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takes place in fuil Noun Ircorporation in some languages.® Here is yet an-
other similarity between Noun Incorporation and Antipassive, further jus-
tifying the unified analysis of the two.

H..u conclusion, I have shown in this section that the distribution of Anti-
passive is directly parallel to that of Noun Incorporation over a wide range
of constructions. This has been accounted for by analyzing Antipassive
as a special case of Noun Incorporation, thereby making it subject to the
same &mﬂccmou-anﬁama_ﬁ principles. Superficial differences between
Antipassive and Noun Incorporation follow from the fact that the former is
canonicaily an affix, while the latteris a compoueding root, together with a
cluster of loosely related functional correlates of this distinction. This
analysis obviates the need for a specHic rule of Antipassive jn the grammar
of a language. The difference between languages with Antipassivization
m.:& those without it is not the presence or absence of such a mule; rather it is
simply a matter of whether or not there exists a lexical item with particular
features in the language—namely ane that is both an argumental N and an

m.nmx. All the other properties of antipassives follow from the general prin-
ciples governing X movement.

e e
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Verb Incorporation

In the Jast chapter we studied in detail constructions in which a sinigle mor-
phologically complex word does the work of two words in English: noun-
verb combinations which count as both the verb and the (head of the) direct
object of their claases. I argued that these were the result of X° movement,
which adjoins the head noun of a noun phrase to the verb between D-
structure and S-structire. This process is simultaneously morphological
and syntactic: syntactic in that its distribution and its consequences for the
structure are determined by syntactic principles involving government, X-
bar theory, and case theory; morphological in that the resulting [N+V]
structure is morphologically and phonologically indistinguishable from
normal compounds or detived verbs in the language.

In this chapter, we turn to another construction in which a single, mor-
phologically complex word correspords to two words in the English coun-
terparts: namely, morphological causatives. In these constructions, a single
verh corresponds not to a verb and a noun, but rather to two verbs. This
possibility, together with Noun Incorporation, is the second major element
of polysynthesis. Here again, we will find strong evidence that the forms
are actually syntactically derived from two independent verbs by move-
ment. Thas, causatives are VERB INCORPORATION (VI), directly paratlel to
Noun Incorporation and subject to exactly the same principles. One con-
clusion of this will be that explicit rules are uanecessary to accoumt for the
properties of this class of GF changing processes as well.

. 4.1 CausaTiveE CONSTRUCTIONS AS VERB INCORPORATION

Consider the following causative paradigms from English and Chichewa
{Bantu):

(1) a. Bill made his sister leave before the movie started.
b. The goat made me break my mother's favorite vase.
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148 Verb lncorporation

(2) a. Misikana ana-chit-its-a kil misuko  u-gw-e.

girl AGR-do-make-asp that waterpot AGR-fall-asp

‘The girl made the water pot fall.’

Aphunzitsi athu ana-chit-its-a kuti mbuzi zi-dy-e udzii.
teachers our AGR-do-make-ASF that goats AGR-cat-ASP grass
*Our teachers made the goats eat the grass.’

(3} a. Misikana anau-gw-ets-a misiko.

T

girl AGR-fall-made-asp waterpot
“The girl made the waterpot fail.’
b. Catherine ana-kolol-ets-q mwana wake
Catherine AGR-harvest-made-asp child  her
chimanga,
corn

‘Catherine made her child harvest corn.’
(Trithart (1977))

The English sentences in (1) are biclausal in all respects. In particular, they
are biclausal in meaning, with an embedded clause appearing as a semantic
argument of the causative predicate in the main clause. For each of the two
clauses, there is a distinct morphological verb, as one would expect. The
Chichewa sentences in (2) are similar; they correspond to their English
glosses lexical item for lexical item and phrase for phrase. However,
Chichewa has another way of expressing these notions, illustrated in (3).
These sentences contain only one verb each, which happens to be morpho-
logically complex. Nevertheless, sentences like those in (3) can be the-
matic paraphrases of those in (2). Thus, the same thematic roles relate the
same verb roots to the same Noun Phrases in (2a) and (3a). Furthermore,
the sentences in (3) are as biclausal in meaning as their English glosses,
even though they look monoclausai morphologically. In this sense, the verb
forms in (3} *“do the work™ of two verbs, thereby presenting another case of
apparent mismatch between morphology and syntax. This is the mor-
phalogical causative construction, the most famous of such mismatches.
Unlike noun incorporation, this topic has heen subject to long and complex
discussion in generative linguistics.*

The guiding assamptions set down in chapter 2 determine the heart of
an analysis for this construction. For concreteness, let us focus on (3a).
Here it is the waterpot that breaks, and the girl who is responsible for that
event taking place. Thus, the same theta role assignments occar in (3a) as
in (2a). The Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis therefore says
that (3a) and (2a) should have parallel D-structures. This implies a D-
structure approximaiely like (4) (details omitted):
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(4) 5
NF VP
girl a__, \m/
-ifs NP vp
‘make’ _ _
waterpot f_,_
-gw-
Fall’

Next, the causative affix -its and the verb root -gw- nmn.m_.m% ooﬁE:n E_mo a
single word at some stage. Thus we are led to an Eﬁwmm in which a mnwcom_
item undergoes syntactic movement to combine with another lexical item
m the structure. By the Projection Principle, this movement may not de-
stroy thematically relevant structure; hence, the moved verb ._.02 must
leave a trace to allow theta role assignment to the “stranded” subject and to
head the embedded clausal complement which the causative En.:ﬁ:mﬁm
lexicalty selects. The S-structure of (3a) must therefore be approximately:

(3) . 5
>

NP VP

_ >

gird v 5

AN VN

v ) NP <_—u
mﬁm -m_m, Emﬁ_‘ﬁvoﬁ Y

L5

Thus, I claim that morphological causatives are (at this levet of abstrac-
tion) exactly like Noun Incorporation, except for the nm_ﬂnmoﬂ.% of the word
being moved. Morphotogical causatives are Verb Incorperation.

The claim that morphological causatives are derived by movement may
secm less controversial to some when I point out its strong similarities .ﬁo
the claim that “subject-to-subject raising™ is derived by movement, mEE._-
iar from Chomisky (1981). Raising verbs like seem systematically appear in
two different S-structure configurations:

\;'!'



150 Verd Incorporation

{6) a. It seems that Sara adores Brussels sprouts.
b. Sara seems to adore Brussels sprouts.

Since these two sentences are “thematic paraphrases.” in that the

NPs mﬂ.nﬁﬂm roles from the same predicates, Qno:awwqﬁom_ 67f.) nM__“: N
the bﬁEEm_ assumption that words like seem have a mmumﬁ“ set .o_.. &MM
marking and subcategorization properties specified in the lexicon. In par-

ticular, these words select a propositional direct complement, and fail to

take any kind of external argument. This can be represented go:
(7) seem, V: [ proposition]
external theta role:

By .a._n .Fd.wgaon vmmuo_.m_o, the D-structures of (6a) and (6b} must both be
@n&nns.oum of seem’s lexical properties; since there is only one set of such
properties, they mast be essentizlly identical, with the form of (8):

(8) Ise Infl seem fs-Sara InfAl adore Brussels sprouts]]

This common D-s “ i
‘ tructire represents the “thematic paraphrase™ relation-

LF. Predication theory, for example, state
(see 2. ,H.wv. The matrix clause in (8) lac
something must happen to fix this by §-s

possible ways this can happen, ard this is the source of the two different §-
Structures in @w a thematically empty, Pleonastic subject i may be freel
inserted, w._oEEm (6a); or the matrix clayse may steal the subject fro .
elsewhere in En sentence via NP movement, yielding (6b). In this Smﬁ
Omgmﬂ.m@ ﬂdﬁmw.m a simple account of the two possible mE.m.mna mﬁan:ﬁmm
m._ raising uﬁm_omﬁm by giving them a single set of lexical properties, but
then m:.ogzm universal rules to apply to them in more thar one way t u
isfy universal principles,? o
The Verb Fncﬂonmmon account of causatives [ have sketched is directl
paralle] to B_m” The Chichewa causative morpheme -irs,* like Engli m
seem, systematically appears in the two different m-mm.cnmcnn oo:mm ”,w
tions .E_Ho_._ are thematic paraphrases, as illustrated in (2) and (3) >m=&nﬂ
the niinimal mmmnam.mon should be that -its has a single set of theta L;&Ma
and subcategorization properties specified in the lexicon; it takes an mmw:m

€xternal argument, the “causer ™ iti
: . I,” and-a propositional direct co
naming the event or state that is caused: mplement

(9) -its, V: [. proposition]
external theta role: ‘agent’
L

s that clauses must have subjects.
ks a thematic subject; therefore,
tructure. There are two logically

4.1 Causative Constructions as Verb Incorporation 151

-its thus has a lexical entry identical to that of make in Bnglish, with one
crucial difference: -its is an affix, and hence has a morphelogical sub-
categorization frame which stipulates that it must attach to a verb. As with
the raising predicates, the fact that -its has a single set of lexical properties
implies that it will occur in essentially only one D-structure configura-
tton—the one which is a projection of its lexical properties. This justifies
the single structure in (4) from another perspective. Moreover, as with
seem, an independent principle of grammar implies that (4) cannot surface
“as is,” buat something must happen before S-structure. This time the prin-
ciple will be the Stray Affix Filter, which implics that -its must satisfy its
morphological subcategorization frame at S-structure. This requirement
too can be met in either of two logically possible ways, parallel to the ways
in which raising verbs can get a subject: a verb root with no thematic prop-
erties—a “pleonastic verb™—can be inserted in the matrix sentence,
which the causative morpheme then suffixes to; or the causative morpheme
can barrow a verb from elsewhere’in the structure via X°® movement. The
first option vields sentences like those in (2); the second yields sentences
like those in (3). The S-structures derived in these ways are (10a) and (10b)
respectively:

(10} a. [girl Infl do+its [swaterpot Infi fallj]
b. [sgir? Infl fall,+its [swaterpot Infl £]]

In essence, what happens in (30a) is a process of “do-support,” similar to
the familiar one that applies in the English auxiliary system to rescue
stranded tense morphemes, (i0b) is our main feature, Verb Incorpora-
tien. Thus the same premises and conceptuat considerations that motivate
subject-to-subject raising also motivate a VI approach to causatives.*
Some comments are in order concerning the generality of this particular
“single subcategorization” argument for Verb Incorporation. Note that it
turns on the existence of two different structures in which the same mor-
pheme appears: the “de-suppaort™ structure and the VI structure, Such al-
-ternatiops are by no means common cross-linguistically; more often,
“periphrastic” sentences like those in (2} will, if they exist, have a matrix
verb that is compleicly unrelated to the causative affix of the language.
The Chichewa sitnation is not unique, however. Thus, in Nedyalkov and
Silritsky’s (1973, 6) typological study of causative constnictions the aun-
thors write: “In a number of languages there are transitional cases where
the causative morpheme can function both as a causative affix and as
an empty causative verb.™ They cite the following forms from Avarian in
illustration:
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(in yabi-ze, ‘to do’ + Ja-ze, ‘to know’ ——
a. [a-z-gbi-ze (synthetic form) “to cause to know, to teach’
b. la-ze yabi-ze (analytic form)

This appears to be slightly different from the Chichewa case in that the Ava-
Tian causative morpherne apparently does not need to be “do-supported” if
Verb Incorporation does not occur; rather, it can serve as a root itself.
Thus, causatives in Avarian apparently involve optional V-V compound-
ing, parallel to Noun Incorporation in the Iroquoian languages: whereas
causatives in Chichewa involve obligatory affixation, parallel to NI in
Eskimo (cf. 3.5.2). This situation is said to arise in **a nurmber of lan-
guages,” suggesting that the “affix-verb homophony” is nonaccidental,
and thus when it occurs it is correct to collapse lexical entries and invoke
X°® movement, Moreover, if a language has a causative affix but that affix
does not appear in bath structures, it does not follow that the morpho-
logical causatives are not derived by Verb Incorporation in that language.
O the contrary, it may just be that such languages lack both the process of
“do-support” and the possibility of forming V-v compounds, the things
which allow both structures to surface. VI will always be obligatory with
Causatives mn these languages, just as NI is always obligatory with anti-
© passives; it is the only available way to satisfy the Stray Affix Filter. Thus
alternations will not be seen in these languages.

The parallelism between causatives and raising-to-subject verbs deve)-
oped above suggests a way of confirming the VI analysis of causatives.
Thus, a classical argument for movement with raising verbs is that ex-
pletives and parts of idiom chunks can appear separated from their usually
required positions:

(12) a. There, seem [z to be books on the tabie]
b. All hell, appears (% to have broken loose]
¢. Unfair advantage, is likety [z to be taken 7 of the orphans]

Such sentences contrast minimally with superficially similar structures
with equi/control verbs, which have no movement {e.g. *‘All hell pre-
ferred (PRO) to break laose’ compared to (12b)). Now, in Chichewa mor-
phological causatives can be formed based on verb-object idioms, and the
idiomatic reading is preserved:

(13) a. (Chifukwa sanasamale malamulo a pa msewy . ]
" because not-he-PAST-care regulation of on road
- - . John tsapane a-ku-nongonez-a bondo.
John now SP-PRES-whisper knee
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‘Because he ignored the traffic laws, John is now regretful.”
[kurnongoneza bondo *whisper to the knee’ =mourn, be regretful]
b, (Chifulbwa chosiya ufa poyera . . .}

because-of leaving flour on-open-space
. . mbuzi zi-a-mu-nongonez-ets-a bondo Mavuto.

goats SP-PERF-OP-whisper-cause-AsP knee Mavuto _
‘Because she left the flour out, the goats made Mavuto regretful.
(14} a. Mphunzitsi a-na-uz-a  atsikana kuti a-tch-e makutu,
teacher  sp-past-tell girls that mm.moﬁ.m.cﬁ*om;
“The teacher told the girls to pay close attention. .
[kutcha makuty ‘set the ears {as a trap)’ = pay attention]
b. Mphunzitsi a-na-tch-ets-a makuti .amhwnan.
teacher SP-PAST-561-Cause- ASP ears .m:_m.
“The teacher had the girls pay close attention.

This suggests that these causatives afe derived by .&550&0 movement, the
relation that is known not to destroy w&oamno,nomaimm‘ ?mmwu ( GMV%EQ
essentially the same argument for morphelogical causatives in Turkish:

(15} a. O adamel ac-iyordu.
the man hand open-PROG
“The man is begging.’
[el acmak, ‘open the hand”=beg]
b. O adam-a el ac-tir-d-im.
the man-DAT hand open-cause-pPAST-158
‘I made the man beg.’

To compiete the argument, it is important to Eno.mawm that cases o.m nwaa%-
tional morphology which cannot be analyzed as incorporation typica ly do
not preserve idiomatic readings. This is clear, at least in English:

(i6) a. *John's kicking of the bucket (surprised me.}
{=John's dying)
b. *The host’s breaking of the ice (came not a :._oﬂobﬁ too soon.)
{=the host starting comfortable conversation)
¢. *Linda and Kim's shooting of the bull (was pleasant for both.)
(=their tatking with no great purpose)
(17) a. *The bucket is kickable at any .HoEnE.
{=0ne could die at any time)
b. *The ice never seems to be breakable before o_oo.
{=0ne cannot start comfortable conversation . . .)
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¢. *The buil is most shootable during exam weck.
{(=One has Purposeless conversations mogt .)

In this respect, derivation in the lexicon is similar {0 control, in that idj-
omatic relationships cannot be inherited from simpler structureg. On the
other hand, raising and morphological causatives may inherit idiomatic
readings from simpler structures, Thig is predicted by my account, since
both of the Jatter (but neither of the formesr) invglve movement of a con-
stituent in syntax. Thus, we see clearly that Vi can, like Ni, strand the
complements of the moved head, even where the stranded elements form
idioms with the head. This is excellent preliminary evidence for the Verb
Incorporation analysis,

The idea that morphological causatives are derived from a source con-

in different framewaorks- “Verb Raising” in transformational termg (Aissen
(1974)), “Predicate Raising™ in £enerative semantics, “Clause Union™ ip
Relational Grammar, or “Merger” in the theory of Marantz (1984y, to
name just a few. In this literature, a wide variety of evidence and argments
Is presented to support both the biclaysg? underlying structure and the
(somehow) combined surface structure. Withont giving an extensive re.-
view, 1 will assume that much of this work can be straightforwardly ab-
sorbed into my simitar “Verb Incorporation” proposal. The difference is
that the “Verh Incorporation™ preposal is embedded in g (different) restric-
tive set of theoretical assumptions, which determine very accurately the
nature of the derived structure. This makes possible hew and insightfu] ex-
planations of properties of morphological causatives and related construe-
tions. The rest of this chapter is devoted to defending, developing, and
drawing out the implications of thig analysis.

4.2 TuE DISTRIBUTION OF VEREB INCORPORATION

movement process since its distribution can be explained by known Syntac-
tic principles, Specifically, noun incorporation obeys the (revised) Heap
MoveMENT CONSTRAINT (HMC) of Travis (1984):

(18) The Head Movement Constraint
X may move into Y, where X and Y are zero leve] categories,
oaly if Y governs the position of X,
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2.2.3)
int i be a corollary of the ECP (2 .
i strainf in furn was shown to . )
.H..:M.mnumwm when they move leave traces which must m.”w ﬂoﬁanacwwowﬁm
ont i that only the head no

nts. The consequence of this was ;
m_.:nowmmh.ooa can be incorporated, because only there does the moAMﬂ”EMMa
MM.MMOB hold between the trace and the antecedent. Now, if our guiding

tions are correct in giving a syntactic mum_wmm.m o%. Verb Fooﬂowmw__moﬁw
Hnﬁﬁﬁ should be subject to the same syntactic principles. In particuiar,

too should respect the Head Movement Constraint subcase of the ECP,

thereby showing a distribution paralle! to that _.u». .ZoE“ FMQHMB%MW? .
i this prediction, I obse
In order to give some content to . mor-
hological causatives are not the only complex 4nn.um in _mum_._wmﬂm oEoR
. rld; rather, the pheromenon of Verb Incorporation seerms or e Lo
,Mononm_ qdnm in addition to exampies like (3) above, OEnrMEﬁ ..Mm MEB
Mmmam i which a single, morphologically complex verb stands in fo

separate predicates in a language like English:

(19) Abusa  a-na-dy-efs-a mbuzi udzu. (=3b)
goatherds sp-pasT-eat-cause-ASF goats  grass )
“The goatherds made [the goats eat the grass].
(20) Ndi-ka-pemp-a pamanga.
1ssp-go-beg-AsP majze (Watkins (1937)
‘T am going [to beg maize].’
i [ - -e-ni  ine.
(21) Kari madzi banu dza-man-e-n S
if water your come-refuse-ASp-IM Watkine (1937)

*If it is your water, come (and) m_,&“:m,n me].”
{ef. ku-dza = main verb ‘come’)
kasungu si-ku-nga-chok-er-¢
(22) MME Wmmzumm: zmmamwmm-naa-neﬁm-%mr-».mm people wma‘ 1937
‘Bad people cannot [come from Kasungu]. (Watkins (

bangu woipa.

There E.m some differences between (20)—(22) and E.n om:mmﬁe_n En %MMM
for example, the elements corresponding to Ena_mﬂ_m:m_._ EEWMH mMM ) o
in thi Nevertheless, com
fixes in this set, rather than suffixes. . parig eac
Mﬁn:nim sentence with its English gloss reveals an _ﬂwonmhwmmm”“_mmw :“M
in the Chichewa verbal complex col s
every case the root verb in Sins Bagtin sontenes
i in a dependent clause of the corresponding : :
MWMMMW_M in QMQ case, that dependent clause is the won,ﬁmuna nMEmuma
ment of the H.H._ma.x verb, and is thus governed by it. .Pmmnﬂ_:m for the M_H.Mx
being that V is the X-bar theory head of §,* we see that Chichewa comp

verbal formations all obey the HMC:
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b. 5
m\/su
Zm\//ﬁ ,_w
AN
man Vv NP casy
_L% La

>m a moz.SQ mwnovmwou to the hypothesized ban on VI from subject po-
sitton, this example is suspicious for two reasons: first, the Eﬁoﬁrmmmw&

matci .
atrix _uwaa_nmﬁm. takes only ane argument; and, second, the predicate is

cates _w_.wm:m :EﬂEn: subjects. In section 3.2, | argued that this was the
mmoq%m. 1al exception that proves the rule: the verbs that aliow incotporation
MVI .H.nmn Hm.z_ummma m_ao.cz»nncm»,_,:..m in the sense of Perlmutter ( 1978)
="ergative” in Burzio (1981)). Their sole ar U i j
: . t 1s an object at -
structure, rather than a sub i S it oo X
: Ject, and (in general) it moves 1o subj i
g t ect -
”HMW _unw S MEnER. mwimamh.mu examples like (32) the noun Eom Eo%nw,”-
irectly from object position, giving a grammatical resujt:
(32) I-mukdin-i eywe-m,
b-Aar-old-stat:pres
“The hat is old.”

(33} a. g b. S
Zm.><~u Z.v\/fuu
h <> _ \/
e 3 man; v 5
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(33} is isomorphic to the structure associated with noan incorporations like
(32), with V in the place of N and 8 in the place of the NP under the ma-
trix VP.*

Is order o find a clear instance of Verb Incorporation from the subject
position, we must consider subjects of transitive verbs, because in this case
an “‘unaccusative” analysis is generally not possible.? Instances of this
type, however, are conspicuously absent from the literature, Smith (1982,
[77f.), for example, explicitly includes a discussion of “complementation
in subject position” to “illustrate . . . the generality of the [verb raising]
analysis,” but every oae of his examples has a matrix verb which is intransi-
tive and adjectival, as in (31a). Verb Incorporation from the subject position
is perfectly conceivable, and a priori would be no stranger or more com-
plex than VI from object position. Hypothetical examples would look like:

(34) a. *John aGR-lie-prove-asp his unreliability
(= ‘[That John lies] proves his unreliability.”)
b. *Linda aGRr-langh-upset-Asp her mother
(=‘[That Linda laaghed] upset her mother.”}
c. *The dogs AGR-chase-show-aSP the inadequacy of their training
(to) the cats,
(= "[That the dogs chase the cats] shows the inadequacy of their
training.’}
I'know of o examples of this form from any language. Taking this to be a
frue gap, it implies that the configuration in (35} is an impossible verb
incorporation:

(35) S
>
s VP
N PN
NP L' o A NP
YANYAN
v (NEY ¥, W

This follows from the HMC and the ECP: having the embedded verb adjoin
to the matrix verb involves moving it to a position that does not c-command
its trace, and hence one that does not gavern it. The trace is therefore not
properly governed by an anfecedent, and the structure is ungrammatical.
Again, this is parallel to NI, where subjects of transitive verbs can never be
incorporated:
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(36} *@-hlifawra-k' ar-p; vede.
A:A-lady-cat-Fit that
"The lady will eat that *

in m:m_uwo_w 3 En ECP was shown to account for ¢
crosslinguistic distribution of noup ; i

3N *Baby AGR-time-laugh-past ffive ¢].

: = “The baby laughed [five times],")

{38) *.Hﬁm man AGR-lake-ran-past {around [(that) #)
{= ‘The man ran [around [(that) lake]]."y .

Verb Incorporation shows the same behavior.,

(39) a. *Johy AGR-insult-left-45p Mary (to} his mother

(= “John left [ because Mary j i
ary insulted his ’
b. *The baby AGR-break-cry-asp his toy. methert:)

(= ‘The baby cried [s-when his
. . toy broke].’)
c. *M W&W.En-aﬁoi-»mm a snowbal] (to) my roommate.
= "I threw the snowhal] [s{in order} o hit my roommate],”)

{ ever take a verb out of the sententi
2 ver ntial co
noun) to adjoin it to g higher verb: plement
(40) *I AGR-die-calse-PAST the rumor (of} John
= ‘I caused [, the rumor [that John died]].")

of another head (say a

The material in this section
argument. Consider cases in whi

(Southern Tiwa; AGF)

wo further aspects of the
Incorporation; the fact that je never

e e
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form secms te do the work of two independent verb forms in a Ianguage
like English and call themn “Verb Incorporations.” When one looks at the
class of such cases across languages and langeage families, one finds a cer-
tain variety in what matrix predicates host Verb Incorporation.™ In spite of
this, the observed variation does not cross certain well-defined boundaries.
In particular, polyadic verbs may incorporate & verb out of their sentential
objects, and some monadic verbs (always nonagentive) may incorporate
out of their sole sentential argument, but these are the only possibilities.
Thus, polyadic verbs never incorporate a verb out of a sentential subject,
and no verb ever incorporates out of a sentential adjunct. Rather than being
an accidental quirk, this distribution must refiect the basic nature of the
Vert Incorporation process. We then observe that this distribution can be
derived from the Empty Category Principle, an independently known prin-
ciple of grammar which plays a central role in explaining the properties of
gyntactic movement. In fact, we seg objects distinguished from subjects
and adiuncts, a hallmark of ECP effects (Huang (1982), Lasnik and Saito
(1984)}. Therefore, 1 conclude that Verb Incorporation is a special case of
syntactic movement. This supports the validity of my basic assumptions, in
particular the Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis, which moti-
vated a syntactic analysis of Verb Incorporation.

The argument is strengthened by the direct parallels between the distri-
bution of Verb Incorporation and that of Nour Incorporation that have been
emphasized thronghout this section. This shows that the principles in-
volved have appropriate generality. In fact, generative semantics captured a
generalization in this area which is bipassed in most current frameworks.
In that theory, Noun Incorporation and Verb Incorporation were both spe-
cial cases of a single, more general process—the process of “Predicate
Raising” {for a clear example, see Williams (1976, 611f.)). In this section, I
have given evidence that this generalization is a true and significant one,™ in
that NI and VI indeed have the same properties. I have also shown that this
generalization can be captured in an explanatory way in the government-
binding framework, when the theory of syntactic X° movement is articu-
lated as above.

4.3 CASE PARAMETERS AND CAUSATIVE VARIATION
4.3.1 A Problein for Incorporation

Thus far, I have argued that morphological causatives in languages of the
world are derived by Incorporation. “Incorporation™ in the intended sense
is merely Move-Alpha applied to a lexical category rather than a maximal
prajection, and its behavior is determined by a few basic principles. ‘Thus,
there is in this system no explicit rule of causative formation which will be
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specific to a particular language or morpheme of a language; indeed there
is 1o place for such a rule, Now, this makes a VETY strong empirical claim:
if languages contain no rule of causative formation per se, then langnages
cannot contain different rujes of causative formation. Thus (it would ap-
pear), we are forced to predict chat morphological causatives will have es-
sentially the same syntax in all languages, .

This claim is clearly false as it stands. Gibson (1980) argues at length

clausal on the surface. Causative constructions then vary as to which of the
NPs from the embedded clause acts like the direct object in this single sur-
face clause. In some tanguages, the embedded subject appears as the direct
object if the embeddeqd verb is intransitive, but as an oblique NP (often an
indirect object) if the embedded verb is transitive. Gibson’s expression of
this “rule” can be translated in this way:

{41} CausATIVE RULE I:
GF in embedded clayse GF in surface clayse
ergative . oblique (IQ)
absolutive direct object

In this schema, “ergative™ is a cover term for subject of a transitive clause;
“absolutive™ s z similar cover term including object of a transitive clagse
and subject of an Intransitive clause, 1 illustrate this pattern from Chichewa
(data from Mchombo (personal commaunication)):

(42) a. Buluz; a-ha-sek-ets-a ane.
lizard SP-PAST-laugh-cAUS-Asp chiidren
“The lizard made the children laugh >
b. Boma li-ku-sow-ets-g nsombag.
government SP-PRES-disappear-caUs-asp fish
“The government made fish disappear (become unavailable) .

C. Mulungu a-na-yer-ets-q kunja.
God SP-PAST-Clear-cAus-asp sky
‘God made the sky clear.’

(42) shows morphological causatives of & range of intransitive verbs, in-
¢cloding an agentive intransitive (42a), a fonagentive intransitive (42b),
and a stative verh (42¢). Each time, the sebject (sole argement) of the bage
verb surfaces as a direct object. Evidence for this is that the NP in question

can trigger optional “object agreement™ (43a) and it becomes the subject
NP if the verb complex is passivized {43b):

4.3 Case Parameters and Causarive Variation 163

| a-na-wa-sek-ets-a and.
@) = WMW_% SP-FAST-0OP-laugh-CAUS-ASP children
“The lizard made the children laugh.’ . .
b. Ana a-na-sek-ets-edw-a (ndi .mwinna.
children sp-pasT-laugh-CAUS-PASS-ASP by .:Nuz.m
“The children were made to laugh by the lizard,

| This contrasts with the causatives of transitive verbs:

(44) a. Anyani a-na-meny-eis-a ana kwa w.a?,nr
baboons sp-PasT-hit-cAUS-ASE children H.o :N,ma
“The baboons made the lizard hit the children. »
b. Kambuky a-ku-umb-its-a mtsuke  kwa kadzidzi,
leopard  sP-PRES-mold-CAUS-ASP waterpot to ws_
“Fhe leopard is having the owl mold a waterpot.

In these sentences, the subject of Eam_umm%_. verb ﬁﬂ_w.”.ﬁmwnwﬂwwm%ﬂmmhw MMMM
faces as an oblique in a prepositional phrase, while e pase
¢ & object of the causative verb on the mE.mm.nn. The base obj
Womwhn”w““wc_ommnaq unearked and appears w@doa_mﬂoq mmno._. EM MMM”
in normal word order. Furthermore, the base oc,._ona‘nmn aonoaﬂna Qﬂu "
agreement on the verb (45a), and becomes the subject wien the w
passivized (45h); .
(45} a. Anyani a-na-wa-meny-ets-a aa,n kwa w.&ﬁr
baboons SP-PAST-OP-hit-CAUS-ASP n::ﬁo: to . lizard
*The baboons made the lizard hit the children. . . .
b. Ana amg-ﬁmnw.ma-mmi.n kwa w.a?ﬂ (ndi anyani).
children SP-PAST-hit-CAUS-PASS-ASP to . lizard by baboons .
“The children were made to be hit by the lizard (by the baboons).

The causee, on the other hand, never triggers verb agreement or becomes
the subject of a passive in these structures:

(46) a. *Anyani a-na-zi-meny-ets-a ana kwa mbuzi.
baboons SP-PAST-OP-hit-CAUS-ASP oEER: to goats
“The baboons made the goats hit the children.

b. *Buluzi a-na-meny-ets-edw-a ana
tizard sp-pAST-hit-CAUS-PASS-ASP children
(ndi anyani}. .
by baboons.

‘The lizard was made to hit the boys by the baboons.’

This pattern is very common in languages of the world, also showing up in

languages as diverse as Turkish, Jacaltec, French (Gibson (1980)), and

Malayalarmn (Mohanan (1983)).
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It has sometimes been claimed that the causative pattern in (41) is the
only one allowed in universal grammar {Perimutter and Posta] (1974),

(47) CaUSATIVE RULE Z
GF in embedded clause GF in surface clause
subject object
object *2d object’ 12

In order to give as minjmal a contrast as possible to the Chichewa examples
above, I illustrate this causative pattern from a language identical to
Chichewa in most fespects: namely another dialect of Chichewa. Based on

work with informants from the inland ares of Malawi, Trithart (1977,
80-81) reports the foltowing patterns:

(48} Mphunzitsi a-na-lemb-ets-gq ana.
teacher SP-PAST-Write-CAUS-ASP children
“The teacher made the children write.’

(49} Catherine a-na-kolof-ets-a mwana wake chimanga.
Catherine SP-PAST-harvest-CAUS-Asp child her com
*Catherine made her child harvest the com.’

(48) is the causative of a verb used Intransitively;
verb used transifively. In 48,
argument) behaves like the direc
in the other dialect, this can be s
ment on the verb (50a), and b
sivized (50b):

"(49) is the causative of a
the causee of the base verb (and its only
t object of the surface verbal complex, As
ecn in that the causee triggers object agree-
ccomes the subject when the verb jg pas-

30) a. Mphunzitsi a-na-wa-lemb-ets-q ana.
teacher SP-PAST-OP-write-CAUS-ASP children
“The teacher made the children write.*
b. Ana a-na-lemb-ets-edw-a ndi mphunzitsi,
children SP-PAST-WIite-CAUS-PASS-ASP by teacher
‘The children were made to write by the teacher.’

In this respect, the two dialects of Chichewa are identical (compare (50)
with (43)), In the causative based on 3 transitive verb, however, the differ-
ence appears. Hence, in (49) the causee of the basge verb, ‘her child’, be-
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haves m.wo the direct object of the verb, nmm:m.n .Emz like m: oEE:@ Mw;”w:
appears without morphological or prepositional marking, Immm W EM
after the verb. It also may trigger object agreement and may move
subject position in passives:

(31) a. Catherine a-na-mu-kolol-ets-a
Catherine SP-PAST-OP-harvest-CAUS-ASP
mwana wake chimanga.
child her com .
*Catherine made her child harvest the corn.
b. Mnyamaia a-na-kolol-ets-edw-a

boy m_u-?pm._,-_._mﬂww?npcm-;mm-»mm
chimanga ndi Catherine.
corn by Catherine

“The boy was made to harvest the corn by Catherine.’

The undetlying object of the base verb has none o._n Emmm. object cm_._wfoﬁwm
however, even though it is unmarked Eoﬁwm_o@nmcﬁ :‘E@ not trigg
object agreement, nor may it become the subject in a passive:

(52) a. *Catherine a-na-chi-kolol-ets-a
Catherine SP-PAST-OP-harvest-CAUS-ASP
mwana wake chimanga.
child her corn i
‘Catherine made her child harvest the corn.
b. *Chimanga chi-na-kolol-ets-edw-a
corm SP-PAST-harvest-CAUS-PASS-ASP
mwana wake ndi Catherine.
i by Catherine .
,H_MH MME “MM Emwo to be harvested by her child by Catherine,

Comparing (51} with (46) and (32) with (45}, we mow,h_._mﬂ the Moﬁ omm %Mmﬁmww
i in Trithart’s di Chichewa is the opposite o
matical sentences in Trithart’s diakect of Ppo:
i i sdi Mchombo’s dialect follows
f grammatical sentences in Mchombo's &m_.onr Y nbo
M._% schema of Causative Rule 1 in {41), while Trithart’s a@ann m.u:oém _.__“MM
schema of Causative Rule 2 in (47); these two ﬁmnmmmmm n_.mnﬁ_uﬂwa:ﬁwﬂmwaw&mbm
i iti i ithart’s dialec i -
the base verb is transitive. T will nm: Tri . ) and
Mchombo’s dialect Chichewa-A (or simply Orp.o:aimv. ﬂ:wcnmhzuwa_ﬂ Mwo
tablishing the existence of Causative Rule 2, Gibson { 1980) shows . m& .
surface pattern in Chameorro causatives cannot adequately be %nﬂcw om
intaini i i it the independent effe
taining only Causative Rule [ and adding 8 I ¢
H.mmmw:n_w QM n:mwmwnm processes. Rather, she claims that a second nm.cmmuan
rule is truly necessary. Other languages that have this mmm,onn nmcmm:é%mﬂ-
tern include Cebuano {Gibson (1980)), Choctaw (Davies (1981}, Chim
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wiini (Marantz ( 1984y,
guage family.

This situation presents a problem for the Verh Incorporad
morphojogical causative constructions. As discussed above

Causative Rule i and

Corporation in such a way as to derive the differing
poration in the two classes of languages.

PP goal:

(53} Amayi a-na-perek-qa misuko  kwa ang.
waman SP-rPastT-hand-asp waterpot to  children
‘The woman handed the waterpot to the children.’
{(Chichewa-A)
(34) Joni a-ra-pats-q nthochi  kwa moq wake.
John SP-PAST-give-aASP bananag to  mother his
‘John gave the bananas to his mother.*

(Chichewa-B; Trithart 1977, 10y)

Only in Chichews-B, however, can some of these verbs 3

Ppear in a second
context, with two unmarked postverbai Nps:

(35) *Amayi a-tia-perek-g ana mitsiko,
WOman SP-PAST-hand-asp children waterpot
“The woman handed the childten the waterpot,’
. (Chichewa-A)
(56) Joni a-na-pats-a amai  ake nrhock.
John Sp-PasT-give-ssp mather his bananas
‘Iohn gave his mother the bananas.’

mﬁrmn_.h.mimrww Trithart (1977; 313

Thus, “dative shift” i Possible with simple verbs in Chichewa-B bat not i
Chichewa-A Now, in the unmarked Sithation, g

matical, since there will be

e way for the second NP, "Waterpot’, to receive Case. This case theory

and indsed most of the members of the Banty lan-

find some independent
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deficiency, however, can apparently cm_wwonwonww_w;mﬂoﬂmm”ww Mw Mmﬂﬁ:ﬂﬂi:m

i i akin 55 . .
e s mwmwwﬂwn ﬁﬂmwwsmuo_”_wm&mﬂ mu some aspect .om case ﬂ.:ooww.
T ._mbwmmmmmw acue, 1 propose to explain the existence of &mmwnmmn kinds of
M_ﬂw%__wo_ommn& nm:m“mnﬁm constructions, as well as the cm%mﬁmn. Hm.w,cwﬁmwmw
“di bjects” in each, in terms of general parameters of cas Y ]
:MM.@M%% Cases of what types the verbs of a given language can assign.

4.3.2 Verb Movement and the Structure of §

The first step toward understanding the (._Ewmno: .E causative oowmﬂw.”m”mwwﬂ
i5 to po back and revise a preliminary assumption. Here mwn_wmcmnm ical
i will become importtant. In 3.2, I took the chng.mmo C ises 1o be
MHMMWw structure of Noun Phrases, except that NPs are _ﬁw t mHQo__w R
noun, while clauses are built around a verb. WmomnEH Eomaq o_wi JB suggests
that this is an oversimplification, however, Rather, ﬂn_.dhnm e e
gories to be considered in the clausal mwmﬂwE” :.wﬂm v macr ; inflection
s o) and EM M%Em_ma%_“%wm% %omuwc% _.H:.nmwomﬁomn cate-
i i tin 2.1.3 (following 1)
mMMMWwM chmMMM__mﬂ to :ocwm“ verbs, and ﬁ&@omém with anm_unmﬁ. %o%”wm
d in that they head their own projections, &Emnmr they diffe :
Ewoam. e ategories” in that they do not semantically mo_noﬂ. for their
Ewmmm Hmmmownnm mmuu. Then, V is En.?wma of VP, EEn:. is 2 maximal mmo-
et w_.mm is I, ﬁm._o. maximal projection of T, with the subject as the specifier
%nuww“wa _wm, ! mm_ CP, the maximal projection of the noEE.mEo_._wNMm. ,MMMMH
.umnawum. site for wh-movement (“Comp™) as the munwmﬂ_%mﬁamﬁca el
items (normally) take only CP as an ‘argument. Then the

clause is:

(57) That Dan should imitate Mary (is obvious)

n_v {=59
c
AN
C IP (=8
NS
that
N
Dan 1 Vv {= VP
PN
should M« Jm
imitate Mary



i68 Verb Incorporarion

m.oﬂmo_dn purposes, the full articulation of this Structure 1s masked hy the
mo: Mm_om_ status of the complementizer and Infl, and by the special rela-
onsnips between the complementizer and Infl (cf. Stowell (1982)) and be-

tween Infl and the verb. This i i
e s 15 is Why V Jooks like the head of 1ts clanse in

(IP and VP respectively). Thus, if the em-

‘ » 1t will not i
trace, and the structure will he tuled out by the ECP: o govem e

(58) *§

NP I

i .
lons can be met in only one way: the.verb must make 3 preliminary move

MM:“M Mﬁ %”Ew%oa M”Emm to reach a position that is governed by the ma

» 2 hen trom this new position it can be ; i :

trix. In fact, the principles of inding thetey ety
. \ government-binding theory immedi

: iately de-

termine much about the properties of such z construction. v
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What position could be the destination of this preliminary movement?
There are exactly two possibilities: the specifier of C* pesition {i.e. Comp),
or the C position itself. If the verb moved higher in the tree, into the actual
VP of the matrix verb, CP would (as in (58}) be a barrier to government
between it and its trace. On the other hand, if the verb stays lower than this
in the tree, it will still not be close enough to the matrix verb to be gov-
erned by it; it will stil} be in the IP selected by C," so CP remains as a
barrier between the two. If, however, the verb can reach one of these two
positions, its needs will have been met. The only conceivable barrier be-
tween it and the matrix verb is now the CP, which is neither an adjunct type
barrier (it is theta-marked by the causative verb) nor a Minimatity Condi-
tion barrier (its head selects neither itself nor the specifier) with respect to
these positions. Movement of material into these positions is licit with re-
spect to the Theta Criterion, because they are not positions to which a theta
role is assigned. The specifier of C, in particular, is the normal landing site
of wh-movement. i

What category can move into these positions? Given the “structure
preservation'” assumptions of Chomsky (1986b) (see 2.2.3), the answer is
very different for the two possibilities. The C position is a zero-bar level
position, and hence it can only accept a zero-bar level category both for
substitution and adjunction. Hence the V may occupy this position if and
only if it moves by itself. From there, it will be directly incorporable:

(39) s
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Not i thi

o _.M %MMMMW__N wnth:a, the verb must undergo a kind of successive cyc
> It reaches the ¢ pasition by incorporati i i
> 1t ati

bedded 1. ¥f it fails to da this, the head of :umﬁME Mw Mwnmmwhm”o i

In contras : ..
wam.moﬁ”““ b e ather viable position, the specifiier of C', is a maximal
tion if and MMNJWM Nﬂw&hm Emog Thus, the verb can _mnm in this @_MM.M
its ent; iecti s R
a Structure such go. Ire VP projection along with it. Thig vields

(60) s

M_
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Here, the CP is not a barrier between the antecedent adjoined to the matrix
verb and the trace in the VP which is the specifier of C’, as discussed
above. The VP itself is zlso in the right structural configeration fo be a
barrier between the two, but its head is not distinet from the antecedent or
the trace, and it is not an adjunct because it is selected by the embedded I
via its D-structure position, Thus, the VP is not an actaal barrier either.
Therefore, the lower V can incorporate into the matrix verb from this posi-
tion and still satisfy the ECP,'s

To summarize, because §' has an articulated structure which includes
CP and IP nodes, the verb of an embedded clause must move internal to
that clause before it can be incorporated. Given the independently moti-
vated theory, there are two ways this can be accomplished—by V-t0-C
movement or by VP-to-Comp movement, I will claim that both these op-
tions are attested, and that each underlies one of the two different causative
coustructions described in the preceding subsection. Specifically, the VP-
to-Comp movement configuration {60) will yield a structere in which the
underlying embedded object acts like the surface object by the Government
Transparency Corollary as in Causative Rule [: the V-to-C movement con-
figuration (59) will yield an “Exceptional Case Marking” —like structure in
which the embedded subject acts like the surface object as in Causative
Rule 2. :

In closing, it should be emphasized that the developments of this sub-
section do not undermine the explanation of why VI only takes place out of
sentential direct objects. The journey of V has been broken down into two
steps: first the V(P) becomes a daughter of CP, then Verb Incorporation
proper accurs. The first of these steps is independent of the role of the con-
taining clause in the matrix sentence, but the second step is not. In partica-
lar, the V° trace of the second movement will need to be antecedent-
governed, as before.” This will be possible if and only if the CP containing
it is not a barrier to government with respect to it. This in turn will be true
if and only if the CP is theta-coindexed by a lexical governor. Therefore,
VI will be possible out of a sentential direct object, but not out of a senten-
tial subject or an adjunct clause, parallel to NI, as before. Thus, the distri-
bution of Verb Incorporation continues to foliow from the theory.

4.3.3 Case and Causative Differences

We are now ready to tarn to the issue of Case assignment in causative con-
structions. The Case Filter requires that every argument NP be assigned
abstract Case (i.e. be Case-indexed) in a given structure, so that the NP
may be visible for theta role assignment. Furthermore, these Case assign-
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ments must always be overt]
of Eo. particular language. In an English
struction, it is easy to see how this requirement might be satisfied:

(61) Jerry made Joe file his papers.

5
PN
NP r
AN
Jerry 1 vp
VAN
past V Cp
PN
make (C) P
zv\/m
EZAN
Joe 1 VP
AN
g ﬂ NP
file _umvr

Here the matrix tensed Infi assign

5 nominative Case to i i
Jerry, and the embedded transi e G bjoct

tive Verb file assigns accusative Case to i
4 t
object papers. The nuil embedded Int cannot assign Case to the oEcomawM

subject ..w% because it has no agreement features; but the matrix verb mak
can mm&md.mnncmmnao to this element in the manper of an “Exce monmﬂ
Om.mn ?.F_.Eum: verb. Both accusative Case assi gniments then corres @cn@ t
m:._.Q rightward adjacency relationships in the PF of English ,H._EW C .
assignment works naturally and straightforwardly. . e
In Janguages whose causative morphemes require Verb Inco oration
however, these natural Case-assigning relationships are _umnE_._MwQ b /‘w
Eoﬁ.wEn:.r leading to potential case theory problems. Consider Emw
passible intermediate structures discovered in the last section the O,HM

based on V-10-C movement (62a) and th
e other based on VP-io-
movement (62b) (the matrix Infl is omitted for simplicity), fortComp

y interpreted at PF according to the resources
-type periphrastic causative con-
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(62) 2. S b. S

AN "
\/

TN

v v CP

AN N

make C [ make Ve,

ip
| yaN PN
vV Np= I vs  NP"  NP® r
PN N
1 VP I vP
VAN
LV NPt

[

|
@ 4]

-

Now the trace of a moved lexical category cannot assign structural Case to
an NP, as we know from our study of Noun Incorporaticn (3.4.3). More-
over, a complex verb can only assign as many Case indexes as a simple
verb can (the Case Frame Preservation Principle); most often this limit is
one. Thus there are fewer available Case assigners in an incorporated struc-.
ture than there are in a periphrastic structure, but fust as many NPs that
need Case. This poses problems with respect to case theory. In particular,
the movement of V* in (62a} puts it in & position where it can no longer
assign Case to its semantic object NP, especially if the language requires
adjacency between Case-indexed items at PF, Hence, NP' is in danger of
violating the Case Filter. The moverment of VP in (62b} is more considerate
to NP in this regard; here it is moved along with V*, the verb it belongs to
semantically. This time NP* has difficulties, however, because the moved
VP now intervenes between it and its natural Case assigner ‘make’. Again,
this is particularly crucial where adjacency is necessary at PF, because NP*
intervenes between NP* and all the conceivable Case assigners. Therefore,
as long as we restrict our attention to the completely unmarked types of
Case assignment, case theory allows no grammatical Verb Incorporation
with transitive verbs. Thus, VI will dnly be made possibie in these situa-
tions by the existence of marked types of Case assignment, and this is a
region where languages differ idiosyncratically. Then,- whether or not a
particelar marked type of Case assignment in a given language can apply in
{(62a), (62b), both, or neither will determine what type(s) of morphological
causative are possible in that language. In fact, there are several subcases,
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theta-marked, and assi
B gned structura] Case by the verb
f.
_,M” bs can generally govern and theta-mark more thay ¢=M Mﬁ.wmwa& P
guages they can, by assumption, Case-mark more than one MH Man

ample of this type from the literature is Kinyarwanda, a Banty langn
, age

spoken in Rwanda (Kimenyi (19
80);
Dryer (1983), Maranty (19 m“cum )i see also Gary and Keenag 1977,

(63) a. Umugabo y-a-haa-ye umigore igitabo
m:mz SP-PAST-give-ASP woman bock .
The man gave the woman the bogk,’
b. Umugore y-iim-ye abaana ibiryo
.Scamc SP-refuse-Asp children food .
The woman refused the children food.’
<. Unugabo y-eerets-e  abaang n.%&a&n.._
w:mn SP-show-ase children book .
The man showed the children the book.’

» & process which I continue to assume is related (o

(64) a. Umugabo Y-a-ki-haa-ye umiigore
HEE SP-PAST-0OP1-give-asp €o§ﬂn .
The man gave it to the woman.’ |
b. Umugake y-a-ba-hag-ye igitabo
mﬁm: SP-PAST-OP2-give-asp baok .
The man gave them the book.*
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¢. Umugabo y-a-ki-ba-haa-ye.
man SP-PAST-OP1-OP2-give-ASP
“The man gave it to them.’

Similarly, either postverbal NP can become the suhject when the verb is
passivized:
(63) a. Igitabo cy-a-haa-w-e urnugore (1’ umugabo).
book  sP-PAST-give-PASS-ASP woman  by-man
‘The book was given to the woman (by the man}.'
b. Umugore y-a-haa-w-e igitabo (n"umigabo).
WOman  SP-PAST-give-PASS-ASP book  by-man
“The woman was given the book (by the man).”

Kimenyi goes on to show that both objects of these double object construc-
tions may be extracted by relativization and by clefting in identical fashion.
Thus, Kinyarwanda is simply an exception to the functional generalization
(3.4.3 (98)) that languages usually allow their verbs to only PF-identify cne
argument with a given Case-indexing device.

This special Case-marking property of Kinyarwanda gives it a way of
realizing the morphological causative of a ansitive verb, since both the
causee and the lower object can potentially get accusative Case from the
same verb form. In particular, suppose that the V moves to C and then is
incorporated into the matrix verb, giving (66) (=(62a)):

(66) S
>
NP VP
\/
\Y [
AN VAN
V¥ v C P
| _ PN
build; make t; NP#® r

v

[N

[ NeT
!

Now, consider the government domain of the derived complex verb ‘build-
make’ in this structure. By the Government Transparency Coerollary, a

i
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complex word wil] govern everything that the categories it incorporates
£o0verned in their hage positions; this wag seen in action in the n&m:onmaﬁ
between noun Incorporation and Possessor “raising” effects in the last
chapter. Since the matrix verb has incorporated V*, 1, and C, it wiil there-
fore govern everything in the lower &mnmmfmnoE&nm bath NP* and Np,
The technical reason for this is that none of the categories CP, IP, or VP hag
a selecting head which is distinct from the complex v because of the incor-
porations; yet each of them is selected. ﬂrmamo_d“. there are no barriers
between the complex verb and either NP, and the governmemnt relation
holds. We know thas Kinyarwanda verhs can have the capability to assign
two accusative Cases to NPs which they govern. Presumably, the cemplex
verb in (66) will have this capacity, by virte of inheriting one accusative
Ommn-mmmmmu_.pm feature from each of the verbal elements that it i made up
of. Thus, jt may assign Case both to the cavsee and (o the lower object.
This gives rise o grammatical morphological causatives, in which both
NPs originating in the lower clayse surface ag morphologically unmarked
immediately postverbal NPs (from Dryer (1983));

(67) a. Umugabo a-ra-som-eesh-q abaana ibitaby.
man SP-PRES-read-CAUs-asp children books
“The man is making the children reaq the books.*
b, Umugabo a-r-unbak-iish-q abaantu inzy.
han SP-PRES-build-cAys-asp people  house
“The man is making the People build the house. *

(68) a. Umugabo n.wn-w-na@nh,m%-n inzu.
man m?vwmm.ov-gma;n»cm&mm house
“The man is making them build the house *
Umugabo a-ta-y-uubaje-iish-q abakozi,
man m?vwmm-o?cc:u-n.»cm-mmm workers
‘The man is making the workers build j¢.’
c. Umugabo Q-ra-yi-b-uubak-ijsh-q.

man m?vwmmé_ro?ccma-o»cm:&m_

“The man is making them build i.-

=

Finally, given that (67) is structurally similar to ag Exceptional Case Mark-
ing structure in that the lower subject is governed by the verb, we expect

b g
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causes Ca. Lo S1V1Z -
arface MCUHWOH i a ﬁum.w v _Uﬁ-— causative
n .U COome Hw.—m 8 ﬁm
.ﬂwﬂmm. .ﬁ—.——m

In fact, it can:

H inzu  n'umugabo.
kozi ba-r-uubak-iish-w-a g
“@ ﬂwwwﬂm $P-PRES-build-CAUS-PASS-ASP house by-man ,
“The workers are made to build the house by the man,

i i but
A language which is otherwise guite different from Kinyarwanda

i i Id be
vhich alsa seems to fit in this typological group is ._mumawmmmmn_wﬂ_ummﬁ
very isleading to say that Japanese is a “double accusa mm ¢ langnage,
i _..Hm verbs never take two objects with the accusative p
since

” j 3 1so
i i “dafive Case”™ particle ni can a
t seems likely that the . e
anﬂn%ﬂwm“mﬁmmn assigned by the verb. Strong aﬁnonmo Mn.z, nMMa _mmu o
. ) 0 .
M_Mw nwmﬂ triadic verbs in Em.mmoMMm like ﬁwu.m “mﬁnﬂﬂﬁn%m”w m“_m?w Wmmﬂm nda,
i ir obj to become
allow either of their objects
Kuno (1973)): -
ik fae-ia.
. John ga Mary ni kunsyoo o at
e Ho:b-moz Mary-DaT medal-acc give-pasT
al.’
‘John gave Mary a med
b. Mary ga John ni kunsyoo o atae-rare-ta.
. Mary-Nom John-by medal-acc give-pAss-Asp
‘Mary was given a medal by John,
i Mary ni
c. Kunsyoo ga John ni
Medal-NoM John-by Mary-DAT
atae-rare-ta.
ZIvVe-PASS-ASP . .
*The medal was given (to) Mary by John. N
11 . _H. m
Thus Japanese is at least a “true double structural Case _wﬂﬂmm,mo# s
ain mrmEE allow morphological nmcmmnfdm on E.m (66) mmou &on © o
mm& structure of a Japanese causative is :Ed. to ESGR@.  Lace value
M_o:o because of its word order properties and its lack of object ag

{from Farmer (1984)):
4 kaw-{slase-ta.
Hanako ni  sono hon o
7y Mwuwmﬂww Hanako-DaT that book-acc buy-caus-past
“Taro made/let Hanako buy that book. »
g cte
i this word order would be expe ‘
i Japanese 13 an SOV language, expocied
WMMM&W w:n causative were derived by V movement ar by VP movem:

' ’ become the
the lower clause. However, the fact that the causee ZWHM\%HMH e
subject of a passive, parailel to Kinyarwanda (69), sho

deed the proper structure (see also 4.4.1 and 7.2.4.3):
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(72) Hanako wa Taroo ni sono hon o kaw-asase-rare-ta

mmmnmwouﬁ% Taro-by that book-acc BUy-CAUS-PASS-PAST
Hanako was made by Taro to buy that book.’

ain other Bantu languages, including Luyia, Mashi

» 85 well i
(1981)) and perhaps Sanskrit (sce Aissen (19747, o COavies

Ew,o complete the discussion of causatives in “double accusative” lan-
MEmwmmmwmﬁm Eﬁ.ﬁ:n property of having verbs that assign more than one
e ) ase might allow the second causative structure—that of (62b)
with VP-to-Comp movement—to be formed

. as well. Thi :
structure like (73) as an alternative to (66}: This would yield 2
(73} s

q
. > .
iP
N
I VP

I
quﬁw.., if the complex V gaverns both NP'
mw,a H,H.:Hmww.wu Aqw.mmw Em_amm Emm nonm._mE.mmca possible as weil. v surely
Foverns 1 y the .Q‘—.D, since it has incorporated V*, NP's originai gov-
nonmwmonﬂnﬁw. Pw it stands, V does not govern NP*: CPis a Minimality
o Hﬂ_._.ﬁ_. etween H_um two because its head C is distinct from V
: .S:Q.m IP contains NP*. Thus, something else i

(73) to be possible. CP EEL._os.nﬁr mmmaaomamamcn

and NP*, thep it can assign them
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Thus, if the causative morpheme of a “double accusative” language has
this lexical feature, (73) will be possible; if not, it will not be. Languages,
and perhaps even idiolects, would be expected to vary idiesyncratically on
this point, since it turns on the existence of a marked lexical feature,
having little interaction with the rest of the grammuar.

Indeed, this describes correctly the empirical situation insofar as I know
it. Thus, there is a difference between Kinyarwanda and Japanese in that
the embedded object instead of the embedded subject can become the ma-
trix subject when a causative verb is passivized in Kinyarwanda:

(74) Inzu = i-r-unbak-iish-w-a abakozi 0 umugaba.
house sp-PRES-build-CAUS-PASS-ASP workers by-man
“The house is being by the man made to be built by the workers.’
(cf. (67b), (69))

However, the embedded object cannot become the subject of the corre-
sponding passive in Japanese:

(75) *Sono hon wa Tarooni Hanako ni  kaw-asase-rare-ia,
that book-TOP Taro-by Hanako-DAT buy-CAUS-PASS-PAST
“That book was by Taro made to be bought by Hanako.’
(cf. (71}, (72))

This difference can be explained if we assume that both (66) and (73) are
found in Kinyarwanda, but only the former exists in Japanese. Consider
first which passives are possible in structure (66). We know from the ex-
amples with basic triadic verbs that a passive verb can still assign structural
Case to either ope of its governed NPs; hence either NP can remain in the
VP, allowing the other to move to subject position, with no case theory
problems. If, however, the lower object NP moves to the mairix subject
position, another condition of grammar, namely binding theory, will be
violated: the trace is an anaphor which fails to be bound in the domain of
the c-commanding subject NP*, thercby violating Condition A of Chomsky
(1931). On the other hand, the causee NP* can move to the matrix subject
position, because the trace it leaves is governed by the matrix verb and is
not in the domain of any subject closer than its binder, satisfying Condition
A. This accounts for the grammaticality of the passives in (69} and (72).
Now, suppose that (73} is also a possible causative structure. This structure
differs crucially from (66) in that here the VP movement has taken the
lower object NP' out of the c-command domain of the embedded subject
NP*. NP' is governed by the matrix verb, so its governing category is now
the entire matrix clause. Therefore, this position can contain a trace of NP

movement with the antecedent in the matrix subject position. The result of
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this line of argument is that the lower object can become the subject of the
passive of a morphological causative if and only if structure (73) exists in
the language. This sort of passive exists in Kinyarwanda (74) but not in
Tapanese (75); hence (73) is possible in Kinyarwanda but not in Japanese.
Based on the previous paragraph, I conclude that the causative morpheme
in Kinyarwanda may trigger C deletion similar to Eaglish ECM verbs, but
the causative morpheme in Japanesc does not. Interestingly, Chichews-B is
like Japanese in barring the second passive of merphological causatives
(Trithart (1977, B0—81)), even though it is related to Kinyarwanda both
typologically and genetically. This confirms the low-level idiosyncratic na-
ture of this type of ECM.

In closing, I would like to suggest that this analysis of (75) and {74) is of
more than narrow technical interest. In particular, the Japanese causatives

found, although only in more complex structures. Thus, they both allow
their dative “object” to become the subject of a passive {(70b) and (72)),
but only the underived verb allows the zccusative “object” to do so ({70c)
versus (73)). It is highly unclear why this mysterions £ap should suddenly
appear in just this place in the paradigm if language is purely a matter of
functional requirements or of analogical generalizations from elementary
Patterns. This point is rather strong, becaase any patched-up explanation
in these terms could not be universal, since there is no gap in the corre-

sponding paradigrn in Kinyarwanda. Indeed, this gap is equaily mysterious

analogical motivation for them, and if these principles apply to morpho-
logicaily complex predicates, then the &ap becomes readily explicable in
independently motivated terms, as I have shown. More generally, a simple
case theory parameter combines with an Incorporation analysis to explain in
some detail the properties of morphological causatives in these languages.

4.3.3.2 Partial Double Objecr Languages

Ie contrast to the situation described in the last section are languages in
which sorpe verbs appear with two accusative {or unmarked) noun phiases,
but the two NPs do not shaw the same range of syntactic behavior. I illustrate

this from another Banm language, Chimwiini (Kisseberth and Abasheikh
(1977):

e pesteeiz
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(76) Ni-m-pefe Ja:makuja.
1s5-op-gave Jama food
‘I gave Jama food.”’ .

Superficiaily, (76) looks very much like its Eﬂ%&.ﬂwsam mn&oﬁmﬂwm mw _AMMW
is 2 ial di : here only the goal argument “Jam

but there is a crucial difference , ene Jame st

i i i i th and Abasheikh observe tha g

like a direct object. Thus, Kisseber N the goal

i i i 6}), but the theme NP may ,

trigger object agreement (as in (7 , [ : ,

HMW.EQWM only the goal may become the subject of a passive sentence:

(77 a. Jama@-pel-a:  kuja na: mi,
Jama sp-guve-pass foodby me
‘Jama was given food by me.’ .
b. *Kuja i-pel-a Ja:ma na: mi.
food sp-gave-pass Jama by me
‘Food was given ._maw by me.’

The marginality of the English gloss of (77b) mﬂ.o,‘:w that mnm:ws_._acw_u%
object constructions are like those of Chimwiini rather than thos
i -anda ia these respects. .
Em«“ﬂ_ not attempt a full explanation of these oo:ch.oso.nm here MmM
chapter 5). Nevertheless, an cutline of a reasonable analysis im_ be n,_mw mmo
! i t Case. -
h postverbal NPs in (76) must ge
to proceed. As usual, bot ot Case. Toue
i i da, they must not both g .
count for the contrast with Kinyarwanda, , | ructural
i ; thus 1 assume that Chimw.
sative Casc from the verb at S-structure; . ¢ C
”Mw_mm never assign more than one such Case (cf. 3 ,Puu_.u.,m_soﬂ: is ﬂwM %MH
i rface direct object, it mus
ment that gencrally behaves like a su . |
Mmm&n:ﬂ of the one structural Case availabie. Oéoﬁ ﬁ_._mm, we oMb %MM_.HM.__M
i i is a PF refiex of this Case, an
that the object agreement in (76) is a . . o
is " forcing the goal argumy
this Case that is “absorbed” in the passtve, ing A
i iti the only possibility for the
move to the subject position. Then, R e ares:
i i i i NT (accusative?) Case.
ment is that it receives a kind of INHERE  Chonay
i i veral related ways (ef. Cho
Case differs from structural Case in se . g
it i iated with a particular thematic
(1986a)): it is generally associa e T e
ient); it i i -structure rather than S-s ;
theme/patient); it is assigned at D st e ra d
ﬂrma aﬁmo adjacency requirement on its realization. ﬂrﬂﬂn ﬂﬁcﬁmmﬂmnma
. i bject” languages im .
theory property of “partial aoso_n. objec : \ o
mmmm:ﬁmm wrmﬂ their verbs may assign this type of inherent Case in cer
constructions. . S .
This special Case-marking property gives OEE&.::.H a imwﬂ Mﬁoﬂmm-
ing the morphological causative of a traositive verb similar to o e
yarwanda. Consider again the general D-structure for a morpholog

causative:

el
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(78) §

N ﬂ\/eﬁ
|

make C

1
|
g v NPt

write
In this tangnage, the lower verh can
ject NP' in this configuration. Sin
there is no adjacency requirement
to move away, into C via I and on
type S-structure, repeated in {79y

assign inherent Case to the lower ob-
ce this is determined at D-structure and
on inherent Case, the lower verb is free
into the matrix verb, yielding the (62a)

(79) s
N
NP vp
; >Qu
N |
A
write; make ﬁ\//a
VN
I NP=* I’
AN
I VP
AN
Er A% NPt
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Note that this is structuraily identical to (66), the primary structure for
Kinyarwanda-type causatives. Now, the complex verb can only assign as
many structural Cases as a simple verb in the language can (the Case
Frame Preservation Principle); therefore, it is limited to one structuraf ac-
cusative Case this time, in spite of the fact that it is made up of two poten-
tial structural Case assigners. As before, the GTC implies that the complex
verb governs and may assign Case o the causee NP*, Therefore, this NP
will act like the direct object of the causative verb. NP' passes the Case
Filter by virtue of its inherent Case, but it does not receive structural Case
at S-structure, so it will not behave like a direct object. In fact, we expect
this phrase to be by in large syntactically inert, as inherent Case NPs usu-
ally are. Nate furthermore that in Chimwiini there is po possibility of a
grammatical (62b)-type causative structure derived from (78) by moving
the whole VP to Comp (see (73)}. Even if C deletion took place such that
both NPs would be governed at S-structure, the Chimwiini verb cannot as-
sign structural Case to both of them. NP* in particular cannot receive
structural Case from the verb because it is necessarily separated from the
verb by NP, making the realization of such Case under adjacency at PF
impossible.” Nor can NP* receive inherent Case, because it neither meets
the thematic restrictions on sech Case (it is not a theme or patient), nor the
strctural restrictions (it is not governed by a verb at D-structure, where
such Case is assigned). Thus, NP* can get no Case at all, and this deriva-
tion is ruled cut by the Case Filter, This leaves (79} as the sole structure for
Chimwiini causatives.

The result is that Chimwiini has morphological causative constructions
which Iook like its “double object™ verbs, with two unmarked postverbat
NPs (data from Abasheikh {1979), cited in Marantz (1984)):

(80) Mwaclimu @-wa-andik-ish-ize  wa:na xafi.
teacher  sp-OP-write-CAUS-ASP children letter
*The teacher made the children write z letter.”

Moreover, only one NP will act like a true object, and that NP will neces-
sarity be the causee rather than the lower object. This is confirmed by the
data, Thus, the verb form in (80) agrees with the causee ‘children’ because
it assigns it structural Case. The complex verb may not agree with the
lower object ‘letter’. Furthermore, the causee may become the subject in
the passive of a causative, while the lower object may not:

(B1) a. Warna wa-andik-ish-iz-a: xafi  na mwa:limu.
children sp-write-CAUS-ASP/PASS letter by teacher
“The children were made to write a letter by the teacher.’
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b. *Xayi a-andik-ish-iz-g wana  na mwa:limy
letter SP-WrTte-CAUS-ASP/PAsS children by teacher

”—muﬂ ~Gnmﬂﬂ was BN.QW to UO Wil u‘ : 1 %
ten

EOW“H%_MH“ %%:Q.ﬁ type Mnm certain languages which Behave essentially
. ose “second objects” are not morphologi i
the same way as ordinary di j - they appons i
Y direct objects are; rather the i

phologically oblique case which the tanguar i a v o o

i EUAZE Uses in a range of circum.
wamom. Chamorro Abcm:onnm_mbu Gibson ( 1980)) is an ox&;mﬁ_n of HEme:
o anguage, goal maﬂ:ﬂﬁ.ﬁm of morphologically underived verbs E.omH

mmonly appear as the object of the preposition péra:

(82) Hu gl | kg parai  che'ly-hy
I1sS-write the letter to  ¢he sibling-my
Y wrote the letter to my brother,’

Iosmqﬂ.. Mﬁm”o is m_n_mmm of verbs which can appear in a “dative-shifted”
. Wi € goal as the surface direct ob; i

framy ; ject. When this ha

theme argument shows Up In the language’s oblique case: ppens, the

(83) In na'¢ s tata-n-mami ny babui.
._wmxm.m?m PN father-Gi-our oaL. the pig
We gave our father the pig.’

mental NPs and the “by-ph s . )
o Phrase™ NPs in passives and antipassivi

: (= _

prisingly, it also marks the embedded object in a omzmmm o ot s

(84) a. Ha na'-taitg; him M estri ni  esti ng lebblu,
.u.mm-o»cm-_dmn 1PEX the teacher OBL this 1.k book
) The teacher made us read this book.”
- Ha na’-pulg’ Y i medity ni
ediku ni magagu-hu.
wmm,nwc?:na_.mmm me the doctor gL clothes-my
The doctor made me take off my ciothes.’
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Gihson shows that the causee indeed has the ““object” properties expected
of an NP governed and assigned structural Case by the matrix verb, For
example, it becomes the subject when the causative verb is passivized:

(85) Ma-na’-fa'gasi si Henry ni karetanu | famagu un.
PASS-CAUS-wash PN Henry OBL car  OBL the children
*Henry was made to wash the car by the children.’

Similarly, it may be reciprocally or reflexively dependent on the matrix
subject causer, and it is restricted by Chamorro’s animacy hierarchy. These
properties do not hold of the oblique lower object. Thus, Chamorro is in
the same typological class as Chimwiini; the only difference is that the in-
herent Case NP actually Jooks like it has inherent {i.e. oblique) Case in
Chamorra. These languages seem to have what 4.3.1 called Causative
Rule 2, in which the subject of the embedded verb is described as becom-
ing the object of the causative, while the object becomes an inert “second
object.” I have explained how and why this type of causative exists cru-
cially in languages which independently have underived “partial double
object” verbs, thereby obviating the need for an actual rule of causative
formation in these languages. Swahili (Bantu, Vitale (1981)) is also a lan-
guage of this type.

Fanally, note that all the languages which I have cited in this section have
heads which assign Case to argements that are on their right, rather than on
their left. This is probably not a coincidence. The reason can be seen by
looking at what structure (79) looks like when redrawn for a leftward Case

assigning, ‘SOV’ language:
(86) 3

Cp v
AN
P C V. ¥
NP #* I 5 muke
| , @\/M
PN
NPT v &
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As usual, the complex verb governs both NP* and NP'. For a language
with verbs that cap assign two structural Cases, like Japanese, this is al]

one jnherent Case, there is a problem. The only NP that can receive the
inherent Case is the lower object NP”, because it is the only one which is
governed by a V at D-structure, Unfortunately, this time NP* is also the
only NP that the complex verb can structuraily Case-index, since it is the
only NP which can be left-adjacent to the V at PE. In particular, NP* angd
NP7 cannot switch arders at PF, because of the independent word order
parameter which requires that subjects (like NP¥) precede their predicates
(which includes NP'); cf. Travis (1984). Therefore, the language has two
ways to assign Case to NP, but no way to assign Case to NP*. The conclu-
stofi is that the special case theory property under consideration in this sec-

itis a help to SVO (and VS0) languages. Thus, my theory predicts a gap in
the distribution of causative constzuctions: there should be no (strict) SOV
languages with only partial “double object” triadic verbs which have
Causative Rule 2 effects, with the cansee alone acting like the surface ob-
Ject of the verb. This is correct for my language sample, although more

languages must be checked.

4.3.3.3 Non-Double Object Languages

There exists a third class of languages, which can be distinguished from the
previous two classes on the basis of their treatment of triadic *dative
shift” —type verbs: these are languages which have no underived double gb-
Ject verbs at all. This difference is well known from the European lan-
guages: English has dative-shifted double object constructions, but French
and the other Romance languages do not:

(87) a. lJohn £ave a book ta Mary.
b. John gave Mary a book.
(88) a.  Jean a donné un iivre & Marie.
b. *Jean a donné Marie un livre,
*Jean a laissé ses enfanis beaucoup d argent,
*ils ont envayé Jean une lettre Fecommandée, etc,

Chichewa-A (Mchombo) and Chichewa.B (Trithart) differ in exactly this
way, as we saw in 4.3.1, Chichewa-A has verbs which select for two inter-
nal arguments, one a theme and the other a goai:

89) a, Mbid-i zi-na-perek-q msampha kwa nkhandwe.
2ebras sP-pasT-hand-ssp trap to  fox
“The zebras handed the trap to the fox."
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b. Agalu a-na-tumiz-a nsomba kwa fisi.
dogs sp-pasT-send-AsP fish to maﬁ:m

‘The dogs sent some fish to the hyena. .

c. Mvau zi-ng-lemb-a kalata kwa nﬁ&ﬁzma.

hippos $P-PAST-write-AsSP letter 8. mmm_om.

“The hippos wrote a letter to the sailors. .
However, no morphologically underived verb can appear in a dative-
shifted, double object frame: 2

(90) a. *Mbidzi zi-na-perek-a nkhandwe msampha.
zebras SP-PAST-hand-asp fox trap
“The zebras handed the fox the trap.’
b. *Agaiu a-ra-tumiz-a fisi  nsomba.
dogs SP-PAST-send-aSP hyena fish “
“The dogs sent the hyena some fish.
c. *Mvuu zi-na-lemb-a " amalinyero kalata.
hippos SP-PAST-write-ASP sailors _Hnnoa
“The hippos the sailors wrote a letter. ‘
The obvious way to account for the ungrammaticality of the @%“M_mmm M_H
(90) and (88b) is in terms of case Eoonwm they are bad because pere 1s no
way for the second NP in the VP to receive mmmoxd.amu WE con e thar
Chichewa(-A) lacks both the marked ability of ._AEME@"m:Qm ver fo &
sign two structura) Cases, and the ability of Chimwiini verbs to assig
i 5E.
nﬁ.m,mcmm W%MM““EONMEM property has &m.ﬂ..mnn consequences for the mwmwux _%.
morphological causatives. Consider again the standard VI constru

stracture:

91) 3

4
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Mm usual , the lower <nw._u st adjoin to the higher verb in order to satisfy
e latter’s morphological subcategorization properties. Also as usoal, ¢

must make a preliminary move within the embedded clause in order to b

close .nno:m: to the higher verb to incorporate. However, in OEnwns,m.M
there is no inherent Case which can be assigned to Np* mmU‘m”EnEE be-
fore the verb moves. Then, if the verb does move, stranding NP* Z_uﬂéE
have no ormn@m of getting Case, since verbal traces cannot assign mummn and
NP* will intervene between it and the matrix V, given that it. as a mzcv. t

must wnmnw% its predicate. Thus, the structure will be c:mﬂma,:dmmom_ %M,
only solution is for the verb to take NP* along with it; thus. the entire _.oé .
<,m RISt move to Comp, with the verb continuing on to uﬁrn matri ﬁ._.m,H
vields a (62b)-type causative structure: e

92) s
\A\\.\\.\/Qu
Vi /_ﬁ 5_._\./
make 4\/2? O\/

o
iP
i NP# r
H\/
VP
|

¥

Here, the lower V governs NP* before it incorporates:

Plex governs NP at S-structure, by the Odnwm%%mww wmﬁwmaﬁwmhwm_.u Mﬂ_ﬁnﬂw-

the verb complex, so it can both receive accusative Case from V mm._a nnmm .

that ﬂmmm at PF without any difficulties. The problem now is Np* As e
. 5aw in the discussion of Kinyarwanda and Japanese above (4.3.3 1} H“Mﬁ

NP will be governed by the e.nn_um_. coinplex if and only if the nmrm.mn?nu&ww

mm_ an Exceptional Cage Marker, which triggers deletion of the C head of its
clausal complement, thereby keeping CP from being a Minimatity Condi-

Even so, Chichewa-A verbs have the general property that they can assign
Mpaw one Case each Aom.. 3.4.3), whatever their internal structure, and here
at Case has been claimed by NP, At this point, the special case theory
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property of Chichewa-A comes to light—it has a very particular Case in-
sertion rule which inserts a preposition before NP* in this configuration,
thereby allowing it to pass the Case filter..

These assumptions fead us to expect a morphological causative for
Chichewa-A in which the thematic lower abject behaves like the Case-
marked direct object of the surface causative verb, while the causee is
obliquely marked and relatively inert syntactically. This is correct:

{93) a. Anyani a-na-meny-eis-q ana lowva buluzi.
baboons SP-PAST-hit-CAUS-ASP children to  lizard
“The baboons made the lizard hit the children.’
b. Kambuku ¢-ku-umb-its-a mitsuko kwa kadzidzi.
leopard  sP-PRES-mold-CAUS-ASP waterpot o owl
“The lecpard is having the owl mold a waterpot.’

Here the lower object but not the causee has the typical Bantu traits of
«objecthood: it appears immediately after the verb, unmarked by a preposi-
tior; it can trigger object agreement with the verb, unlike the causee:

(94) a. Anyani a-na-wa-meny-ets-a ana kwa buluzi.
baboons $p-pPAST-OP-hit-Caus-asp children to  lizard
“The baboons made the lizard hit the children.’
b. *Anyani a-na-zi-meny-ets-a ana kwa mbuzi,
baboons sP-PAST-OP-hil-CAUS-ASP children to  goats
*“The baboons made the goats hit the children.’

and it can become the subject of a passive, again unlike the causee:

(95) a. Arna a-Ha-meny-ets-edw-a kwa buluzi (ndi anyani).
. children SP-PAST-hit-CAUS-FASS-ASPto  lizard by baboons
“The children were made to be hit by the lizard (by the babaons).”
b. *Buluzi a-na-meny-ets-edw-a ana (rdi anvani).
lizard sp-pAST-hit-CAUS-PASS-ASP children by baboons
*The lizard was made to hit the children by the baboons.’

Here the “lower object” can move to the matrix subject position without its
anaphoric trace violating the binding theory because VP movement has
taken it out of the domain of the embedded subject; the lower ohject (rather
than the causee) must move because the structural Case it would rormally
receive within the VP disappears in the passive. In the terminology of
4.3.1, Chichewa-A is an instance of Causative Rule 1. We have explained
how and why this type of causative appears in languages which do not have

underived “dative shift”™ verbs.
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Based on Eozmum.: (1983), the Dravidian language Malayalam seems to
be a Q@o_om_omrw different language which is like Chichewa-A in these
respects. Thus, in the canonical dagve shift—type verbs, only the argument

with the theme role can appear with a structural Case ending,® and it alone
can become the subject of a passive verh;

(96) Amma kuttilcka aanaye kotuttu,
mother-noMm child-pDAT elephant-acc mm_.é,,
‘Mother gave the elephant to the child.’
{97) a. Ammavaal kuttikka pustakam kogukk-appert-1
maother-INSTR child-paT book-non m??w»m???.
, “The book was given to the child by the mother.’
b. *Ammayaal  kugi pusiakam kotukk-appett-i,
mother-INSTR child-Nowm book-Nom m?m-msmm-vwww
“The child was given the book by the mother.’

Thus, there is no overt evidence—either for the linguist or for the child

learping the language— that Malayalam verbs can assign structural Case to

two different NPs or inherent Case to a theme/patient NP. Hence. it is ag-
the language. As expected, in the

(98) a. Amma kuttive-kkopts annaye nufl-ice-u.
mother child-ace with elephant-acc wimv-gcml?mq
‘Mother made the child pinch the elephant.’

b, mm@.mazm Jjoonine-kkonta meefive  keti-icc-u.
king-Nowm John-acc with Mary-acc tie-caus-pasr
‘The king made John marry Mary.”

_u:::mﬁ:oﬂ..m, the thematic lower object becomes the subject of the passive
of a causative verb; the nmmmnmnmamon

(99) a. Ammayaal  agna mli-ikk-appest-y.
mother-INSTR elephant-Now E.:o?gcm-vymw-_u»ma
“The elephant was caused to be pinched by mother.’
b. *Ammayaal kutii annaye pull-ikk-appert-u
mother-iNsTR child-nom elephant-acc ?m.nré>mm-mw%nw>ma

“The child was made to pinch the elephant by the mother.” .

Indeed, the correlation betwee

n lacking a dative shift structur I
4 Rule 1 morphological causat o Chirhns

ive is quite general. In addition to Chichewa

e L
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and Malayalarn, this class of languages includes Turkish, Facaltec, Finnish,
Quechua (in part}, and many others, In 4.3.5 below, we will see that the
Romance languages can be taken to be of this type as well.

In the last subsection, we saw that SOV languages which have partial
doubie object constructions also need a special, causative-specific Case-
marking process in arder to have V1 structures with transitive verbs. Thus,
Chichewa-A has no extra provision for triadic verbs which it can use in
causatives; these languages have such a provision, but not one which helps.
The final result is the same. However, these SOV languages can use the
same mechanisms for causatives that Chichewa-A does: VP-to-Comp
movement plus incorporation; structural Case assignment to the adjacent
lower object; C deletion and Case insertion for the embedded subject. The
result will be Rule 1 causative patterns. The Eskimo languages seem to be
of this last type.” West Greenlandic, for example, has triadic verb roots
which can express either their theme or their goal in absolutive (structural)
Case (Fortescue (1984)): -

(100) a. Aningassa-t  Niisi-mut wni-ut-pai.
money-PL{ABS) Niisi-DAT give-ut-353/3pQ
‘He gave money to Niisi.’
b. Niisi aningadsa-nik  wni-vaa.
Niisi(ABS) money-INSTR(PL) give-355/350
‘He gave Niisi money.”

When the goal is absolutive, the theme argument appears in an oblique
case (instrumental} which is widely used in the language. Only the abso-
lutive NP can become the subject if either of these patterns is passivized
(see Johns {1984)). Thus ir these sentences, West Greenlandic looks like
Chamorro. Nevertheless, its causative patterns are clearly like Chichewa-
A and Malayalam, rather than like Chamorro (from Fortescue {(1984)):

(1G1) a. Quag uarsin-nut niri-gqu-aa.
frozen.meat{ABS) us-pAT  eat-teli-355/350
‘He told us to eat the frozen meat.’
b. Irnirmi-nut akiggani qu-qqu-ai.
20N-DAT  enemies{ABSs) kill-want-3s8/3r0
‘He wanted his son to kill his enemies.”

Here the thematic lower object is clearly the structurally Case-marked NP,
as shown by its absolutive case and its effects on the verbal agreement mor-
phology, while the causee appears in oblique (dative) case. Moreover, the
lower object may become the subject if one of these compiex verbs is pas-
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sivized, while the causee may not (A. Woodbury (personal communica-
tion)}. Thus, West Greenlandic shows typical Causative Rule I behavior, in
spite of having some “dative shift”; this is just as my theory expects, given
that it is an SOV (head-last) language.

Before leaving this subsection, let us consider in more detail the special
rule for Case-marking the causee in these languages. The invocation of
such a rule is perhaps the least appealing and least principled aspect of the
whole V1 account of morphological causatives, Nevertheless, the evidence

confirms that the process involved has exactly this nature. The rule is odd

tial of the items involved is already exhausted by other NPs; it cannot be
inherent, because the Case is neither thematically motivated nor present at
D-structure. In fact, the causee acts like it is nejther structerally nor inher-
ently Case-marked. Structural Case can cften be absorbed or assigned to
other arguments, yielding clitic doubling and passive-like constructions;
yet these are usually ot possible with the obliquely marked causee. On the
other hand, if the Causee were associated with inherent Case, this Cage

give it dative, some lnstrumental, others the. marking of a source or of the
agent in a passive. It seems uniikely that the causee actually has different
meanings in these different languages, such that it forms z semantic natural
class with goals in one but with instruments in another. Instead, it seems
that the case ending or prepasition is sitnply not involved in giving a theta
role fo the causee NP, but rather is idiosyncratic,

Another sign that the causee s Case-marked by a highty particular
Case-marking rule is that this rule differs in idiosyncratic ways across lan-
guages. For example, both Chichewa ard lialian (see 4.3.5) mark causees
of transitive verbs with the Preposition which marks goals in the language;
nevertheless, they differ on the situations in which this preposition may be
inserted. In Chichewa, it may only appear if the causee is directly string-
adjacent to the causative verb and the lower object—i.e. only in the
context:

102y v NP __
‘cause’ +ace

The consequence of this is that if the incorporated verb obligatorily sub-
categorizes for rnore than one argument, the causee is ungrammatical ,
since the second VP argument destroys the context for this rule: *
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(103} a. Ang a-na-ik-a misuke pa Eﬁﬁm&m,
children sp-PAST-put-Ase waterpot on chair
‘The children put the waterpat on the chajr.’
b. *Amayi a-na-ik-its-a mtsuko
WOmMEn SP-FAST-pUt-CAUS-aSP waterpot
pa mpando kwa ana.
on chair  to children N
‘The women made the children put the waterpot on the chair.

In Italian, sentences parallel to {103b} are mnomwﬂEn HWWN.E (personal
communication)), suggesting that the Italian Emmﬂmo:. _..Em 18 mo.Ems&mﬁ
more tolerant in this respect. This low-level, detailed, idiosyncratic varia-
tion between languages is not the behavior we would expect of a central
principle of case theory. It is, however, exactly what one Soc_.m expectofa
rule that must be explicitly learned as a part of the marked periphery of the
1 .
Hma%__._._wmmrm_ proof that Case-marking of the causee is mnno:.ﬁ:m:na by a
special rule comes from Gilyak, as cited by .Oomﬁw (1976). In this lan-
guage, the causee is marked with a case QEEm which reportediy has _E
aother use anywhere in the language. Clearly, m:_m cannot cm. m,ﬁ automatic
byproduct of some more general ﬂmwo-ﬂmhwjm_ m_dMMMMw._ _M._._ W_ however,
ough if Case assignment is by a special ins -
:mﬁﬂmmﬂ” me_ﬁm correct t0 say that a special rule of the marked mmﬂEﬁQ
is responsible for assigning Case to the causee in Rule | Eoﬁwiomﬁ&
causatives. This can be interpreted as empirical support for my m:m_wm,a‘
which was forced to this conclusion on theoretical grounds. Omow again,
_mw:;u_n knowledge about the Case properties E, a ._mamcmmm vm_..:.__a us 1o
explain the syntax of its morphological causatives in some detail.

4.3.3.4 Other Languages

At the beginning of this section, I observed that verb andﬂna mn causa-
tive constructions disrupts government and adjacency refations In a way
that creates problems for case theory. The preceding .N:_dw subsections have
shown how special processes of Case mmmmmmaouﬂ. n &mm@nma,ymbm:mmmm
overcome these problems, thereby allowing causative constructions: some
allow two accusative Cases per verb; some provide an inherent Case for
theme arguments; some include a Case insertion rule to rescue ‘mﬂ._,mnam.a
causees. All these processes are marked, however, and need wxu:n: posi-
tive evidence in order to be learned. This [eads to the expectation that there
will be languages which have none of the case theory extensions we have
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considered. Suppose that a language has No marked extensions of case the-
ory. Then there will be no way that ali the NPs in the causative of a trapn-
sitive verb will be able to receive Case. What would be the consequences
for morphological causative constructions in the language? There are two
cases to consider,

First, chapter 3 gives a way in which g NP €an escape the Case Filter—
s head can incorporate into the governing verh (3.4). This satisfies the
cruciai morphoiogical identification requirement for theta role assignment,
without taxing the verh's lexically specified Case-assigning abilities. In this
light, consider dative shift-type verbs in Southern Tiwa. Incorporation of
an uvomodified animate noun is generally optional in this language. Yet,
when the sentence contains a triadic verb with the goal appearing as the
direct object Qmo@ro_ommn&_w unmarked and governing verb agreement),
incorporation of the theme nominal becomes obligatory (AGF):

(104) a, Ta-"w’u-wia-ban hliawrag-de.
15:A/A-baby-give-past WOman-suF
‘I gave the woman the child.’
b. *Ta-wia-ban hliawra-de i u-de.
Is:A/A-give-pasT WOoman-sur baby-syp
‘I gave the woman the child.*

(104b) must be ruled out by case theory, implying that Southern Tiwa has
neither the double accusative Case of Kinyarwanda, nor the “inherent ac-

= sy

of Chimwiini. It does have a resource of its own however, in

El

salisfying the Case Filter and still leaving the verh’s one accusative Case for
the goal NP. This explains why Ni is obligatory in this structure.

Now, consider causatives. Here, the same Strategy can be used: the
lower verb can avoid a case theory bind in transitive sentences by incor-

porating its object N before it moves. This yields structures like the
following:

(105) a. 1wWa-bur gm-pban,
HmmHMmO-rmr%-voE.ﬁ»cm-gmq
‘I made you hold the baby.’
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b. S
>
NP VP
LT Ty
<>c C
N N
N YV make C 11y
e Y
baby;  hold; t
H AN
you | VP
AN
- ___\_“_. /_._. Z_T
2 _ﬂ
5

Here, the lower object “baby’ is wuno_.ﬁonﬂoa nto H_a.m m.owanmm:wuu(wnmﬁwm
thereby satisfies the Visibility Ocs&cow plus the Principle onu ¥ e
pretation. Meanwhile, the causee ‘you' is ....woé_.:nn_ w.w the ve SO %mmw
by virtue of Verb lncorporation; therefore _m can receive accusa ve Case
from this V. Hence, the sentence is mEBEm.cm,mr s:md the causee mH :m&n
the surface object in (for example) anﬁﬁEEum oEoQ. mmnmmMsz Mnm?m
verb. If, however, the object is not incorporated, it will need to pecive
Case. The verb cannot strand the object NP, Jmnmamm there is no EE erent
Case to sustain it; the verb cannot take the _m.EnQ. along, because here
neither an extra accusative Case nor a %mn._m:% .Emanma. Case m“um o
rescue the embedded subject. Therefore, NI is obligatory in Southern

causatives:

{106) * U7 ude i-kur-" am-ban.
baby  155:250-hold-CAUS-PAST
‘1 made you hold the baby.’

Again, the case theory resources of the _ms,m;mmm as Rﬁm_wh in EM Emmﬂww
verb” constrictions determine the properties m.;u the causative ncsﬁm ucton
Hssentially the same analysis seems to ro.E. in Labrador Eanc o~ Hm
where Smith (1982) claims that only intransitive verbs can Enomu " H.: .
a semantically transitive verb is embedded under an affixal verb, i
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ruled out by the Cage Filter. This may
which causatives of intransit
causatives of transitjve verbs
sonal Cemmunication)y; *

(107y a. Yogx-jen Mohand arbg.
mwm-gcm-m_mﬂu Mohand boy
‘Mohand made the boy sleep.’
b, Voss-iwg wydi arba.
3sS-caus-fear dog boy
‘The dog made the boy afraid, scared the
C. Ysspe wryaz arbg,
388-caus-eat man bay
‘The man made the boy eat, fed the boy.
(108) a. *V.ge Wryaz aggzin i-wrpg,
388-cAUS-hit map dog  10-hoy
‘The man made the boy hit the dog.’
(Also: *¥ se-r wryaz arba Wwggzin.)
b. *¥-gp-irp Wrvaz tacurt i-arbg,
3sS-cauUs-steal man bali to-boy
“The man made the boy steal the bajl *
(Also: *¥-ss5-icr wryaz arba i-teyry.)

boy.’

A similar Situation may hold in Vata {Koopman (1984)) and certain ather
languages (Nedyalkov and Silnitsky (1973)}.:

4.3.4 On the Nature of Causative Variation

In this section, we have considered the following challenge 10 a Verp Incor-
poration analysis of morphological causatives: jf there is no explicit rule of
causative ».Q.Bmmo? how can differences between causative constructions

across languages be accounted for? In particular, what is the nature of the
difference between the two causatjve « [

ive verbs are free and productive, whije
are systematically impossible (Guersse! (per-
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. ies of
requiremnents of case theory, plus EmmﬁmnaMﬁw MQNMMM”MMJMM&MMMWMMMMM of
e _mummﬂwwwww NHMMMMMM_m.E.W.nMMMM“MMﬂWQ a legitimate and theoretically
thwomﬂcm answer to the original n:mmnom. , . o of causative

is one jmportant domain in which the E.:Q usave

:amma.u e _Mo observed relatively directly; the causatives of intrz
nm_wmﬁéoaoum e rdless of their differences in the nm:mmﬂznm o#.. mnmnmwswn
b, ol 6 W”wmm uages discussed in this section treat intransitive verbs
4.0&? m_._ Ho m“mnomcummmﬁunu‘ acts like the direct object of H.:m Smﬁﬂx
m_Emmnww o ct to government and Case. This can be seen in that t _H
Cotoe pooneope arked or in accusative case, triggers o.Enoﬁ agreemen
on the verb, Mz_wwooaom the subject in passives, according to the prop-
o:.Em M@Mw“w m_smb age 1n quesiion. Thus, in Nmnuﬁws.m:_u.m both nm:mmm.w

MaBan_mome object Wrmﬁa like surface objects in the causative of 2 tran;

tive verb: -
(109) Umugore a-ryaam-fish-ije mwmng.
woman  SP-sleep-CaUs-ASP children

i to) sleep.’
“The woman made the children (go Am:w mhﬂ inda: Kimenyi (1950)

In Chamorro, only the causee acted like a surface object:

(110) Hu na’-kati si ?«alﬁ.
Is-caus-cry Px Maria

de Maria cry.’ {Chamorro; Gibson Cmmovw
N e . ! N 57 assive
:D %m-xng%aum,nwzam si Joseni md’estru gi ringkon. (p
A PASS-CAUS-SIt PN Jose OBL teacher LOC corner

‘Jose was made (o sit in the comer by the teacher.

. (ot
In Chichewa-A (Mchombo) and Malayalam, only the thematic lower objec
HH ) -
acted like a surface object;

i - ana.
112) a. Buluzi a-na-sek-ets-a ¢
2 lizard sP-PaST-langh-cAus-Asp children

’ hi a-A
“The lizard made the children laugh. . {Chichewa-A)
b. Mulungu a-na-yer-ets-a kunja.
God SP-PAST-clear-CAUS-ASP sky
‘God made the sky clear.’ ‘ et
{[13) a. mﬁmﬁ. a-na-wa-sek-eis-a ana. (object agree

lizard sp-PAST-OP-laugh-CAUS-ASP nm&aaw
¢ i the childrea laugh. . .
b b.d._o :NmMmaM,_ NMM.m«h-m_m:rn (ndi bufuzi}. {passive}
. Ad =Fui-, ’
children sp-PAST-laugh-CAUS-PASS-ASP by ‘:Nm&_
“The childrer were made to laugh by the lizard.
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(11D Acchan kuttive  karay-icc-y.
fatker-NoM chiid-acc CIY-CAUS-PAST
‘Father made the child cry.’ (Mala ;

. . yalam; Mohanan (1983

(L15) Acchanaal lauri « . . karay-ilk-appert-u. {passive) )
father-iNsTx child-nowm . | -CI'Y-CAUS-PASS-PAST,

“The child was made to cry by the father . , °

(case form)

m.:;..:% in Berber causatives of transitive verbs are compietely ungram-
matical, Zo,..mm.mwm_wmm. causatives of intransitive verbs have the same syn-
tax as they do in these other languages:

(116) Y-s5-jer Mohand arbg.
358-caus-sleep Mohand boy
‘Mohand made the boy sleep.”
Q17 s éﬂmww&mﬁ%w_“m”%_ {personal conuminication))
358-Pass-caus—cry boy
“The boy was made to cry.)’

Over this range of data, it seems as thou
causative process after all.

. HEM mmnw aof idiosyncratic cross-tinguistic variation in the causatives of
E:mum_n,ﬁ. verbs is explained by the VI analysis. With these verbs, the
‘Case-marking pressures on causative constructions which were the ma_in
force behind their variation across languages are compietely absent cnm
cause there is one less NP which needs Case. The refevant mHEnE_ﬁm E.mu

gh there is only one universal

(118) a. 5 b. s

P V.oV v
AN T EVAN
make t NPt T
. ~\/an ~\/<1
! o
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Either the lower V or the whole VP may move to clause-peripheral position
in order fo get the V within incorporating range of the matrix verb. Since
the verb has no object that needs Case, there is no reason it must take the
VP along; nor is there any reason why it cannot. Either way, once the verb
has incorporated into the matrix, the Government Transparency Corollary
(plus possibly C Deletion) allows the causee NP' to be governed by the
matrix verb complex. Therefore, NP' may receive accusative Case from
the matrix. There is no competition for this Case since there are no other
NPs in the VP. Thus the structure wiil be grammatical, with the causee
showing “object” behavior with respect to the surface causative verb. Cru-
cially, this result is independent of whether V or VP initially moves, and it
does not depend en any of the marked parameters of case theory. Thus, the
theory accounts for the fact that the causatives of intransitive verbs will be
more or fess identical in all verb incorporating languages.

This result is important, because if one asswmes, contra my hypothesis,
that causatives are generated by construction-specific GF changing rules,
there is no clear reason why causatives should not vary as much with in-
transitive verbs as they do with transitive verbs. For example, why does not
the causative in Chichewa-A or Malayalam map the subject of an intran-
sitive verb onto an oblique case NP in the same way that it maps the subject
of a transitive verb onto an oblique NP? Then, instead of {112), Chichewa
would have sentences like those in (119):

(119) a. *Buluzi a-na-sek-ets-a kwa ana
lizard sp-pasT-laugh-caus-asez0  children
“The lizard made the children laugh.”

b. *Mulungu a-na-yer-ets-a kwa kunja
God SP-PAST-Clear-CAUS-ASP fo  sky
*God made the sky clear,’

This hypothetical causative rule could be schematized as follows: ®

(120} CausaTive RULE 1":  (unattested, cf. (41), (47))
GF in embedded clause GF in surface clause
suhject oblique
ohject obiject

Such a pattern would a priori be at Jeast as simple as the one Chichewa
actually follows ((41)); if anything it would be simpler, since it treats the-
matic subjects the same regardless of the transitivity of the lower verb,
Nevertheless, this does not happen in Chichewa or other languages of the
same Case-marking type. There is no immediate account of this in a system
that includes explicit causative formation rules, but there is in the Verb In-
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Carporation analysis. Indeed, the fact thar unniformity appears as soon as
marked processes are not needed illustrates the fundamental unity of mor-
phological causative constructions,

In fact, this last issue is a Vvery general one for any framework which
defines particular Hﬁmno:-o:m:mmum “rules” over the grammatical func-
tions such as “subject” and “object,” whether ig lexical or syntactic terms.
Such an approach can trivially deal with the question of diversity in mor-
phological causatives by stipulating different GF changing rules for the dif-
ferent languages. We can, however, pose the complementary question for
these frameworks: wiy are ONLY (more or less} the above possibilities
allowed in capsative constructions, when many other permutations are

Enmcw,mmwﬁmonwﬁmﬂ _.uo_cammm%nnmmonc_mom causative formation
clatms implicitly that what type of causative construction a language has is
independent of the Case-marking possibilities for triadic verbs in that Jan-
guage. However, we have seen in detail that the two are not independent;
rather, the causative type is determined by these Case-marking Proper-

ties.* Here the comparisort of Chichewa dialects in 4.3. ] Is especially

the “‘dative shift” verb constructions changed as well, Thus, all theories
with sach construction-specific rules miss an important generalization_*
This generalization is captured in the incorporation theary, where it is ex-
actly this Case theoretic variation that, through complex interaction with
other principles, induces variation fn causatives. | conclude that causative
variation, which at first made the pure Incorporation analysis look un-
likely, has in fact Provided some of the strongest evidence in favor of it,
sinice it has unveiled and explained a deep correlation between different
syntactic constructions,

4.3.5 Reanalysis and Romance Causatives

In the context of the discussion so far, it is instructive to compare mor-
phological causatives with the causative constructions in the Romance lan-
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guages. It is well known that Romance omcmm%.mm wo_.ﬂmé in many mﬁwm
like the morphological causatives we have _uwm:. discussing C&Emm.u (1 uw
Comrie (1976), Marantz (1984), etc.). H:nﬁ 5, however, one E.%on.nmu
difference between the two: from the viewpoint of morphofogy, the caus-

ative verb and the embedded verb are still two separate words E. Woﬁmmmum.
I will illustrate these propertics in Italian (data from Burzio {1986)).

Simple examples are:

(121) a. Mariajfa lavorare Qm.%awaw..
Maria makes work  Giovanni
‘Marita makes Giovanni work.’ . .
b. Mariaha fatto riparare la macching a Qmaﬁuanw.
Maria has made fix the car to Giovanni
*Maria made Giovanni fix the car.’

If the lower verb is transitive, _&w causee surfaces as an oblique AamaMmu
object; if the lower verb is intransitive, the causee surfaces mm. an mnﬂwmﬂ MM
direct object. Thus, Ttalian shows the same mﬁ_n.H causative pa _..,u_.H .
Chichewa-A and Malayalam (4.3,3.3). This n.om_.”: is confirmed _M ﬂ_u at the
causee argument of (121a) and the Iower cEn.Q argument of {121b} may
each appear as direct object clitics on the matrix verb:

(122) a. Mariale fa lavarare e.
Maria him makes work
‘Maria makes him work.’ ‘
b. Mariala fa riparare e a Qh.aqmaar.
Maria it makes fix to Giovanni
‘Maria makes Giovanni fix it.”

Furthermore, the same NPs may become the matrix subject when the
causative verb is passivized:

(123) a. Giovanni é statofatto lavorare (molto).
Giovanni was  made work  {a lot)
*Giovanni was made to work.’ o
{Belletti, personal communication)
b. La macchina fu fatta riparare a Giovanni,
The car was made fix to Giovanni

“The car.was made to be fixed by Giovanni.’

Thus at this level of abstraction the syntax of causatives in Italian is Hwammﬂ_-
cal to that of causatives in Chichewa and Emﬁmuﬂm_ma.. _umn:m_.ammmu e Ro-
mance languages are like Chichewa and Malayalam in that they systemati-
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nm_@._mnx dative shift constructions. Thus, the correlation between Case
Mwmﬂ%mo.wma causative construction type discussed above generalizes to
Zmﬁﬁ:ﬂmmF the causative verb fare and the lower verb simply do not
become a single word morphologically. Thus, in examples like (1213, both
verb stems are independently inflected: Jare with tense and the mm_.omEnE
mmmgmm.ow the subject; the lower verb with the infinitival ending. This con-
ﬂnmm,ﬂm with Chichewa and Malayalam, where there is only one w.umaozona
munsm and two verbal elements. Furthermore, it js possible for the normal
adjacency between the Jare and the verb to be interrupted in some cases:
for example, some adverbs and object clitics can appear between the two =
ZonE.& morphological words can, of course, not be so interrupted .
This collection of facts suggests that we must give an monoc.uﬂ.ow Ro-
mance causatives in which they have exactly the same syntax as {say}
Chichewa causatives, but they differ with respect to the morpholog w:
oﬁmﬂ words, these seem to be cases of *i ncorporation” without the m_wmo?
poration. This essentially follows a GB tradition in the study of Romance
causatives in which two independent verbs become “reanalyzed” somehow
mw. one verb {e.g. Rouveret and Vergnaud (1980)). In the current context
E_m.momuawam process can be unified with Verb Incorporation in the Hao_.u
Moinm way. Suppose that there exists in natugal language a process that can
mo_nmox two lexical nodes if and anly if the first governs the second—i.e
if mma only if the second could be legitimately incorporated into the mn.mn‘
I will call this relation either ABSTRACT INCORPORATION or WEZ»SMG.
mE,EnE._o_d, suppose that the coindexing between the nodes is m_.:n Hﬁnm
exactly like the coindexing relationship between a complex word Mwa the
trace of one of its parts with respect to principles such as the Government

Transparency Corollary. Intuitive) i i
. ¥, the idea is that the t i
(1243 are equivalent; "o structures o

124 a Ly XYy b )]

bl Y [eX. .. ]
_Hu: ﬁwmnnr the Mmam relationship holds between the two head positions in
oth cases, and it does not matter where the lower head
sppese phomotogion ad actually happens to
In the GB framework, it is natural to push this one step farther and

mﬂéonﬁm and S-structure, as in the cases which we have been studying thus
ar. Thus, we have two types of X° movement—syntactic and LF-—parajlel
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to the two types of wh-movement analyzed in Huang (1982) and subse-
quent work. Since Reanalysis is Incorporation that takes place at LF, z
level which does not feed into the phonological component of the gram-
mar, no actzal combination of morphoiogical forms wiil be visible. On the
other hand, this explains why Reanalysis should form a natural class with
Incorporation, whose properties follow from the theary of movement; it
has the same properties as movement simply because it too is movement,
albeit movement which one cannot see. In particular, the ECP is known to
be a condition on LF representations, which governs *“covert” movement
as well as overt movernent (cf. Kayne (1983}, Huang (1982)}. Then, since
the ECP is the primary principle which determines the distribution of In-
corporation, the distribution of LF Incorporation will be exactly the same.
Thus, LF Incorporation is exactly the “incorporation without the incor-
poration” which we sought; 1 will maintain that the proper content of the
notion “reanalysis” is exactly this.”

Once this notion is available, we have an account of why the syntax of
Italian causatives is identical to that of Chichewa causatives. Fare is not an
incorporater, but it is a “reanalyzer” (an LF affix?) and must enter into the
Reanalysis relationship with another verb at LF. This may be a semi-
semantic property of the verb, to the effect that it forms *‘complex seman-
tic predicates,” since it is generally the same kinds of verbs which have
such properties in language after language {e.g. ‘cause’, ‘want’, ‘is able
to’, etc.). Because of the presence of the Infl node in the sentential ohject,
the verb must endergo movement internal to the clause in order to get into
position fo Reanalyze. This much happens in the syntax by S-structure.
Since verbal traces cannot assign Case (ard since there is ro inherent ac-,
cusative Case in Italian), if the lower verb is transitive, the entire VP must
move into sentence initial position, so that the lower object does not violate
the Case Filter. This is exactly the analysis of Rouveret and Vergnaud
(1980) for French causatives. The lower verb then may and does enter into
the Reanalysis relation with the matrix verb by incorporating into it at LF.
Our principles imply that the matrix verb will govern and Case-index the
object of a transitive verb or the subject of an intransitive verb. Thas, these
NPs may cliticize onto the matrix verb and may become the subject if the
matrix verb is passivized. Finally, the subject of a transitive verb receives
Case via a special dative insertion rule. This analysis is an heir of the VP-
preposing analyses of Romance cansatives (Kayne (1975), Rouveret and
Vergnaud (1980), Burzio (1981; 1986), and others).* However, it adds to

these the insight that possible Reanalysis structures are the same as pos-
sible instances of overt morphological merger. This increases the empirical
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M“mqﬂﬂﬂ oﬂ&n .n_._aoamomu@ very slippery notion of Reanalysis. Hereafter, T
nsider instances of Reanalysis to be j ta ion 1
oo st nstances of Incorporation in

4.3.6 Verb Incorporation and Control Predicates

Finally, there is one more type of GF changi

. ging pattern frequently observed
in Verb _nowﬁoﬁcoc Structares that remains to be discussed. Hw this pat-
%5“ n._m object of the lower clause acts like the object of the complex verb
if there is one, and the subject of the lower clause is abligatorily missing, If

We were to write a descriptive rule simiar 1 4 i
o 0 (41) and (47) w0 express this,

(125) RuLg 3

Initial GF Final GF
embedded object object
embedded subject o

matrix subject subject

m.:_.ﬁnndo:.w. the thematic subject of the lower verh whick is missing on
_.Eo surface Is ﬂimﬁ interpreted as being coreferential with the matrix sub-
Ject. The distinction between this and the other “causative™ patterns has
been noted by many; it is made very clearly in Smith (1982), Grimshaw

and Mester (1985), and (in sormewhat diff in Rizzi
Burzio (1986), at dhterent terms} in Rizzi (1982) and

following examples illustrate these facts in z variety of languages:

(126) Kambuly a-ku-umb-its-g misuko  kwa kadzidzi
waom.ma SP-PRES-mold-CAUS-asp waterpot toc ow] .
The leopard is making the owl mold a waterpot,”

(127) a. Ndi-ka-pemp-a  paman ga. (Chichewa)
15S-ge-beg-asp maize
T am going to beg maize.* (Watkins (1937))

b. wmna madzi banu dea-man-¢-ni ine,
if _ waier your come-refuse-Asp-IMpER me
‘I it is your water, come (and) refuse me.*
(128) Acchan fgriye karay-icc-u. ‘
father-Nom child-acc Cry-CAUS-PAST
‘Father made the child cry.” (Malayalam; Mohanan (1983n
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(129) Kuyikko wrany-amam. (cf. kutti urann-i,

child-DAT sleep-want *The child slept™}
‘The child wants to sleep.’ .
(130) Angutik  anna-mik  taku-Q-kqu-ji-juk siitsi-mik.

man(ABS) WOTan-iNSTR see-APASS-ask-aPass-3sS squirrel-INSTR
“The man asks (wants, orders) the woman to see the squirzel.’
{Labrador Innttut Eskimo; Smith (1982))
(131) a. Angutik-p annak taiu-guma-vad.
man-ERG woman(ARs) see-want-3s5/3s0
“The man wants to see the woman,’
b. Pisu-gunna-gunnd-i-tuk,
walk-be.able-be, able-NEG-388
‘He is not able to walk now.’
(132) Li  ho fatti leggere ea Mario.
them have made read te Mario
‘I have had Mario read them.’ (Italian; Burzio (1986))
(133 Li  ho voluti leggere e,
them have wanted read
‘I have wanted to read them.”

For each language, the first example is a cansative, with the embedded sub-
ject appearing either as an oblique {e.g. (126)) or a direct object ((128})
depending on the transitivity of the base verb. The remaining examples in
each group illustrate complex predicates that are characterized by (125):
the embedded subject is null, and when there is an embedded object it ap-
pears as a direct object. This last fact is particularly obvicus in the Labrador
Inuttut sentence (131a), where the embedded object “woman’ appears in ab-
solutive Case and governs object agreement on the verb, and in the Halian
(133), where the object pronoun cliticizes to the matrix verb. The lower
abject can even become the subject of (one type of) passive in Italian:

(134) Quei libri  si  vorrebbero leggere t subito.
these books ‘Pass’ would-want read immediately
‘These books (we) would want to read immediately.’

In the traditional Eskimo literature, affixes like -guma- are distinguished
from affixes like -gqu-, the latter being called “double transitive post-
bases.” In the recent generative literature, structures like (133) are called
RESTRUCTURING ¢Onstructions, in contrast to the causatives {Rizzi (1982,
Burzio (1986)).%

The difference between these two types of Verb Incorporators becomes
understandable when one compares their English glosses:
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(135)y a. The leopard is making [the owl mold a waterpot],
b. Father made [the child cryl.
¢. The man asks [the woman to ses the squirrel],
d. I have had [Mario read them].
(136) a. 1am going [PRO to beg maize].
b. The child wants [PRO to sleep].
¢. The man wants IPRO tqg see the woman]j.
d. He is not abie [PRO to walk] now.
¢. I have wanted [PRO to read themy].

(136) has the English translations of the new Rule 3 structures, while (135)
has the translations of the old Rule 1 or Rule 2 structures. Note that (136)
is exactly like its VI counterparts ir: that the thematic subject of the Jower

clause is phonologically null and is interpreted as coreferent with the ma-

The key difference between ECM and Control is one of government, In
the ECM constructions, the matrix verb governs the subject of its comple-
ment. This means that it can assign Case to that subject, allowing lexical
NPs to appear; however it bars the null pronominal anaphor PRO from ap-
pearing, since binding theory would be violated (see 2.1.3). The Control
verbs, on the other hand, do not govern the subject of their complements.
This time lexical NPs cannot appear in this position since they will not
receive Case, but PRO (which does not need Case) may, since it will have
no governing category and hence avoids the biading theory. The theory of
control determines that PRO must have the matrix subject as an anteced-
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Now, recall that this same C Deletion process played a role in the ac-

- gount of causatives, In particular, it was needed in the YP-to-Comp causa-

tive constructions in arder to make Case marking of the embedded subiect

.. possible (4.3.3.1 and 4.3.3.3). Thus, the causative morphemes in these

languages were assumed to have essentially the same lexical feature as ECM
verbs in English, and for essentially the same reason. Then, we can say that

* the verbal morphemes in (127), (129), (131), and (133), iike English Con-

trol verbs, lack this feature. This means that the n.Bc@am.na subject will
remain ungoverned. Case theory and binding theory then tmply that wﬂ%
and only PRO may appear there as before. Hence, no overt embedded sub-

-ject will ever surface with these verbs. Farthermore, control theory will

i i j fthis PRO, just asin (136).
: that the matrix subject be the antecedent o
ﬁ”ﬂmﬁ Msn nterpretation as well as the form of these sentences foHlows from

independent principles. The S-structure of these constructions is:

. (137} (cf. {127a)} -
. 5
Z%><.1
_ <\\\\/nm
¢>< S}\/@
m_c wa_m <\/21* O>m
1)
I N\
£ N NP I
| AN
maize PRO 1 VP

where C is phonologically but nor syntactically nuil. Zoﬂ.m that w_.an wﬁ%
does not need Case, there is at most one NP, the _oiﬁ.. oﬁoor whic| ! needs
Case from the verbal complex. Thus, core Case assigning _uno_unnmmm H.o
enough to make these constructions commwc_n.. In this way, .n.ﬁw are like the
causatives of intransitive verbs, where there is no ooswncﬁo.n for m._.o ma-
trix verb’s structural Case. Hence, their syntax mwm__.._E be _.ammn,_..o@ gmon_._w,

across languages, like the causatives of intransitives but unlike ?om.m )
transitives, where marked additions to case theory are u.no@oa. ﬁ:w seems

to be true, the examples in (127)—(133) serving as ?_Bm_ ___cmﬂm:o?m

In conclusion, the analysis of causative constructions in terms ..um Viex-
tends in a natural way to include this final type of complex predicate for-
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Emmon.. Indeed, no principles or stipulations are needed to explain its
properties beyond those already in use for complementation in English.
This nicely rounds out the demonstration that the theory of X° movernent

o.xﬁEE both the variation seen in complex predicate formation and the
limits of that variation,

4.4 THE COMPLEX STRUCTURE OF VERB
INCORPORATION CONSTRUCTIONS

m.:dnm:mmm in which Verb Incorporation has taken place look very much
like simple, underived monoclausal sentences. One reasan for this is that
they have only one morphological vert. Even more strikin gly, the Case pat-
ﬁnn.a seen in VI constructions are almost always Case patterns seen with
moEmQ underived verbs. In particular, VI verb complexes look like dative
shift—type verbs, as documented in detail in the preceding section. To re-

mnmn some of the most striking examples, Kinyarwanda has full doubie gb-
Jects in both instances:

(138) a. Umugore y-fim-ye abaana ibiryo,
woman  sPrefuse-asp children food
“The woman refused the children food.’
b. Umugabo a-r-uubak-iish-o abaantu inzu,
man SP-PRES-build-CAUS-ASP people  house
‘The man is making the people build the house.’

M_hﬂn.ema :mmonh:qco:oE.an:mo:mznam%& inherent Case object in

(139) a. Ni-m-pete Jarma kuja.
1s8-op-gave Jama food
‘T gave Jama food.’
b. Mwa:limu @-wa-andik-ish-ize waha  xati.
teacher  SP-OP-write-CAUS-ASP children Ietter
“The teacher made the children write a letter.’

Oum.owms,m E._m .:,u.: dialect) must mark one of the postverbal NPs with the
dative preposition kwa in the two constructions:

(140) a. Mbid=i zi-na-pereka msampha kwa nkhandwe,

* zebras SP-PAST-hand rap to fox .
“The zebras handed the trap to the fox.’
b. Anyani a-na-meny-ets-a ang bwa buluzi.

baboons sP-PasT-hit caUs-Asp children to  lizard
“The baboons made the lizard hit the childreq.*
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And Southern Tiwa must incorporate ose of them:

(141) a. Ta-'w’u-wia-ban hliawra-de.
1s:A/A-baby-give-PAST woman-sur
‘I gave the woman the child.’
b. I-’wu-kur-’ am-ban.
15:2s-baby-hold-CAUS-PAST
‘I made you hold the baby.”

These similarities between VI and underived structures have led some
researchers to completely assimilate morphological causatives to basic
double object verbs, by forming the complex verbs in the lexicon and/or
the morphological component (e.g. Mohanan {1983), Grimshaw and Mester
(1985), Williams and DiSciuilo (to appear)). Then the syntax of hoth is the
same in every way. Others begin with a biclausal structure but collapse the
structures inte one before surface structure, thereby assimilating causatives
to triadic verbs at that level (Gibson (1980) and other RG works; Marantz
(1984)).

In the view put forth here, in contrast, the Uniformity of Theta Assign-
ment Hypothesis and the Projection Principle require an initial biclausal
structure for causatives, and that structure must be maintained at ail syn-
tactic levels. Thus, the (b} examples are hypothesized to be systematically
differeat from the (a) examples above in that the (b} examples all have ex-
tra S nodes that categorially represent the complementation properties of
the causative affixes. True, there are well-motivated reasons why this dif-.
ference will be hard to see on the surface. In particular, it will not show up
with respect to government theory, since the complex cauvsative verb, like
its underived counterpart, governs everything in its VP (the Government
Transparency Corollary). Similarly, the difference will not show up with
respect to case theory,* since the complex causative verb can assign (only)
as many Cases as its underived counterpart, given that all Case dependen-
cies must be morphologically interpretable by PF. However, the extra
clausal nade should have effects for the other subtheories of the grammar,
in particular for binding theory and bounding theory. In both of these
subtheories. § (=IP) nodes play an important role, either in defining the
domain in which apaphoric elements must be bound, or in determining
how far a particular clement can move. Hence, the presence of the extra
phrase structure in the (b) sentences as compared to the () sentences
should be detectable from these viewpoints. This section will be devoted
to showing that biclausal effects are indeed found in morphoiogical cansa-
tives with respect to these two subtheories. This will provide solid evi-
denice for the V movement analysis, Furthermore, it will support the va-
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tidity of the Projection Principle in its strongest, most natural, and most
restrictive form.

4.4.1 Binding Theory

Consider the causatives which are formed by preliminary V-t0-C move-
ment. By the Projection Principle, they have an S-structure such as:

(142} a. 5 .

NP VP
>
v Cp
PN |
v; v c
| PN
make C 14
N
t; NP* I
N
I VP
AN
t; ' Npt

Note that NP'—and indeed all the dependents of the lower verb—is in a
clanse with a “specified subject” accessibie to NP, namely NP*. Thus
the embedded clavse is the governing category of these elements, and n._n:.,
anaphoric possibilities should therefore be determined by this clause
m..mmﬁn than the matrix. In fact, causatives in these languages are mmmnnmm:u“
like Exceptional Case Marking structures, in that a nominal (NP*) iooks
E.ﬂo an object because it receives accusative Case from the matrix verb, but
stili mo.mm like a subject in creating a referentially opague domain wo%&n-
ments it c-commands,

—:n.ﬂona. there is strong evidence that this is correct in many languages,
as pointed out by Marantz (1984). For example, Chimwiini is a “partial
double object” language and has causatives of the V-ta-Ctype (4.3.3.2). It
also has a reflexive anaphor ru-hu- which appears in “object” positions
and which must take a subject antecedent within its governing category
(Abasheikh {1979)). A simple example is:

(143) Chi-i-um-tle rubu-z-i:tu.
1BS-bit-Ase ourselves
“We bit ourselves.’
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In a morphological causative construction, this anaphor may appear either
as the causeefembedded subject with the matrix subject as its antecedent,
or as the embedded object with the causee as its antecedent:

(144) a. Mim-phik-ish-ize ruchu-y-a cha:kuja.
1 18S-cook-caus-asp myself  food
‘I made myself cook food.”
b. Mi ni-m-big-ish-ize mwa:na ru-hu-y-e.
I 155-op-hit-caus-asp child  himself
‘I made the child hit himself.’

An anaphor in the embedded object position cannot take the matrix subject
as an antecedent, however:

(145) *Mi ni-m-big-ish-ize Ali ruthu-y-a.
[ 1s58-op-hit-caus-Asp Ali myself
‘I made Ali hit myself.” ~

Thus, from the viewpoint of the material in the lower clause, the causee
counts as a subject both in that it is a valid antecedent, and in that it blocks
the anaphor from taking a more distant antecedent. Tndeed the pattern of
grammatical sentences in Chimwiini is exactly the same as that in the
English giosses, which are typical examples of ECM in this regard. This is
exactly as expected, since the cansee NP* is still a structeral subject. The
graminaticality pattern here is the opposite of the one that would appear
with underived words, where the morphologicaily defined object could not
be an antecedent and the subject could be.

" Gibson (1980) illustrates a similar situation in Chamorro. Chamorro
does not have anaphors in the traditional sense, but if a pronoun in the ob-
iect position of a clause is coreferent with the subject of that same clause,
the morpheme maisa can (optionally} be inserted:

(146) In dtan  maisa him gi  hédnum.
ir.Ex-lookself we LOC water
‘“We saw ourselves in the water.’

Maisa cannot signal a link between a pronoun and an antecedent outside its
governing category:

(147) *Ha tungw’ hd’ si Juanna atrasao maisa gui’.
3s5S8-know EM PN Juan that late self he
*Tauan knew that himself was late.’

However, in a causative structure, coreferentiality between the embedded

subject and the matrix subject can be signalled by maisa:
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(148) Siempri un na’-malargu-n maisa hao.
surely 2sS-caus-sick  gelf you
“You will make yourself sick.’

More significantly, the causee acts like a subject in that a referentia] link
between it and the embedded abject can also be signalled by maisa:

(449} In na’fa’ gasi-n  maisa sut’ si Juanni  hipbun.
IP.EX-CAUS-wash self  him PN juan with soap
"We made Juan wash himself with soap.’

Again, we see the “Exceptional Case Marking™ pattern, in which the same
NP has the binding properties of an object with respect to the matrix clause
and those of a subject with respect to NPs of the lower clause.

Japanese is typologically different from Chimwiin; and Chamorro, in
that it can assign two stractural Cases rather than only one. However, it is
like them in that its causatives take the (142) pattern (4.3.3.1). Also like
them, the causee behaves like a subject in being a valid antecedent for a
reflexive element inside the lower VP, even though it is Case-marked like
an object (data from Kuno (1973)):+

(150) John ga Mary ni zibun no usi dehon o yom-(s)ase-a.
John-Nom Mary-paT self-GEN house in book-acc read-make-past
‘John made Mary read the book in her own house.’

This is true in spite of the fact that, with underived verbs, NPs in the object
€ases cannot be antecedents of reflexives:

(151 *Jokn ga Mary o zibun no wi de korosi-ta.
John-Nom Mary-acc self-GEN house in kill-past
“John killed Mary in her own house. *

Indeed, there are minimat contrasts between causatives and underived
verbs with the same Case frames: the latter can have the nominative NP zs
an antecedent, but not the dative NP:

(152} John ga Billni zibun ROSYAsinGg  mise-ta.
John-NoMm Bili-DaT self-Gen picture-Acc show-past
*John; showed Bilk 2 picture of himself, .’

This well-known and striking contrast is explained by the Projection Prin-
ciple, which (together with the UTAH) requires a complex biclausal struc-
ture with two subjects for (150), but forbids one for (1523«

In contrast to these cases, causatives which are derived by VP move-
ment change the c-command relationships between NPs in the course of the
derivation. In particular, object NPs are taken out of the domain of their

4.4 The Complex Structure of Verb Incorporation 213

original subiect, thereby changing their mo<nEw=.m category. Thus, we @nﬂ
pect the anaphoric possibilities to be somewhat different in Emmnmmnm ﬁ.;
these causatives. The relevant S-structure will have the following form:

(153) 5
Zm>4d
4\\/%
> .,
4>< VP <
3%6 <\\/Zﬁn C m_m
| N
Y
- H\/é
H_*

H T
Now, a subject-oriented anaphor in the onmw?.& embedded <ws|m_EMM_/_M
or something contained in one of its mmmﬁwmm|mm na longer c-comiman : num
NP*; thus NP* cannot be its antecedent in this type of causative cons n_u -
tion.” However, the anaphor is now governed by Eo matrix verb omEm%
by the GTC, and the smallest category with a ﬁomm%_m. mhﬂmnmaazn _9, itis
the matrix clause. Thus, the whole Bmﬁx‘ clause f: be its mofoﬂwﬂm
category, and the matrix subject will be a viable mb.ﬂmnmnnun. .ﬂ% _.am:m -
that the anaphoric possibilities of lower VP 5»8.3& in Emmo. mbmm g
will be the same as those of underived verbs. Biclausal c:._w&:m eory
effects disappear, because everything moves out of the lower clause. ves
Malayalam has ne “dative shift” structures, and thus has nwﬁmm s
with the structure of (153) (4.3.3.3). Indeed, go:.m:m: Cmmmuq_mmnﬂ oes
the predicted distribution for the Malayafam Rmmﬁcm swa- mmw mmﬂ Hﬂu "
necessarily takes a subject as antecedent: the matrix subject can :A :
role, but the embedded subject causee cannot (from Marantz (1984)):

(154) Amma  kuttivekkonta aanaye swantam wiittil wecco
mother-N child-acc with elephant-acc self’s house at
nufl-icc-u.

inch-CAUS-PAST o
Z%Emn made the child pinch the elephant at mother’s/ *child’s

_..o:mm.



214 Verb Incorporation

This is the opposite pattern of that found in V-to-C causatives, where the
nominal contents of the VP Temairn in the embedded clause; compare Chin-
wiini (144)-(145) above. The difference is fully explained by the move-
ment analysis of causatives,

These results are confirmed and extended by the Eskima languages,
which are VP-to-Comp even though they allow some dative shift, because
of their SOV word order {4.3.3.3). Thus, an anapheric possessor of the
thematic lower object can only have the matrix subject as ifs antecedent

and not the dative case causee (Central Alaskan Yupik; A, Woodbury (per-
sonal communication)):

(153 Arna-m annga-ni uqute-vkar-aa  ing’u-mun.
WOmMan-ERG cHoEmTuzmmr?w& kili-make-358/350 SUY-DAT
‘The woman made the guy kill her/*his brother.’
(Cf. Ing’u-m annga-ni tuqut-aa. “That guy killed his brother.”

This is parallel to Malayalam (154). However, anaphoric possessors of cer-
tain oblique Case constituents of the embedded clause show the opposite
behavior: they have the causee as antecedent, and not the matrix subject.
The following iliustrates this for an instrumental case phrase in West
Greenlandic Eskimo {Woodbury and Sadock (1986), from Kleinschrmide):

(156} Isuma-mi-nik ogalo-rqu-vaa.
mind-REFL-INSTR speak-order-3sS/3s0),
‘He, orders him, to speak *his, /his, own mind.’
(cl. Tsuma-mi-nik ogalug-pog ‘He, speaks about his, awn mind’y

This pattern is more reminiscent of Chimwiini than of Malayalam,. The
contrast between (156) and (155) is readily explained if we simply assume
that oblique phrases like ‘about his mind’ are not generated in the (smali-
est) VP projection. Then, when the VP moves to Comp, they, unlike ob-
jects, will be left behind within the domain of the subject NP*, The embed-
ded S is therefore still their governing category, and onty NP* is close
enough to be a valid antecedent ™

In conclusion, VI constructions do not always behave like underived
moenoclausal structures with respect to binding theory, as a simple lexicaljst
account would expect. Rather, “causees” that look like objects often act
like additional subjects, thereby qualifying as antecedents for anaphors and
creating opacity effects between the anaphors and the obvious subject.
Moareover, it is wrong to simply patch this up by stipulating that “causees™
always have these effects, perhaps because they could have been subjects
under other circumstances {e.g. Farmer ¢ 1984)); they do not have the
effects in Malayalam and Eskimo, for example. In order to make the neces-
sary distinctions, the more complex phrase structures for Vi constructions
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implied by the Projection Principle and the independently motivated V
movement opticns are needed. Given these structures, one can account for
when the causee does and does not create opacity effects with respect to a
given anaphor purely in terms of standard binding theory.

4.4.2 Bounding Theory

Binding theory gives strong evidence for the mwﬁwnmn En_mwmm_wq of V-to-
C type VI structures, but most of this evidence disappears in VP-to-Comp
type VI structures for independent reasons. Zmﬁn&&m.%. the mm._._nE._.m ﬁwm
VP-t0-Comp causatives is such that another type of evidence for Emﬁ._unw
clausality appears, evidence from bounding theory. The Ewﬂw of W_mw_
(1982} has shown that Subjacency, the core @&:cim o.w g:n&um theory, is
parameterized, coming in both more and less restrictive versions. m.mnom,
the discussion will be broken into two parts, one for each setting of this
bounding theory parameter. -

4.4.2.1 Strong Subjacency: Chichewa
Consider the following paradigms from relative clauses in Chichewa: *

(157} a. Kalulu a-na-meny-a njovie,
hare  sp-pasT-hit-asp elephant
“The hare hit the elephant.’
b, Iyi ndinjovu i-mene kaluly a-na-meny-a.
Thisis elephant AGR-which hare SP-pAST-hit-asp
“This is the elephant that the hare hit.’
(158) a. Kaluly g-na-lir-its-a njovii.
. hare  sP-PAST-cry-CAUS-ASP elephant
‘The hare made the elephant cry.”
b. Uyi ndinjove  i-mene kalulu a-na-fir-its-a.
This is elephant AGR-which hare  SP-PAST-cry-CAUS-ASP
“This is the elephant which the hare made cry.’ .
{159) a. Kalulu a-na-bay-its-a njovie  kwa alenje,
hare  sP-PAST-stab-CAUS-ASP elephant to  hunters
‘The hare made the hunters stab the elephant.’
b. Iyi ndinjovu i-mene kalulu a-na-bay-its-a
This is elephant which hare Sp-PAST-stab-CAUS-ASP
kwa alenje, -
to  hunters ,
‘This is the elephant which the hare made the hunters stab.

(1572} is an ordinary transitive sentence: (157b) contains a H&mﬁcn n_mnmm
based on this sentence. The structure is similar to that of English, i_& a
Telative pronoun (imene} moving from the object position to become adja-
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cent to the head noun. (158a) is the causative of an intransitive verb; apart
from the verb form’s internal morphological structure, (158a) looks ex-
actly like the ordinary transitive (157a}. Surprisingly, however, when a rela-
tive clause is formed by extracting the “object” in this structure {((158b),
the resuit is noticeably worse than its counterpart (157b). A final twist
comes ir (159). (159a) is also a causative, this time of a transitive verb
instead of an intransitive one, When its “ohject” is extracted (143b),
the result is befter again. The same curious pattern occurs in the cleft
construction;

(160) a. Mavuto a-na-on-a mfumit.
Mavuto SP-PAST-see-ASF chief
*Mavuto saw the chief.’
b.  Ndi mfumu i-mene Mavuto a-na-on-q.
be chief which Mavuto se-pasT-see-asp
*It’s the chief that Mavuto saw.
{161) a. Asilikari a-na-vin-its-a arsikana.
soldiers SP-PAST-dance-CAUS-ASP girls
“The soldiers made the girls dance.’
b. ?Ndi arsikana a-mene asilikari a-na-vin-its-a.
be girls which soldiers sP-pasT-dance-caus-asp
‘It’s the girls that the soldiers made to dance.’
(162 2. Kalulu a-na-meny-ets-a mbuzi kwa mkango.
hare  SP-PAST-hit-CAUS-ASP goats to lion
“The hare made the lion hit the goats.”
b.  Ndi mbuzi zi-mene kalulu a-na-meny-ets-q kwa mkango.
be goats which hare  sp-pAST-hit-CAUS-ASP to lion
‘It’s the goats that the hare made the lion hjt.’

Why should there be difficulty in extracting the causee in causatives of
intransitive verbs? Once again, the Projection Principle together with the
syntactic movement analysis of causatives holds the answer, the difference
is precisely that there are still embedded clausal nodes in the causatives
(158) and (161), which have no counterparts in the basic transitives (1537
and (160). These clausal nodes then teigper a (mild) Subjacency violation
when the causee is moved.

Before developing this idea, we must study Chichewa relative clause
and cleft constructions encugh to establish their properties independently
of causative constructions. Both are instances af so-called “‘unbounded
movement™ in the sense that the relative pronoun can appear arbitrarily far
from its “gap” on the surface:
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RELATIVES:
(163) a. fyi ndinjove  imene ndi-ku-ganiz-a
This is elephant which }$S-PRES-think-asp
kuti kalulu a-na-meny-a.
that hare sp-pasT-hit-Asp
*This is the elephant that | think the hare hit.”
b. Iyi ndi mfumu imene ndi-na-nen-a ki
This is chief which 1sS-pasT-say-asp that
Mavuio a-na-on-a,
Mavuto SP-PAST-see-ASP
“This is the chief that T said Mavuto saw.’

CLEFTS:
(164) a. Ndi kwa mfumu kumene Mavuto a-na-nen-a
be to  chief which Mavuto sp-rasT-say-asp
kuti ndi-na-tumiz-a ~ chipanda cha mowa.
that 155-PaST-send-asp calabash of beer
‘It’s to the chief that Mavuto said that 1 sent a calabash of beer.’
b. Ndi misuko umene ndi-na-nen-a
be waterpot which 1s8-pasT-say-asp
fnai Mavite a-na-umb-a.
that Mavuto se-pAST-mold-asp
‘It’s the waterpot that I said that Mavuto molded.’

However, the relationship between the relative pronoun and its gap is cer-
tainly not unrestricted; rather, it shows the familiar island properties. For

- example, both types of movement are quite poor out of a clause which is

the sister of a noun (weak Complex Noun Phrase Constraint violations):

RELATIVE:
(165) Myi  ndi mfumu imene ndi-ku-tsuis-a Junda yoti
Thisis chief which 155-PRES-dispute-asp claim that
nyani  a-na-on-a.
baboon SP-PAST-see-ASF
*This is the chief which I dispute the claim that the baboon saw.’

CLEFT:
(166) *Ndi njovi  imene ndi-na-mr-a mphekesera yori
be elephant which 15S-pAsT-hear-asp rumor that
Mavute a-na-ph-a.
Mavuto sp-PasT-kill-asp
"1t’s an elephant that ! heard the rumor that Mavuto killed.’
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Chichewa clefts and relatives are also degraded when they extract an NP
out of an indirect question (wh-Island violations):

RELATIVES:
(167) a. Uyi rdi wifumis imene ndi-ku-dziw-g amene
This is chief which 15S-PRES-know-asp who
a-hRa-on-.

SP-PAST-See-ASP
“This is the chief who I know who saw,’
b. MWhku ndi kusukuly kumene nkchuku  zi-ku-dziv-a amene
there is  to school where chickens sp-prES-know-asp who
a-na-tumiz-a mitolo  yaudzy.
SP-PAST-send-Asp bundles of grass

“That way is (to) the school to which the chickens know who
sent bundles of grass.’

CLEFTS:
(168) a. INdi njovu  imene ndi-ng-funs-a ngatt kaluly
be elephant which 1SS-past-ask-asp if hare
a-Ra-meny-a.
SP-PAST-hit-asp
‘It’s the elephant which I asked if the hare hit.’
b. INdi mtsuko  umene ndi-kn-dziw-a antene
be waterpot which 15S-PRES-know-asp who
; a-na-umb-q.
SP-PAST-mold-asp :
; ‘It's the waterpot that I know who molded.’

These judgments show that Chichewa relative pronoun movement obeys
bounding theery in essentially the same way English does. In the theory of
Chomsky (1977), these facts are explained in the following way. Movement
is in fact not unbounded; it can never take a phrase out of more than one
“bounding category” at a time (the Subjacency condition), where any NP
or IP is a bounding category in English and (as we now see) Chichews. The
apparent unboundedness of mavement in examples like (163} and (164} is
in fact the result of a number of bounded movements: the relative pronoun
moves from its base position to the specifier of the smallest CP containing
it (“Comp™), and from there to the mﬁmommoa of the next smallest CP, and so
on “successive cyclically” until it reaches the Comp adjacent to the head
NP. Each of these individual movements goes out of only one S-type bound-
ing node. The true boundedness of movement is seen, however, when no
such Comp position is available as a “resting place™ immediately outside
the bounding nade. This will always be the case for NPs, which are never
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selected by C. Hence when movement occurs out of an NP as in (165) and
(166), two bounding nodes will always be crossed ﬁ,onm NP and one 8},
violating Subjacency. Embedded questions like those in ( mm.d and {(168) do
have Comp positions, but Comps which are _uw waoﬂrmmpm ﬁ.&m& filled
with another wh-element. Therefore, the position is not m,wmamc_n for the
relative pronoun to move through successive .n%nrnm:%w it must .nmwn 3
longer step, out of two Ss, again violating Subjacency. dﬁ. moﬂoé._sm are
the substructures of the senteaces which illustrate these points, with cru-
clal bounding categories circled:

. . . . 1

169) a. . . . chief [pwhich; [ ] said [gpf; [pMavato saw £]]]

ﬂ b. ... elephant _neﬁ&womum@y heard { g rumor [¢ps; that . . 311
¢. . . . waterpot [pwhich, [@] know { zwho; { )¢, molded #]1]

On the basis of these examples, we may conclude that R_mﬁﬁwmmoﬂ and
clefting are instances of movement in these constructions in Chichewa, .m:m
that they are subject to the same principles as English wh-movement is,

With this established, let us return to causative constructions. Given the -

Incorporation analysis and the Projection Principle, these have the follow-
ing S-structure:

(170} a. Kalulu a-na-lir-its-a njovi.
hare  SP-PAST-cry-CAUS-aSP elephant
“The hare made the elephant cry.’

b. P
>
NP VP
| T T
hare \ CP
>
<>< <_m.~. A_u
|
nﬂ_S. made z_w \%/
£ Np* I
L N
elephant I Ve

This structure is very similar to that of a Er-mm_mmﬁ.. in Smﬂ. the VP has
moved out of the embedded IP, filling its Comp position. This Emwnm &m
positien upavailable to NPs from the lower clause for successive cyclic

i
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movement. Therefore, extractio
step, out of two bounding nodes: the embedd

: : ed IP and th
Hence, mmnﬂm.ncon of the caasee will violate Subyj ency T
the marginality of ( 158b), (161 b} repeated here:

(71) a. i . .x&h. mjovie  i-mene kalvlu a-na-lir-itsq
HE:m is elephant AGr-which hare m?v_»mq.nnw.m»:m-»%
ﬂma is the elephant which the hare made cry.”
b. ?Ndi n.a.rmnza a-mene asilikari a-na-vin-jrs-q.
mum. giris which soldiers SP-PAST-dance-cAUS-Asp
It’s the girls that the soldiers made dance

Specifically, given the well-ki

. : : given th -Known fact that there is a gradation of bad

Mw M“Wmow%ow violations (cf. Chomsky ¢ 1986b)), we predict that the ﬁmﬂﬂm

-~ ”M. o ”mﬂ.n Ew status of a weak wh-island violation in the language:
ul noticeable oddness. This is exactl |

e ¥ correct; both (171) and

(167), (168) are better than the ﬂoEEnx NP Coastraint violations N_ 65)

successive cyclic moverment

‘ . M many ways like the obi
of the matrix verb, but it cannot he wh-moved like the object of a Emﬂwm

verb; it is a government and -
case theory « 3 .
ory “object.” ory “object,™ but not a bounding the-

.ﬁ;n.no Is one mawn.unmbn breakdown in the parallelism between (171) and

‘ .. is worthy of mention however. N,
. . Not
m (171} it is the SUBIECT of the embedded clause that is moved :_oMMrM_M.ﬁ

tance.” Normally, this i
1ce.” A produces much stronger v i
object is extracted, in Chichewa as in m:m:m:m” " violatons than when the

(172) a. ?Ng; njove  inene ndi-na-fiuns-q ngati kalul
be elephant which 1sS-PAST-ask-asp if hare ’
a-Ra-meny-q ¢.
SP-PAST-hit-Asp
. .Hﬁ the elephant that I asked whether the hare hie
b. *Ndi kaluiy amene ndi-na-funs-q ngati 1 a-na-meny-q

_vﬂ H.—mh.ﬂ W EO—._ HM.Wl.T»PMu Imm_Hlm%m‘m— : SP-PaA ST-nit -A
—.— sp

elephant
It’s the hare which I wonder whether hit the clephant.’

MMM%MMM&% is due to the ECP (Chomsky (1981)). The trace of the wh-
e H_ . ﬂﬂimﬂ be properly moeﬂ..:oa“ i.e. governed by a category co-
oo ith it either by theta marking or by Move-Aipha. In these cases of

g-distance movement, the antecedent will never be able to govern, so
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proper government can only come from a lexical theta role assigner. The
object has such a theta assigner (the verb), while the subject does not;
hence the subject-object asymmetry in (172). Now, the sentences in (171)
have the grammatical status of (172a), not (172b); for the ECP they act like
obijects again, even though the Projection Principle implies that they are
subjects. This is not particularly surprising, since the ECP depends on
government, and we have much evidence that with respect to government
theory the causee is an object. In particular, the formerly lower verb root
governs the causee in (170), since it c-commands the causee, and neither
CP nor IF has a head that selects (a category containing) the causee. More-
over, it is this verb root which is responsible for the causee’s theta role; thus
we may assume that they are coindexed, making the verb a proper governor
for the causee. Thus, the only reason that the verb properly governs its
complements but not its subject is that it is in the wrong structural position
to do so, failing on the c-command condition. When in a causative con-
struction, the verb moves to Comp and ultimately onto the matrix verb,
this failing is then remedied. *® Therefore, the ECP is satisfied in (171), and
the sentences show only the much milder Subjacency yiolation. This result
is supported by the fact that constituent questions—formed by wh-in-situ
in Chichewa—are perfectly grammatical when the causee is questioned:

(173) Mu-ku-ganiz-a kuti kalulu a-na-lir-its-a chiyani?
255-pRES-think that hare  SP-PAST-Cry-CAUS-asP what
“What do you think that the hare made cry?

Following Huang (1982) and later work, assume that wh-in-situ phrases
move to Comp to take scope at LF, and that the ECP but not Subjacency is
relevant at that level. Then, the perfect grammaticality of (173) confirms
that the causee is properly governed. Furthermore, the fact that LF move-
ment is better than overt movement confirms that Subjacency, an S-struc-
ture condition, is responsible for the deviance of the latter,

Now, consider extraction from the causatives of transitive verbs. Here,
the oddness of extracting the surface object disappears again: (159) and
(162) compared with (158) and (161). Superficially, this is strange, since
both kinds of causatives look like simple transitive verbs, and both have the
same causative morphelogy. The difference follows autornatically, how-
evet, In a VI analysis that obeys the Projection Principle, the structure of
the causative of a transitive verb in Chichewa is:

(174) a. Kalulu a-na-bay-its-a njovu  kwa alenje.
hare  SP-PasT-stab-caus-ase ¢lephant to  hunters
*The hare made the hunters stab the elephant.’
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b. 1P
ﬁ\\/%
hare <\\\/Om.
N T
v \ VP c
AN |
stab; made ,__w Np* P
T n_o_u_:unﬂ ka\/ﬁ
| N
tiinters I VP

L5
As before, we are considering the extraction of the NP ‘elephant’. This
time, however, *elephant’ is the object of the lower verb, and (for Case rea-
sons} it moves together with the verb into the Comp of the embedded clause
as a part of causative formation. Thus, when it comes time to extract this
NP, its structural position is different from that of the subject of an intran-
sitive verb. In particular, it is no longer contained in the embedded 1P,
Hence, when it moves to the matrix Comp, it goes out of one bat not two
IPs, satistying Subjacency. In effect, the NP has undergone a kind of
successive cyclic movement, the first step of which it traveled piggy-back on
the VP. Thus, we explain why sentences like ( 162) are fully grammatical:

(173) a. Ivi ndi Biovie  i-mene kalulu a-na-bay-its-a
This is  elephant which hare SP-PAST-5tab-CAUS-ASP
tkwa alenje),
t0  huniers
“This is the elephant whick the hare made the hunters stap.’
b. Ndi mbuzi zi-mene kaluly a-Ha-meny-ets-a (owa mkango).

be goats which hare

SP-PAST-hit-CAUS-ASP to  lian

‘It’s the goats that the hare made the lien hit,’

This discussion suggests one fin

al type of NP in Chichewa causatives

whose extraction possibilities we might consider: the causee in sentences
with transitive embedded verbs. The position of this phrase is identica] o
that of the causee of an infransitive verb in all the relevant structural re-
spects (compare (174) with (170)); both are governed from the matrix, but

separated from it by an IP node,
the extraction of transitive caus

a CP node, and a filled Comp. Therefore,
ees will also vield relatively mijid subja-
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. L 5
cency violations. In fact, in many cases, the violation is much worse tha
expected:

] ! lulu a-na-bay-its-a
176) **Uwu ndi (kwa) alenje ameneka
e Thisis to  hunters which hare S$P-PAST-5tab-CAUS-ASP
njovit.

elephant .
“These are the hunters which the hare made stab the elephant.

This is the result of an independent qunnom.scimﬁma. H.EP causees of ﬁ.mw.w.
sitive verbs differ from those of intransitive verbs in that they Mum”wnc_u-
objects of prepositions in Chichewa for case %monmam meo%m. k M :m&oﬂ
jects of prepositions in general mmBEw. cannot be Eocaa inre Mu ive! nw hether
by preposition stranding, by pied piping, or by o_E,m_Mm H:m mz %Ema.
entirely. This is true even in uncontroversial cases of “short™ m :

(Y77 a.  Atsikana a-ku-nen-a _  :za :&:5:.
girls SP-PRES-talk-asp about n.r_om
“The girls are talking m_uo:wawsm nEMm . -
*fyi  ndi mfumu imene atsikana a-ku-nen-a .
> %ﬂmm is n%nm which girls mm-vwm.m-ﬂm_wimmwmcoﬁ
“This is the chief that the girls are talking about.
c. *Iyi ndi(za) mfumu zZi-mene B n«.ﬂ.g
This is (about) chief about-which girls
a-ku-nen-a.
8P-PRES-talk-ASP .
“This is the chief about which the girls are taiking.
d. *Iyi ndi mfumu imene atsikana a-ku-nen-a.
Thisis chief which girls SE-PRES-talk-ASP
“This is the chief which the girls talk.’

This effect rules out (176). For unknown reasons, woim.éﬂ n“nm_.b.m. in
Chichewa differs from relativization in Emﬁ.ﬁn ban against w_.mncmﬁon
pied piping is lifted. Thus there is a grammatical cleft of (177a):

. ] ikana a-ku-nen-a.
178) Ndiza  mfumu zi-mene amﬁ
e be about chief about-which girls .m?w.wmm.ﬁmwwr»mm
‘It’s about the chief that the girls are talking.

Thus, the prediction about extraction of “transitive causees ” canbe nwnnwmm
in Em cleft construction. Indeed, it has the intermediate status we expect:

3 j - .wnc_-w.a-a. njovu,
PINdi bwa alenje  ku-mene kalulu a-na
o be to hunters to-which hare mm-v»mﬂ-ﬂm_u.n»cm-wmm elephant
‘It's the hunters that the hare made stab the elephant.
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{180) m,:.k#ab. a-na-phik-fis-g nsimag lova yani?
wJoEmma. SP-PAST-COOK-CAUS-ASP coritmush to s&o.
Who did the soldiers make 1o cook cornmush?”

H.wﬂwﬁ all M:m anm& nodes implicated by the Projection Principle degrade
ents m the way that Subjacency prediets e i
makes those clauses invisible on the m:%mnn. 7 £4h wihen Incorporation

4.4.2.2 Weak Subjacency: htalian

The originaj example of a lan i
T 1 . guage with “Weak Subjacency” i -
1an.* Here, simple wh-island violations are possible AEN% { mwmwvv,_m Hm;

(181) 1 sole N.;n.nln,a T..amm m ol sapevi [a chi [ avrebbero affidata LA
- . ‘_ { r - € poi finito proprig a e.) ~
€ only charge fthat you didn’t know {to whom the
1
- - . (has been entrusted exactly to you.} Y owd entruat]

MH.MNW% ﬁ”m E.& the paralie] Chichewa €xamples (167) {168}, which are
al. Now, given 4.3.5, Ltalian does have ive ;

to n:.umm E Chichewa. As expected, the %w-EoMMM s of e

marginal in Chichewa are Perfect in Italian:

Ies similar
1eats of causees thar are

(182) a. Maria Ja lavorare Giovanni,
Maria makes work Giovanni
‘Maria makes Giovanni work.*
b. Cli fa lavorare 2
‘Who does he make work?
(183) a, \_?.,w.h.mma Jatto riparare la macching a Gigvanni
wsmmw has made fix the car to Qoqm:i,
Maria made Giovanni fix the car,’
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b. A chi ha fatto riparare la macching t?
"Who did she make fix the car?’

The simple fact that IP is not a bounding node in Italian does not imply
that the subjacency condition is without effect, however. On the contrary,
Rizzi (1982) has shown that it has many predictable consequences which
foliow if NP and CP (rather than NP and IP) are taken to be the relevant
bounding categories. Thus, in (181)—(183) the movement is out of only
one CP (although out of two IPs), so they are grammatical in Italian; how-
ever, movement out of a complex NP will still be blocked by Subjacency.
More significantly for current purposes, a Subjacency effect also appears
when a relative pronoun is wh-meved out of a DOUBLE wh-island construc-
tion. To give only one of Rizzi’s examples:

(184} a. Non so proprio [chi possa avere indovinato [a chi affiderd
questo incarica]].
‘I really don’t know who might have guessed to whom I will
entrust this task.’

b. *Questo incarico, [che non so proprio [chi possa avere in-
dovinato [a chi affiderc 1)), mi sta creando un sacco di
grattacapi.

“This task, that I really don't know who might have guessed to
whom [ will entrust, is getting me in trouble.’
Here, the moved relative proncun must pass over two Comps without leav-
ing a trace, due to the interfering question words in them. The CP nodes
associated with each of these Comps are bounding categories, and Subja-
cency is therefore violated:

(185) Lwpincarico [epO, [. . . [epchi [ip . - . [ept chii [ . .4, NIIT
N /

We can use this fact that Italian respects double wh-islands to test whether
the biclausal structure of causatives is maintained in Italian as it is in Chi-
chewa. The crucial structure will be one in which a “causee”™ is extracted
out of an embedded question. Then movement will be out of two clauses,
but the VP in Comp because of causative formation will eliminate one pos-
sible stopover site, and the question phrase in the next Comp will eliminate
the second. Thus, a noticeable degradation due ta Subjacency is expected.
This movement should contrast minimally with the extraction of some con-
stituent of the lower VP of the causative from out of an embedded ques-
tion. In this case, as in Chichewa, VP movement will have taken the NP out
of the lowest clausal node already,™ and hence the wh-movement wiil have
to cross over only 2 single CP with a filled Comp. Hence, this mavement
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should be good as

subtie but consiste;

Cmm._v is. In fact, when other f;
nt difference is observed bet
(188) a,

aclors are controlled for, a
ween these two;
Questo é if garage in cy
macching 1, [
This is the garage in which
the car.”
b. 2?Questo é la persong o cui; non
tere la macchina 1, 1.
This is the person who I don’t know in
made put the car.’

e OB S0 a chi; han fatto metiere Iy
I don’t know who they made put
s0 in che garqge, han Jatto mez.

which garage Hrm%

(187) NP

4.4 The Complex Structure of Verb Incorporation 227

arrows). This time the movement of NP* violates Subjacency, since CP' as
well as CP* is a bounding category for its movement, although not for the
movement of the PP (see note 50).°

These results can be confirmed with other structures. The verb dire ap-
tionally takes a dative object and appears in the lowest clause in (188). In
(188a), its dative argument appears and is extracted out of a wh-island with
perfect results. In the minimally different (188k), the verb does not take an
indirect object, but it is causativized, giving rise to a dative causee. This
causee is then extracted out of the wh-island, and the result is worse:

(188) a. E a Gianni che mi domando che cosa abbiano detto.
“It’s to Gianni that [ wonder what they have said 71"
b. ?E a Gianni che mi domando che cosa abbianno fatto dire.
‘It’'s Gianni that 1 wonder what they made ¢ say t.”

This example shows that the structure of a causative in Italian is not simply
that of a basic ditransitive verb either; rather, there is a full lower clause
structure which is retained in the derivation. Only the lower subject re-
mains fully in this category, but its presence still shows up in the form of
Subjacency violations when this subject is moved. This accounts for the
difference between (188a) and (188b). The syntactic analysis of causatives
and the Projection Principie are thus vindicated again.

We see that the Incorporation accotint of causative constructions inter-
acts with the parameters of bounding theory in exactly the right way: ex-
tractions from causatives in Italian differ from corresponding extractions
in Chichewa, and this difference can be related to an anﬁou@aﬁ differ-
ence in extraction from wh-island constructions in an explanatory way.

4.4.3 Implications for Syntactic Theory

The second half of this section has shown that NPs in causative structares
group together in two different ways in Chichewa. “Intransitive causees™
{i.c. the thematic lower subject of an intransitive sentence embedded under
the causative predicate) and “transitive (thematic Jower) objects” pattern
together with respect to case theory, both contrasting with “transitive
causees.” They appear morphologically unmarked, trigger object agree-
ment, and become subjects of passives. This was accounted for under the
V1 analysis in 4.3; it is also censistent with theories in which causatives are
monoclausal at surface structure, either because they are base-generated or
because they are derived by some kind of clause union. On the other hand,
“intransitive causecs’ pattern together with “transitive causees” with re-
spect to bounding theory, both contrasting with “transitive objects™ and
normal objects in simple structures. Thus, the first two but not the second
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two ﬂz to ﬁ.Eannmo wh-movement faturally. The existence of this second

grouping 1s inexplicable in theories with monoclausal surface structures for

cavsatives. The V] analysis, however, gives it a natural explanation and

wm,.,.nm_m parallelisms between these facts and standard “island” pheno

in Chichewa and other languages. ’ e
Similarly, the first hajf of this section showed that NPs in causatives

to be in, for example, Relational Grammar or Lexical Functional Gram-
mar. To see Ed: Suppose we ask the question: in Chichewa, is the causee
E‘a._m tausative of an intransitive verb ag object or not? ,—.rm_.m is no sing]
principled answer to this question; all one can say is “In some ways nmm wu
Some ways no.” This is unacceptabie if the notion “object” ig ?:&m:ﬂm:m&:
If, _Eﬁmcoh “subject™ and “object” are merely defined in terms of mcEm
mmso:_oa %EQ.E& ar thematic properties, this situation js harmiess, in-
¢ Moa @w@onﬁau n a modular Eocﬂn The “intrensitive causee’ mwﬂu_wu has
Some of the structural and thematic characteristics of canonical direct ob-
Jects and lacks others. From the point of view of one modular subtheory, it
may be an “object” (in that it is identical o canonical objects in the Ww -
vant ways), whereas from the point of view of another subtheory it tna :Mﬁ
be. How we actually use the word “object” is then no more than m% un-
monn.Emnn matter of terminology. Since morphologica) causatives sho
E\_u:m: .01 behavior, they provide very strong support for this gove .
megt-binding theory perspective on grammatical relations and o:mE o
ture of grammar moere generally (cf. 2.1.4). o

Preposition Incorporation

Up to this point, we have considered at length constructions in which a
single morphologicaily complex verb stands for both a verb and the head
noun of its direct object, and those in which it stands for both a verb and
the main verb of its sentential complement. 1t was argued that these were
instances of Noun Incorporation and Verb Incorporation respectivety,
where “Incorporation” is the syntactic movement of an X0 category to ad-
Join to its X® governor. Given this, we might expect the incorporation pro-
cess 1o generalize across categories in languages of the world. In particu-
lar, given that nouns and verbs incorporate into governing verbs, there is no
reason why prepositions should not do the same. In this chapter, I will ex-
plore the hypothesis that they do, and that this is the source of the GF
changing processes called “applicative™ and “dative shift” in chapter 1. In
this way, yet another GF changing process will be reduced to Incorporation
without the need of particular GF changing rules,

5.1 APPLICATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS AS PREPOSITION IncorporRATION
Consider the following paradigms from English and Chichewas

(1) a. The zebras handed the trap to the fox.
b. Isent a sixpack of beer to the mayor.
(2} a. Mbidzi zi-na-perek-a msampha kwa nkhandwe.
zebras sp-pasT-hand-Asp trap to fox
“The zebras handed the trap to the fox.”
b. Ndi-na-tumiz-a  chipanda cha mowa kwa mfimnn.
15S-pasT-send-asp calabash of beer to chief
‘I sent a calabash of beer to the chief.
(3} a. Mbidzi zi-na-perek-er-a nkhandwe msampha.
zebras sp-pasT-hand-te-asp fox trap

‘The zebras handed the fox the trap.’
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