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Despite the amount of literature dedicated to ttoblem, the status of Romance and Slavic refleaive:
reciprocal clitics remains as yet unsolved. Theragagh argued for in this paper relies on the aimlgb
Alsina (1996), in that it assumes that verbal fooostaining reflexive and reciprocal clitics ar¢ramsitive,
with both of the verb’s original arguments impligitetained and mapped onto a single syntactictionc
Exemplifying the proposed analysis on data frontidtaand Serbian, and using the formal apparatus of
LMT, the paper offers a novel perspective on tisees relying more explicitly on the Proto-Role aggwh
of Dowty (1991) and arguing that reflexives andipemcals should be studied jointly if a compreheasi
analysis of the Romance and Slavic clitics is tatvempted.

Clitics are dominant reflexive and reciprocal maski@ most Romance and Slavic languages, and &s suc
they have been studied from a variety of perspesti®ne of the issues that remain controversiateros
the status of clitic-marked forms with regard tansitivity. Most lexicalist (Grimshaw 1982, Sells .
1987) and many other approaches (Marantz 1984 hReiand Siloni 2005) argue for an intransitivewjie
in which clitics are analysed as morphological maskof the verb’s reduced valence. However, theeelot
of disagreement as to whether the verb forms wiificE are unaccusative or unergative. If they are
unaccusative, this means that their external argunie suppressed and their internal argument is
consequently promoted to a subject (Marantz 198#mghaw 1990). If, however, verbal reflexives are
unergative, their internal argument is suppressediae subject simply remains the only argumensggmein
the syntax (Grimshaw 1982, Reinhart and Siloni 200énvincing crosslinguistic evidence is availatde
both views, e.g. the unaccusative-like behaviodtadian reflexives and reciprocals with respecatxiliary
selection, and their unergative-like statusé@tcliticisation, making the data highly contradigtor

The analysis adopted in this paper, based on AlEl886), does not assume a reduction of either
argument, and instead it proposes that both pretécarguments remain present and are mapped onto a

single syntactic function, due to the clitic havihg structuresi/se ([..}; [..};) . Recast in terms of LMT, this
approach can be represented as in (1).

(1) &-structure: AgentiPat
a-structuredifendersigr, rec <Arg:l.l Arg2,)

[-o] [

f-structure: SUBJ,

As argued by Alsina (1996), by assuming that botjuments are implicitly kept, this view explaingth
seemingly paradoxical behaviour of the clitic forrrs other words, the verb retains the potentiadxhibit
both unaccusative and unergative behaviour depgmirthe syntactic context: with phenomena sersttiv
the presence of an internal argument, and inseasit the involvement of an external argument,cclit
reflexives and reciprocals behave like unaccussitilg contrast, when the phenomenon is dependemt up
whether the argument is an external or an inteyna] their unergative properties manifest themselve

Moreover, assuming that the processes of refleadieis and reciprocation involve the same type of
mapping, shown in (1), we argue that this analpsist explains the fact that reflexives are morsetio
related to unaccusatives, and reciprocals to utieega Namely, it is a crosslinguistic fact thaflegive-
marked verbs that take single semantic participargsunaccusative, i.e. they subcategorise fortierRa
(e.g.popeti se‘climb’ or naljutiti se‘get angry’ in Serbian), while reflexive-markedrle that obligatorily
have two semantic participants (an Agent and a @oiwe) are unergative (e.gomiriti se ‘reconcile’ in
Serbian). In consequence, we argue that there swisparallel continua, one leading from propetili
marked reflexive forms to unmarked unaccusatives, the other from clitic-marked reciprocal forms to
unmarked unergatives. The ‘reductionist’ approadbeslitics would have to postulate the reductidrao
different argument in the two cases, which woulddoatrary to the empirical evidence showing that
reflexives and reciprocals pattern together wigpeet to split intransitivity related phenomenatlom other
hand, the approach in (1) can provide a straightiod explanation for this fact.

Our position is formalised using the Proto-Rolewvief the predicates’ thematic roles, introduced by
Dowty (1991), and incorporated in LMT by Zaenen93Pand Ackerman and Moore (2001). The basic
assumption is that proper reflexive forms suchhasltalianvestirsior the Serbiambu'i se ‘get dressed’
encode a situation in which the participant isricegual degree a Proto-Agent (P-A) and a ProteRafP-



P). A related situation is one in which the inperby selects a P-A and a P-P, but in the clitic-mdrk
reflexive form its semantics is changed with resgeahe original meaning; this is the case, fatamce,
with the verbbuttarsiin Italian orbaciti sein Serbian (‘throw oneself’), where throwing sorodp else and
throwing oneself out the window do not entail ekatthe same action, and where the reflexive clgioot
interchangeable with a stressed reflexive pronafinkayne 1975). In this case the verb loses sofrits 0
agentivity and its participant is more promineralf?-P than a P-A (i.e. it has a higher number BftRan P-
A entailments). Lastly, the participant loses dlltlee agentivity, and with it also the reflexive nkiag,
reaching plain unaccusative verbs suchraisare/sti¢i ‘arrive’. A simplified schema is shown in (2) fare
Italian verbsvestirsi‘dress’,buttarsi‘throw oneself’ andarrivare ‘arrive’.

(2) Reflexive— unaccusative
g-structure: P-A  P-P P-A P-P P-P

a-structure:  vestirsi(Argl, Arg2,) buttarsi (Argl, Arg2,) arrivare (Argl)
[-o] [-1] [-0] [-1] [-1]

f-structure: SUBJ; SUBJ; SUBJ

With reciprocals, the process goes in the oppabitztion, and the property that is progressivebt lis
patienthood. Proper reciprocals suchbasiarsi/poljubiti se'kiss’ imply an equal degree of agenthood and
patienthood,; if the input verb takes a P-A andR, But with a somewhat changed meaning (as ingbe of
vedersi/videti seneaning ‘meet up, get together’, rather thanitkeall ‘see each other’), agenthood becomes
more prominent, reaching the maximum in plain uagvgs such asollaborare/saraivati ‘collaborate’,
which still must have two semantic participantst lanich express the non-subject ones as comitative
arguments rather than objects. This is illustrate@), for the Italian verbbaciarsi ‘kiss’, vedersi'meet up’
andcollaborare‘collaborate’.

(3) Reciprocab> unergative
f-structure: P-A P-P P-A P-P P-A

a-structure:  baciarsi (Argl, Arg2,) vedersi(Argl, Arg2,) collaborare (Arg1)
[-o] [-1] [-o] il [-o]

f-structure: SUBJ; SUBJ; SUBJ

In addition to being a new piece of evidence ferititransitive non-reductionist position on refiexiand
reciprocal clitics, this proposal also speaks imota of a non-atomic approach to thematic roledy fu
compatible with LFG’s view of verbal argument sture.

References

Ackerman, F. and J. Moore (200Proto-Properties and Grammatical Encoding: A Copesdence Theory
of Argument Selectiorstanford: CSLI Publications.

Alsina, A. (1996).The Role of Argument Structure in Grammar: Evideinoem RomanceStanford: CSLI
Publications.

Dowty, D. (1991). Thematic proto-roles and argunsatéctionLanguages7, 547-619.

Grimshaw, J. (1982). On the lexical representatibiRomance reflexive clitics. In J. Bresnan (Edhe
Mental Representation of Grammatical Relatigos. 87—148. Cambridge, MA and London: MIT Press.

Grimshaw, J. (1990Argument StructureCambridge, MA and London: MIT Press.

Kayne, R. (1975)French Syntax: The Transformational Cydambridge, MA and London: MIT Press.

Marantz, A. (1984)On the Nature of Grammatical Relatiord&ambridge, MA and London: MIT Press.

Reinhart, T. and T. Siloni (2004). Against the unesative analysis of reflexives. In A. Alexiadou, E
Anagnostopoulou, and M. Everaert (Ed&Jpaccusativity Puzzle: Explorations of the Syntaxiton
Interface pp. 159-180. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Reinhart, T. and T. Siloni (2005). The Lexicon—&ynparameter: Reflexivization and other arity opere.
Linguistic Inquiry36, 389-436.

Sells, P., A. Zaenen, and D. Zec (1987). Refleaitiin variation: Relations between syntax, semangdod
lexical structure. In I. Masayo, S. Wechsler, andZBc (Eds.)Working Papers in Grammatical Theory
and Discourse Structure: Interactions of Morpholp@yntax and Discoursegp. 169-238. Stanford:
CSLI Publications.

Zaenen, A. (1993). Unaccusativity in Dutch: Intégrg syntax and lexical semantics. In J. Pustejpvsk
(Ed.),Semantics and the Lexiggop. 129-161. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publisher



