
in some languages. 50 Here is yet an
,)ration and Antipassive, further jus-

section that the distribution of Anti-
0un Incorporation over a wide rang~ 
unted for by analyzing Antipassive 
10, thereby making it subject to the 

)Ies. Superficial differences between 
Illow from the fact that the former is 
a compounding root, together with a 
correlates of this distinction. This 
2 rule of Antipassive in the grammar 
n languages with Antipassivization 
or absence of such a rule; rather it is 

: exists a lexical item with particular 
_~ that is both an argumental N and an 
.issives follow from the general prin-

Verb Incorporation 

In the last chapter we studied in detail constructions in which a single 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 clauses. I argued that these were the result of XO movement, 
which adjoins the head noun of a noun phrase to the verb between D
structure and S-structure. 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 derived verbs in the language. 

In this chapter, we turn to another construction in which a single, mor
phologically complex word corresponds to two words in the English coun
terparts: namely, morphological causatives. In these constructions, a single 
verb 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. Thus, causatives are VERB INCORPORATION (VI), directly parallel to 
Noun Incorporation and subject to exactly the same principles. One con
clusion of this will be that explicit rules are unnecessary to account for the 
properties of this class of GF changing processes as well. 

4.1 CAUSATIVE 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. 

147 



148 Verb Incorporation 

(2) a. Mtsikana ana-chit-its-a kuti mtsuko u-gw-e. 
girl AGR-do-make-AsP that waterpot AGR-fall-AsP 
'The girl made the water pot fall. ' 

b. Aphunzitsi athu ana-chit-its-a kuti mbuzi zi-dy-e udzu. 
teachers our AGR-do-make-AsP that goats AGR-eat-AsP grass 
'Our teachers made the goats eat the grass.' 

(3) a. Mtsikana anau-gw-ets-a mtsuko. 
girl AGR-fall-made-AsP waterpot 
'The girl made the waterpot fall.' 

b. Catherine ana-kolol-ets-a mwana wake 
Catherine AGR-harvest-made-AsP child her 

chimanga. 
corn 

'Catherine made her child harvest corn.' 
(Trithart (1977» 

The English sentences in (I) 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 monoclausal 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 mOf
phological causative construction, the most famous of such mismatches. 
Unlike noun incorporation, this topic has been subject to long and complex 
discussion in generative linguistics. I 

The guiding assumptions 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 occur 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 approximately like (4) (details omitted): 

(4) 
4.1 Causative Constructions as Verb Incorporation 

s 

~ 
NP VP 

I~ 
girl V s 

I A 
-its NP VP 

'make' I I 
waterpot V 

I 
-gw

'fall' 
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~ext, the causative affix -its and the verb root -gw- clearly combine into a 
~mgle word at some stage. Thus we are led to an analysis in which a lexical 
Item undergoes syntactic movement to combine with another lexical item 
in the structure. By the Projection Principle, this movement may not de
stroy thematically relevant structure; hence, the moved verb root must 
leave a trace to allow theta role assignment to the "stranded" subject and to 
head the embedded clausal complement which the causative morpheme 
lexically selects. The S-structure of (3a) must therefore be approximately: 

(5) s 

~ 
NP VP 

I~ 
~rl V s 

A A 
V V NP VP 

I I I I 
gWj -its waterpot V 

I 
tj 

Thus, I claim that morphological causatives are (at this level of abstrac
tio.n) exactly like Noun Incorporation, except for the category of the word 
bemg mov~d. Morphological causatives are Verb Incorporation. 

The claIm that m~rphological causatives are derived by movement may 
seem less controverSial to some when I point out its strong similarities to 
!he claim that "subject-to-subject raising" is derived by movement, famil
Iar fr~m Chomsky (1981). Raising verbs like seem systematically appear in 
two dIfferent S-structure configurations: 
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(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 same 
NPs get theta roles from the same predicates, Chomsky (1981, 67f.) makes 
the minimal assumption that words like seem have a single set of theta 
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 so: 

(7) seem, V: [ __ proposition] 
external theta role: ---

By the Projection Principle, the D-structures of (6a) and (6b) must both be 
projections of seem's lexical properties; since there is only one set of such 
properties, they must be essentially identical, with the form of (8): 

(8) [se Inft seem [g.Sara Inft adore Brussels sprouts]] 

This common D-structure represents the "thematic paraphrase" relation
ship between (6a) and (6b), and accords with the UTAH. Independent prin
ciples of grammar then determine how (8) may appear at S-structure and 
LF. Predication theory, for example, states that clauses must have subjects 
(see 2.1.3). The matrix clause in (8) lacks a thematic subject; therefore, 
something must happen to fix this by S-structure. There are two logically 
possible ways this can happen, and this is the source of the two different S
structures in (6): a thematically empty, pleonastic subject it may be freely 
inserted, yielding (6a); or the matrix clause may steal the subject from 
elsewhere in the sentence via NP movement, yielding (6b). In this way, 
Chomsky provides a simple account of the two possible surface structures -
of "raising" predicates by giving them a single set of lexical properties, but 
then allowing universal rules to apply to them in more than one way to sat
isfy universal principles. 2 

The Verb Incorporation account of causatives I have sketched is directly 
parallel to this. The Chichewa causative morpheme -its,3 like English 
seem, systematically appears in the two different S-structure configura
tions which are thematic paraphrases, as illustrated in (2) and (3). Again 
the minimal assumption should be that -its has a single set of theta marking 
and subcategorization properties specified in the lexicon; it takes an agent 
external argument, the "causer," and a propositional direct complement 
naming the event or state that is caused: 

(9) -its, V: [ ___ proposition] 
external theta role: 'agent' 
]v--
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-its ~hus ~as a lexical entry identical to that of make in English, with one 
cruCIal dIfference: -its is an affix, and hence has a morphological sub
categorization frame which stipulates that it must attach to a verb. As with 
!he r~isingpr~dic~tes, the fact that -its has a single set of lexical properties 
I~phes that It WI!1 occur in essentially only one D-structure configura
tIon--:-the one whIch. is a projection of its lexical properties. This justifies 
the smgle structure m (4) from another perspective. Moreover, as with 
seem, an independent principle of grammar implies that (4) cannot surface 
".as is,'~ but something must happen before S-structure. This time the 'prin
cIple wIll ~e the Stray A~x ~ilter, which implies that -its must satisfy its 
morphologIcal subcategonzatIOn frame at S-structure. This requirement 
!Oo c~ be ~~t in either of two logically possible ways, parallel to the ways 
10 ~hICh raIsmg 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 morphem; 
can borrow a verb from elsewhere in the structure via XO movement. The 
~rst optio~ yields sentences like those in (2); the second yields sentences 
lIke th~se m (3). The S-structures derived in these ways are (lOa) and (lOb) 
respectIvely: 

(10) a. [sgirl Inft do+ its [gwaterpot Inft fall]] 
b. [sgirl Inft falli + its [gwaterpot Inft ~]] 

In essence, what happens in (lOa) is a process of " do-support," similar to 
the familiar one that applies in the English auxiliary system to rescue 
s~randed tense morphemes. (lOb) is our main feature, Verb Incorpora
tIon. Thus the same premises and conceptual considerations that motivate 
subject-to-subject raising also motivate a VI approach to causatives.4 

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 "do-support" structure and the VI structure. Such al
ternations are by no means common cross-linguistically; more often 
"periphrastic" sentences like those in (2) will, if they exist, have a matri~ 
verb th~t is co~plet~ly unrelated to the causative affix of the language. 
~e. ChI~hewa SItuatIOn is n~t unique, however. Thus, in Nedyalkov and 
SIlmtsky s (1973, 6) typOlOgICal study of causative constructions the au
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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(11) yabi-ze, 'to do' + Ja-ze, 'to know' .. 
a. Ja-z-abi-ze (synthetic form) 'to cause to know, to teach' 
b. Ja-ze yabi-ze (analytic form) 

This appears to be slightly different from the Chichewa case in that the Ava
rian causative morpheme 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 number of lan
guages," suggesting that the "affix-verb homophony" is non accidental , 
and thus when it occurs it is correct to collapse lexical entries and invoke 
XO movement. Moreover, if a language has a causative affix but that affix 
does not appear in both structures, it does not follow that the morpho
logical causatives are not derived by Verb Incorporation in that language. 
On 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 in 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 devel
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 j seem [tj to be books on the table] 
b. All hell j appears [tj to have broken loose] 
c. Unfair advantagej is likely [tj to be taken tj 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 loose' compared to (l2b». 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 msewu ... ) 
because not-he-PAsT-care regulation of on road 
. . . John tsapano a-ku-nongonez-a bondo. 

John now sP-PREs-whisper knee 

4. J Causative Constructions as Verb Incorporation 

'Because he ignored th t ffi I 
[k e ra caws, John is now regretful ' 
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unongoneza bondo 'whisper to th k ' . 
b. (Chifukwa chosiya uE'a e nee =mourn, be regretful] 

Ijl poyera ... ) 
because-of leaving flour on-open-space 

.. mbuzi zi-a-mu-nongonez-ets_a b d "A" 
. on 0 lY.I avuto. 

, goats SP-PERF-OP-whlsper-cause_ASP knee M 
Because she left the flour t h avuto 

(14) a. M h '. ou , t e goats made Mavuto regretful ' 
P Unzltsl a-na-uz-a atsikana kuti a-tch-e m . 

teacher SP-PAST-t 11 . 1 akutu. 
, e glr s that SP-set-SUBJ ears 
The teacher told the girls to pay close attention ' 

fkutcha makutu 'set the ears (as a trap)'- '. 
b. Mphunzitsi a-na-tch-ets-a k -pa~ attentIon] 

teach ma utu atslkana. 
, er SP-PAST-set-cause-ASP ears girls 
The teacher had the girls pay close attention.' 

This suggests that these causatives are d . . 
relation that is known not to destro . d' en:ed by. syntactIc movement, the 
essentially the same argument for y 1 lO;;altIc.readmgs. Aissen (1974) gives 

morp 0 oglCal causatives in Turkish: 
(15) a. 0 adam el ar-iyordu. 

the man hand open-PROG 
'The man is begging.' 
fel armak, 'open the hand'=beg] 

b. 0 adam-a el ar-tir-d-im. 

~e man-DAT hand open-cause-PAST-lsS 
I made the man beg.' 

To complete the argument, it is im or . 
tional morphology which c bP tant to recogmze that cases of deriva-

an not e analyzed as inc . 
not preserve idiomatic readings Th' . 1 o~oratlOn typically do 

. IS IS C ear, at least m English: 

(16) a. * John's kicking of the bucket (surprised me.) 
( =John'sdying) 

b. * The host's breaking of the ice (came not 
(- h h' a moment too Soon) 

*L' d -t e .ost startmg comfortable conversation) . 
c. m a and KIm's shooting f th b II 

(=th . t Ik" . 0 e u (was pleasant for both.) 
(17) * elr a mg WIth no great purpose) 

a. The bucket is kickable at any moment. 
(=One could die at any time) 

b. * The ic~ never seems to be breakable before 9:00. 
(-One cannot start comfortable conversation ... ) 
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c. * The bull is most shootable during exam week. 
(=One has purposeless conversations most ... ) 

In this respect, derivation in the lexicon is similar to control, in that idi
omatic relationships cannot be inherited from simpler st:uctu~e~ .. On t~e 
other hand, raising and morphological causatives may mhent IdlO~atlc 
readings from simpler structures. This is predicted by my account, smce 
both of the latter (but neither of the former) involve movement of a con
stituent in syntax. Thus, we see clearly that VI can, like NI, strand the 
complements of the moved head, even whe~e ~he stra~ded elements form 
idioms with the head. This is excellent prehmmary eVIdence for the Verb 
Incorporation analysis. . . 

The idea that morphological causatlves are denved from a source co~
taining two verbs and two clauses is far from originaL O~ th~ contrary, It, 
has a long history in the generative tradition, showing ~p m dIfferent ~ays 
in different frameworks: "Verb Raising" in transformatIOnal terms (Alssen 
(1974», "Predicate Raising" in generative semantics, "Clause Union" in 
Relational Grammar, or "Merger" in the theory of Marantz (1984), to 
name just a few. In this literature, a wide variety of evidence and arguments 
is presented to support both the biclausal underlyi~g structure a~d the 
(somehow) combined surface structure. Without givmg. an extensIve re
view I will assume that much of this work can be straIghtforwardly ab
sor~d into my similar "Verb Incorporation" proposal. The difference. is 
that the "Verb Incorporation" proposal is embedded in a (different) restnc
tive set of theoretical assumptions, which determine very accurately the 
nature of the derived structure. This makes possible new and insightful ex
planations of properties of morphological causatives ~nd related c.onstruc
tions. The rest of this chapter is devoted to defendmg, developmg, and 
drawing out the implications of this analysis. 

4.2 THE DISTRIBUTION OF VERB INCORPORATION 

In section 3.2 I argued that noun incorporation was the result of a syntactic 
movement process since its distribution can be explained by kn~wn syntac
tic principles. Specifically, noun incorporation obeys the (revIsed) HEAD 
MOVEMENT CONSTRAINT (HMC) of Travis (1984): 

(18) The Head Movement Constraint 
X may move into Y, where X and Y are zero level categories, 

only if Y governs the position of X. 
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~his co~straint in turn was shown to be a corollary of the ECP (2.2.3), 
SInce X s when they move leave traces which must be governed by their 
antecedents. The consequence of this was that only the head noun of the 
direct object can be incorporated, because only there does the government 
relatio.n hold between the trace and the antecedent. Now, if our guiding as
sumptIOns are correct .in giving a syntactic analysis of Verb Incorporation, 
then VI should be subject to the same syntactic principles. In Particular, it 
too should respect the Head Movement Constraint subcase of the ECP, 
thereby showing a distribution parallel to that of Noun Incorporation. 

In order to give some content to this prediction, I observe that mor
phological causatives are not the only complex verbs in languages of the 
world; rather, the phenomenon of Verb Incorporation seems to be more 
general. Thus, in addition to examples like (3) above, Chichewa has other 
cases in which a single, morphologically complex verb stands in for two 
separate predicates in a language like English: 

(19) Abusa a-na-dy-ets-a mbuzi udzu. (=3b) 
goatherds SP-PAST-eat-cause-ASP goats grass 
'The goatherds made [the goats eat the grass]. ' 

(20) Ndi-ka-pemp-a pamanga. 
lssP-go-beg-AsP maize 

'I am going [to beg maize].' (Watkins (1937» 

(21) Kati madzi banu dza-man-e-ni ine. 
if water your come-refuse-AsP-IMPER me 
'If it is your water, come (and) [refuse me].' (Watkins (1937» 

(cf. ku-dza = main verb 'come') 
(22) Ku kasungu si-ku-nga-chok-er-e bangu woipa. 

from Kasungu NEG-PRES-can-come-APPL_ASP people bad 
'Bad people 'cannot [come from Kasungu].' (Watkins (1937» 

There are some differences between (20)-(22) and the causative in (19); 
for example, the elements corresponding to the English matrix verb are 
pre.fixes in this set, rather than suffixes. Nevertheless, comparing each 
ChIchewa sentence with its English gloss reveals an important similarity: in 
eve.ry case ~he root verb in the Chichewa verbal complex corresponds to the 
mam verb In a dependent clause of the corresponding English sentence. 
Furthermore, in ~very case, t~at dependent clause is the sentential comple
m~nt of the ~atnx verb, and IS thus governed by it. Assuming for the time 
beIng that V IS the X -bar theory head of S, 5 we see that Chichewa complex 
verbal formations all obey the HMC: 
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s 
~ 

(23) 

NP VP 

A 
V s 

I A 
make NP VP 

A go 
come ' "v (NP) , , , 

oves to combine with the verb which governs its 
In each case, the verb ~ .' rphic to that of paradigm cases 
maximal projection: ThIs shtruct(U{~)IS~:~;~ in the place ofN, and S in the 
of Noun incorporatIOn suc as , 
place of NP under the matrix VP: 

(24) [Yede t1 a-seuan-mu-ban. 

that 2s:A-man-see-PAST (Southern Tiwa~ AGF) 
'You saw that man.' . 

. . rb onl from a sentential direct object 
This pattern of mcorporatmg a ve h y Ie Malayalam (Dravidian) 

. languages As anot er examp , 
generalIze~ acro~s " . (26b) and a "permissive" verb form (27), 
has a "deslderatlve verb form Mohanan (1983»:6 
along with its causative verb form (25b) (data from 

(25) a Kutti aanaye vult-i. 
. chiid-NOM elephant-AcC pinch-PAST 

'The child pinched the elephant.' . 
, kk aye null-lcc-u. b A ma kuttlye o1}f~ aan " .. 

. m h':ld-ACC with elephant-AcC pinch-cause-PAST mother-NOM c 1 , 
'The mother made [the child pinch the elephant]. 

(26) a. Kuffi ura1J1J-i. 
child-NOM sleep-PAsT 
'The child slept.' 

b. Kuffikk~ ura1Jy-a1}am. 
child-DAT sleep-want 
'The child wants [to sleep].' 

(compare (25a)) 
(27) Kutfikk~ aanaye v~U-aam. 

child-DAT elephant-ACC pmch-may , 
'The child is allowed [to pinch the elephant]. 

, . VI constructions in Malayalam 
!hus, thehset dO~ !rednitC~~:~ w~~~:~~~s l~et. Nevertheless, the predicateS 
IS somew at luere 
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that allow Verb Incorporation all incorporate that verb from a sentential 
complement, as can be seen by comparing the Malayalam examples with 
their English counterparts, 

The Eskimo languages have an exceptionally large number of verbal 
items which allow Verb Incorporation. Smith (1982) gives the following as 
illustrative cases from Labrador Inuttut: 

(28) Angutik-p annak taku-guma-vaa. 
man-ERG woman(ABS) see-want-3sS/3s0 
'The man wants [to see the woman].' 

(29) Angutik anna-mik taku-kqu-ji-juk siitsi-mik. 
man(ABs) woman-INSTR see-ask-APASS-3sS squirrel-INsTR 
'The man asks (wants, orders) [the woman to see the squirrel].' 

(30) Sittu-ti-vauk. 
straight -cause-3sS /3s0 
'He made [it (be) straight],' 'He straightened it.' 

Other examples of Smith's illustrate the verbal affixes -gunna-, 'be able'; 
-suu(ngu)-, 'be able'; -gasu- 'believe'. In each case, the Eskimo suffix at
taches to a verb root which, on semantic and comparative grounds, one 
would expect to head a clause in the VP of that suffix if it were an indepen
dent verb on the surface. Fortescue's (1984) grammar of West Greenlandic 
lists some 25 such verbal suffixes for that dialect of Eskimo, not counting 
certain elements with adverbial meanings. Similar examples can be given 
in Sanskrit ('make' and 'want'), Turkish ('make' and 'be able to'), Tus
carora (Iroquoian; 'make', 'go (to)', etc.; Williams (1976), and many 
other languages. 

This survey of Verb Incorporation cases raises the following question: 
does VI ever take a verb out of a sentential subject, rather than out of 
a sentential complement? On the basis of the ECP, we predict the answer 
to be no, and, in fact, the general answer seems to be no. I know of only 
one explicit claim to the contrary: Smith (1982) gives (31a) from Labrador 
Inuttut an analysis equivalent to the one represented in (31 b): 7 

(31) a. Angutik muuta-mik siqumi-tsi-sagai-juk. 
man(ABs) boat-INsTR break-APAss-easy-3sS 
'It was easy for the man to break the boat.' 

= 'The man broke the boat easily (quickly).' 
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b. S 

~ 
S VP 

A I 
NP VP V 

I A I 
man V NP easy 

I I 
break boat 

h . d b on VI from subject po
As a soli~ry except~on to ~h~ hY~~~ :~~:eas~~s: first, the hypothesized 
sition, thIS example IS SUSpICIOUS t. nd second the predicate is 
matrix predicate. takes only one argu~en h;ch it is clai~ed that Noun In-

:nag::~:h:;:;~~~~~b~:t c;;i~~::-the case of intransitive P~~ 
rpo talc' g "theme" subjects. In section 3.2, I argued that thIS was. 

cates Ill. I . h verbs that allow incorporatIon 
proverbial exceptIOn that proves the ru ~. t ~ of Perlmutter (1978) 
of their subjects are UNACCUSATIVE III t e sense. . _ 

. ,,' Burzl'o (1981» Their sole argument IS an object at D (- "ergatIve Ill' . . 
- a sub'ect and (in general) it moves to subject POSI-

structure, rather than ~.' 1 l'k (32) the noun root incorpo-
tion by S-structure. However, III exa~~ es Ie. . 
rates directly from object position, glvIllg a grammatIcal result. 

(32) I-mukhin-k' euwe-m. 
b-hat-old-stat:pres 
'The hat is old.' 

(Southern Tiwa; AGF) 

.' ~ (31a) We can assume that 
Clearly, th~ ~ame linen~~;~::~~!~~ ~sn~~~~ino;lY in tl~e VP and the subject 
the sententIa argume. . (33a) Then the surface form is derived by a 
position is nonthematlc, as m· . b' t t 
nonproblematic instance of Verb Inc~rporati~n and ordmary su ~ec - 0-

subject raising, giving the S-structure m (33b). 

b. S 

~ 
NP VP 

I ~s 
manj ~ A 

v V NP VP 

I I I ~NP 
break j - easy tj I I 

break boat 
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(33) is isomorphic to the structure associated with noun incorporations like 
(32), with V in the place of Nand S in the place of the NP under the ma
trix VP.8 

In order to 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.9 Instances of this 
type, however, are conspicuously absent from the literature. Smith (1982, 
177f.), for example, explicitly includes a discussion of "complementation 
in subject position" to "illustrate ... the generality of the [verb raising] 
analysis," but everyone of his examples has a matrix verb which is intransi
tive and adjectival, as in (31 a). 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 AGR-laugh-upset-AsP her mother 
(= '[That Linda laughed] 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 no examples of this form from any language. Taking this to be a 
true gap, it implies that the configuration in (35) is an impossible verb 
incorporation: 

(35) S 

~ 
S VP 

~ A 
NP VP V NP ... 

A A 
V (NP) Vi V 

I 
ti 

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 govern it. The trace is therefore not 
properly governed by an antecedent, 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) *0-hliawra-k' ar-hi yede. 
A:A-lady-eat-fut that 
'The lady will eat that.' 

(Southern Tiwa; AGF) 

1 h 
t 3 the ECP was shown to account for two further aspec~s of the 

n c ap er . th fact that It never 
crosslinguistic distribution of noun incorporatIOn: e f 'f al 
takes the head noun out of an adjunct noun phrase, or out 0 a preposl Ion 

phrase: 

(37) *Baby AGR-time-Iaugh-PAsT [five t]. 
(= 'The baby laughed [five times].') 

(38) *The man AGR-lake-ran-PAST [around [(that) t]]. 
(= 'The man ran [around [(that) lake]].') 

Verb Incorporation s~ows the same behavior. Thus, I ::~~c~~:~l~l~; , 
cases in which a matnx verb ap~ars a)s ~n affix o~ ~ ~~r head an adverbial 
semantics and language comparIsons e expec e. . 
clause. Hypothetical examples would have the followmg form. 

(39) a. * John AGR-insult-left-AsP Mary (to) his ~other. , 
(= 'John left [s.because Mary insulted hIS mother]. ) 

b. * The baby AGR-break-cry-ASP ~is toy. , 
(= 'The baby cried 6·when hIS toy broke). ) 

*1 AGR-hit-throw-ASP a snowball (to) my r~ommate. , 
c. (= 'I threw the snowball 6.(in order) to hIt my roommate}. ) 

N 
Verb movement ever take a verb out of the sentential complement 

or can ., h' h b' 
of another head (say a noun) to adjom It to a Ig er ver . 

(40) *1 AGR-die-cause-PAsT the rumor (of) John. 
(= 'I caused [NPthe rumor [that John died]].') 

A ain these impossible examples do not yield surface forms which are a 
~ .' e complex or contorted than the existing cases of VI from a sen-

pnon mor .' d d be 
tentialobject. Rather, it seems that a direct theta conne~tIon IS ne~ e b-
tween the matrix verb and its associated S in o~der for mcorporatIOn to. e 

ssible. As with NI, this restriction is rooted m the ~CP. A cat~g~ry IS a 
rarrier to government if it is an adjunct, like the S's m (~9), or If It has a 
h ta arkin head which intervenes between the potentIal governor and 

t e -m g rk th NP in (40) (2 2 3 cf. Chomsky (1986b)). Therefore, 
the govemdee, t

l ~ll bee blocked fro~ 'g~verning its trace in all such struc-
the antece en WI h' h . 
tures. It follows that VI will only be possible out of a clause w IC IS a 

direct complement of the landing site verb. . . 
The material in this section can be gathered togeth~r mto the follOWI~ 

argument. Consider cases in which one morphologically complex ve 
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form seems to do the work of two independent verb forms in a language 
like English and call them "Verb Incorporations." When one looks at the 
class of such cases across languages and language families, one finds a cer
tain variety in what matrix predicates host Verb Incorporation. 10 In spite of 
this, the observed variation does not cross certain well-defined boundaries. 
In particular, polyadic verbs may incorporate a 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 reflect the basic nature of the 
Verb 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 
syntactic movement. In fact, we see objects distinguished from subjects 
and adjuncts, a hallmark of ECP effects (Huang (1982), Lasnik and Saito 
(1984». Therefore, I 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 Noun Incorporation that have been 
emphasized throughout 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, 61ff.)). In this section, I 
have given evidence that this generalization is a true and significant one, II 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 XO movement is articu
lated as above. 

4.3 CASE PARAMETERS AND CAUSATIVE VARIATION 

4.3.1 A Problem 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 
projection, 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 no place for such a rule. Now, this makes a very strong empirical claim: 
if languages contain no rule of causative formation per se, then languages 
cannot contain different rules of causative formation. Thus (it would ap
pear), we are forced to predict that 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 
that there must be (at least) two types of causative rules in languages of 
the world, and that the two differ with respect to how grammatical func
tions are assigned (see also Marantz (1984». Morphological causative con
structions, although biclausal semantically and underlyingly, appear mono
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 languages, the embedded subject appears as the direct 
object if the embedded 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 1: 
GF in embedded clause 
ergative 
absolutive 

GF in sUiface clause 
oblique (10) 
direct object 

In this schema, "ergative" is a cover term for subject of a transitive clause; 
"absolutive" is a similar cover term including object of a transitive clause 
and subject of an intransitive clause. I illustrate this pattern from Chichewa 
(data from Mchombo (personal communication»: 

(42) a. Buluzi a-na-sek-ets-a ana. 
lizard sP-PAsT-laugh-cAus-Asp children 
'The lizard made the children laugh.' 

b. Boma li-ku-sow-ets-a nsomba. 
government SP-PREs-disappear-cAus-Asp fish 
'The government made fish disappear (become unavailable).' 

c. Muluflgu a-na-yer-ets-a kunja. 
God sP-PAsT-clear-cAus-Asp sky 
'God made the sky clear.' 

(42) shows morphological causatives of a range of intransitive verbs, in
cluding an agentive intransitive (42a) , a nonagentive intransitive (42b) , 
and a stative verb (42c). Each time, the subject (sole argument) of the base 
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): 
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(43) a. Buluzi a-na-wa-sek-ets-a ana. 
lizard sP-PAST-op-laugh-cAus-Asp children 
'The lizard made the children laugh.' 

b. A~a a-na-sek-ets-edw-a (ndi buluzi). 
chIldren sP-PAsT-laugh-CAus-PAss-Asp by lizard 
'The children were made to laugh by the lizard.' 

This contrasts with the causatives of transitive verbs: 

(44) a. Anyani a-na-meny-ets-a ana kwa buluzi. 
baboons sP-PAsT-hit-cAus-Asp children to lizard 
'The baboons made the lizard hit the children.' 

b. Kambuku a-ku-umb-its-a mtsuko kwa kadzidzi. 
leopard SP-PREs-mold-CAus-Asp waterpot to owl 
'The leopard is having the owl mold a waterpot.' 

In these senten~es, t?e subject of the base verb (hereafter, the CAUSEE) sur
faces as an obhqu~ In a prepositional phrase, while the object of the base 
~erb acts as the ob~ect of the causative verb on the surface. The base object 
~s thus morphologlcalIy unmarked and appears immediately after the verb 
In normal word order. Furthermore, the base object can determine object 
agre~~ent on the verb (45a), and becomes the subject when the verb is 
passlvlzed (45b): 

(45) a. Anyani a-na-wa-meny-ets-a ana kwa buluzi. 
baboons sP-PAsT-op-hit-cAus-Asp children to lizard 
'The baboons made the lizard hit the children.' 

b. A~a a-na-meny-ets-edw-a kwa buluzi (ndi anyani). 
~hIldre~ sP-PAsT-hit-cAus-PAss-Asp to lizard by baboons 
The chIldren were made to be hit by the lizard (by the baboons).' 

The ca~see, 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 children to goats 
'The baboons made the goats hit the children.' 

b. * Buluzi a-na-meny-ets-edw-a ana 
lizard 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 ~ery common in languages of the world, also showing up in 
languages as dIverse as Turkish, Jacaltec, French (Gibson (1980» and 
Malayalam (Mohanan (1983». ' 
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. d h t the causative pattern in (41) IS the 

It has sometime~ bee~ c1alme r~':mar (Perlmutter and postal (1974), 
only one allowed m umvers~l g hows that this is not true, by demon
Comrie (1976)). However, GIbson. s ausatives in particular have a dif
strating that Chamo~o (Austrone~an) ~. ect of the base verb becomes the 
ferent pattern. In thIS language, t e s~ ~ ardless of the transitivity of 
object of the causative verb °bn :e su :;i:~;ert surfaces as a kind of "sec
the base verb. If the base ver as a~ J ' • 

ond" object. Gibson schematizes thIS pattern as follows. 

(47) CAUSATIVE RULE 2: 
GF in embedded clause GF in surface clause 

object 
su~ject '2d object' 12 

object 
. . ossible to the Chichewa examples 

In order to give as mm~mal a co~trast as ~n from a language identical to 
above, I illustrate thiS causatIve patte dialect of Chichewa. Based on 
Chichewa in most respects: namel~ ~no~herea of Malawi, Trithart (1977, 
work with informants from the m an ar ., 
80-81) reports the following patterns: 

(48) Mphunzitsi a-na-lemb-ets-a an~. 
h SP PAST-write-CAUS-ASP chIldren teac er - . , 

'The teacher made the children wnte. 
mwana wake chimanga. 

(49) Catherine a-na-kolol-ets-a 
Catherine sP_PAsT-harvest-cAUs-Asp child ,her corn 
'Catherine made her child harvest the corn. 

(48) is the causative of a verb used intransiti:;%~ (!~!;S ::~ c~';,":~~e ~~I; 
verb used transitiv~~ke It~; ~~;~c~:b~:~s~; the surface verbal co~plex. As 
argument) be~aves. b . that the causee triggers object agree
in the other dialect, thIS can e seen m h b' ct when the verb is pas
ment on the verb (50a), and becomes t e su ~e 

sivized (SOb): 

(50) Mphunzitsi a-na-wa-lemb-ets-a an~. 
a. h SP PAsT-op-write-cAuS-Asp chIldren teac er - . , 

'The teacher made the children wnte. . . 
d ndi mphunzztsl. 

b Ana a-na-lemb-ets-e w-a 
. . ASS-ASP by teacher children SP_PAsT-wnte-cAUS-P , 

'The children were made to write by the teacher. 

. f Chichewa are identical (compare (50) 
In this respect, the two dIalects 0 .. verb however the differ-
with (43)). In the causative based on a transithive

b 
'b 'her' child' be-

S Hence in (49) the causee of tease ver , ' ence appear . , 
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haves like the direct object of the verb, rather than like an oblique. Thus, it 
appears without morphological or prepositional marking, immediately 
after the verb. It also may trigger object agreement and may move to the 
subject position in passives: 

(51) a. Catherine a-na-mu-kolol-ets-a 
Catheri ne SP-PAST -op-harvest -CA US-ASP 

mwana wake chimanga. 
child her corn 

'Catherine made her child harvest the corn.' 
b. Mnyamata a-na-kolol-ets-edw-a 

boy SP-PAsT-harvest-cAuS-PASS-ASP 
chimanga ndi Catherine. 
corn by Catherine 

'The boy was made to harvest the corn by Catherine.' 

The underlying object of the base verb has none of these object behaviors, 
however, even though it is unmarked morphologically; it may not trigger 
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-cA US-ASP 

mwana wake chimanga. 
child her corn 

'Catherine made her child harvest the corn.' 
b. * Chimanga chi-na-kolol-ets-edw-a 

corn SP-PAST-harvest-cAUS-PASS-ASP 
mwana wake ndi Catherine. 
child her by Catherine 

'The corn was made to be harvested by her child by Catherine.' 

Comparing (51) with (46) and (52) with (45), we see that the set of gram
matical sentences in Trithart's dialect of Chichewa is the opposite of the set 
of grammatical sentences in Mchombo's dialect. Mchombo's dialect follows 
the schema of Causative Rule 1 in (41), while Trithart's dialect follows the 
schema of Causative Rule 2 in (47); these two patterns crucially differ when 
the base verb is transitive. I will call Trithart's dialect Chichewa-B and 
Mchombo's dialect Chichewa-A (or simply Chichewa). Importantly, in es
tablishing the existence of Causative Rule 2, Gibson (1980) shows that the 
surface pattern in Chamorro causatives cannot adequately be derived' by 
maintaining only Causative Rule 1 and adding to it the independent effects 
of other GF changing processes. Rather, she claims that a second causative 
rule is truly necessary. Other languages that have this second causative pat
tern include Cebuano (Gibson (1980)), Choctaw (Davies (1981)), Chim-
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wiini (Marantz (1984», and indeed most of the members of the Bantu lan-

guage f~ily.. bl m for the Verb Incorporation analysis of 
This sItuatIOn pres~nts a pro e. A discussed above, there is no ex-

morphological causative const~ctIOns. s. . but merel an inter-
Plicit rule of causative form~tIOn under. thIS aneamlYeSnItS'Thus ther~ is no rule 

. . I hlch constram mov . , 
play of general pnn~lp eSh~ h be different in (for example) Chichewa-A 
of causative formatIOn w IC ca~. d t· n this section seem to contradict 
and Chichewa-B. Yet the facts al ou 1. . d endent 
this. The only possible solution to thlI·S probgleems WISI.:~ ~~:~t7:: I~U~~ 1 and 

. d·ffi ence between angua 
and systema~lc I er. R Ie 2 which will interact with the theory of In-
languages With CausatIve u d. the differing effects of Verb Incorcorporation in such a way as to enve 

poration in the ~o r~::=~S a~ft~:~g::::e~ere is another difference between 
!nhfact, ll:ed

y 
Chichewa-B which is striking in this regard. Both lan

ChIC ewha- e "datl.ve" verbs which take two arguments, an NP theme and a guages av 
PP goal: 

(53) Amayi a-na-perek-a mtsuko kwa an~. 
woman sP-PAsT-hand-AsP waterpot to chl~dren, 

'The woman handed the waterpot to the children. 

h h · kwa mai wake. (54) Joni a-na-pats-a nt oc I . 

John sP-PAsT-give-AsP bananas to mother his 

(Chichewa-A) 

'John gave the bananas to his mother..' B. T ·th t (1977 10» 
(Chlchewa- , n ar , 

f h bs appear in a second I . Ch· h a B however can some 0 t ese ver On y m IC ew - , , 
context, with two unmarked postverbal NPs: 

(55) * Amayi a-na-perek-a ana mtsuko. 
woman sP-PAsT-hand-AsP children waterpot , 
'The woman handed the children the waterpot. 

(56) Joni a-na-pats-a amai a~e nthochi. 
John sP-PAsT-give-AsP mother hIS bananas 

(Chichewa-A) 

'John gave his mother the bananas.' . T . h t (1977 31» 
(Chichewa-B; nt ar , 

Th "dative shift" is possible with simple verbs in Chiche~a~B bU~ not i~ 
us, . unmarked situation a Case-assIgnmg e emen 

Chichewa-A: Now, m the NP (see 3 4 3) Given only this assumption, 
can only aSSIgn Case to one . . . . h ·n be 

h (55) to be ungrammatical, smce t ere WI we expect sentences suc as Th. theory 
h d NP 'waterpot' to receive Case. IS case no way for t e secon, , 
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deficiency, however, can apparently be overcome in some way in Chichewa
B (and in English), thereby making (56) possible in that language. Thus, 
the languages .must independently differ in some aspect of case theory. 
Taking this as a cue, I propose to explain the existence of different kinds of 
morphological causative constructions, as well as the behavior of surface 
"direct objects" in each, in terms of general parameters of case theory, like 
how many Cases of what types the verbs of a given language can assign. 

4.3.2 Verb Movement and the Structure of S 

The first step toward understanding the variation in causative constructions 
is to go back and revise a preliminary assumption. Here some technical 
issues wiII become important. In 3.2, I took the structure of clauses to be 
like the structure of Noun Phrases, except that NPs are built around a head 
noun, while clauses are built around a verb. Recent work in GB suggests 
that this is an oversimplification, however. Rather, there are two other cate
gories to be considered in the clausal system: namely Infl ("I"; inflection 
and/or the auxiliary) and the complementizer ("C"). Returning to the as
sumptions laid out in 2.1.3 (following Chomsky (l986b», I take these cate
gories to be similar to nouns, verbs, and adjectives with respect to X-bar 
theory, in that they head their own projections, although they differ from 
these "major categories" in that they do not semantically select for their 
specifiers (see 2.2.3). Then, V is the head of VP, which is a maximal pro
jection; S is IP, the maximal projection of I, with the subject as the specifier 
of I'; and S' is CP, the maximal projection of the complementizer, with the 
landing site for wh-movement ("Comp") as the specifier of C'. Lexical 
items (normally) take only CP as an 'argument. Then the full structure of a 
clause is: 

(57) That Dan should imitate Mary (is obvious) 
CP (= S') 

I 
c' 

A 
c IP (= S) 

IA 
that NP I' 

I A 
V" (= VP) 

A 
Dan 

should V NP 

I I 
imitate Mary 
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For some purposes, the full articulation of this structure is masked by the 
nonlexical status of the complementizer and Inft, and by the special rela
tionships between the complementizer and Inft (cf. Stowell (1982» and be
tween Inft and the verb. This is why V looks like the head of its clause in 
some ways. 

This complex structure for clauses interferes with the proposed analysis 
of morphological causatives as Verb Incorporation. Suppose that causative 
morphemes are like other elements that take propositional complements in 
that they subcategorize for a full S'. 13 Then, the matrix verb does not 
govern the embedded verb, because the maximal projections of C and I 
intervene, both of which are barriers because their heads select a phrase 
which contains the lower verb (IP and VP respectively). Thus, if the em
bedded verb is moved directly onto the matrix verb, it will not govern its 
trace, and the structure will be ruled out by the ECP: 

(58) *5 

~ 
NP I' 

~ 
I VP 

~ 
v CP 

/\ /\ 
Vi V C IP 

I /\ 
'make' NP I' 

/\ 
VP 

/\ 
V (NP, . ,) 

I 
Ii 

Hence, VI should be impossible in this structure. However, in many cases 
the matrix verb must find a verb root to affix to in order to satisfy its mOT

phological subcategorization frame at S-structure, as discussed in 3.1. 14 

These conflicting demands put on morphological causative construc
tions can be met in only one way: the verb must make a preliminary move 
within the embedded clause to reach a position that is governed by the ma
trix verb. Then from this new position it can be incorporated into the ma
trix. In fact, the principles of government-binding theory immediately de
termine much about the properties of such a construction. 
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What position could be the destination of. .. 
There are exactly two possibI'II·t· . th . thIS prelImInary movement? 

h Ies. e specIfier of C' . . . 
or t e C position itself If the vb. POSItIon (I.e. Comp) . er moved hIgh . th. ' 
VP of the matrix verb CP wo ld (. er In e tree, Into the actual 

. 'u as In (58» b b . 
between It and its trace On th th h . e a arrIer to government . . e 0 er and If th b 
In the tree, it will still not be I ,e ver stays lower than this 

c ose enough to th . 
erned by it; it will still be I·n th IP I e matrIX verb to be gov-
b . e se ected by C 15 CP . arrIer between the two If h ,so remaInS as a 

. . ' , owever the verb ca h 
POSItIons, its needs will have b' n reac one of these two 

. een met The 0 I . 
tween It and the matrix verb is no th CP . n ~ co~celvable barrier be-
barrier (it is theta-marked by th we. ,WhICh IS neIther an adjunct type 
. e causatIve verb) no M·· . 

tIon barrier (its head selects neither itself h r ~ IDlI~ahty Condi-
these positions. Movement of t. I. nor t e specIfier) WIth respect to 

rna ena Into these ·t' ... 
spect to the Theta Criterion b h POSI IOns IS hClt with re-

. , ecause t ey are not ·t· . 
role IS assigned. The specifier of C in . ~osIIOns to whIch a theta 
of wh-movement. ' PartIcular, IS the normallanding site 

What category can move into the . . . 
preser:ation" assumptions of Chomsk se 1~08s~~ons? GIven the "structure 
very dIfferent for the two PossibilitiesY ih ) (s~~ 2.~.3), the answer is 
position, and hence it can onl acce' e C POSItIon IS a zero-bar level 
substitution and adjunction H y thPt Va zero:-bar level category both for 

I . . ' ence e may occup thO . , . 
on y If It moves by itself. From th .. . Y IS POSItIOn If and 

ere, It wIll be dIrectly incorporable. 
~~ 5 . 

/\ 
NP I' 

A 
VP 

A 
V CP 

1\ / 
Vi V C' 

/\ 
c IP 

I A 
'i NP I' 

/\ 
I VP 

1/\ 
'i V (NP. , .) 

I 
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Note that in this structure, the verb must undergo a ki~d of suc~essive cyc
lic movement; it reaches the C position by incorpo~atIng fi~st. Into fthe e~
bedded I. If it fails to do this, the head of 1: wIll be dIstInct ro~. ' 
thereb inducing a Minimality Condition barner between the C posItIOn 
and th~ original trace. Since both the nonlexical Inft and the compl~me~
tizer are phonologically empty (and perhaps also lexically empty) In thIS 
structure the verb gains no extra morphology from the movement. A~ each 
t the' X 0 movement is from the head of a phrase to the next hIghest 

s ep, . h Head Movement Constraint. Since I assume that C and I 

~::e~~ ~::rrI~: :n~ VP sisters, neither IP or VP will blo.ck th~ trac~s whi~h 
are their heads from being properly governed. (For dIScuSSIon 0 cer~aIn 
technical issues relating to V -to-1 Incorporation and I-to-C IncorporatIon, 

see note 7 to chapter 7). . . , . . 1 
In contrast the other viable position, the speclfiler of C , I~ a ~axlm~ 

ro.ection po~ition by X-bar theory. Thus, the verb can ~an~ In t~IS ~OSI
~o~ if and only if it takes its entire VP projection along wIth It. ThIS YIelds 

a structure such as: 

(60) 
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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 also in the right structural configuration to be a 
barrier between the two, but its head is not distinct 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 actual barrier either. 
Therefore, the lower V can incorporate into the matrix verb irom this posi
tion and still satisfy the ECP. 16 

To summarize, because S' 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-to-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 
constructions described in the preceding subsection. Specifically, the VP
to-Comp movement configuration (60) will yield a structure in which the 
underlying embedded object acts like the surface object by the Government 
Transparency Corollary as in Causative Rule 1; 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 Yep) becomes a daughter of CP, then Verb Incorporation 
proper occurs. 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 particu
lar, the V 0 trace of the second movement will need to be antecedent
governed, as before. 17 This will be possible if and only if the CP containing 
it is not a barrier to government with respect to it. This in tum 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 follow from the theory. 

4.3.3 Case and Causative Differences 

We are now ready to turn 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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. t reted at PF according to the resources 

ments mus~ always be overtly l:n ez lish-type periphrastic causative con-
of the partIcular language'hln thO r;quirement might be satisfied: 
struction, it is easy to see ow IS 

(61) Jerry made Joe file his papers. 

s 

o 
NP I' 

10 
VP 

0 cp 
past V 0 

mt(C) A 

Jerry 

NP I 

Avp 
Joe i A 

o V NP 

\ \ 

I 

file papers 

'. ominative Case to the matrix subject 
Here the matrix tensed Inft aS~I?ns ~ b file assigns accusative Case to its 
Jerry, and the embedded tranS~I~\n:rcannot assign Case to the embedded 
object papers. The null embed e t} atures' but the matrix verb make 
subject Joe because it has no agreemen. eth m'anner of an "Exceptional 

. . t this element m e 
can aSSIgn accusatIve 0 . Case assignments then correspond to 
Case Marking" ver~. Both aClcu~auvhe·ps in the PF of English. Thus, Case 

. t . ghtward adjacency re atlons 1 
stnc n 11 d traightforwardly. . 
assignment works natura yan. s hemes require Verb IncorporatIOn, 

In languages whose causauve. m~rp relationships are perturbed by V 
however, these natural Case-.asslgmn

g
h 

y problems. Consider the two 
I d· t potentIal case t eor movement, ea mg 0 d' the last section the one . tu s discovere m ' 

possible intermedIate struc r(~2a) and the other based on VP-to-Comp 
based on V-to-C movement . . r't) 

(62b) (the matrix Inft is omItted for SImp ICI Y . 
movement 
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(62) a. s b. s 

A A 
NP VP NP VP 

A ~ 
V CP V CP 

IA I~ 
make C IP make VPi IP 

IA A A 
v;* NP* I' V* NPt NP* I' 

A A 
I VP I VP 

I I IA 
Ii V NPt o ti 

I 
Ii 

Now the trace of a moved lexical category cannot assign structural Case to 
an NP, as we know from our study of Noun Incorporation (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, tmt just 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 a position where it can no longer 
assign Case to its semantic object Npt, especially if the language requires 
adjacency between Case-indexed items at PF. Hence, Npt is in danger of 
violating the Case Filter. The movement ofVP in (62b) is more considerate 
to Npt 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 Npt 
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 only be made possible 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 
particular 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, 

S' 
jl 
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leading to more than the traditional two types of causatives discussed 
in 4.3.1. 

4.3.3.1 True Double Accusative Languages 

Some languages appear to be marked in that (some of) their verbs can as
sign structural Case to more than one NP which they govern. Clearly, di
rected strict adjacency will not be a requirement for the PF interpretation 
of Case assignment for at least one of the structural Cases in such a lan
guage, since both cannot be adjacent to the verb. \8 In GB theory, most of 
the distinctive properties of direct objects come from their being governed, 
theta-marked, and assigned structural Case by the verb (cf. 2.1.4). Now, 
verbs can generally govern and theta-mark more than one NP, and in these 
languages they can, by assumption, Case-mark more than one as well. 
Thus such a language will have true double object verbs, where both of the 
NPs in question have (nearly) identical objectlike behavior; the existence of 
such verbs is the characteristic property of such languages. The classic ex
ample of this type from the literature is Kinyarwanda, a Bantu language 
spoken in Rwanda (Kimenyi (1980); see also Gary and Keenan (1977), 
Dryer (1983), Marantz (1984»): 

(63) a. Umugabo y-a-haa-ye umugore igitabo. 
man sP-PAsT-give-AsP woman book 
'The man gave the woman the book.' 

b. Umugore y-iim-ye abaana ibiryo. 
woman sp-refuse-AsP children food 
'The woman refused the children food.' 

c. Umugabo y-eerets-e abaana igitabo. 
man sp-show-AsP children book 
'The man showed the children the book.' 

In each of these sentence types, both postverbal NPs show the same range 
of diagnostic "direct object" properties. For example, either-or in fact 
both-of the postverbal NPs in (63a) can trigger object agreement (i.e. can 
cliticize) on the verb, a process which I continue to assume is related to 
structural Case assignment: 

(64) a. Umugabo y-a-ki-haa-ye umugore. 
man sP-PAsT-opl-give-AsP woman 
'The man gave it to the woman.' 

b. Umugabo y-a-ba-haa-ye igitabo. 
man sP-PAsT-op2-give-AsP book 
'The man gave them the book.' 
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c. Umugabo y-a-ki-ba-haa-ye. . 

man sP-PAsT-opl-oP2-give-AsP 
'The man gave it to them. ' 

Sim~I~r1y, either postverbal NP can become the subiect when th b . 
passlvlzed: J ever IS 

(65) a. Igitabo cy-a-haa-w-e umugore (n'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'umugabo). 
~oman 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 ob· t 
tions may b t t db· . ~ec construc-

. e ex rac e y relatIvIzation and by clefting in identical f: h· 
Thus, Kmyarwanda is simply an exception to the functional gener~~a:~ 
(3.4.3 (98») .that la~guages usually allow their verbs to only PF-identif one 
argu~ent wIth a gIven Case-indexing device. y 

ThIs special Case-marking property of Kinyarwand . . 
realizin th hi· a gIves It a way of 

g e morp 0 oglcal causative of a transitive verb since both th 
causee and the lower object can potentially get accusativ~ Case from th e 
~ame verb fo:m. In partic~lar, suppose that the V moves to C and then i: 
lDcorporated mto the matnx verb, giving (66) (=(62a»:. 

(66) S 

~ 
NP yp 

~ 
Y Cp 

A A 
y* y C IP 

build; 
I I A 

make I; NP* I' 

A 
I vp 

I A 
Ii V NPt 

I 
Ii 

N;" c?nsid~r the government domain of the derived complex verb 'build
m e m thIS structure. By the Government Transparency Corollary, a 
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complex word will govern everything that the categories it incorporates 
governed in their base positions; this was seen in action in the relationship 
between noun incorporation and possessor "raising" effects in the last 
chapter. Since the matrix verb has incorporated V*, I, and C, it will there
fore govern everything in the lower clause-including both NP* and NPt. 
The technical reason for this is that none of the categories CP, IP, or VP has 
a selecting head which is distinct from the complex V because of the incor
porations; yet each of them is selected. Therefore,· there are no barriers 
between the complex verb and either NP, and the government relation 
holds. We know that Kinyarwanda verbs can have the capability to assign 
two accusative Cases to NPs which they govern. Presumably, the complex 
verb in (66) will have this capacity, by virtue of inheriting one accusative 
Case-assigning feature from each of the verbal elements that it is made up 
of. Thus, it may assign Case both to the causee and to the lower object. 
This gives rise to grammatical morphological causatives, in which both 
NPs originating in the lower clause surface as morphologically unmarked 
immediately postverbal NPs (from Dryer (1983»: 

(67) a. Umugabo a-ra-som-eesh-a abaana ibitabo. 
man sP-PREs-read-cAus-Asp children books 
'The man is making the children read the books.' 

b. Umugabo a-r-uubak-iish-a abaantu inzu. 
man sP-PREs-build-cAus-Asp people house 
'The man is making the people build the house.' . 

Moreover, both NPs are represented in the theta grid of the complex verb, 
which is the union of the theta grids of its constituents. Since both are gov
erned by a verb that assigns them Case and theta role, they are both ex
pected to show the behavior of direct objects in (for example) governing 
object agreement on the causative verb: 

(68) a. Umugabo a-ra-b-uubak-iish-a inzu. 
man sP-PREs-op-build-cAus-Asp house 
'The ~an is making them build the house.' 

b. Umugabo a-ra-y-uubak-iish-a abakozi. 
man sP-PREs-op-build-cAus-Asp workers 
'The man is making the workers build it.' 

c. Umugabo a-ra-yi-b-uubak-iish-a. 
man sP-PREs-oP-oP-build-cA US-ASP 
'The man is making them build it.' 

Finally, given that (67) is structurally similar to an Exceptional Case Mark
ing structure in that the lower subject is governed by the verb, we expect 
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that this causee can become the If: '. 
In fact, it can: su ace subject m a passivized causative. 

(69) Abakozi ba-r-uubak-iish-w-a . , 
k mzu n umugabo 

~or ers sP-PREs-build-cAus-PAss_Asp house by-man . 
The workers are made to build the house by the man.' 

~ language which is otherwise quite different fr . 
whIch also seems to fit in this . . om Kmyarwanda but 
very misleading to say that J typolo~lcal ,~roup IS Japanese. It would be 
since its verbs never take two a~~~este IS. a

h 
double accusative" language, 

N ~ec s WIt the accusative C . I 
evertheless, it seems likely that the "dative C " . ase ~artlC e o. 

be a structural Case assi ned b ase partICle m can also 
fact that triadic verbs in ;apane:e t~~ ve~b .. Strong evidence for this is the 
allow either of their ob 'ects to be~ 1 e t elr co~nterparts in Kinyarwanda, 
Kuno (1973»: ~ orne the subject of a passive (data from 

(70) a. Joh M n ga ary ni kunsyoo 0 atae-ta 
!ohn-NOM Mary-nAT medal-ACc give-PA'sT 
John gave Marya medaL' 

b. Mary ga John ni kunsyoo 0 atae-rare-ta. 
;vtarY-NOM J~hn-by medal-ACc give-PAss-ASP 
Mary was gIven a medal by John. ' 

c. Kunsyoo ga John ni Mary ni 
Medal-NOM John-by Mary-nAT 

atae-rare-ta. 
give-PAss-Asp 

'The medal was given (to) Mary by John.' 

Thus Japanese is at least a "true d bl 
again should allow morphological ;a:s~i:~~~ural Case" language. This 
tual structure of a Japanese c t" n the (66) pattern. The ac-
I au sa Ive IS hard to interp t f 

a one because of its word order . . re on ace value 
(from Farmer (1984»: propertIes and ItS lack of object agreement 

(71) Taroo wa Hanako ni sono hon 0 ka () 
~ H ~sw~ 
, -TOP anako-nAT that book-Acc buy-cAUS-PAS~ 
Taro made/let Hanako buy that book. ' 

Since Japanese is an SOy Ian ua e h' 
whether th~ causative were deri~edgb' ~ IS word order would be expected 
the lower clause. However the fact thY t hmovement or by VP movement in 

b· ,a t e causee 'Mary' b 
su ~ect of a passive parallel t K' can ecome the 
deed the proper stru~ture (see ~so I~~:7::a7:~~1~3~~ows that (66) is in-
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(72) Hanako wa Taroo ni sono hon 0 kaw-asase-rare-ta. 
Hanako-TOP Taro-by that book-Acc buy-cAUS-PAsS-PAST 
'Hanako was made by Taro to buy that book.' 

Thus we have a second example of this type. Trithart's (1 ~77) dialect of 
Chichewa also falls into this category of languag~s acc?rdmg t? h~ d~~ 
scription' so too do certain other Bantu languages, mcludmg LUYla(D a~ 1 

(Gary (l~)77», and Kimeru (Hodges (1977», as well as Choctaw aVles 
(1981) and perhaps Sanskrit (see Aissen (1974)). . " 

To complete the discussion of causatives in "doubl~ accusatIve lan
a es note that the property of having verbs that assIgn more than one 

~~~~al Case might allow the second causative structur~-that of .(62b) 
with VP-to-Comp movement-to be formed as well. ThIS would YIeld a 

structure like (73) as an alternative to (66): 

(73) S 

~I' NP 

I~P 
~CP v 

A ~, 
V* V VPj A 
I -mak

l 
e v~Pt C IP 

buildj A 
I NP* I' 
tj A 

VP 

I 
Ij 

Now, if the complex V governs both Npt and NP*, t~en it can assign them 
both structural Case; making this con~guration possIble a~,wel~. '! surel~ 

Npt by the GTC since it has mcorporated V* ,NP s ongmal gov 
governs, . M" al't 
ernor However, as it stands, V does not govern NP*: ~P I~ a. 101m 1 Y 
Condition barrier between the two because its head .C IS dIs~mct from V 
and selects IP, where IP contains NP*. Thus, somethmg. els.e IS needed f~r 
(73) to be possible. CP will, however, cease to ~e a barner If the head C ~s 
deleted, a process that can be trigger~d by a leXIcal property of the m~tnx 
verb in some languages. In fact, this IS exactly the prope~y ~f Ex~eptlOn;1 
Case Marking verbs in English, according to the analysIs gIven 10 2.2: . 
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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 idiosyncratically on 
this point, since it turns on the existence of a marked lexical feature, 
having little interaction with the rest of the grammar. 

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-uubak-iish-w-a abakozi n'umugabo. 
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 Taroo ni Hanako ni kaw-asase-rare-ta. 
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 one 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 Npt moves to the matrix 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*, thereby violating Condition A of Chomsky 
(1981). 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 Npt out of the c-command domain of the embedded subject 
NP*. Npt 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 
Japanese (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 English ECM verbs, but 
the causative morpheme in Japanese does not. Interestingly, Chichewa-B is 
like Japanese in barring the second passive of morphological causatives 
(Trithart (1977, 80-81», even though it is related to Kinyarwanda both 
typologically and genetically. This confirms the low-level idiosyncratic na
ture of this type of ECM. 19 

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 
are superficially identical to underived triadic verbs in the language: com
pare (70a) and (71). Nevertheless, differences between the two can be 
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 accusative "object" to do so «70c) 
versus (75». It is highly unclear why this mysterious gap 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, because any patched-up explanation 
in these terms could not be universal, since there is no gap in the corre
sponding paradigm in Kinyarwanda. Indeed, this gap is equally mysterious 
if morphological causatives are taken as being derived purely in the lexicon 
and are thus assigned the same syntax as underived verbs (e.g. Grimshaw 
and Mester (1985». If, however, language includes formal abstract prin
ciples (like the Projection Principle and Move-Alpha) that imply complex 
syntactic structures even when there is little or no immediate functional or 
analogical motivation for them, and if these principles apply to morpho
logically complex predicates, then the gap 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 Object Languages 

In contrast to the situation described in the last section are languages in 
which some verbs appear with two accusative (or unmarked) noun phrases, 
but the two NPs do not show the same range of syntactic behavior. I illustrate 
this from another Bantu language, Chimwiini (Kisseberth and Abasheikh 
(1977»: 
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(76) Ni-m-pele Ja:ma kuja. 
IsS-oP-gave Jama food 
'I gave Jama food.' 

181 

~:i;:~~ail~y~ 7!~:~t~;:;:n:~C:e:~~~ ~7;:anda analog~es in,(63), 
ltke a ~irect object. Thus, Kisseberth and Abasheikh :~~:~nt Jama acts 
may tngger object agreement (as in (76», but the theme NP e that the goal 

thermore, only the goal may become the subject of a passive ~:~t:~~~~ur-
(77) a. Ja:ma 0-pel-a: kuja na: mi. 

Jama SP-gave-PASs food by me 
'Jama was given food by me.' 

b *K . . I . uJa z-pe -a Ja:ma na: mi. 
food sP-gave-PASS Jama by me 
'Food was given Jama by me.' 

~~:c7:!~~:;i~~:h:;~f~~ht:~~~s :: ~~) s~ows that English double 
Kinyarwanda in these respects. ImWllm rather than those of 

cha
I 

will not attempt a full explanation of these constructions here see 
to :ter 5~ ~vertheless, an outline of a reasonable analysis will be enO~gh 

rocee. s usual, both postverbal NPs in (76) 
count for the contrast with K· d must get Case. To ac-
accusative Case from the ver~n~~~~n a, th~y must not both get structural 
verbs never assign more than one s:c:~~::' thus I assum.e th~t ~himwiini 
argument that generally behaves like a surfa~~fct!:;31i,j~~~/~~s~~ g~a1 
reCIpIent of the one structural Case available Given th.' e e 
that the object agreement in (76)· PF fl· . IS, we can assume 
this Case that is "absorbed". t~S a . re ex o~ thIS Case, and that it is 

In e paSSIve, forCIng the goal arg t t 

:~~~ i:o t~~ :~~!~~~~~S~i~~~dT~;n, the only possibili~y for the the~~:gu~ 
Case differs from IN.HERENT (accusatIve?) Case. 20 Inherent 
(1986 ». ·t . structural ~ase In several related ways (cf. Chomsky 

a . I IS generally assocIated with . I 
theme/patient)· it is assigned at D t a partIcu ar thematic role (here 
th·' -s ructure rather than S-structure· d 
th ere IS no adjacency requirement on its realization. Thus the marked an 

E 
eo~y p~operty of "partial double object" languages lik~ Chi ... cas de 
nghsh IS that their verbs rna assi h· . mWllm an 

constructions. y gn t IS type of Inherent Case in certain 

This special Case-marking .. 
in the . . property gIves ChImwiini a way of reaIiz-

g dmorphol~gICal ca~satlVe of a transitive verb similar to that of Kin-
yarwan a. ConsIder agam the general D-structu fi . 
causative: re or a morphologIcal 
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(78) s 

/"'-. 
NP VP 

/"'-. 
V CP 

I \ 
make C' 

~ 
C IP 

/"'-. 
NP* I' 

/"'-. 
I VP 

\ /"'-. o V NPt 

I 
write 

rb can assign inherent Case to the lower ob
In this l~gua?e, the lowe~ ve s. this is determined at D-structure and 

J. ect Npt m thIS configuratIOn.. mce . h t Case the lower verb is free 
. . ement on m eren , 

there is no adJa~ency r~qU1r d . t the matrix verb, yielding the (62a) 
to move away, mto C VIa I an on m 0 

type S-structure, repeated in (79): 

(79) 

t i 
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Note that this is structurally 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 structural 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 to the causee NP*. Therefore, this NP 
will act like the direct object of the causative verb. Npt 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. Note furthermore that in Chimwiini there is no 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 Npt, making the realization of such Case under adjacency at PF 
impossible. 21 Nor can NP* receive inherent Case, because it neither meets 
the thematic restrictions on such Case (it is not a theme or patient), nor the 
structural 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 out by the Case Filter. This leaves (79) as the sole structure for 
Chimwiini causatives. 

The result is that Chimwiini has morphological causative constructions 
which look like its "double object" verbs, with two unmarked postverbal 
NPs (data from Abasheikh (1979), cited in Marantz (1984»: 

(80) Mwa:limu 0-wa-anrjik-ish-ize wa:na xa#. 
teacher sP-oP-write-cAus-Asp children letter 
'The teacher made the children write a letter.' 

Moreover, only one NP will act like a true object, and that NP will neces
sarily 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: 

(81) a. Wa:na wa-anrjik-ish-iz-a: xa(i 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. * Xafi a-ant;lik-ish-iz-a wa:na na mwa:limu. 
letter sp-write-cAus-AsP/PAss children by teacher 
'The letter was made to be written by the children by the 

teacher. ' 

Here the complex verb's only structural Case has been eliminated by the 
passive; hence the normal recipient of that Case, the causee, must move to 
the subject position to find Case as in (81 a). Otherwise, the structure will 
be ungrammatical, as in (81b).22 

Also of this general type are certain languages which behave essentially 
the same, but whose "second objects" are not morphologically marked in 
the same way as ordinary direct objects are; rather, they appear in a mor
phologically oblique case which the language uses in a range of circum
stances. Chamorro (Austronesian, Gibson (1980)) is an example of this. In 
this language, goal arguments of morphologically un derived verbs most 
commonly appear as the object of the preposition para: 

(82) Hu tugi' i kiiUa para i che'lu-hu. 
IsS-write the letter to the sibling-my 
'I wrote the letter to my brother.' 

However, there is a class of verbs which can appear in a "dative-shifted" 
frame, with the goal as the surface direct object. When this happens, the 
theme argument shows up in the language's oblique case: 

(83) In na'i si tata-n-mami nu i babui. 
IPExS-give PN father-0-our OBL the pig 
'We gave our father the pig.' 

This oblique case has many uses in Chamorro, including marking instru
mental NPs and the" by-phrase" NPs in passives and antipassives. Not sur
prisingly, it also marks the embedded object in a causative construction, 
thereby realizing its Case. This frees the embedded verb to move out of its 
VP to join with the matrix causative verb, which thereby governs and as
signs Case to the embedded subject, as in (79). Thus, the causatives of 
transitive verbs in Chamorro have structural Case causees and oblique 
Case lower objects: 23 . 

(84) a. Ha na' -taitai ham i ma' estru ni esti na lebblu. 
3sS-cAus-read IpEx the teacher OBL this LK book 
'The teacher made us read this book.' 

b. Ha na' -pula' yu' i mediku ni magagu-hu. 
3sS-cAus-undress me the doctor OBL clothes-my 
'The doctor made me take off my clothes.' 
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GIbson shows that the causee indeed has the "ob' t" . 
of an NP governed and assigned structural Cas;~~ t:rope~~es expected 

example, it becomes the subject when the causative ver~ ~~~~~i~::d: For 

(85) Ma-na' -fa' gasi si Henry ni karetanu i fama ' 
:Ass-CAus-wash PN Henry OBL car OBL the child;e: un. 
Henry was made to wash the car by the children. ' 

Similarly, it may be reciprocally or reflexivel d 
subject causer, and it is restricted by Cha r ependent on the matrix 
properties do not hold of the obi' I morro ~ ammacy hierarchy. These 
h lque ower object Thus Ch . . 

t e same typological class as Ch' .... h . . ' amorro IS m 
herent Case NP actually looks 1~:~~I~, t .e ~nly dlf!erence .is that the in
Chamorro. These languages see t has m erent (I.e. obbque) Case in 

£;~~!:~~j:~~~0:i:~:~~~ ~l:t::~~~:~;c;~l:;~~~~::~ 
cially in languages which i d an d w i thIS type of .causative exists cru-

object': ve.rbs, thereby ObVi:ti~~e~::te~d h;:: :nn:~~~:~d~;~:ial dou?le 
formatIOn m these languages S h T (B' causatIve 
guage of this type. . wa I I antu, VItale (1981)) is also a lan-

Finally, note that all the languages which I have cited' th' . 
heads which assign Case to ar u m IS sectIon have 
their left. This is probably n! men.ts t~dat are on their right, rather than on 
I k' a comcl ence. The reason can b b 
00 mg at what structure (79) 10 k I'k h e seen y 

assigning 'SOV'I 0 s lew en redrawn for a leftward Case , anguage: 
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As usual, the complex verb governs both NP* and NPt. For a language 
with verbs that can assign two structural Cases, like Japanese, this is all 
that is needed. If, however, the verb can assign at best one structural and 
one inherent Case, there is a problem. The only NP that can receive the 
inherent Case is the lower object Npt , because it is the only one which is 
governed by a V at D-structure. Unfortunately, this time Npt is also the 
only NP that the complex verb can structurally Case-index, since it is the 
only NP which can be left-adjacent to the V at PE In particular, NP* and 
NPt cannot switch orders at PF, because of the independent word order 
parameter which requires that subjects (like NP*) precede their predicates 
(which includes NPt); cf. Travis (1984). Therefore, the language has two 
ways to assign Case to Npt , but no way to assign Case to NP*. The conclu
sion is that the special case theory property under consideration in this sec
tion is of no help to SOY languages in forming VI structures, even though 
it is a help to SVO (and VSO) languages. Thus, my theory predicts a gap in 
the distribution of causative constructions: there should be no (strict) SOY 
languages with only partial "double object" triadic verbs which have 
Causative Rule 2 effects, with the causee 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 ob
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. John gave a book to Mary. 
b. John gave Marya book. 

(88) a. Jean a donne un livre a Marie. 
b. * Jean a donne Marie un livre. 

* Jean a iaisse ses enfants beaucoup d' argent. 
* lis ont envoye Jean une lettre recommandee, 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 goal: 

(89) 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.' 

~----~~~~~ 
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b. Agalu a-na-tumiz-a nsomba kwa jisi. 
dogs sP-PAsT-send-ASP fish to hyena 
'The dogs sent some fish to the hyena.' 

c. ~vuu zi-na-Iemb-a kalata kwa amalinyero. 
hIPPOS sP-PAST-write-AsP letter to sailors 
'The hippos wrote a letter to the sailors.' 

H~wever, no morphologically underived verb can appear in a dative
shIfted, double object frame: 24 

(90) a. * Mbidzi zi-na-perek-a nkhandwe msampha. 
zebras sP-PAsT-hand-ASP fox trap 
'The zebras handed the fox the trap.' 

b. * Agalu a-na-tumiz-a jisi nsomba. 
dogs sP-PAsT-send-ASP hyena fish 
'The dogs sent the hyena some fish.' 

c. * Mvuu zi-na-Iemb-a amalinyero kalata. 
hippos SP-PAsT-write-AsP sailors letter 
'The hippos the sailors wrote a letter. ' 

The obvious way to account for the ungrammaticality of the examples in 
(90) and (88b) is in terms of case theory; they are bad because there is no 
war for the second NP in the VP to receive Case. Thus, we conclude that 
~hlChewa(-A) lacks both the marked ability of Kinyarwanda verbs to as
SIgn t~o structural Cases, and the ability of Chimwiini verbs to assign an 
extra mherent Case. 

This Ca~e-making .property has different consequences for the syntax of 
morphologIcal causatIves. Consider again the standard VI construction D
structure: 

(91) s 

~ 
NP VP 

~ 
V CP 

I I 
make C' 

~ 
C IP 

~ 
NP* I' 

~ 
I VP 

~ 
V Npt 
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As usual, the lower verb must adjoin to the higher verb in order to satisfy 
the latter's morphological subcategorization properties. Also as usual, it 
must make a preliminary move within the embedded clause in order to be 
close enough to the higher verb to incorporate. However, in Chichewa-A 
there is no inherent Case which can be assigned to NPt at D-structure, be
fore the verb moves. Then, if the verb does move, stranding Npt, NPt will 
have no chance of getting Case, since verbal traces cannot assign Case, and 
NP* will intervene between it and the matrix V, given that it, as a subject, 
must precede its predicate. Thus, the structure will be ungrammatical. The 
only solution is for the verb to take NPt along with it; thus, the entire lower 
VP must move to Comp, with the verb continuing on to the matrix. This 
yields a (62b )-type causative structure: 

(92) s 

-------------NP VP 

---------------V CP 

~ ~ 
Vj v vp· c' 

I A ~ 
make V Npt C IP 

I ~ 
Ij NP* I' 

~ 
VP 

I 
Ii 

Here, the lower V governs NPt before it incorporates; thus the verbal com
plex governs NPt at S-structure, by the GTC. NPt is also right-adjacent to 
the verb complex, so it can both receive accusative Case from V and realize 
that Case at PF without any difficulties. The problem now is NP*. As we 

. saw in the discussion of Kinyarwanda and Japanese above (4.3.3.1), this 
NP will be governed by the verbal complex if and only if the causative verb 
is an Exceptional Case Marker, which triggers deletion of the C head of its 
clausal complement, thereby keeping CP from being a Minimality Condi
tion barrier. Suppose that the causative morpheme does have this property. 
Even so, Chichewa-A verbs have the general property that they can assign 
only one Case each (cf. 3.4.3), whatever their internal structure, and here 
that Case has been claimed by NPt. 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. 25 

These assumptions lead us to expect a morphological causative for 
Chichewa-A in which the thematic lower object 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-ets-a ana kwa buluzi. 
baboons sP-PAsT-hit-cAus-Asp children to lizard 
'The baboons made the lizard hit the children.' 

b. Kambuku a-ku-umb-its-a mtsuko kwa kadzidzi. 
leopard sP-PREs-mold-cAus-Asp waterpot to owl 
'The leopard 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
tion; it can trigger object agreement with the verb, unlike the causee: 

(94) a. Anyani a-na-wa-meny-ets-a ana kwa buluzi. 
baboons sP-PAsT-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-hit-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. Ana a-na-meny-ets-edw-a kwa buluzi (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). ' 

b. * Buluzi a-na-meny-ets-edw-a ana (ndi anyani). 
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 object (rather 
than the causee) must move because the structural Case it would normally 
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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B 
d on Mohanan (1983), the Dravidian language Malayalam s.eems to 

ase . h· l"k Ch' hewa A III these 
be a t ologically different language W~IC IS 1 e IC -

YtP Thus in the canonical dative shIft-type verbs, only the argument 
respec s. , 1 C d· 26 and it alone 
with the theme role can appear with a structura ase en mg, 

can become the subject of a passive verb: 

(96) Amma kuttikk;;) aanaye kotu!tu. 
mother-NOM child-DAT elephant-ACC gave 
'Mother gave the elephant to the child.' 

(97) a. Ammayaal kuUikk;;) pustakam k~tukk-appel1-u. 
mother-INSTR child-DAT book-NOM glVe-PASS-PAST 
'The book was given to the child by the mother.' 

b. * Ammayaal kutti pustakam kotukk-appel1-:u. 
mother-INSTR child-NOM book-NOM give-PAS~-PAST 
'The child was given the book by the mother. 

Thus there is no overt evidence-either for the linguist or for the child 
learning the language-that Malayalam verbs can assign structural ~~se to 
two different NPs or inherent Case to a theme/patient NP. Hence, It .IS as
sumed that neither possibility exists in the language. As. expected, ~n t~e , 
morphological causative of a transitive verb, the thematIc l~wer obJe~t IS 
Case-marked as the surface object, and the causee appears III an oblIque 

postpositional phrase: 

(98) a. Amma kuttiye-kkol)!;;) annaye I)~U-icc-u. 
mother child-Acc with elephant-AcC pmch-CAUS-PAST 
'Mother made the child pinch the elephant.' 

b. Raajaaw;;) jool)ine-kkol)l;;) meefiye k.ett-icc-u. 
king-NOM John-ACC with Mary-ACC tIe-CAUS-PAST 

'The king made John marry Mary.' 

Furthermore, the thematic lower object becomes the subject of the passive 

of a causative verb; the causee cannot: 

(99) a. Ammayaal aana l)ull-ikk-appett-u. 
mother':INSTR elephant-NOM pinch-CAUS-PASS-PAST 
'The elephant was caused to be pinched by ~other.' 

b. * Ammayaal kutti annaye I)~U-hlkk-appett:. PAST 
mother-INSTR child-NOM elephant-ACC PIllC -CAUS-PA S- , 
'The child was made to pinch the elephant by the mother. 

Indeed, the correlation between lacking a dative shift st~~ture and ~aving 
a Rule 1 morphological causative is quite general. In addItIon to ChIchewa 
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and Malayalam, this class of languages includes Turkish, Jacaltec, 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 SOY languages which have partial 
double object constructions also need a special, causative-specific Case
marking process in order to have VI 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 SOY 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. 27 West Greenlandic, for example, has triadic verb roots 
which can express either their theme or their goal in absolutive (structural) 
Case (Fortescue (1984»: 28 

(lOO) a. Aningassa-t Niisi-mut tuni-ut-pai. 
moneY-PL(ABS) Niisi-DAT give-ut-3sS/3PO 
'He gave money to Niisi.' 

b. Niisi aningaasa-nik tuni-vaa. 
Niisi(ABS) moneY-INsTR(PL) give-3sS/3s0 
'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 in 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»: 

(101) a. Quaq uatsin-nut niri-qqu-aa. 
frozen.meat(ABs) US-DAT eat-tell-3sS/3s0 
'He told us to eat the frozen meat.' 

b. lrnirmi-nut akiqqani tuqu-qqu-ai. 
son-DAT enemies(ABs) kill-want-3sS/3PO 
'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 complex 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 1 behavior, in 
spite of having some "dative shift"; this is just as my theory expects, given 
that it is an SOY (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 VI account of morphological causatives. Nevertheless, the evidence 
confirms that the process involved has exactly this nature. The rule is odd 
in that it introduces Case which is neither purely structural nor purely in
herent: it cannot be structural, because the structural Case-assigning poten
tial of the items involved is already exhausted by other NPs; it cannot be 
inherent, becau~e the Case is neither thematically motivated nor present at 
D-structure. In fact, the causee acts like it is neither structurally nor inher
ently Case-marked. Structural Case can often be absorbed or assigned to 
other arguments, yielding clitic doubling and passive-like constructions; 
yet these are usually not possible with the obliquely marked causee. On the 
other hand, if the causee were associated with inherent Case, this Case 
should be thematically relevant. Yet languages with similar Case systems 
differ as to what case is assigned to the causee in this construction-some 
give it dative, some instrumental, others the marking of a source or of the 
agent in a passive. It seems unlikely that the causee actually has different 
meanings in these different languages, such that it forms a semantic natural 
class with goals in one but with instruments in another. Instead, it seems 
that the case ending or preposition is simply not involved in giving a theta 
role to the causee NP, but rather is idiosyncratic. 

Another sign that the causee is Case-marked by a highly particular 
Case-marking rule is that this rule differs in idiosyncratic ways across lan
guages. For example, both Chichewa and Italian (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 c~usative verb and the lower object-i.e. only in the 
context: 

(102) V NP 
'cause' + acc 

The consequence of this is that if the incorporated verb obligatorily sub
categorizes for more than one argument, the causee is ungrammatical, 
since the second VP argument destroys the context for this rule: 29 
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(103) a. Ana a-na-ik-a mtsuko pa mpando. 
children SP-PAST-put-ASP waterpot on chair 
'The children put the waterpot on the chair. ' 

b. * Amayi a-na-ik-its-a mtsuko 
women SP-PAST-put-CAUS-ASP waterpot 

pa mpando kwa ana. 
on chair to children 

'The women made the children put the waterpot on the chair. ' 

In Italia~, ~entences para!lel to (103b) are acceptable (Rizzi (personal 
commumcatIO?», ~uggestmg that the Italian insertion rule is somewhat 
~ore tolerant m thiS res~ect. This low-level, detailed, idiosyncratic varia
tl~n ~etween languages IS not the behavior we would expect of a central 
prmclple of case theory. It is, however, exactly what one would expect of a 
rule that must be explicitly learned as a part of the marked periphery of th 
language. 30 e 

T~e final proof that Cas~-marking of the causee is accomplished by a 
speCial rule comes. from GIlyak, as cited by Comrie (1976). In this lan
guage, the causee IS. marked with a case ending which reportedly has no 
other use anywhere m the language. Clearly, this cannot be the automatic 
byproduct of some more general Case-marking process' it is h 
natural h 'f C ' ,owever, 

e~oug I ase assignment is by a special insertion rule. 
. Thus, I~ seems cor~ect to say that a special rule of the marked periphery 
IS res~onslble .for asslgn.ing Case to the causee in Rule 1 morphological 
ca~satIves. ThIS can be. Interpret~d as empirical support for my analysis, 
~hlCh was forced to thiS conclUSIOn on theoretical grounds. Once again, 
slmpl~ knowledge ab?ut the Case properties of a language permits us to 
explam the syntax of ItS morphological causatives in some detail. 

4.3.3.4 Other Languages 

~t the beginning of this section, I observed that verb movement in causa
bve constructions disrupts government and adjacency relations in a way 
that creates probl~ms for case theory. The preceding three subsections have 
shown how speCIal processes of Case assignment in different languages 
overcome these pr?blems, 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 stranded 
~ausee~. All t~ese processes are marked, however, and need explicit posi
ti~e eVIdence In order to be learned. This leads 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 all the NPs in the causative of a tran
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 a NP can escape the Case Filter
its head can incorporate into the governing verb (3.4). This satisfies the 
crucial morphological identification requirement for theta role assignment, 
without taxing the verb's lexically specified Case-assigning abilities. In this 
light, consider dative shift-type verbs in Southern Tiwa. Incorporation of 
an unmodified animate noun is generally optional in this language. Yet, 
when the sentence contains a triadic verb with the goal appearing as the 
direct object (morphologically unmarked and governing verb agreement), 
incorporation of the theme nominal becomes obligatory (AGF): 

(104) a. Ta-'u'u-wia-ban hLiawra-de. 
IS:A/A-baby-give-PAsT woman-SUF 
'I gave the woman the child.' 

b. *Ta-wia-ban hLiawra-de 'u'u-de. 
Is:A/A-give-PAsT woman-SUF baby-suF 
'I gave the woman the child.' 

(l04b) must be ruled out by case theory, implying that Southern Tiwa has 
neither the double accusative Case of Kinyarwanda, nor the "inherent ac~' 
cusative" of Chimwiini. It does have a resource of its own, however, in 
Noun Incorporation. The theme NP may and must incorporate, thereby 
satisfying the Case Filter and still leaving the verb'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. /-'u'u-kur-' am-ban. 
IsS:2s0-baby-hold-cAus-PAsT 
'I made you hold the baby.' 

b. 
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(106) *, U'ude i-kur-' am-ban. 

~aby IsS:2s0-hold-cAus_PAsT 
I made you hold the baby.' 

Again, the case theory resources of th I 
verb" constructions determine th e a~guage as revealed in the "dative 
Essentially the same anaIy . e propertIes of the causative construction 

SIS seems to hold' Lb' 
where Smith (1982) claims th t I' In a rador Inuttut Eskimo 

. a on Y mtransitive b' , 
a semantIcally transitive verb . b ver s can InCorporate. If 

IS em edded under an affixal verb, it must 

195 
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undergo Antipassive (or Passive) before it can move into the matrix verb. 
Given that Antipassive is a special subtype of Noun Incorporation (3.5.1), 
this strategy is essentially identical to that of Southern Tiwa. 

The last possible situation is where the language has VI causatives, but 
has absolutely no special resources for satisfying or avoiding the Case Fil
ter. Here, causatives of transitive verbs will simply be ungrammatical, 
ruled out by the Case Filter. This may be true in Moroccan Berber, in 
which causatives of intransitive verbs are free and productive, while 
causatives of transitive verbs are systematically impossible (Guerssel (per
sonal communication»: 31 

(107) a. Y-ss-jen Mohand arba. 
3SS-CA us-sleep Mohand boy 
'Mohand made the boy sleep.' 

b. Y-ss-iwd wydi arba. 
3sS-cAus-fear dog boy 
'The dog made the boy afraid, scared the boy. ' 

c. Y-ss-ttc wryaz arba. 
3SS-cAus-eat man boy 
'The man made the boy eat, fed the boy. ' 

(l08) a. * Y-ss-wt wryaz aggzin i-wrba. 
3sS-cAus-hit man dog to-boy 
'The man made the boy hit the dog.' 
(Also: * Y-ss-wt wryaz arba i-wggzin.) 

b. * Y-ss-icr wryaz tacurt i-arba. 
3sS-cAus-steal man ball to-boy 
'The man made the boy steal the ball.' 
(Also: * Y-ss-icr wryaz arba i-tcurt.) 

A similar situation may hold in Vata (Koopman (1984» and certain other 
languages (Nedyalkov and Silnitsky (1973).32 

4.3.4 On the Nature of Causative Variation 

In this section, we have considered the following challenge to a Verb Incor
poration analysis of morphological causatives: if there is no explicit rule of 
causative formation, how can differences between causative constructions 
across languages be accounted for? In particular, what is the nature of the 
difference between the two causative "rules" discovered by Gibson (1980), 
Marantz (1984), and others? The preceding subsections have defended the 
thesis that a single, general process of V movement is indeed the heart of 
all morphological causative constructions, and that this process does not 
(indeed cannot) have intrinsic conditions on its application. Rather, the be
havior of V movement in a given language is determined by the external 
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reqUIrements of case theory, plus inde d . 
the language" Differences in caus f pen ent Case-markmg properties of 
Case-marking more generally. Thi: I:~~i:e then :~lated to differences in 
attractive answer to the orI"gI"naI p . es a legItImate and theoretically 

questIOn. 
Indeed, there is one important domain i" . 

constructions can be observed relaf I d. n whIch the uDIty of causative 
sitive verbs. Regardless of their di~ve y Ire.ctly: the causatives of intran
verbs, all the languages discussed .er:~es 10 ~he causa~ives of transitive 
similarly; the causee consistently a:~ li~: ~~ct:.n treat .mtransitive verbs 
clause with respect to government and C e ~rect object of the matrix 
causee appears unmarked or I· . ase. ThIS can be seen in that the 

n accusatIve case trig b· 
on the verb, and becomes the sub ·ect . . ' gers o. ~ect agreement 
erties of the language in q t· ~ TIh

n pa~s1Ves, accordIng to the prop-
ues IOn. us In Kin d b 

and lower object behaved like rf b"'. yarwan a oth causee 
tive verb: su ace 0 ~ects In the causative of a transi-

(109) Umugore a-ryaam-iish-ije abaana. 
~oman sP-sleep-CAus-Asp children 
The woman made the children (go to) sleep. ' 

I (Kinyarwanda; Kimenyi (1980» 
n Chamorro, only the causee acted like a surface object: 

(110) Hu na' -kati si Maria. 
1 S-CA US-cry PN Maria 
'I made Maria cry.' . 

(111) Ni-na' -lata' chung s· T • , (Chamorro; GIbson (1980» 
I Jose m ma estru gi "k 

PASS-CAus-sit PN Jose OBL t h rmg on. (passive) 
'J eac er LOC corner 

ose was made to sit in the corner by the teacher. ' 

In Chichewa-A (Mchombo) and M I 
acted like a surface object: a ayalam, only the thematic lower object 

(112) a. Buluzi a-na-sek-ets-a 
1. ana. 
,Izard" SP-PAsT-laugh-cAus-Asp children 
The lIzard made the children laugh ' 

b" Mulungu a-na-yer-ets-a k· . (Chichewa-A) 
G d unJa. 
, 0 SP-PAsT-clear-cAus-ASP sky 
God made the sky clear. ' 

(113) a" Buluzi a-na-wa-sek-ets-a 
!izard. sP-PAsT-OP-Iaugh-cAus_Asp :~7dren (object agreement) 
The lIzard made the children laugh ' 

b. Ana a-na-sek-ets-edw-a . (nd·b l .) 
ch"ld 1 u UZl (passive) 
, I re~ sP-PAsT-Iaugh-cAus-PAss_Asp by lizard . 
The chIldren were made to laugh by the I· d' Izar . 
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(case form) 

(114) Acchan kuuiye karay-icc-u. 

father-NOM chi1d-A~C cry-~AUS-PAST (Malayalam; Mohanan (1983)) 
'Father made the chIld cry. _. (passive) 

I k tt ' karaY-lkk-appeU-u. 
(llS) Acchanaa U,.l ' .. 

hOld NOM cry-cAUS-PASS-PAST. father-INsTR c 1 - . • . , 

'The child was made to cry by the father . . . 

. " of transitive verbs are completely ungram-
Finally, 10 Berber causatIVes. f intransitive verbs have the same syn-
matical. Nevertheless, causatIVes 0 

tax as they do in these other languages: 

(116) Y-ss-jen Mohand arba. 
3sS-CAus-sleep Mohand boy 

'Mohand made the bO~;~:~~~'; Guerssel (personal communication)) 

ba (passive) 
(117) Y-ttw-s-ru wr . 

3SS-PASS-cAus-cry boy 
'The boy was made to cry,' , 

h
" ge of data it seems as though there is only one umversal 

Over t IS ran , 
causative process after all. , r' f c variation in the causatives of 

This lack of idi?syncra~lc croSS-t~:g~: ~nalysis. With these verbs, the 
intransitive verbs IS explamed by. tructions which were the driving 
Case-marking pressures on causatIve cons letely absent be-
force behind their variation a~r~ss la:g~,!:s ~:e cr:~ant structure; are: 
cause there is one less NP WhiC nee s . 

b. 
(118) a. s 

A 
NP VP 

A 
V CP 

\~ 
make C. IP 

~ 
NPt I' 

A 
VP 

\ 
V 

4.3 Case Parameters and Causative Variation 199 

Either the lower V or the whole VP may move to clause-peripheral position 
in order to 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 NPt to be governed by the 
matrix verb complex. Therefore, NPt 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 will 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 on 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 less identical in all verb incorporating languages. 

This result is important, because if one assumes, 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): 

(l19) a. * Buluzi a-na-sek-ets-a kwa ana 
lizard sP-PAsT-laugh-cAus-ASP to children 
'The lizard made the children laugh.' 

b. * Mulungu a-na-yer-ets-a kwa kunja 
God sP-PAsT-clear-cAus-Asp to sky 
'God made the sky clear.' 

This hypothetical causative rule could be schematized as follows: 33 

(120) CAUSATIVE RULE 1 ': (unattested, cf. (41), (47» 
GF in embedded clause GF in surface clause 
subject oblique 
object object 

Such a pattern would a priori be at least 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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corporation analysis. Indeed, the fact that uniformity appears .as soon as 
marked processes are not needed illustrates the fundamental umty of mor-
phological causative constructions. . 

In fact, this last issue is a very general one for any framework whIch 
defines particular relation-changing "rules" over the grammatical func
tions such as "subject" and "object," whether in lexical or syntactic terms. 
Such an approach can trivially deal with the question of diversity in mor
phological causatives by stipulatil!g different GF changing rules for t.he dif
ferent languages. We can, however, pose the complementary questIon for 
these frameworks: why are ONLY (more or less) the above possibilities 
allowed in causative constructions, when many other permutations are 
conceivable? A theory that seeks to explain the structure and typology of 
natural language clearly must address this question as well. The theory de
veloped here felicitously avoids the whole question, for the simple reason 
that if there is no causative rule stated in the grammar, then (120) cannot be 
the causative rule. Rather, causatives are formed by the general process of 
movement with independently known properties, interacting with the pa-

- rameterized constraints of universal grammar. It so happens that the struc
tures so constructed can follow patterns (41) and (47) but not (120), now 
for fundamental reasons. 

Finally, any theory that includes a specific rule of causative formation 
claims implicitly that what type of causative construction a language has is 
independent of the Case-marking possibilities for triadic verbs in that lan
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. 34 Here the comparison of Chichewa dialects in 4.3.1 is especially 
striking: the language apparently switched causative types, but necessarily 
the "dative shift" verb constructions changed as well. Thus, all theories 
with such construction-specific rules miss an important generalization. 35 

This generalization is captured in the incorporation theory, where it is ex
actly this Case theoretic variation that, through complex interaction with 
other principles, induces variation in causatives. I 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, 
since 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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~uages. It is well ~nown that Romance causatives behave in many ways 
lIke t~e morphologIcal causatives we have been discussing (Aissen (1974), 
~omne (1976), Marantz (1984), etc.). There is, however, one important 
dI~erence between the two: from the viewpoint of morphology, the caus
atIve verb and the embedded verb are still two separate words in Romance. 

I will illustrate these properties in Italian (data from Burzio (1986». 
Simple examples are: 

(121) a. MariaJa favorare Giovanni. 
Maria makes work Giovanni 
'Maria makes Giovanni work.' 

b. Maria ha Jatto riparare fa macchina a Giovanni. 
Maria has made fix the car to Giovanni 
'Maria made Giovanni fix the car.' 

If the lower verb is ~ransitive, the causee surfaces as an oblique (dative) 
object; if the lower verb is intransitive, the causee surfaces as an accusative 
direct object. Thus, Italian shows the same Rule 1 causative pattern as 
Chichewa-A and Malayalam (4.3.3.3). This result is confirmed in that the 
causee argument of (12Ia) and the lower object argument of (121b) may 
each appear as direct object c1itics on the matrix verb: 

(122) a. Maria fo Ja favorare e. 
Maria him makes work 
'Maria makes him work.' 

b. Maria fa Ja riparare e a Giovanni. 
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 e statoJatto favorare (molto). 
Giovanni was made work (a lot) 
'Giovanni was made to work.' 

(Belletti, personal communication) 
b. La macchinafu Jatta 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 identi
cal to that of causatives in Chichewa and Malayalam. Furthermore, the Ro
mance languages are like Chichewa and Malayalam in that they systemati-
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ti Indeed no principles or stipulations are needed to explain. its 
~~ o~ies beyo~d those already in use for complementation oin Enghsh. 
~i~niCelY rounds out the demonstration that the ~heory of X . moveme:t 
explains both the variation seen in complex predIcate formatIon and t e 

. limits of that variation. 

4.4 THE COMPLEX STRUCTURE OF VERB 
INCORPORATION CONSTRUCTIONS 

Structures in which Verb Incorporation has taken place look ve~y . much 
like simple, underived monoclausal sentences. One r~~son for thIS IS that 
the have only one morphological verb. Even more stnkmgly, the Case p~t
te~s seen in VI constructions are almost always Case patterns ~een w!th 

r underived verbs. In particular, VI verb complex.es look .lIke datIve 
:~i~~ verbs, as documented in detail in the precedmg sectIOn. To re
peat some of the most striking examples, Kinyarwanda has full double ob-

jects in both instances: 

(138) a. Umugore y-iim-ye abaana ibiryo. 
woman sp-refuse-Asp children food 
'The woman refused the children food.' 

b. Umugabo a-r-uubak-iish-a abaantu 'h·
nzu. 

man SP-PRES-build-CAUS-ASP people ouse 
'The man is making the people build the house.' 

Chimwiini has one "true" object and one unmarked inherent Case object in 

both: 

(139) a. Ni-m-pele Ja:ma kuja. 
lsS-op-gave Jama food 
'I gave Jama food.' . 

b. Mwa:limu 0-wa-andik-ish-ize wa:na xatl. 
teacher sp-op-write-cAuS-Asp children letter 
'The teacher made the children write a letter.' 

Chichewa (the "A;' dialect) must mark one of the postverbal NPs with the 

dative preposition kwa in the two constructions: 

(140) a. Mbidzi zi-na-pereka msampha kwa nkhandwe. 
zebras SP-PAST-hand trap to fox 
'The zebras handed the trap to the fox.' 

b. Anyani a-na-meny-ets-a ana kwa ~uluzi. 
baboons SP-PAST-hit-CAUS-ASP children to hzard 
'The baboons made the lizard hit the children.' 
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And Southern Tiwa must incorporate one of them: 

(141) a. Ta-'u'u-wia-ban hliawra-de. 
Is:A/A-baby-give-PAsT woman-SUF 
'I gave the woman the child.' 

b. /-'u'u-kur-' am-ban . 
I s:2s-baby-hold-cA US-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 DiSciullo (to appear». Then the syntax of both is the 
same in every way. Others begin with a biclausal structure but collapse the 
structures into 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 all syn
tactic levels. Thus, the (b) examples are hypothesized to be systematically 
different 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 causative 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,40 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 PE However, the extra 
clausal node should have effects for the other subtheories of the grammar, 
in particular for binding theory and bounding theory. In both of these 
subtheories, S (= IP) nodes play an important role, either in defining the 
domain in which anaphoric elements must be bound, or in determining 
how far a particular element can move. Hence, the presence of the extra 
phrase structure in the (b) sentences as compared to the (a) sentences 
should be detectable from these viewpoints. This section will be devoted 
to showing that biclausal effects are 'indeed found in morphological causa
tives with respect to these two subtl?-eories. This will provide solid evi
den"ce for the V movement analysis. Furthermore, it will support the va-
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lidity 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 -to-C move
ment. By the Projection Principle, they have an S-structure such as: 

(142) a. s 

~ 
NP YP 

~ 
V CP 

~ I 
y. V C' 

I I ~ 
make C IP 

I~ 
tj NP* I' 

~ 
YP 

~ 
tj Y NPt ... 

I 
tj 

Note that NPt -and indeed all the dependents of the lower verb-is in a 
clause with a "specified subject" accessible to Npt , namely NP*. Thus, 
the embedded clause is the governing category of these elements, and their 
anaphoric possibilities should therefore be determined by this clause, 
rather than the matrix. In fact, causatives in these languages are essentially 
like Exceptional Case Marking structures, in that a nominal (NP*) looks 
like an object because it receives accusative Case from the matrix verb, but 
still acts like a subject in creating a referentially opaque domain for ele-

ments it c-commands. 
Indeed, 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-to-C type (4.3.3.2).1t 
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-ile ruhu-z-i:tu. 
IpS-bit-ASP ourselves 
'We bit ourselves. ' 
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In a morphological causative construction, this anaphor may appear either 
as the causee/embedded subject with the matrix subject as its antecedent 
or as the embedded object with the causee as its antecedent: ' 

(144) a. Mi m-phik-ish-ize ru:hu-y-a cha:kuja. 
I lsS-cook-cAus-Asp myself food 
'I made myself cook food.' 

b. Mi ni-m-big-ish-ize mwa:na ru:hu-y-e. 
I lsS-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 ru:hu-y-a. 
I IsS-oP-hit-cAus-Asp Ali myself 
'} 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 anap~or from taking a more distant antecedent. Indeed the pattern of 
grammatIcal sentences in Chimwiini is exactly the same as that in the 
English glosses, which are typical examples ofECM in this regard. This is 
exactly a~ e~pected, sin~e the causee NP* is still a structural subject. The 
gr~mmatIc~hty pattern here is the opposite of the one that would appear 
wIth undenved words, where the morphologically defined object could not 
be an antecedent and the subject could be. 

Gibson (1980) illustrates a similar situation in Chamorro. Chamorro 
~oes no~ ~ave anaphors in the traditional sense, but if a pronoun in the ob
Ject pOSItIOn of a clause is coreferent with the subject of that same clause 
the morpheme maisa can (optionally) be inserted: ' 

(146) In atan maisa ham gi hanum. 
Ip.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 tungu' ha'si Juanna atrasao maisa gut. 
3sS-know EM PN Juan that late self he 
'Juan knew that himself was late.' 

Ho",:"ever, 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' -malangu-n maisa hao. 
surely 2SS-CAUS-sick self you 
'You will make yourself sick.' 

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

(149) In na' -fa' gasi-n maisa gut si Juan ni hiipbun. 
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 Chimwiini and Chamorro, in 
that it can assign two structural 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»:41 

(150) John ga Mary ni zibun no uti dehon 0 yom-(s)ase-ta. 
John-NOM Mary-DAT 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 
cases cannot be antecedents of reflexives: 

(151) *John ga Mary 0 zibun no uti dekorosi-ta. 
John-NOM Mary-ACC self-GEN house in kill-PAST 
'John killed Mary in her own house.' 

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

(152) John ga Bill ni zibun no syasin 0 mise-tao 
John-NOM Bill-DAT self-GEN picture-ACC ShOW-PAST 
'John; showed Bil~ a picture of himsel~ .• / 

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 (152).42 

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 
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original subject, thereby changing their governing category. Thus we ex
pect the ana~horic possibilities to be somewhat different in langua~es with 
these causatIves. The relevant S-structure will have the following form: 

(153) S 

~ 
NP VP 

~ 
V Cp 

~ ~ 
Vj V vPj c' 

I ~ 
make V NPt ... 

I 
IP 

I ~ 
NP* I' 

~ 
I VP 

I 
tj 

Now, a su?ject-ori~nted anaphor in the original embedded VP-either NPt 
or somethmg contamed in one of its sisters-is no longer c-commanded by 
~P*:3thus NP* cannot be its antecedent in this type of causative construc
tion. However, the anaphor is now governed by the matrix verb complex 
by the G!C, and the smallest category with a possible antecedent for it is 
the matnx clause. Th~s, th~ whole matrix clause will be its governing 
category, and th~ matnx subject will be a viable antecedent. The result is 
th~t the anaphonc possibilities of lower VP material in these languages 
Will be ~he same as those of underived verbs. Biclausal binding theory 
effects disappear, because everything moves out of the lower clause. 

. Malayalam has no "dative shift" structures, and thus has causatives 
With the. struct~re .of (153) (4.3.3.3). Indeed, Mohanan (1983) describes 
the pred~cted dlstnbution for the Malayalam reflexive swa- 'self', which 
necessarIly takes a subject as antecedent: the matrix subject can fulfill this 
role, but the embedded subject causee cannot (from Marantz (1984»: 

(154) Amma ku~tiyekko1Jt;} aanaye swalJtam wiittil wecc;} 
mother-N chIld-ACC with elephant-Acc self's house at 

lJu!!-icc-u. 
pinch-CAUS-PAST 

Mother made the child pinch the elephant at mother's/*child's 
house. 
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This is the opposite pattern of that found in V-to-C causatives, where the 
nominal contents of the VP remain 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 Eskimo languages, 
which are VP-to-Comp even though they allow some dative shift, because 
of their SOY word order (4.3.3.3). Thus, an anaphoric possessor of the 
thematic lower object can only have the matrix subject as its antecedent 
and not the dative case causee (Central Alaskan Yupik; A. Woodbury (per
sonal communication»: 

(155) Arna-m annga-ni tuqute-vkar-aa ing' u-mun. 
woman-ERG brother-3REFL(ABS) kill-make-3sS/3s0 gUY-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 illustrates this for an instrumental case phrase in West 

-Greenlandic Eskimo (Woodbury and Sadock (1986), from Kleinschmidt): 

(156) Isuma-mi-nik oqalo-rqu-vaa. 
mind-REFL-INSTR speak -order-3sS /3s0. 
'He) orders him2 to speak *hisJ/his2 own mind.' 
(cf. Isuma-mi-nik oqalug-poq 'He2 speaks about his2 own mind')' 

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 (small
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 only NP* is close 
enough to be a valid antecedent. 44 

In conclusion, VI constructions do not always behave like underived 
monoclausal structures with respect to binding theory, as a simple lexicalist 
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. 
Moreover, 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 options 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 syntactic biclausality of V -to
C type VI structures, but most of this evidence disappears in VP.:.to-Comp 
type VI structures for independent reasons. Nevertheless, the structure of 
VP-to-Comp causatives is such that another type of evidence for their bi
clausality appears, evidence from bounding theory. The work of Rizzi 
(1982) has shown that Subjacency, the core principle of bounding theory, is 
parameterized, coming in both more and less restrictive versions. Hence, 
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: 4S 

(157) a. Kalulu a-na-meny-a njovu. 
hare SP-PAST-hit-ASP elephant 
'The hare hit the elephant.' 

b. Iyi ndi njovu i-mene kalulu a-na-meny-a. 
This is elephant AGR-which hare SP-PAST-hit-ASP 
'This is the elephant that the hare hit. ' 

(158) a. Kalulu a-na-Ur-its-a njovu. 
hare SP-PAST -cry-CAUS-ASP elephant 
'The hare made the elephant cry. ' 

b. ? Iyi ndi njovu i-mene kalulu a-na-lir-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 njovu kwa alenje. 
hare sP-PAsT-stab-cAus-Asp elephant to hunters 
'The hare made the hunters stab the elephant.' 

b. Iyi ndi njovu 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.' 

(157a) is an ordinary transitive sentence; (157b) contains a relative clause 
based on this sentence. The structure is similar to that of English, with a 
relative pronoun (imene) moving from the object position to become adja-
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should be good as (169) is. In fact, when other factors are controlled for, a 
subtle but consistent difference is observed between these two: 

(186) a. Questo e if garage in cui; non so a chij han Jatto mettere La 
macchina t; ~. 

'This is the garage in which I don't know who they made put 
the car.' 

b. ??Questo e La persona a cuij non so inche garage; hanfatto met
tere La macchina t; ~. 

'This is the person who I don't know in which garage they 
made put the car. ' 

These examples show that the long extraction of a subcategorized PP is 
noticeably better than the long extraction of the causee, in exactly the pre
dicted way. The structure underlying these examples is: 

(187) NP 

~ 
NP CP 

• I 
I 
I 

~ 
o IP 

~ 
NP VP 

I~ 
I 
I 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 

v cp* 

I ~ 
not +wh 

know 

\ , , 
\ 

\ , 
" , 

IP 

~ 
NP VP 

I~ 
v cpt 

I ~ 
made VP j IP 

~ ~ 
put car PP NP * I' 

'-"-.. 
/1 I ~ 

...................... 

.......... ---------
(to) I VP 

person I 
I; 

In (186a), NP* moves to the Comp of cp* and the PP moves to the highest 
Comp (solid arrows); each goes out of only one bounding category, and all 
is well. In (186b), the same phrases move to the opposite Comps (dotted 
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two fail to undergo wh-movement naturally. The existence of this second 
grouping is inexplicable in theories with monoclausal surface structures for 
causatives. The VI analysis, however, gives it a natural explanation and 
reveals parallelisms between these facts and standard "island" phenomena 
in Chichewa and other languages. 

Similarly, the first half of this section showed that NPs in causatives 
group in two different ways in Chimwiini as well. This time, transitive 
causees group together with standard objects with respect to case theory, 
but they group together with standard subjects with respect to binding the
ory. Again, the first grouping is readily explicable on a lexical analysis, but 
the second is not; the VI analysis explains both. Binding and extraction 
facts thus give reasonably direct support for the syntactic incorporation 
analysis, and the assumptions that underlie it: notably the Projection Prin
ciple, the UTAH, and the view of the interaction of morphology and syntax. 

In fact, an even more general theoretical point is at issue here: these 
facts argue that there is no single well-defined concept of the grammatical 
functions such as "subject" and "object" which corresponds to the intu
itive sense of the term which many syntacticians try to formalize. In par
ticular, these notions cannot be fundamental in the way that they are taken 
to be in, for example, Relational Grammar or Lexical Functional Gram
mar. To see why, suppose we ask the ·question: in Chichewa, is the causee 
in the causative of an intransitive verb an object or not? There is no single, 
principled answer to this question; all one can say is "In some ways yes; in 
some ways no. " This is unacceptable if the notion "object" is fundamental. 
If, however, "subject" and "object" are merely defined in terms of some 
canonical structural or thematic properties, this situation is harmless, in
deed expected, in a modular theory. The "intransitive causee" simply 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 to canonical objects in the rele
vant ways), whereas from the point of view of another subtheory it may not 
be. How we actually use the word "object" is then no more than an un
problematic matter of terminology. Since morphological causatives show 
"hybrid" GF behavior, they provide very strong support for this govern
ment-binding theory perspective on grammatical relations and on the na
ture of grammar more generally (cf. 2.1.4). 


