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1. Causative constructions have been dealt with extensively in the recent
linguistic literature. But, to my knowledge, little attempt has been matle to
- apply the insights gained there to the teaching of English grammar to advan-
ced foreign students. In this paper I want to make such, an attempt in the
form of a contrastive analysis of French and English causative constructions.
As this study is infended as a help to French-speaking students of English,
rather than English-speaking students of French, the emphasis will be more
on the peculiarities of English than those of French. As can be gathered from
Kayne's {1975) monumental work, the syntax of French causative construc-
tions is exceedingly complex, and the type of student I have in mind need not
have explicit knowledge of all its infricacies in order to be able to understand
the syntax of their English counterparts. Yet some familiarity with the struc-
ture of this part of the grammar of his mother-tongue strikes me as indis-
pensible.

The theoretical framework of the exposition will on the whole be that of
the so-called standard transformational theory. It is true that this theory
has now been abandoned by most theoretical linguists because of its theore-
tieal shortcomings. Yet no one has so far heen able to replace it by a more
attractive model. Quite on the contrary, its abandonment seems to have
led to a chaos of rivalling theories which threatens the very survival of genera-
tive transformational grammar. In spite of its theoretical shortcomings
the standard theory can still be considered to offer a pedagogically attrac-
tive framewcork for our discussion. As is well-known, its hasic assumption

* T am indebted to the Belgian F.N.R.8. for a grant which enabled me to travel
to Boszkowo (Poland) and tead the present paper there, I am also grateful to the con-
ferenco participants for their useful commonts. Tn particular I want to thank Prof. W.
Winter of Kiel University, who wasg so kind as to asct, unofficially, a8 my disputant when
my official disputant was unable to attend the conference.
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is that a sentence has a deep structure, which determines its meaning, and a
surface structure, which determines its phonetic form, the two being related by
transformations that are not allowed, to affect the meaning of the sentence.
On the basis of this hypothesis it seems possible to come up with a coherent
account of the similarities and differences between English and French
causative constructions. Before going into these I should like to add that,
as this is a study in applied, not theoretical lingnistics, I have felt free to couch,
some explanations in relational rather than orthodox configurational terms
when this has seemed to make for greater simplicity of exposition. Moreover
I have attempted to achieve even greater simplicity by restricting the use of
labelled bracketing to the indication of maximal structures. What I mean
is this: in a sentence like [ want him to come tomorrow the string him to come
tomorrow can be considered ags a clause (or (subordinate) sentence, symbol 8),
-80 that the sentence can be represented as: I want [him to come tomorrow].
8

8
I have not felt it necessary to indicate that within this subelause him is an

NP and to come tomorrow a VP. Let us next assume that I want to come tomorrow _

derives from I want [me to come tomorrow] through the deletion of the subject
8

. 3
of the subclause and that a clause that has lost its subject cannot be consider-
ed to be a clause any longer.? Then we can represent the surface structure of
I want to come tomorrow as I want [to come tomorrow).
¥YP vr
2. Let us now turn to the topic under discussion and start by considering
the following (nearly) synonymous pair of French sentences:

(1) Elle a fait (en sorte) qu’il danse,
(2) Elle ' fait danser.

Whereas in (1) 4/ functions as the subject of danser, the corresponding
pronoun le is found as object in (2). Yet in (2), just as in (1), Je must be consider-
ed as the semantic subject of danser. In the rest of this paper I shall not be
concerned with finite clauses dependent on faire. Rather I shall concentrate
on the infinitive construction and contrast it with the various English non-
finite eonstructions that can be used to express causation. So, one or two words
may be said about it here. Native speakers of French prefer the construction
with en sorfe, the one without it seeming strange, though perhaps not unaccept-
able. Conversely, sentences like

(3) Le retour du président a fait que la situation est redevenue normale.
which, unlike (1) (which contains a subjunctive, of. Elle a fait en sorte que nous

! Thig is a pedagogical over-simplification that is justified, I think, ag far as the
constructions under discussion here are concerned. It stands to reason that imperatives
and certain types of relative clauses should be considered o lLave sentential status,
oven in surface structure, in apite of having lost their subjoct,
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dansions), have an indicative in the subclause, sound qguite normal but express
resnlt rather than causation, and can be translated as:

(4) The return of the president has resulted in the gituation becoming
normal again.

As for Elle a fait en sorte qu’il danse, it is worth adding that this sent?nce i:s not
completely synonymous with Blle U fait danser in that the fom.:ner 1nv:amably
rofers to indirect causation whereas the latter can express either direct or
indirect cansation. :

3. Before leaving the finite faire construction it is importar}t to point
out that in both the finite and the nonfinite clause the pronoun #i{le has the
same function, which, simplifying a great deal, may be rei.'erred to as the se-
mantic or deep structure function. The sentence Elle I'a fait danser will there-
fore be derived from a deep structure something like -

- (8) Elle a fait [il danser]

where iZL danger is a clause functioning as the direct o'bjec?: of faire. Eng'lish
has several equivalents of Elle I'a fait danser. We shall consider the following:

(7) 1¥8he caused him to dance. (t)
(7) She got him to dance.(t)
{8) She made him dance.(t)
(9) (?)She had him dance.(t)

The bulk of this paper will be devoted to a d,iscus?icm of the f;yntact.ic
characteristics of these four English causative constructions and t-heu' French
counterpart (5). More specifically, I shall concentrate on th_.e behaviour of these
constructions under main-clause and sub-clause passivization and, as far as't-he
first type of passivization is concerned, the related pr?blem of clanse union,
i.e. the conversion of a deep structure complex sentence 11}1:0 a surface s!;meture
simple sentence (cf. sections 4 and 5). Next I shall deal with the following rela-
ted topics: subject and object deletion in French c'la,uses s.am'bP:d'ded under
Juire (section 6); get, have, and, cause+ing-clausle (section 7); 1n-ﬁn1t1ve clauses
functioning as the object of laisser and let (section 8) the see to it that construe-
tion and, its French counterpart (section 9). . .

Before going into these syntactic problems it is worthwhile to have a look
at the SEMANTIC AND STYLISTIC DIFFERENCES be?Ween them. The
~most enrrent constructions in colloquial English are those with make and get.
Make clearly refers to compulsion, whereas the meaning of get seems to 'tfe
closer to that of persuade than to that of compel, exen though its syntactic
behaviour (like that of make) is different from that of elthgr verb (see below).
In the Aave sentence the reference would seem to be to arrangement or result,
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the sentence being roughly paraphrasable as: She arranged for him to dance,
the result of her intervention was that he danced. As for cause, this is a typically
formal verb with a very general meaning.? It is most unlikely to occur in an
informal sentence like She caused him to dance, which I have only used for ease
of exposition. A typical example with cawuse would be: Raising the temperature
of liquid compounds causes them to decompose into their elements (quoted by
Van Ek (1966:41). If cause does occur in an everyday context, it would appear
to express indirect, often unintentional, causation, as in Her continuous nagging
coused her husband to start an affair with his secretary (t). But the verb is really
typical of academic, scientific, technical English, where it expresses a direct
or indireet causal relation between two phenomena.

In the linguistic literature the cause--infinitive clause construction is
often found illustrated in colloguial-looking sentences like (6) She caused him
to dance. It is important to warn foreign students of Engiish syntax that many
native speakers find such sentences unacceptable. As this is a very difficult
area for non-natives, I have thought it indispensable to have my self-made
instances checked by native speakers. Some have been checked by one or two
native speakers only, but the majority have been submitted to as many as 18
informants.® The latter type of sentences has been marked (t). The grammati-
cality judgments given in the text represent ‘averages’ of the informants’
reactions, there often having been a considerable amount of variation.

4. Let us now concentrate on the syntax of English cause, get, make and
have sentences and French faire sentences.

In each of the four sentences marked (6)—(9), the causative verb has an
infinitive clause as its object. Their deep structures can be represented as
follows:

{10} She caused [ him to dance ]}
8 8

(11) She got [ him to dance ]
8 ]
(12) She made [ him to dance ]

8 $
(13) She had [ him to dance ]
8 s

It will be seen that the French sentence Elle I'a ‘}"ait danser and the English
sentences (6) to (9) have the same deep structure, ie. roughly, the same
semantic structure, but their surface structures are entirely different. One
difference is that in the English seutences surface structure has the same word

* Bee also M. Shibatani (1476 : 30 - 38) and MeCawley (1976 : 119—120),
* I want to thank my colleague Peter Kelly, who, apart from acting as an informant
himsgelf, obliged me by sending lists of test-sentences to several of his friends in the U.E.
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order as deep structure, whereas in the French sentence the pronoun i/ is mov-
ed in front of faire and acquires the object form, I shall come to this problem
presently, but before doing se I want to have a closer look at the English
sentences. First it will be noticed that 1 have represented the subclause as
having fo in all cases. This fo is kept in surface structure after cause and get
but deleted after make and have. Next let us check how these sentences behave
under PASSIVISATION OF THE MAIN-CLAUSE.

(14) *?She was caused to dance.(t)

(15) He was made to dance. (t) (to kept if make is passivised)
(16) *He was got to dance.(t)

(17) *He was had (to) dance. (t}

We see that passivisation is quite normal with make and totally impossible
with have. With get and cause it seems to be virtually unacceptable. How is this
difference in behaviour with regard to main clause passivisation to be ae-
counted for? Notice first of all that the deep structures under (10—13) eannot
be the structures to which the passive transformation applies, One of the -
things that the passive transformation does is change the direct object of the
sentence into the subject. If we assume, correctly I think, that the clause
him to dance is the deep structure (==semantic) object of the causative verb, then
passivisation applied to this deep structure would yield: '

(18) *Him tc dance was | caused
got
made

had

All of these sentences are, of course, totally ungrammatical. From the fact
that ke functions as the subject of the passive sentence He was made to dance
it can be inferred that prior to passivisation the pronoun Aim, which, in deep
structure functions as the subject of fo dance, must have been changed into
the object of make. Let us call this transformation subject-to-object ravsing.
This transformation, then, promotes the subject of a nonfinite subclause to the
object of its main clause. The structure resulting from it can be represented
as follows:
(19) She made him [dance ]
vP VP
We now relabel the brackets as VP because dance is no longer a clause, having
no subject. So subject-to-object raising has resulted in an underlyingly complex
sentence surfacing as asimple sentence. To this structure the passive transform-
ation can now apply, yvielding: He was made to dance. From the fact that the
sentence *He was had (to) dance is ungrammatical, it can be inferred that in
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this case the pronoun Aim does not undergo subject-to-object raising but
remains the subject of the infinitive, even in surface structure. As regards
the sentences with gef and cause passivisation seems to be most unusal, although
grammar boolts do mention cause, as a verb that is construed with the so-called
nominative+-infinitive.? It must however be added that formal sentences
like (?)Liquid compounds may be caused to decompose into their elements (t)

sound a good deal more natural, so that the very low degree of acceptability

of *!He was caused to dance may be a matter of register rather than grammar.
If in a sentence like Ske had him dance him is to be considered the subject,
even in surface structure, then the question arises why the pronoun is in the
-object rather than in the subject form. Why, in other words, do we not have
*She had he dance? The easiest way, it scems to me, to account for the object
form of the pronoun is to assume that English, unlike French, German and
many other langnages, increasingly tends to treat the object form of pronouns
as the unmarked, neutral form, requiring a special transformation to aceount
for the subject form, which tends to be more and more restricted to the funec-
tion of subject of a finite verh.5

Let us now come back to the French sentence Elle I'a fait danser (=(2)}).
Also this sentence contains a pronounw hose case needs accounting for: le.
As a first approximation it might reasonably be supposed that here, too, we
have an instance of subject-to-object raising, yielding:

(20) Elle a fait le { danser ] '

v VP
The unstressed pronoun le would then be moved in front of the finite verb
a fait by the same rule as is needed for other unstressed pronominal objects
(e.g. 11 I'a vu from *I{ @ vu le, as contrasted with Il a vy Jean). But notice that
if we replace le in Elle I'a fait danser by Jeam, the correct sentence is not
*Elle o fait Jean danser, as we would be led to expect, but rather: Elle o Sait
danser Jean. So if we were to apply subject-to-object raiging in French, chang-
ing the subject of the infinitive clause into the object of the main clauge,
we would have to add some sort of inversion rule which inserts the infinitive

* Zandvoort (1965 : 16) and Leonhardi and Welsh (1968 : BI).

* It would take us too far afield to go into this matter here, Suffice it to refer to
forms like What, e do a thing like that!, He is taller than me, to indicate that English,
unlike such other Germanic languages as German and Dutch, ean use the object form
for the subject provided it is not followed by a finite verb, The situation in French is
rather more complox in that French uses emphatic pronouns, which are unmarked for
case. Conversely, it is most implausible that all uses of the object form twith subject
funetion in English nonfinite clauses should be interpretable as smphatic uses of the
pronoun. One case which could not he interpreted that way is the use of the form as the
subject of & gerund, cf. I can't understand him doing o thing like that.
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danser between the verb faire and its putative object Jean. But this ifl not 1';he
only complication. Matters get much worse in the event of the infinitive being
a transitive verb. Let us consider the following deep structures:

{21) She{ got } [John to read that novel]

madef S _ %
(22) Elle a fait [Jean lire ce roman]
5 B

In English there is no problem whatever: we get exactly the same thing as
with an intransitive infinitive: there is subject-to-object raising with make,
but not (normally) with gef, which explains why we can have John was made
1o read that movel, but not *John waes got to read novel. In French, however,
the picture is an entirely different one. Here the deep structure must be trans-
formed into: -

(23) Elle a fait lire ce roman & Jean.

Jean i once again found to be separated from faire by the infinitive group
lire ce romam, a fact which might be accounted for by the inversion transform-
ation alluded to above. But, in addition, it is now in the indirect object
form. So the subject of the infinitive appears to be promoted either to the direct
or the indireet object of the main clause, depending on whether the infinitive
is transitive or intransitive. This fact can be accounted for by setting up a
faire-attraction transformation, which takes the verb-phrase out of the S\}b-
clause and puts it after the main clause verb faire. If the subclanse contains
an intransitive verb like danser, this gives:

(24) Elle o fait danser [ Jean ]

NP NP _

All that is left of the original object clause of faire is its former subject Jean-
so that we can now relabel the brackets as NP. In other words, the original
subject of the subclause Jean danser has become the object of faire damser.
So we see that with an intransitive subclause faire-attraction has the same
result as subject-to-object raising (i.e. it promotes the deep structure subject
of the subelause to the object of the main clause, thereby changing the deep
structure compound sentence into a surface structure simple sentence).
But in addition it produces the correct word order and is therefore preferable
to subject-to-object raising.

With a transitive verb like lire the derivation is more complicated. Faire-
attraction yields:

(25) Klle a fait lire ce roman{ Jean ]

NP NP

All that remains of the subeclanse ig again its former subject Jean, which we
would again expect to take over the function of the subelause and become the
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direct object of the main clause. But this is impossible for the very simple
rea:son that, as a result of faire-attraction, the main clause already has a dirgctr
ob]'ect, viz. ce roman. So Jean becomes the next best thing, viz. the indirect
object, which necessitates d-insertion. If the indirect object had been an un-
stressed, pronoun a further transformation would have moved the indirect
object in front of the finite verb, giving Elle lui o fait lire ce roman.

. }.')["hat flz)e roman m-ust be regarded as the direct object of the main clause
Lsfihz“:;rbyofl‘)i?s}]?;?;I;T:E;T’ which yields (26), with le cliticizing in front

(26) Elle le lui a fait lire,

So in both (2) Elle I'a fait danser and (28) the surface structure direct obiect
of the main clause can be looked upon as deriving from what is a subcla?u%e
constituent in deep structure. In this respect French is similar to Englisil
The two languages differ in that, as regards English, the subelause constituent:
under focus is always the subject, whereas in French it can be either the subject
or the object, depending on whether the sentence is intransitive or transitJive
]%ut this is not the only difference. We have just seen that in English passivisa:
tion of the main clause is possible with some of the causative verhs (quite
nc.)rmally with make, marginally with cause and perhaps, even more margililall
m?;h get) and impossible with ave. By contrast, French fuire never tolemtBers;
this sort of passivisation, of. *Il a ét¢ fait danser, *Ce roman a 6ié Sait lire
It may, however, be worth adding that in 17-th century French sentences sucﬁ
a8 [l fut fart venir were apparently acceptable to some people.®

5. Let us suppose next that instead of [Jean lire ce roman), as was the case
_ 8 s
in (22), we have [son amant tuer son mari] as the object of faire, as in:
5 8 ’ '

(27) Elle a fait [ son amant tuer son mari ]
8 8
The application of faire-attraction, followed by d-insertion before the former
deep structure subject of the subclause, yields: *Elle o fait tuer son mari & son
amant. But this is an ungrammatical sentence. Instead, we should have:

(28) Elle a fait tuer son mari par son amant,

This time the sentence contains an agent rather than an indirect object
Agents, of course, are associated with passive sentences. So let us assume that

) ¢ Cr. the following quotation from Grevisse (1969 : 1066): “Le tour passif 47 Jut
fait mourir, il fut fait venir, qui & essayé, au XVIIo sidcle de &’int (i '

' : ; g2 .

i 3 introduire, & été condammé
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the SUBCLAUSE has undergone PASSIVISATION. Obviously, this is not
the usual sort of passivisation we would expect a clause to undergo: the verb
fuer is still in the active voice and it is far from clear that the object (son mart)
has become subject, More precisely, only one of the three operations which
Chomsky (1967) refers to as constituting the passive transformation seems to
have taken place. Applied to the sentence The enemy destroyed the city, these
three operations are: '

a) agent-postposing, which changes the subject into an agent, giving:
*.destroyed the city by the enemy; .

b) subject-preposing, which changes the object into the subject, giving:
*The city destroyed by the enemy;

¢) passivisation of the ver, yielding, finally: The city was destroyed by the
enemy.
To put a sentence into the passive all three of these operations are required,
but, as Chomsky points out, something analogous to sentence passivisation
can be observed to happen with English verbal noun groups. Thus a structure
like '

(29) The enemy’s destruction of the city.
can have its subjective genitive replaced by an agent, thereby becoming

(30) The destruction of the city by the enemy.

Contrary to the sentence *destroyed the cily by the enemy this string is quite
acceptable. So is the sequence obtained by allowing the objective genitive
to take the place of the subjective genitive, as in

(31) The city’s destruction by the enemy (vs *The city destroyed by the
enemy).

But of course it is impossible for the verbal noun destruction to be put into
the passive voice, a step which was found to be compulsory with the verb
destroy. How do these facts concerning the (partial) passivisability of verbal
noun groups relate to the construction wunder discussion, viz. Elle a fait tuer
son mari par son amantl The crucial fact is that infinitives may be looked
upon as a special §ype of verbal nouns that is intermediate between ordinary
verbal nouns like destruction and finite verbs; they are more verbal than verbal
nouns of the destruction type but less so than finite verbs. This explains why
it is possible for infinitive groups to be either partially or wholly passivised.
In the French construction under consideration there may be assumed to be
only partial passivisation, whereby the subject becomes the agent without
either the object undergoing subject-preposing or the infinitive being put
into the passive voice. This partial passivisation vields:
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(32) Elle a fait [tuer son mari par son amanf,]
"8

5

At first sight it looks as if

sentences of this type remain c
. ompound even i

surface -stru'ctu?e. But !;here 1s at least one bit of evidence aga,li)nst this fr]'l HT
pronominalisation, which requires the former objeet of fuer e

front of the verb of the main clause, of. Elle g fait tuer par son e i

R ( el s L mant. This woul
m to indicate that also passive infinitive clauses under Jaire unde:'lgf;

2?!'.)[3.' r:131ir‘1g, result-ing in clause-union. Seeing that le may be regarded as the
to]}(:;: p;)ssgie 11;1&11311 clause, we m1ghf, again expect main clause passivisation
! . But as was th:e case with Elle Ua fait danser {with no passiv
ion in the subelause) passivisation of a main el oo
faire is again impossible, cf. *I] ¢ été
where par cet homme and par so
Jait or (fait tuer?), respectively.

isa-
’ ause containing causative
Jait tuer par cet homme (por sa femme),
Jemme are the agents belonging to fuer and

Let us now have & lock at the English equivalents of (29), viz:

(33) 28he caused her lover to kill her hushand. {t)
She got her lover to kill her kusband. (t)
She made her lover kill her husband. {t)
{{%)} She had her lover kill her husband. (t)

ﬂtirzzc}} %}&;ﬁia])lplz:ssivisation of the subclause has been seen to be obligatory
infinitive like fuer. In the English senten s
viously no passivisation. But is it i sofon Nl b3 4
: possible? We now want to ch i
each of the four causative verbs i i .
. nder discussion, As regard
tence like 'She caused her husband 3 . ek, ol b
nd to be killed by her lover (t) seems to b

. . ‘ e doubt-

ful. But, as was the case with the corresponding active sentence, this un[ac-

ceptability may well be a matter of register rather than grammar. Anyway

the following sentence, which, i
i ; which is meant as an example, appears to be accept-

. (34) Subjec!:-ra,ising causes the S-node to be deleted. (t)
Su%w'v (‘;l;w fg::lfstmn arises whether the S-node in (34) is to be considered as the
ject of the infinitive or the object of cause i
U i e & ¢ in surface structure, Putting it
; ject-raising take place if the claunse u &
Te! ; nder cause has bee
pagsivised, so that the main clause, too, can undergo passivisation? No straigl::l-}

forward answer can be gi i
] given, seeing that such sentences as {35), ] i
tedly very clumsy, cannot be absolutely ruled out. W R

¢ )
(35) ¥The S-node may be caused to be deleted by a variety of transforma-

tions: subject-raising, verb-raisi .
3 -ralsing, equi-NP  delecti i :
NP delection, ete. (t) B 0 delection, indefinite
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As for the getl construction, passivisation of the subclause yields:

(36} She got [ her husband to be killed by her lover]
8 - B

This does not sound. like a grammatical sentence but it can easily be made so0
by deleting #o be, which yields: She got her husband killed by her lover. In fact
be-deletion is quite & current phenomenon in English and French nonfinite
clauses, as is apparent from: I consider that man (fo be) an honest man; U homme
que je considére (&tre) wn homme honnéte. This time, however, the ungrammati-
cality of *Her husbund was got killed (t) ghows passivisation of the main clause
to be impossible. Correspondingly, ker husband must be considered as the
subject of the nonfinite clause even in surface structure. The same phenomenon
can be observed with the causative verb iqve. Here, too, passivisation of the .
subeclause yields an ungrammatical sentence (*She had her husband be killed
(t)), which is again made grammatical by be-deletion (Ske had her husband
Killed). But again passivisation of the main clause verb (i.e. have) is excluded,
as shown by the ungrammaticality of *Her hushand was had killed (t).

Let us finally consider the make instances. Pasgivisation of the infinitive

clause yields:

il

(37) She made Ther husband be killed by her lover]
8 8

But this time passivisation leads to an ungrammatical sentence, no matter
whether it is followed by be-deletion or not: *She made her husband be killed (t)
and *She made her husband killed (t) are equally ungrammatical. Indeed,
sentences exemplifying the make---accusative{-past participle pattern are
nearly always ungrammatical. But there are a few verbs, including understand,
kmow and fear, with which it is quite current. Thus the following sentences
represent normal usage:

{38) He made his views known funderstood.
(39) He made his name feared. (t)

According to Van Ek (1966:120), whose inventory is an invaluable source
of information for a student of English nonfinite object clauses, the makeac-
cusative---past participle construction “is limited to collocations denoting
the exercise and recognition of influence in the widest sense”’, In his corpus the
participle felt occurs five times, heard twice, respected once and understood and
valued also once. As was the case with have and get, double passivisation (i.e.
of both subclause and main clause) is impossible, of *His views were mode
understood (t) and *His name was made feared (t). It is true that His views were
made known is grammatical, but known must be looked upon here ag an ad-
jectival rather than a verbal form, as is evident from a comparison of His
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views were mcfde known T'O all his friends (t) and *His views were made known
fBY all his friends (t) (where by is an agent belonging to known, not made). So
Ei;q;ould :eem that subject-to-object raising is impossible in the string ml.ake
3 bt G o

L -1 pas \partlclpleg. Interestingly, this may be taken to be part of a quite

general constraint on main clause Ppassivisation j
neral : and hence -t0-0bj
raising) in strings of the type: ( P Pt

NP4V . +[NP-past participle]
4+ plain infinitive - .
complement
{(where the past participle results from passivisation of a plain infinitive

folowed by obligatory be-deletion),
Thus we have:

(40) a. I saw them blow up the bridge.
b. She heard them call her name just once,
{41} a. I saw the bridge blown up.
b. She heard her name called just once.
(42) a. They were seen to blow up the bridge.
b. They were heard to call her name just once.
but not:

(43} a. *The bridge was seen blown up.
b. *Her name was heard called just once.

if'[‘h,nss constr&f’nt— does no.t- seem to apply if the past participle clause results

{rom the optional d}eleetlon of fo--be (as contrasted with just e, which, may be

assumed to occur in the passive transform of a plain infinitive clause), cf:
(44) Ht‘a was reported/bolieved (to be) killed.

However, if we take the view that subject-raising is impossible in the string

make [NP ici e are i i
£ +past partlclp]eg we are in trouble as regards the derivation of

(45) I made myself understood.
This sentence may be taken to derive from

(46) I made [people understand me]
8 8

Passive -+ be-deletion applied to this underlying
structure give

{47) 1 made [me understood]

] 8
But this is not a grammatical sentence. Instead of me we need, myself. To
account for the occurrence of the reflexive pronoun we must regard myself
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as the object of the main clause, which shows that subject-raising is sometimes
possible from a past participle clause embedded under make. One way of getting
out of this dilemna, which was suggested to me by W. Winter, would be to
consider understood in I made myself understood as not derivable from an
active infinitive. This would, however, prevent us from setting up a systematic
connection between this English sentence and its French counterpart Je me suis
fait comprendre. On the other hand, the test that we have just applied to known
does point to understood being an adjective, cf. Did I make myself understood
T'O all of you! Tt is true that (?) Did I make myself undersiood BY all of you is
also marginally possible, but the important pointvs that the fo construction,
unlike the by form, seems to be associated with a specialised (adjectival)
meaning; it is typically used in connection with istructions, But if understood
is an adjective we may well wonder why *His views were made understood {t) is
ungrammatical, whereas His views were made knoumn (t) is acceptable.

There is one more causative verb that can occasionally have a past partiei-
ple clause as its object which I have not dealt with so far. I mean the verb
see in sentences like the following: j

{48) I will see her.avenged. (quoted by Zandvoort (1965:50))
(49) He named twelve executors to see his wishes carried out. (quoted by

Scheurweghs (1959:169))
1550) They sent their children to school to see them educated. (idem)

However, as was the case with make, the construction appears to be possible
with a very limited number of verbs only. Thus the following sentences are

virtually unacceptable.

(51} *?1 shall see that suit cleaned next week. (t}
i52) *1We should see our house painted. (t)

At the moment T am unable to put forward any suggestions as to the nature
of the semantic coustraints on the use of past participle clauses as the object
of the causative verb see. Whatever these may turn out to be, it is worth
emphasizing that this construction can only very occasionally be used instead
of the have/get+past participle clause or the see (fo if) that congtruction (see
below under 9.}. ‘

Two further remarks about this causative see are in order: (1) it differs from
have and get in that the object clause cannot oceur in the active, of. *They sent
their children to that school to see excellent teachers educate them (t); (2) it is like
have and get in not tolerating passivisation of the main clause, cf. *She was
seen avenged.

To sum up: we have seen that sub-clause passivisation is possible in English,
with, clauses dependent on get and have, provided passivisation is followed by
be-delotion. As regards infinitive clauses functioning as the object of the verb

11 Papers and studles, .. .XIII
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cause, passivisation seems to be quite possible in formal, academic English, but
virtually impossible in colloquial English. It is obligatory with see, which, like
get and have, requires he-deletion. On the other hand it is as a general rule
impossible with infinitive complements of the verb make, although there are a
handful of verbs, which, when oceurring in the subclause, do allow it. When
passivisation takes place in English subeclauses dependent on one of the
causative verbs, it is full passivisation involving not only agent postposing but
also subject preposing and passivisation of the verb itself. In this respect
English causative constructions contrast sharply with the French faire con-
struction, where the infinitive cannot be put into the passive voice. Thus it is
impossible in English to say *J caused/got/hadmade that man {to} kill by Jokn,
whereas in French it is just as impossible to say *Elle @ fait (étre) abattu son.
mar: par son amant. It may be worth pointing out that partial passivisation
is not unknown with English nonfinitc verbs either: we probably have it in
You need your toe looking at by a chirepodist (quoted by Ryadford (1977:59)).
But with the causative verbs under study this type of construction is totally
im possible,

In French the active and the (partly) passive forms can hardly ever be
regarded as free alternatives, mostly only one being pessible in a given context.
By contrast, English nearly always has the choice between an active and a
{fully) passive subclause, that choice being, as a rule, a matter of style rather
than grammatical constraints,

6. We have noticed that in English the agent in a passive sentence is
often omitted. This is of course also frequently the case in French syntences.
This explains why we may come across such homonymous pairs of sentences as

{53) 1l a fait chanter la chanson,
(54} II a fait chanter les gargons.

In (53) an agent like par les gur¢ons may be said to be understood, whereas
in {(54) there is no agent understood but perhaps an indefintte object like
quelgue chose. If this view is taken it will be clear that this indcfinite object
needs deleting prior to the transformation that changes the subject of a tran-
sitive infinitive clause into an indirect object. If this were not the case wo
would derive */1 a fait chanter auz gargons. After the deletion of its indefinite
object chanter behaves as if it were an intransitive verb, thus enabling its
subject to become the direct object of the main clause.

Agent deletion and indefinite object deletion are apt to give rige to ambi-
quous sentences of the type

{55} Je ferai manger vos chévres.
(86) Il a fait briler le papier lentement.
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which, respectively, derive either from

(57) a. Je ferai [vos chévres manger quelque chose]
a s

b. Tl a fait [le papier briler lentement]
8 s

or

(58) a. Je ferai [(les lions) manger vos chévres]
3 )

b. 1l a fait [quelqu’un briiler le papier lentemenf]
8 §
If the subject of the subclauses were not deleted as either indefinite or predic-
table from the context they would surface as agents in sontences like:

(89) a. (8i vous ne suivez pas mes ordres,) je ferai manger vos chévres
par mes lions,
b. Il & fait briler le papier par son secrétaire.

The reason why such ambiguities are possible in French is that the infinitive
clause under fgire is only partly passivised: its subject becomes the agent, but
the infinitive is not put into the passive voice. If the agent is subsequently
deleted, surface structure no longer contains any indication as to whether
passivisation has taken place or rot. In English ambiguities of this type are
ruled out because subclause passivisation requires the infinitive to be put into
the passive voice. Compare the above French instances with the following:

(60} a. T'll make your goats eat,
b. T’ll have your goats eaten (by my licns, if you don’t obey my
orders}. 3
(61) a. I'll make the paper burn slowly.
b. I had the paper burnt slowly.

In Je ferai manger vos chévres, in the sense of I'll have your goals eaten, the
infinitive no longer has a subject. In this particular sentence the absence of a
subject could, of course, be looked nwpon as the result of partial passivisation,
involving agent postposing but not subject preposing. But notice that aiso
intransitive clauses embedded under faire can have their subject deleted, as
for instance in Cela faif rire, from
(62) Cela fait [on rire]
$ $
It is important to emphasize that deletion is impossible in the corresponding
sentence in English, where we will have something like Jt makes youjone/people
laugh. If it is felt that no subject should be expressed a different construetion

11*
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is required, for instance one containing a derived verbal noun or a nominal
gerund functioning as the object of cause, as in This may cause some laugh-
ter|giggling. It is worth adding that this difference between French and English
as regards the delection of the notional subject of the infinitive is also found
with other verbs. Compare:

163) a. Cela (nous) obligera & étudier ce probléme:
b. This wiil foblige y us to study that problem,
{forcc ]
compel
i164) a. Cela {nous} permettra de résoudre le probléme.
b. This will {enable| us to solve the problem.
allow [ the problem to be solved.
{65) a. Il (nous) a ordonné d’étudier ce probléme.
b. He ordered us to study that problem.
((?))He ordered that problem to be studied (§)

7. In what precedes our concern has been with, the properties of infinitive
clauses under couse, make, get and have. It should be added, however, that the
verbs get and have, but not couse and make can also take a present participle
clause as their object, Compare:

166) They had us work hard.

{67) They had us working hard.
{68) I'll get him to work for you
{69) T’ll get him working for you. .

Semantically, the difference between the two types of construction seems to
be that the infinitive refers to the fuctual aspect of the activity, whereas the
ing-form, being more descriptive, focuses attention on the way the activity is
performed. Thus (66) just states that is is a fact that we (regularly) worked for
him, whereas (67) draws attention to tho way the activity is performed (mostly,
though not necessarily, in one particular case). (68) means that I shall persuade
him to work for you (and not for somebody clse), whereas in (69) the emphasis
is on the nature of the work that I shall require him to do: even though the
adverb harder is not added, the reference may be taken to be to an intensifica-
tion of the work. ;

Turning to syntax, there appears to he little difference between present
participle and infinitive clauses under kave and get as far as main clause pas-
sivisation is concerned. Once again this transformation is impossible, as is
apparent from the following instances:

{70) *We were had working hard.
{71) *He was got working for vou.
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But there is a clear difference between the two types of construchion: with
respect to subclause passivisation. While this transformation has been-s.een
to be quite normal with infinitive clauses provided it is followed by be-deletion,
it is impossible with, present participle clauses, cf. o

(72} *I had that door being painted, when it started Taining. ‘ .
(73) *I got him being cross-examined when the terrorists burst into the
room and liberated him.

Double possivisation is, predictably, totally impossible, cf.

{74) *That door was had being painted when it started raining. '
(75) *He was got being cross-examined when the terrorists burst into the

room and liberated him.

As for cause, Leonhardi & Welsh (1969, 51) have the following example:
(76) A road accident caused my being late. .
This instance might be taken to indicate that couse can ha,ve‘ a gerund clause
as its object. However, my informants regard this sentence as either ungramma-
tical or only marginally possible. Those who take the latter view tend to agree
with my comment that (76} differs from A road accident coused me o be Ia.te_ in
that it presupposes that the addressee is familiar with the fact of my .bem'g
Iate, no such presupposition being required for the felicitous use of the infini-

tive construction.

8. So far we have considered only one French causative verb, viz. faire.
Semantically related to faire is the verb laisser, which can be nsed in the same
paradigms as faire, cf.

(77) a. Ellc a laissé danser son mari
b. Elle a laissé lire ce roman A son mari.
¢. Elle a laissé tuer son mari par son amant.
d. Elle I'a laissé danser.
e. Blle lui a laissé lire ce roman,
Elle ni a laissé tuer son mari.

bt

But in addition we also have:

(78) a. Elle a laissé son mari danser.
b. Elle a laissé son mari lire ce roman.
¢. Elle a laissé son amant tuer son mari.
d. Elle I'a laissé lire ce romart.
e. Elle I'a laissé tuer son mari.

So, with laisser we can have either the same congtruction as w?'t_h, ff@i‘re or that
found with the English verb make, where the subject of the infinitive clause
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becomes the direct object of the main clause as a result of subject-to-object
raiging. Putting it differently, laisser allows of either the verb phrase or the
subject of the infinitive clause being raised into the main clause. Interestingly,
the English equivalent of laisser, viz. lef seems, at first sight at. least, to exhibit
the same sort of behaviour. As regards subject-to-object raising the possibility
of applying this transformation with lef is demonstrated by instances like the
following.

{79} (?) We were let know that he was ill.

It should, however, be added that passivisation of the main clause is pre-
sumably rare and that many native speakers reject sentences like (79) as
ungrammatical. There is no doubt that (?} He was not let marry that girl? is far
less current than He was not allowed to marry that girl. So, though main clause
passivisation is not impossible with lef, it is certainly unusual. By contrast,
supclause passivisation is quite eurrent. It is found in (80}, derived from {81}.

{80) She let her husband be killed.
(81) She let [somebody kiil her husband}
5 s

This time, however, be must be retained. In fact, lef seems to be the only
English verb that can take a passive object clause with a plain infinitive as
its verbal,
Let us next see whether there is any evidence that also the verb may be
- raised out of the subelause under let. Such evidence might be taken to be
provided by instances like He let slip the opportunity, where, contrary to what
we have in He let the reing slip out of his hand, the infinitive is not separated
from the verb lef. This unit might be looked: upon as the result of the applica-
tion of an English connterpart of the French faire-attraction transformation,
applying to a deep structure something like

{82) He let [the opportunity slip|
8 8

A similar analysts might be applied to sentences like
(83) He let fall/drop a hint.
(84) He let go his hold.

There are, however, two objections to this analysis: a} in French faire can be
followed by almost any verh, whereas lef only combines with a handful of

* Wor textusl instances of this construction, sce Van Ek (1966 : 115) and espuecially
Jegpresen (1940 : 318}, who also quotes instances of the typoe I was  ever let T'O go, which
strike some native speakors u gven more odd than the construction without to,
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wverbs; b) in French the subclause in the deep structure of Elle l'a fait danser,
viz.
(85) Elle a fait [il danser]
: i 8 ]
can of course also occur independently (as in II danse), whereas the subclauses

that we would need to set up in English cannot vecur independently. As a
matter of fact we cannot have:

(86) *The opportunity slipped.
{87) *The hint fell/dropped.
(88) ?7His hold went.

On account of these facts it is better to consider let slip, let fall, let drop and
let go as compound verbs which. do not allow of any further synchronic syntae-
tic analysis. It stands to reason that on this view such rather rare passive
sentences as The opportunity was let slip cannot be regarded as’ examples of
of nominative -+ plain infinitive construction, as is suggested by Zandvoort
(1965:19; fnt 1). Considering that sentences like The opportunity was let slip
apparently constitute the only evidence for the existence of the nominati-
ve -+ plain infinitive construction in English, it may be assumed that the
donstruction does not oceur in English at all.

9. In section 5 I discussed sentences of the type He saw her avenged, poin-
ting out that therc appear to be very severe semantic constraints on the
eomstruction. Thus a sentence like *F shall see this suit cleaned by next weel 18
felt to be ungrammatical. Instead one has to say

{89} I shall see (to it) that this suit is cleaned by next weok.

This brings us back to finite clauses as the object of causative verbs. In section
2 1 observed that faire can have a (en sorte) que clause as its object. As for
English, finite clauses do not oceur as the object of the verbs cause, make, get
and Aave, cf.

(90) *She [causcd| that her lover killed her husband.
' made

gob

had

By contrast, the verb see o is very current with a finite clause, which may,
needless to say, alse be active, as in: ; ¥

(91) I shall see (to it) that he comes tomorrow.
It is worth emphasizing that the verb in question is the prepositional verb
see to, not just see. This is evident from sentences such a Il see fo the ex'ecutiof;
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of your orders, I'll see to that right away. In this connection it is interesting to
note that in English it is impossible for a thai-clause to function as the object
of a preposition. In this respect English differs sharply from a language like
Norwegian, whose syntax is otherwise closely related to that of English.
Thus in Norwegian sentences like Jeg var sikker pd at han vor et farligt menneske
"I was certain of that he was a dangerous man’ are extremely current. In English,
on the other hand, either the preposition must be deleted or a gerund clause
must be used instead of a that-clause. Compare: '

(92) T was surprised | at the news.
* at that he was ill.
that he was ill.
at his being ill. J

With one or two verbs, however, another pattern is possible: one with &t
inserted between the preposition and the that-clause. One such verb is procisely
the causative verb see, another is depend, as in;

(93) 1 shall see to it that he comes tomorrow.,
(94) You may depend upon it that every member of the Committee will
support your proposal. (quoted by Hornby (1954:78)).

But see, unlike depend, allows of another constru ct-ion:where both the preposi-
tion and i are left out, yielding:

(95) I shall see that he comes tomorrow.

It is worthwhile observing that French has a syntactically analogous con-
struction, as exemplified in:

(96) Je wveillerai & ce qu’il vienne demain.
Like see to, veiller & is a prepositional verb, of. Je veillerai & Dexéoution de vos
ordres. Both with, veiller and with see the verbal noun groups can be replaced by
finite clauses provided the latter are separated from the preposition by a pro-
noun, ce in French, i in English. In French this type of construction is very
frequent, being mainly found with the prepositions & and de. Gross (1968)
quotes numerous examples of it.® As regards English, the construction seems

2 It is worth pointing out that in German and Dutch, too, dass{dat clauses can
essily be made to depend on propositions provided the groups Prep+ea/Prep-+het
are transformed into da--Prepfer+ Prep, respectively., Thus, corresponding to I saw
to €t that he was warned we have Ich sorgte dafir, dass er gewarnt wurde (from* Teh sorgle
fiir es, dass er gewarnt wurde} and Ik zorgde ervoor dat hij gewaorschuwd werd (from™* Ik
gorgde voor het dat hif gewaarschuwd werd).
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to be limited to the verbs see and depend and one or two more {ef. Hornby
(1954 :76))r. The reason for this difference in frelquency between the two l?n%;m.-
ges probably lies in the fact that English, unlike French, ean, and, very o er;
does, use gerund clauses with an overt subject as the object of pre.prsltmnd—
verbs. As js the case with English see, but not depend, the l?repc_nr:utmn_ may
sometimes be deleted in French as in Je m’élonne (de ce) .gu’*e-?, soﬂ.i vent, bub'
this sort of deletion is impossible with the causative verb veiller, cf. *Je vetllerar

qu’il vienne demain.

APPENDIX

1. Tn section 5 I followed Chomsky (1967) in de’riving. the destructiom t.)f
the cily by the enemy from the ememy’s destruction of the c%tg,{. However, t?hls
analysis works much better for English than for F_rench,, which, }.J,as only the
former typo of construetion. If we want to apply Chomsky’s a-nlalyms to Fl.'encl},
we see that agent-postposing becomes obligatory and subject-preposing Ills
impossible. A comparison with a few other languages, such as Germa,n,. Dutch,
Russian and Polish shows that all these languages have the construction that
corresponds to the one that is the only possible in Flzench, whereas construe-
tions of the type the enemy’s destruction of the eity, which Chomsky takes to be
basie, are all but inexistent. Compare (97) with (98}.

(97) Die Zestorung der Stadt durch den Feind. De verwoest-?ng vaf de stad
door de vijand. Razrulenie goroda vragom (Comric (1976:182)).
Zniszczenie miasta przez nieprzyjaciela {Comric {1976:190)).

(98) *Des Feindes Zerstorung der Stadt.
¥’s Vijands verwoesting van de stad.

*Vraga razrufenia goroda (Comrie {1976: 182)).
*Nieprzyjaciela zniszczenie miasta.

If we are to construct a maximally simple grammar that applies tct a variety
of languages making use of a maximum of universal nrtles and a mlnufxu;n of
language specific rules, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that the Izasm orm
should be the destruction of the cily by the enemy rather than .the enemy’s dest.mtf—
tion of the city. Moreover, the form which Chomsky -c?ns1.ders to be basic is
often impossible even in English, where the Saxon genl’twe is, a8 a rTﬂe, restric-
ted to nouns with the feature [+animate]. If we consider such derived verbal
noun groups as the destruction of the city by the enemy as basic, then there would,
on the face of it, no longer be any parallelism with the structure of sentences,
which would obvicusly be a considerable setback. But t.here is in fact a very
simple way of saving this parallelism. Rather than modelling the d'eep structure
of verbal noun groups on that of sentences we can try to derive sentence;
from underlying structures which closely resemble the surface structure o
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verbe-ml noun groups. On this hypothesis the deep structure of the enemy destroyed
the city and ke city wns destroyed by the enemy would be something like:

[Past- {Active }] [destroy the city by the enemy]

Passive

M Prop Pron

This would be a deep structure along the lines of Fillmore (1968), but, unlike
Wh.a.t Fillmore proposes, active and passive sentences would hav; a c,ommon
voiee-neutral nucleus, which would resemble the deep structure of verbal noun
groups very closely. On this proposal sentences like £lic ¢ Jait tuer son mari par
S0n uw?ant would immediately reflect deep structure. This would also be fhe
case With sentences like (99), which might be taken to derive from (100).

(99) Elle a fait voir ce roman & son amant.
(106} Elle a fait [voir ce roman & son amant]
5 8

In t.his deep structure & son amant could be interpreted as Fillmore’s underlyin
da,tl_ve which, he suggests, oceurs in the deep structure of sentences contaiiing
stative sense perception verbs like sce, feel and hear. This dative would t-heg
be kept in tho surface structure of infinitive clanses etﬁbeddcd under fae"::
fmd no ad hoc ¢-insertion transformation would be required. Although it is
impossible to give hard and fast rules as regards the choice between thi & and
ic_ par construction in an infinitive clause functioning as the object of faire, it
14 F:ru_cml that the & construction is typically found w-ith, such, stative v‘erbs,aq
nowr, entendre, sentir and connaittre. Quite revealingly, Seuren (1973:48) )(Jint-é
.o?m th?.t E@Z?.ﬂe “oeeurs in the active as well as in the passivc under fm'-re‘ aTthl.ou h
if passive, it means “check on mistakes” or the like, rather than ‘take ;Oﬁnimfc(;
of”, which is what the active means'’. e

- As regards finite clanses the oceurrence of pur in passives (cf. Ce roman o
été l"'_‘ par son amant) might be acecounted for by a rule that substitutéq ar for
the dative marker prior to sub ject-selection. At first sight this hvpot-l1e;if SO0TNS
to losc a great deal of its plausibility when confronted with a sentemlt-el t‘mc}hl.
as Klle lui « fait tuer son mari, which requires the inverse type of ru'ie'L one
substituting a dative for an underlying par phrase (which js found if t-h(.‘re 15
no pr().nomi11a.lisa-ti0n, a8 in Blle o fait tuer son mari par son amant) But;- t:h(;
point is that the dative in this type of sentence must bo regardeci a8 very
superficial, as is shown by the fact that it is not allowed to oceur i:ll cleft

entences, ¢f. e ut qu'elle 1 .
sentences, ef. est {par} tui qu'elle o fait tuer son mari. So whatevor the

}Jndn]'h.ring form of [, it cannot be a dative. Therefore we do not have the
impossible derivation dative — pur-phrase — dative.

: Although the :E)I‘UIZ!OS?;] being made here, according to which, the surface
structure found with infinitive clauses embedded under faire is very close to
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deep structure, is certainly not without its problems, it does seem to be more
in keeping with the facts of French syntax than an analysis that involves
partial passivisation.

2. We have seen that the facts concerning main clause passivisation suggest
that make is a raising verb whereas kave is not. It is tempting to quote instances
like the following as further evidence for this view.

*had

It might be assumed that this construction is possible only if the subject has
been raised out of a plain infinitive clause and transformed into the object of
the main clause. But as it appears to occur with a few verbs only, it is hard
to come up with any generalizations. Moreover, one of the verbs with which it
does occur presents a serious problem: many speakers who find He wouldn’t let
me perfectly normal, do not seem to like (1) He was let leave early, which we
would expect them to do if lef was a raising verb.
Verbs that require a fo-infinitive complement cannot occur in the pattern
under discussion (cf. *Because she got me), but they do occur in the pattern
Because she got me to, which involves the use of anaphoric to (which refers to a
previously mentioned VP, which may be taken to be repeated after lo in
deep structure and deleted subsequently). At first sight also the occurrence
of this pattern might be taken to be relatable to subject-to-objoct raising.
Compare Why are you running so fost! — Because she wants/liikes me to (t)
with Is he an honest man? — *Well, T believefimagine/suppose him to. Verbs like
want and Like do not allow subject-to-object raising (cf. the ungrammuticality
of the passives *He is wanted)liked to go othere), whereas verbs of the hefieve
type do (cf. He is believed to be an honest man). So the anaphoric to-construction
would, appear to be possible only with such verbs as do not allow subject-to-ob-
ject raising. In Because she got me to me to might be taken to still consitute a
subelause, with me functioning as the subject and to representing the predicate.
However, matters are more complicated, Thus it is possible to say {(?)) Because
Jie meant {allowed me to (t), even though mean and allow ave raising verbs (cf. the
passives He was meant/allowed to meet her). Moreover, we can also have Because
he persunded| forced fcompelledobliged me to (1), although it can be argued that
me is the object of persuade/forcejcompelfoblige Doth in deep and in surface
structure, so that all that remains of the deep structure infinitive clause s the
particle fo. Accordingly, rather than being an automalic consequence of the
syntactic structure of the sentence in question, the {un-)grammaticality of the
anaphoric fo-construction seems to be primarily a function of the semantics of
the main clause verb, the construction being found mainly with verbs of
volition (want, hate, but also mean, allow and force, compel, ete.) but not occur-

{101) Why did you run so fact? Because she {made} me,
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ring with opinion verbs like belicve and suppose. Moreover, being a typically
colloquial construction, it tends to be restricted to verbs that are current in
everyday speech. As pointed out above, the verb get, though syntactically
different from it, appears to be pretty cloge in meaning to the verb persuade.
Hence there is nothing surprising about it agreeing with that verb in taking
the anaphoric {o-construction.

As for the verb cause, both *Because he caused me and *Becouse he caused
me fo appear to be unacceptable, although the latter is perhaps slightly better
than the former. The former is out because cause is a) not used with a plain
infinitive complement, b) not current in colloquial English and, moreover,
not a raising verb, if used at all, in that type of English. As for *?Because he
caused me fo, we saw just now that couse, unlike moke and gef, refors to an
abstract, often indirect type of causation which has little to do with the exer-
tion of will power on the part of the grammatical subject. In addition, it is &
typically formal verb. These facts may be held to account for the quasi-un-
grammaticality of the construction.
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