the true reflexive sentence (21)

with the intransitive examples:

(21) Jan zacial sie przy goleniu.
or  Jan sig zacial przy goleniu,
Jan eut himself while. shaving.
(8} @ Okno zbilo sze,
or Okuno ste zhilo.
The window broke.

To summarize, the facts left unexplained in an analysis where sifsie are
simply intransitive markers are;

(6) Sifsie in their non-reflexive (in these examples, intransitive) use occurs
only with verbs which can oceur in transitive sentences, and just in
case thesc verbs oceur with one lexical NP.

(6) The intransitive marker sifsie looks and acts like the reflexive particle
sifste. (Why not use any other morpheme such as -yi or -usky to denote
intransitivity?)

These facts could be explained by analyzing sentences like (1), (7) and (8)
as transitive reflexive sentences, assigning them deep structure like the fol-
lowing: '

(22) S
’/’\
NP VP
la finestra V/.\NP
rompere se

{I am assuming that some pronouns and reflexives are lexically inserted).
The derivation of these sentences would then parallel those of true reflexive
sentences like (23):

(23) & Giovanni si e’tagliato.
John cut himself.
b Jan zacial sie przy goleniu.
Jan cut himself while shaving.
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which have deep structures like the following:

- el
NP VP
Giovanni v RP  (ADV)
Jan
tagliare 8¢ (przy goleniu)
zaciac sig

Sentences like (1), { (7) and (8), however, differ from trne reflexive sentences
in s=veral ways:

First, examples like {1) do not mean: “‘the window broke itself”’. The
reflexive interpretation can be blocked by preventing the reflexive interpreta-
tion rule from operating on a sentence with an inanimate (non-agentive)
subject, but not without complicating the rule.

Secondly, for both Italian and Polish, the rule which interprets reciprocals
15 sensitive to the same structure as the reflexive rule. Thus, with plural,
non-coreferential subjects, a sentence in these languages can be ambiguous
between & reflexive and a reciprocal reading:

(25) Giovanni e Luigi «i sono tagliati.
e John and Louis cut thomselves.
b John and Louis cut each other,
(26) Jan i Marek gkaleczyli sie,
¢ Jan and Mark cut themselves.
b Jan and Mark cut each other,

Sentences like (1) can never have a reciproeal reading 4.

(27) Le finestre si ruppero.

*The windows broke each other,
(28) Okna stiukly sie.

*The windows broke each other.

This too can be prevented by blocking the reciprocal interpretation rule when
the subject is inanimate, again increasing the complexity of the rule.

Thirdly, true reflexive sentences are special cases of normal transitive
structures, That ig, examples (23);

¢ These examples can have a reciprocal reading in certain contexts such as fhe
windows broke each other when they slamvmed together at the height of the storm: In contrast,
the true reflexive reading cen never be brought out: ? *#he window broke ilself when if
slammed into its frame during the storm. Reciprocal sentences like the above arc iruly transi-
tive, and not analogous to the inchoative examples (27) and (28).
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(23) & Giovanni si e’tagliato.
b Jan zaciagl sig przy goleniu.

are parallcl in interpretation to the following transitive sentences:

(29} ¢ Giovanni ha tagliato Luigi.
John cut Louis,
6 Jan zacigd Marka,
Jan cut Mark.

and differ from them only because the objects of (23) are coreferential with
the subjects.

Sentences like (1}, however, have no parallel transitive counterparts such
as (30)%;

(30) @ *La finestra ruppe la porta.
The window broke the door.
b *(Okno sthuklo szklanke.

The window broke the glass.

To block these sentences, there must be obligatory corefercnce between their
subjects and objects. A mechanism for insuring this could surely be created,
perhaps again appealing to the fact that the subjects are inanimate. It scems,
however, that little or nothing is explained by assigning this class of sentences a
traugitive rcflexive deep structure, and then not only blocking the inter-
pretive rules normally associated with such structures, but restricting the
objects as above.

A fourth fact makes this analysis less plausible. True refloxive zentences
in Italian can contain the reflexive particle in uncliticized form followed by
the adjective stegso, ‘“the same™, Thus (31) is & variant of (23) a:

(31} Giovanni ha taglinto se stesso.
John cut himgelf.

Sentences like (1} cannot occur in this form:

(32) *La finestra ruppc se stesso.
The window broke.

If both sentence types have the same deep structure, there is no straightfor-
ward way of preventing the occurrence of the adjective stesso in one case

5 Such transitive counterparts are only acceptable in special contexts such as falry
tales, children’s cartoons, ete. They are not acceptable in the game sot of possible worlds
in which the inchoative (intransitive) ones arc acceptable, as is the cage with truly re-
flexive/trangitive sentence pairs.
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but not the other. In a transitive reflexive (or non-reflexive) structure, this
adjective can aoceur. The deep structure of (31} is (38):

{33) ~
N})/\
Giovannl /\P\
vV NP
tagliare /\
N Adj
se atesso

The situation is similar in Polish. The reflexive pronoun can cccur in
longer form (which is case-marked) in true reflexive sentences, but not i
examples like (1). This is illustrated below;

{34) & Jan lubi siebie,

Jan likes himself {Acc.).
b *Okno stiuklo siebie.
The window broke.

Regardiess of the mechanism chosen to account for this, it cannot be done
clegantly if both sentences have the same (pre-lexical) deep structure,

An analysis which explains facts (5) and (6), and from which the differen-
ces hetween examples like (1), (7) and (8} on the one hand and trie reflexives
on the other, follow, can be constructed in the following manner:

L assume with Jackendoff (1972) that rules which interpret grammatical
relations operate on deep structures, while those which interpret such rela-
tions as coreference apply cyclically to derived structurcs during the course
of the derivation. The reflexive interpretation rule allnded to previously
actually rcpresents the operation of two or more different interpretive rules.
Thus, for example, in (23) a, with deep structure (24); the rules which interpret
grammatical relations interpret structure (24) as a transitive structure; that
is, it contains a verb followed by a lexical NP object in configuration (35):

(356) f [tagliare] [se] ]

¥P ¥ V NP NP VP
Next, the rule that interprets coreference, and which is scnsitive to the pre-
sence of se, applies to say that the subject and object are coreferential. (The
same process, of course, occurs in Polish),

A reflexive sentence, then, is simply a transitive sentence whose subject
and object are coreferential. If some structure like (24) is the deep structure
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for sentences like (1), then the rules which grammatically interpret the con-
figuration (35) would have to be blocked just in case the subject, which is
cutside of the VP, 18 inanimate.

If, however, sentences like (1), (7) and (8) are assigned the following deep
structure, the differences between them and true reflexive sentences can be
explained:

S
NP A
la fincstra /\
NP
olno v T\&
rompere
#hic

The symbol 4 has been inserted in the object NP slot to signify that this nede
is empty. Now I need only assume that the rules which interpret grammatical
relutions ignore nodes that dominate 4. This assumption is not ad hoec, and
in fact is needed by Emonds (1970) te prevent, among other things double
interpretation of “agent” in passive sentences to which he assigned deep
structures ke (37):

(37) ////5\
NI, VP
x /]\
Y NP, PE
vhb ¥ /\
2 NP,
by

where &, vb, and y stand for lexical items. If 4 nodes were interpreted gramma-
tically, both NP, and NP; would be interpreted as the agent in this senten-
ce — vet passive sentences have only onc agent like their active counterparta,
This asgumption is sufficient to block the rule which interprets whether a
sentence 1s transitive or not without making this rule sensitive to anything
outside the VP. In this case, for sentences like (1) with deep structure (36),
the rule looks at the configuration shown below:

(38) [ [romperc] [4] ]
vP v YV NP NP VP
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I't does not apply, in which case the sentence is interpreted as being intransi-
tive. :
Following another assumption of Emonds that 4 nodes must be filled at
some time in the derivation, I will formulate a rule to do this which copies a
pronominal copy of the subject in the A4 position, converting structure (36}
into the following:

o ™ Ny
NP VP
Ta finestra
v NP
roniperc PRONOUN COPY

Since the pronoun copy is a clausemate of the subject, and since the copies
resulting from rules of this type are necessarily coreferential with the item
being copied, a reflexive form appears on the surface. This reflexive can be
interpreted by the reflexive interpretation rule as being coreferential with the
subject, but since the sentence is not transitive, it is not interpreted as a frue
reflexive,

This analysis automatically explains why sentences like (1) cannot have a
reflexive or reciprocal interpretation. Moreover, it prevents the occurrence
of the adjective sfesso in Italian since the copy rule replaces a 4 which is
exhaustively dominated by the object NP with a pronominal copy of the
subject. This account will not prevent the full reflexive form siebie from ocenr-
ring in the Polish sentences. However, the analysis, by assigning diffevent
deep structures and derivational histories to the “intransitive” and true
reflexive sentences, provides a framework within which the oceurrence of this
form can be plausibly accounted for.® Iinally, this analysis explains fact (6),
why the sifsig in sentences like (1) looks and acts like the reflexive particle
in true reflexive sentences.

Fact (5), the distribution of the “intransitive” or “non-reflexive™ sifsie,
can be explained by having one lexical entry for verbs like “‘rompere’, in
which they are listed as being transitive, that is, as oceurring in a structure
like {40} below:

40y [ [_] -
VP V V NP NP VP

¢ Full reflexive formg, for oxample, might bo restricted to NPs marked [+ emphatic],
In the proposed analysis, tho objeet NP is empty (and cannot contrast with anything),
and therefore cannot be marked in this way. This will prevent the occurrence of tho full
forms.
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and by having a process of detrunsitivization which can place a 4 in the ob-
ject NP for certain classes of transitive verbs. (T discuss this process more
fully later), This 4 triggers the various operations mentioned above, ultima-
tely producing the non-reflexive sifsie.

An alternative method of analyzing sentcnees like (1), {7) and (8) is a va-
riation of Barbara Partee’s (1965) analysis of sentences like these in Ensglish,
In this analysis sentences like these are assigned deep structures like (41):

{41) S ;
//\\
NP VP
A A
V NP
rompere la finertra

in which the subject NP is 4 and le finestra is the deep object of the verb
rompere. A copying rule (which replaces Partee’s original movement rule)
will apply to move the object to subject position, lcaving behind a prono-
minal copy which is realized on the surfacc as the reflexive particle sijsie.
This analysis will account for the facts mentioned so far. There are, however,
good reasons for not choosing this alternative for sentences like (1) in both
Italian and Polish.

There exist in ltalian, sentences like (2) aund (42) which superficially re-
semble inchoatives like (1), but whose surface subjects are clearly the semantic
objects, suggesting that they have decp structures tike (41):

(2) Le melc st vendono al mereato.
Apples (are) sold at the market.
(42)a Le lezioni si studiano attentamente.
The lessons (are) studied attentively.
b Il giornale si pubblica la sers.
The newspaper {is) published in the evening.

These sentences are algo non-reflexive and differ from true reflexive sentences
in the same way that sentences like (1) do: (A) They are not interpreted as
reflexives or reciprocals. Example (2) does not mean; “the apples sold them-
selves” or “‘the apples sold each other”. (B) Sentences like (2} have no tran-

sitive counterparts with non-coreferential objects. Thus example (43) is un-
grammatical;

(43) *Le mele vendono la latte al mercato.
The apples sell the milk at the market.

(C) Sentences like (2) have no variant containing se stesso. Thus example (44)
is ungrammadtical:

(44) *Le mele vendono se stesso.
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These facts can be cxplained by assigning deep structure (41) to thesc sen-
tences. Alternatively, they might be assigned deep structures like (45), which
contain an indefinite pronoun as deep subject rather than A. Then somchow
this pronoun would be realized on the surface as se:

NP VP
INDEF PRO /\
v NP
vendere le mele

This is a plansible alternative especially since these sentences occur with the
lexical NI’ in object position on the surface as seen in (46):

(46) 81 vendono le mele.
The apples (are) sold.

Such an analysis, however, is not tenable since it predicts that we would only
get passives rather than sentences like (2) and (42), which are notl passive,
unless the passive rule is complicated, I't also predicts that there would be no
verh agreement with the full NP in sentences like these, when in fact the verbs
oenerally agree with the deep “objects”, as seen in (42)a and b. Again, by com-
plicating the agreement rule, we could aceomplish this. Finally, this analysis
cannot explain easily the wgrammaticality of (47) which conld be formed from
(2) with deep structure (45} by lexically inserting a pronoun instead of the full
N1 le mele:

(47} *Se le vendono al mercato,
They {(are) sold at the market.

By assigning these sentences deep structures like (32), with an empty subject,
they ean be derived by means of the object copying rule referred to previously.
The passive rule can remain unchanged, and the verb agreement and pronoun
casc assignment rules, also unmodified, can be applied when the “object”
ND is in “subject’” position,

Sentences like (2) and (42) differ from sentences like (1) and (7} in that,
as I previcously mentioned, their surface subjects are clearly the semantic
objects of the verbs that they oceur with, while this is not so clearly the case
with sentences like (1) and (7). This intuition iz borne out by the following
facts:

In sentences like (2) and (42), adverb cooceurrences facts are identical
to those in transitive sentences containing the same verbs and NPs as objects.
Thus (42)a and the following both aceept the adverh attentamente:
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(48) Giovanni ha studiato le lezioni attentamente.
John studied the lessons attentively.

For sentences like (1) and (7) this is not the casc. Thus {49) 18 grammatical,
but (50} is ungrammatical in its inchoative reading:

{49) Luigi ruppe la finestra inavvertitamente.
Louis broke the window inadvertently.
(80} *La finestra si ruppe inavvertitamente.
The window broke inadvertently.

Example (60) can only mean: “the window (was) broken Imagdvertently /fsome-
one broke the window inadvertently” (the type of meaning of sentences.
like (2) and (42)). This adverb can oceur in other impersonal sentences like
(2) a8 seen by the grammaticality of (51):

(61) Le mele is vendono inavvertitamente,
The apples {arc) sold inadvertently.

These facts show that a 4, or empty subject, does not affect the adverb co-
occutrence restrictions as displayed by the corresponding full transitive sen-
tences, The diffcrence between sentences like (1) and these like {2), in this
regard, and with respect to the meaning difference between them can be
expluined if sentences like (1) are not assigned structure (41) — which is the
deep structure for sentences like {2) — but rather assigned structure (36),
which contains the lexical NP as deep subject, The adverb, inawvertitamente,
which occurs with a higher animate deep subject, can occur in (49), but not
in (50) as an inchoative whose deep subject is le finestra. This analysis pre-
dicts the possibility of ambiguity between the inchoative and impersonal
readings, and this occurs as shown in (52):

(52) 1] ghiaccic 8i rompe al lago,
@ The ice is breaking at the lake .(inchoative)
b The ice is being broken at the lake/somebody is breaking ice at the
lake. (impersonal)

In Polish, there are also impersonal sentences roughly equivalent seman-
tically to the Italian ones. Some examples are shown below:

(83)a Jablka sprzedaje si¢ w opakowaniu.
Apples (are) sold wrapped up.
b Bilety tramwajowe sprzedaje sic w kioskach Ruchu.
Fram tickets (are) sold at the Ruch,
¢ Gazety poranne drukuje sie wieczorent.
Morning papers (are} published in the evening,
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Thege cxamples, however, differ syntactically from both their Italiun counter-
parts and Polish inchoative sentences. The lexical NPs in all cases are in the
Accusative case, and the verb is invariantly third person singular regardless
of the number of the lexical NP. It is clear from their syntax that these sen-
tences have different deep structures than the inchoatives, and that they
shounld be assigned either structure (41}, like the Ttalian impersonals, or strue-
ture (45), which contains an INDEF PRO subject. The fact that the verbs
in these sentences are not passive in form argues against structure (45}, as it
did for the Ttalian sentences. The surface forms of the Polish impersonaly
should thus be derived from (pre-lexical) deep structures like (41) by a rule
of copying similar to the Italian rule. In Polish, this rule must be very late,
following case assignment and verb agrcement. The copying rule, as before,
it the sonrce of the reflexive pronoun. The adverb facts in Polish appear to
be the same as the Italian ones. Certain adverbs can appear cither in transitive
sentences or impersonals containing the same verb but not in both transitive
gentences and their corresponding inchoatives. This is illustrated below:

(54)a Czestaw celowo sprzedal jablka w torebkach,
(zestaw sold apples on purpose in bags.
(58)a Jan zbil okno celowo [ nieumyélnie.
Jan broke the window on purpose [ inadvertently,
b *Qkno zbilo si¢ cclowo/ nicumysinie.
The window broke on purpose | inadvertently.

These examples argue that the inchoatives, like (55)b have deep structure
{36), and the impersonals have deep structure {41).7

The process of detransitivization, whercby a verb subcategorized as being
transitive can oceur in a VP structure with an unlexicalized, or 4 object NP,
appears to be quite widespread in Polish, extanding beyond the inchoative
verb class. Some additional exarples follow:?

" In cases whero verb-sgroemont marking and casc-marking are neutralized on the
surface, it is possible to get ambiguity between inchoative and impersonal readings in
Polish {like Italian). Thus the following is ambiguous:

ix. okno sie zbija, mleko sie wylewa,

Cuortain adverbs (see example (54) and (55)) will disambignate such examplos.

i Some additional examples aro:

x. Ta sprawa nigdy sip nie wyjasnila “that situation was never clarified"’
Ewa wyjasdnita {mi) ten, problem “Eve elarified that problem (for me).

xi, Slorice odbijato sig w wodzio “‘the sun was reflected n tho water"
Jan odbijal artykul “Jan made a copy of the article”
Lustro odbijalo promienie stoneezne “the mirror reflocted the sunlight™
Lustro odbija promienie stoneezne “a mirror reflects sunlight*.
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{86)a Jan urodzil sie w 1948 rokn.

Jan (was) born in 1948,

b Bzkola utworzyla sie w Poznaniu.
The school (was) founded in Poznaf.

¢ Jan wychowal si¢ u dziadka.
Jan (was) brought up at his grandfather’s.

d Miasto ulokowalo sie na brzegu rzeki.
The town (was) located on the bank of the river.

These examples are more or less “passive” in meaning (i.e. they correspond
to English agentless passive). However, the verbs appear in the active form

with the reflexive particle sie. These verbs can appear in transitive construe-
tlons, in which case no sie oceurs:

{67)a Maria urodzila Jezusa.

Mary gave birth to Jesus.

b Profesorowie utworzyli szkole w Poznaniu.
The professors founded the school in Poznail.

¢ Marek wychowal Jana.
Mark raised Jan.

d Kril Boleslaw ulokowal miasto na brzegn rzeki.
King Bolestaw located the town on the bank of the river.

As was the case with the inchoatives, these sentences exemplify the fact that
when 4 transitive verb occurs with only one lexical NP, the reflexive pronoun
must be present.

Examples (56) differ from the Polish impersonal sentences, and are like
the Polish inchoatives in that the lexical NPs are in the nominative case, and
the verbs agree with them.

When & sentence containing one of these verbs contains an agent in addi-

tion to a NP (like those in (66)} in surface subject position, the verb must,
as one might expect, be in the passive form:

(58} Zostalem wychowany przez dziadka.
I was brought up by (my) grandfather.

In these cases no si¢ ocours. An indefinite agent can be deleted (by a relatively
late rule}, as in English passives, as shown in (59)):

(59) Szkola zostala utworzona w 1875 roku.
The school was founded in 18785.

The difference between the true passives, like {58) and (89), and examples

{66) can be explained by assigning a transitive deep structure like the fol-
lowing to (58) and (59):

o Bdardia Arnogldrs Deaomarmlanata el 6
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NP VP
dziadek P .
INDEF PRO V NP
wychowat ja
utworzy¢ szkola

The passive rule can apply normally to this structurc to derive examples (58)
and (59). Examples (66) are assigned the following deep structures:

NP '
miagto /r‘“"‘*..
\' NP ADY
ulokowad A na brzegu rzeki

This structure is identical to that of the inchoative s'untf-:nces. Tha.? only rule
that applies is the object copying rule which h.ua th{":‘ effect of placing a PR'O
in the object NP position, which ultimately is realized as thc_reﬂex1v31 sa@
This type of derivation will account for the fact that th:e verh i nf:ut- passive
in form and the fact that it agrecs with the “subject” NP., distinguishing
these examples from impersonals. It will also account for the ‘Fi]iﬁt that advgrb
cooccurrence restrictions, which are the same for active tranﬁltl'_ve imd passive
sentence pairs, differ from the restrictions operantin the “reflexive emt_n]ﬂflzs.
For example, the adverbs: celowo and specjainic (on purposc) can occur in the
fojlowing active/passive pairs: | _
(62)a Krdél Bolestaw }specjalnie} ulokowal miasto na brzegu rzeki
celowo
King Bolestaw purposely located the town on the bank of the
river,
b Miasto zostalo celowo ulokowane na brzegn rzeki.
The town was purposely located on the bank of the river.
These adverbs cannot occur in the corresponding “reflexive” sentence.
(63) Miasto ulokowalo sig (2* celowo) na brzegu rzek‘i. ‘

The town (was) located purposely on the bank of the river. |
but they can oceur in impersonal sentences. Example (64)h and 13{he following,
illustrate this: miaste (Acc.) lokuje sie celowo na brzegach rzek. Towns (are)
located purposely on the banks of rivers”. he oc(:urrene;e of such mive.rbs
depends upon the deep-structure subject of the gentenee: ‘lhtia un.gra,mm?ma;
lity of (63) can be accounted for if its deep structure subject 15 miasto and no
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INDEF PRO (the subject of (62)b}, or (the subjeet of the impersonal senten-
ces).? Finally, as the analysis predicts, in cases where there is neutralization
on the surface of case-marking and verb agreement marking there is ambi-
guity between the impersonal and “intransitive” (passive-like) readings as shown
in the following: miasto lokuje si¢ na breegach rzeki “(they generally) locate a
town on the banks of a river” or: “the town is located on the banks of the ri-
ver”, An adverb like celowo will disambiguate such sentences in favour of the
impersonal reading.

I have shown that these examples and inchoative senfences in Polish dis-
play the same syntactic behaviour as regards subject case marking, verb
agreement and adverb cooccurrence restrictions, and that neither type is
semantically reflexive. These facts can be given a unified explanation if both
types are analyzed as cases of the general process of detransitivization, whereby
some verbs which can take object NPs are allowed to oceur in transitive struc-
tures in which the object NP is unlexicalized. Other characteristics of senten-
ces containing detransitivized verbs are: the lack of an analogous sentence
containing non-coreferential subject and object NPs, and the non-occurrence
of the longer, case-inflected reflexive form, siebie (examples (56) are all un-
grammadtical with siebie),

In addition to these cases of detransitivizatior, there are verhs in Ita-
lian and Polish which can oceur in either transitive or “intransitive” reflexive
structures, but which differ in meaning, sometimes substantially, in these
contexts. This is iliustrated by the following sentenee pair in Italian:

(64)e Luigi si e alzato alle cinque.
Louis got up at five o’clock.
b Luigi ha alzato la macchina da serivere.,
Louis lifted the typewriter.

The Italian verb comportare is gimilar. In an intransitive reflexive context,
1t means “behave” as in: Maria si comporta bene “Mary behaves well’”. Used
transitively, the verb comportare means “to imply” as in: X comporte V. In
Polish, the transitive verb zachowad means “to preserve’” while its reflective
counterpart, zachowaé sie means “to bchave”. Likewise, the transitive verb
rozbit si¢ means “to have an accident””. The syntactic evidence, in these cased,
argues that examples like {64) are also instances of detransitivization. For
example, Luigi ha alzato se stesso (with the full reflexive form) can only mean

® Theso advoerbs can oecur n othor examples: szkole uiworzyla sig celowo ... is ace-
ceptable if szkola is thought of as somehow “animate’ as in e school of thought™ (e.p.
szikola Wolnomysticielr “school of free thinkers'). 1t is much harder to foree such an
interprotation on a noun liko miasto. Such facts support the argument that the loxieal
NP in these exumples is the deep structure subjeet and not the objoet a8 1n the impersonal
seNtences, :

F o
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“Louis raised himself” (by means of a bleck and tackle for instance), the tran-
sitive reflexive meaning. If such ap analysis of these verbs is correct, then it
is not the case that lexical items with different meanings are necessarily
separate lexical entries. I will discuss this more fully in Section 2.

In conclusion, I have proposed a process of detransitivization which ap-
plies to certain verbs in both Polish and Italian, which can account for the
oecurrence of the reflexive pronoun in example like (1}, (7), (8) and (56) as
well as the differences between these examples and “true” (transitive) reflex-
ive sentences. In addition, I have formulated an analysis of Italian and
Polish impersonal sentences, which are also reflexive in form, and which also
differ from true reflexive sentences. Both sentence types have a common
characteristic: they contain verbs which can take two (or more) lexical NP
arguments, but which, in these cases, occur with one — the subject in the
detransitivized sentences, and the object in the impersonal ones. Thus the
occurrence of the “non-reflexive’ sifsie as stated in (B), and its similarity to
the reflexive forms in true reflexive sentences, as stated in (7), can be explained:

(6) Sifsie, in their non-reflexive uses, oceur only with verbs which can
oceur in transitive sentences, and just in casc these verbs occur with
only one lexical NP,

(7) The “intransitive’” markers, si/sie, look and act like the reflexive
particles sifsie.

I have not determined the extent of the detransitivization process, but
the fact that it extends beyond verbs of the inchoative class in both Italian
and Polish, while analogous intransitives in English (such as the window
broke) do not extend much beyond this class of verbs, suggests that it is not
scmantically motivated, {which would lead us to cxpect uniformity across
Jlanguages), but rather follows from language specific syntactic and/for lexical
properties. In Section 2, T discuss some implications of detransitivization for
the structure of the lexicon.

2. The structure of the lexicon, within the framework of interpretive semantics
is discussed in Jackendoff (1872). In this discussion, which is primarily con-
cerned with a description of English, inchoative verbs (break, ete.) are listed
in the lexicon under separate entries according to whether they are transitive
or intransitive, as illustrated by the following {partial} lexical entries:

{68)a | open

o R '1
CHANGE (NP!, NOT OPEN, OPEN)

_physical
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b | open
1V

L NP1 NP?

CAUSE (NP1, CHANGE (NP, NOT OPEN, OPEN)) |
physical |

He does this because his grammar contains no syntactic transformation to
relate sentences containing such verb pairs, and indeed there is no evidence
in English that such pairs should be related by a syntactic process. He thus
needs both lexical entries to acecount for the differences in meaning between
the members of each such pair. For example, the transitive open contains
a meaning of direet causation which the intransitive one lacks. Also, the NP
that undergoes the change is the direct object in the transitive sentence,
and the subject in the intransitive sentence, and as a result, the selectional
restrictions differ for the transitive and intransitive members of such sen-
tence pairs.

He suggests that redundancy rules in the lexicon will make the amount
of independent information in the lexicon less than if such pairs as (65) were
entirely diffcrent from each other. Although such rules are not formulated
by him, they would presumably be of the following types: (A) Rules which
relate specific morphemes to sets of grammatical and semantic propertics;
ahd (B) Rules which apply to syntactic classes of lexical items to relate such
characteristics as ““{ransitivity’’ and grammatico-semantic relations like
CAUSE, THEME, and so fourth. Rules of type A will relate a verb like open
to its various grammatical properties and “dictionary’ definition (represented
in (65) as OPEN}), thus eliminating the necessity of stating these in ane of the
lexical entries. Rules of type B might be of the following form:

(66) ~Trans. {or equivalently, ~[ NP?)) implies ~CAUSE

These rules, and others, will allow ane of the entrics in pairg like (65) to be
shortened. For example, the intransitive entry could be stated as follows:

(67) [open
+V
AP e

The type A redundancy rules will apply to this entry to fili in all of the unspe-
cified grammatical and semantic information associated with the morpheme
apen in entry {66)6.1° (Note that the subcategerization information, NP1

—_

¥ To clarify the discussion, I propose the following schema for (verbal} lexical
entries; {followmng Jackendoff (1972)}
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ig specified in (67), so it is not copied from (65)b. After the type A rules have
applied, the type B rules, like the ¢one formulated above, will apply to remove
such clements ag CAUSE and so fourth. In this way, partial lexical entrics
like (66) can be converted into “full” entries like (65)a.

The syntactic facts of Italian and Polish, however, argue aguinst the exist-
ence of separate lexical entries for transitive/intransitive (reflexive) verb
pairs like opern and break. The occurrence of the reflexive particle, in both
languages, in the “intransitive” sentences, in fact, argues that such verbs arve
entered in the lexicon once, as transitive verbs, and that some process (o.g.
detransitivization) can apply to them, This process must operate to derive
structures to which the interpretive rules can apply correctly to distinguish
betwaan transitive and intransitive sentences,

Jackendoff (1972) proposes the existence of (among others) three semantic
functions: CAUSE, CHANGE and BE. CAUSE takes two arguments, an Agent
and an event; CHANGE takes three arguments, an individual (Theme), an
initial state (Source), and a final state {Goal); and BE takes an individual
(the Theme) and a statc (the Location). A more complete lexical entry for the
transitive open is the following:

{68) open

r 1V

+NP* | NP2

CAUSE (NP, CHANGE (NP2, NOT OPEN, OPEN))
Agent physical Theme Sowrce Goal

The detransitivization process in ltalian and Polish begins with a rule
which has the effect of blocking the insertion of lexical item in the NI'* po-
sition for certain transitive verbs. This is a lexical rule which can informally
be stated as follows: Insert 4 in NP? position {opt.) for verbs of class V.
The presence of 4 in the lexieal entry {riggers a second lexieal rule which can
be stated as follows:!!

(69) NP?— ~CAUSE

Vi |
[verb 1 } morphological (phono. infor,
NPEX(NFPY) ... (NP (P)... } Subeatogorization propertics
CAUSE (NPZ, CHANGE (NP¥. ) (traznmatical Relations State-
Agent Theme monte

“Directionary Definition” } Remaining Semantic properties

These terns are referred to at various points in the paper.

13 I have formulated rules (69) and (70) using the symbol “—", but these should
not be viewed as rewrite rulos (like Phrase Structure rules, for examplo.). Rather they
are imphieational stateanents like (66).
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This rule in turn triggers a third rule:!2

I, {(70) ~CAUSE-N?P! becomes | +-Theme
— Agent

These rules apply to the lexical entrieg of transitive verbs as follows: Be-
ginning with the entry for rompere (break ltal.):

{1 ‘I'(Jl’l‘ilp[_hl‘(t

4V

+NPL__ NP:
(CAUSE (NPi, CHANGE, (NP2, NOT BROKEN, BROKIEN))

Agent physical Theme Source (Foal
b Detrans. applies to insert 4 into NP2 position
¢ Rule (69} applies:

| rompsare

. +V

+ NP NP2

NP!, CHANGE (N2, NOT BROKEN, BROKEN)
agent  physical A Source Goal

d Rule (70} applies:
‘_rﬂmpere
4V
- +NPL___ NP?
- |
CHANGE NP, NOT BROKKEN, BROKEN
physical | +Theme Source foal
[—-Ageﬂ.t ]

Thus the process of detransitivization results in lexical entries which can be
correctly interpreted in examples like the following:

(72) La finestra si ruppe.
The window broke.

The lexical bloeking rute applies to modify the subeategorization pro-
perties of certain verbs, and the other rules such as (69) and (70) apply to
modify the grammatical relations characteristic of these verbs. In these cases,
the dictionary definitions of the lexical entries are not affected. The selectional

12 Tt is not the case, if course, that all intransitive verbs have non-agentive suhjocts
{o.g. John rolled down the hill purposely to amuse us). The fact that the suhjects of incho-
ative sentences are non-agentive may follow from the fact that they are inanimate,
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restrictions that apply to sentences like (72) to limit the class of NP subjerts
in these cases to the class of NP objects in their transitive counterparts are
semantic in nature and follow automatically from the modificativns of the
verbal lexical entries as in (71) above.

Rules (69) and (70) are exactly the rules needed as redundancy rules of
type B in English which relate separate lexical entries.’® Rule (69) effectively
states that intransitive verbs are non-causal, and rule (70) states that the
subjects of intransitive verbs are the Theme. This suggests that the theory
must provide a mechanism for relating separate lexical entries and for mo-
difying singic lexical entrics. It appears that there is a universal set of rules
that can be used by individual languages as either processes or as statements
of relations.

The meaning differences between the verbs in these examples, in their
transitive and intransitive uses, in terms of “dictionary definition” is negligible.
In fact, all meaning differences can probably be accounted for as resulting
from the application of rules (69) and {70). This iz not always the case with
detransitive verbs. Some examples, in which verbs used transitively differed
pignificantly in meaning from their intransitive {reflexive) uses, were discussed
in Section 1, and are repeated here for the sake of convenience:

(64)e Luigi si e’alzato alle cinque.
Louis got up at five o’clock.
b Luigi ha salzato la macchina da serivere.
Louis lifted the typewriter,
(78)a Marek rozbil sie.
Mark had an accident.
b Marek rozbil wazon,
Mark broke the vase in picces.
¢ Marck zachowal sig fatalnie.
Mark behaved torribly.
d Jan zachowal pamieé o ojcu.
Jan preserved the memory of his father.

These examples have all of the syntactic characteristics of detransitivized
verbs which do not differ significantly in meaning from their transitive counter-
parts, and should therefore be analyzed as being derived by means of the same
process. This means that these verbs should also be listed in the lexicon in

11 For English, typo B rules like {(89) and {70} may be viowed as geroral prineiplos
dictating which information may or may not be copied into one lexical entry from anoth-
er by tho type A rules.

1t These cases may be limited in number, but thoy exist and muszt be accounted

for.
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Eiﬁ_gle lexical entries. If this iz the case, then lexical entries must be allowed
to ‘contain two (or more) “directionary definitions” which may be only di-
stantly related, or not related at all. This is illustrated below:

(74)

=)

alzare N

+V.

- +NP1__ NP2
CAUSE (NP!, CHANGE (NP2, POSITION,, POSITION,))
@ change position of NP? from lower to higher position |

b get out of bed (after sleeping)

Now, another type of rule is necessary to choose meaning b just in case the
detransitivization rule has applied to insert 4 into the NP2 position.

Obviously, there must be some restriction on assigning words with diffor-
ent meanings to a single lexical entry. Varjous proposals have been made for
dealing with the problem of meaning and the organization of the lexicon, and
I will not comment on any of them here. I will propose, however, that at least
these cases, can be restricted by the following principle, stated in the intro-
duction as Hypothesis (C):

(C) Homophonous morphemes, not vesulting from phonological change,
are entered in the lexicon as single entries, regardless of meaning dif-
ferencos, if thoy are transparentiy related by the syntax.

The process of detransitivization creates a widospread syntactic pattern that
manifests 1tself clearly at the surface structure level in the form of the corre-
lation betwecn transitive verbs and reflexive intransitive verbs on the one
hand, and the lack of corresponding refloxive forms for verbs that are only
intransitive.

In conclusion, T have examined in this section certuin implications of the
syntactic analysis presented in Section 1 for the structure and organization
of the lexicon within the framework of interpretive semantics, and have shown
that the lexical component of the grammar must contain rules that relate
separate lexical entries in some languages (Fnglish), and operate on single
lexical entries to modify them in other languages. The syntactic behaviour
of certain verb classes in Polish and Ttalian shows the necessity of allowing
single lexical entries to contain more than one dictionary meaning. The con-
ditions nnder which this is necessary imply that semantic information alene
18 not sufficient to determine the organization of the lexicon, and that mor-
phological and syntactic propertics of lexical items play a erucial role, and
in fact can override semantic considerations. (The syntactic pattern spoken
about above is only transparent because of the morphological identity of the
transitive and “intransitive” reflexive verb pairs).

The rules which modify lexical entries in Italian and Polish may be viewed
as mediating between the output of the lexico-syntactic component of the
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grammar and the input to the semantic component, n much the same why
as phonological readjustment rules modify the output of the lexico-syntactic
conmponent so that it can be operated upon by the rules of the phonological
component.,

Throughout Section 2, I made use of highly simplified lexical entries which
by no means included all of the information necessary for complete inter-
pretation. My purpose throughout has becn to outline a complex problem
and suggest some solutions to it that will stand or fall depending on the re-
gultg of further research.
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