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CASE LICENSING AND THE POSITION OF THE ENGLISH VERB”*
Murat Kural

UC Irvine

One of the enduring notions in generative grammar has been the asumption that inflected
main verbs do not move out of their VPs in English. Thisideawasfirst spelled out in Emonds
(1976, adopted in Chomsky (1981), and later cemented in Pollock’s (1989 groundbreeking
work on the split-Infl hypothesis. Sincethen, it has become astandard fixture in much of the
theory that came out in the 1990, espedally within the Minimalist Program (Chomsky
1995. Throughout the yeas, it has aso played a aucial role in the determination that the
dired objed remains quite low at the surfacein English. Assuming that the main verb has not
moved outside the VP in the overt syntax, the dired objed could only be locaed at a position
lower than the surfaceposition of the verb inside the VP complex, i.e., inits base position.
Perhaps the most significant consequence of the analysis that places infleded main
verbs lower than tense and inside the VP in English has been the way that it has forced the

relationship between the morphology and syntax to be opagque. Even though the verb beas

* This paper puts together various grands of thoughtsthat | have been experimenting with
since Tim Stowell’s sminar on tense & UCLA in the fall of 1991, and includes ©sme material
from my dissertation. The connedions were made and the daims were darified during the
seminar | taught at UCI in the winter of 1998 | would like to thank everyone who attended
that seminar for their wonderful input. | would also like to thank the faaulty and students at
UCLA and UCI for continuing to discussthese ideas and their ramificaions with me over the
yeas, including, but not limited to, Naoki Fukui, Hilda Koopman, and Tim Stowell.
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tense and/or agreament morphemes that correspond to heads that are & the T level or above
in the syntax, it does not seem to move that high, which is a paradox in any framework that
draws a strict correlation between morphologicd complexity and syntadic head movement,
such as Baker (1988. There have been numerous proposals made in the last decade to
resolve this conflict, some of which are caalogued in Chomsky (1995, i.e., affix lowering
followed by the upward movement of the verb at LF, covert movement at LF that chedsthe
preassembled morphology, and the overt movement of the feaure & the surface

This paper will follow an alternative line of thinking pursued in Johnson (1997) that
both the direa objed and the verb move in the overt syntax in English, the latter also claimed
by Pesetsky (1989. Spedficdly, based on the word order fadsin the caisative mnstruction,
it will be agued that (a) dired objeds move out of their VPs to a spedfier position in the
infledional field where acaisative Case is licensed; and (b) verbs leave their VPs and move to
aposition that is above the direct objed position, but below tense. On the other hand, the
distribution of Case in the causative construction in Turkish will establish that structural Cases
are licensed at structurally designated positions outside the VP complex, contra Chomsky
(1995 but in agreament with the preminimalist work of Pollock (1989, Kayne (1989, and
Chomsky (1997). The position that the verb movesto overtly in English, i.e., the equivalent
of Johnson's (1997 T, will be identified as Z, the head of the time denoting projedion ZP that
was posited by Stowell (1995 as the host of the past tense morpheme {-ed}.

The proposal made in this paper has far reating implicaions. To the extent that it is
possble to maintain that the verbal morphology in English corresponds to the overt syntadic

movement of the verb, it would be possble to formulate asystem in which all i nstances of



1999

overt morphology are treaed as indicaion for head movement in the overt syntax. Such a
transparency requirement on the mapping between the morphology and the syntax would
clealy have desirable ansequences in terms of simplifying the morphology-syntax interface
This paper is organized as follows. Sedion one discusses the evidenceregarding the
position of the infleded main verb and the dired objed in English. Sedion two argues on the
basis of the distribution of Case in the caisative mnstruction in Turkish that Case licensing is
better handled outside the VP complex, at the spedfiers of projedionsthat lie in the
infledional field. Sedion threesummarizes Stowell’s (1995 theory of tense, suggests that
the infleded main verbisat Z in the overt syntax in English, and proposes a transparent
mapping between morphology and syntax. Sedion four touches on two related isales. (@) It
reinterprets the distribution of do-support in terms of the environments that trigger its
applicaion. (b) It provides an acoount for the agreament morphology in the non-past 3rd
singular formsin English in the context of the proposal made in thiswork.
1 Overt Movement in English
The dassc evidenceregarding the position of the infleded main verb in English comes from
two sources. Thefirst oneisthe @ntrast between the position of an adverbial element with
resped to the infleded main verb in English shown in (1), as opposed to the infleded auxili ary
in English shown in (2), and the inflected verb in French shown in (3).1

(1) a Johnoften kisses Mary
b. *Johnkisses often Mary

1 The same point can also be made with the position of the negative particle: (do) nat like DP
vs. *likenot DP in English, but (n") aime pas DP vs. *aime ne pas DP in French.
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(20 a *Johnoften haskissed Mary
b. John hes often kissed Mary

(3 a *Jean souvant embrase Marie
Jean often kises  Mary

b. Jeen embrasse souvant Marie
Jean kises  often Mary

In (1), the English main verb kisscannot raise past the frequency adverb often, which is what
happens with the auxiliary hasin (2) and in the French main verb embrasse in (3). The second
sourceis the @nstructionsin English where, acording to the dasscd view, thetense is

stranded and do-support is forced to come into play.

(4) a Johnsad he would fix his bike, and he did. (VP deletion)
b. John said he would fix his bike, and fix hisbike hedid  (VP-fronting)
c. Did Johnfix his bike? (Auxiliary Inversion)
d. Johndid not fix his bike. (Negative Placement)

In (4a), the operation that deletes the VP aso removes the main verb and leaves behind the
tense morpheme {-ed}. The fronting of the VP in (4b), moves the verb and leaves the { -ed}
behind. In (4c), tenseis dranded as it movesto C under auxili ary inversion, while in (4d), the
negation marker not presumably interferes with the movement of the verb to T, athough the
fads are somewhat more complex in this construction.

It is quite dea in these examplesthat the infleded main verb is lower than the
infleded auxiliary in English and the infledted verb in French. Asauming that the verb hes
moved to T in the latter two instances, the infleded main verb must remain lower than T in
English. Ina dausal structure that has no intervening projedion between the VP and the TP,

the fad that the verb islower than T means, by processof elimination, that it must be & V
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inside the VP, as was the cae in the work preceding Pollock (1989 and following the later
chapters of Chomsky (1995). By contrast, the gproach that was prevalent during the period
between these two landmarks did allow various functional projedions between the VP and the
TP. If one were to maintain that the basic insight into the dausal architecure in this period
was esentidly corred, and that the field between the VP and the TP is not as desolate asis
commonly assumed in the aurrent literature, the fad that the infleded main verb is located
lower than T in English would not necessarily mean that it isin its base position inside the VP
complex. Thisisanimportant point to bea in mind in the following dscusson.

The agument that will be presented in this sdion turns on the dassc VP design of
unacaisative verbs that was suggested by Burzio (1986, where the sole agument of averb
like arriveis generated in the same structural position as the dired objed of atransitive verb.
(5) VP

N
\Y DP
arrive  Bill
It will also be presupposed that structurd Caseislicensed under spedafier-head relation, rather
than government and that the conditions under which the licensing of a particulars Case takes

placedo not vary between constructions. Consider the following examples:2

(6) a SuemadeBill arrive (ontime)
b. John made Mary appea (on stage)

Even though the caiseestarts out as the complement of the lower verb in sentences like (6), it

2| have no explanation why these sentences are better with atime or place averbial. | will
ignore the structural position of these alverbiasin this discusson.
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surfaces at a position to the left of the verb instead of its right, which is what would be
expeded if the direct objed did not move & the surface

(7) a *Suemade arive Bill (ontime)
b. *John made gpea Mary (on stage)

Thus, the word order in (6), as opposed to (7), indicates that the thematic argument of the
unacaisative verb undergoes ssme movement in the overt syntax when it appeas as the
causee i.e., asthe dired objed of the higher verb make (seeMarantz 1984 Baker 1988.
The word order in these examples presents two problems: identifying the position that these
arguments move to, and the motivation for the movement. This paper will ultimately argue

for the following derivation.3

3 NomP and AccP are projedions that license the nominative and acasative Cases, discussd
in sedions two and four, and ZP is Stowell’s (1995 ZeitP, discussd in sedion three
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(8 NomP
PN
DP Nom'
PN
Swe Nom TP
PN
ZP T
PN
T ZP
PN
ZP Z
PN
zZ
AccP
DP AccC
PN
Bill; Acc VP
PN
DP V'’
PN
tt Vv ZP
PN
tw Z VP
PN
arrivg VvV DP
t; t;

Note that the derivation presented in (8) is very similar to the one agued for by Johnson
(1991, and dverges from it primarily in terms of the labeling of the cdegoriesin question and
perhaps more interestingly, the type of evidence and argumentation that are being used.

The ontrast between (6) and (7) clealy indicates that a caiseethat startsout at a
position to the right of alower verb inside the lower VP must move to some position to the

left of the verb at the surface
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(9 a SuemadeBill; arrivet;
b. Johnmade Mary; appea t;

There ae d least two reasonsto rule out the possbility that the movement outlined in (9) is
motivated by some thematic licensing procedure that would require the themeatic role of the
preposed DP to be dhedked by the unacaisative verb: (@) If all internal thematic roles were
licensed by being chedked at some preverbal area al (dired) objeds in English would occur
preverbally, which is not the cae. (b) A thematic roleis not the right sort of property that can
be expressed as afedure. Neither Case-licensing nor Wh-licensing is clause bound. Case can
be licensed in any superordinate dause in a mmplex sentence, asisthe caein theraising and
ECM constructions, and a Wh-phrase can target any [+ Wh] CP in short and long Wh-
movement. Thematic roles, however, are very spedfic to a given predicae in agiven clause.
An argument is interpreted not only as an Agent or a Patient, but more importantly, as the
Agent or Patient of a particular predicate, which is atype of relationship more naturally
expressed through coindexation rather than feaure deding.

It isalso unlikely that the movement in (9) would be due to some apedual cheding
because aspedual properties do not fador into the linea ordering between verbs and their
objedsin English. Differencesin affedednessdo not yield *John an appe ate (affeded) or
*John a bod read (unaffeded), and the aility of an objed to delimit the event (seeTenny
1990 produces neither *Mary a bod read (delimiting) nor *Mary a cat petted
(nondelimiting). This leaves Case licensing as the only plausible motivation for the movement
in (9), which indicates that the reason for preposing these aguments relates to the licensing of

the acasative Case by the caisative predicate make, rather than any property that relates to
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the lower predicaesarriveand appear.

Licensing acasative Case through a spedfier-head relation rather than government
has been quite an influential ideain recent yeas. Inadditionto alowing al structural Cases
to be licensed in a uniform manner, it also entails that the aceisative Caseislicensed a a
derived position, which has empiricd support acosslanguages. The most obvious fad in this
regard is the adility of oblique aguments to shift to the acaisative in structures involving
dative shift (Mary gavea bod to me, Mary gave me a bok) and the locative aternation
(Johnloaded the truck with hay, Johnloaded the hay onto the truck).4 More dedsive
evidencewill be presented in the next sedion in the mntext of the Turkish causative
construction, where it will be established that acaisative Case canot be licensed by the
predicae that introduces an external argument, and that Case licensing must be handled at
spedficaly designated positionsthat are projeded independently of the verbsin the dause.

The basic points of the agument can be outlined as follows. If the fronting in (9) is
for the licensing of the acaisative Case by the caisative predicae make, then the licensing
must occur at some spedfier that is asociated with it, which means that these fronted
arguments have moved to a position higher than the base position of make, and (b) make has
subsequently moved to a head higher than the position of the fronted argument.>

(10) a Suemade [Bill; t [ve (t) arrive t]]

4 The dternative goproach hes been to assume that there ae two distinct forms of give and
loadin the lexicon, give, and give,, load;, and load.. Arguments against this approach can be
found in Kural (1996.

S Thetraces in parentheses are the ones that would be left behind if unacausative VPs were to
projed a spedfier.
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b. Johnmade [Mary; t; [ve (1) appea ti]]
The discusson below makes the same point as above but without the aucial assumption that
the movement in (9) is motivated by Case licensing.

A weder claim regarding (9) would be that the aceaisative aguments have moved
only partially, and that they have the structure in (11) at the surface

(11)) a Suemade [vp Bill; arrive t;]
b. Johnmade [ve Mary; appea tj]

The derivation in (11) assumes minimal movement. However, evidence from clauses that
contain transitive verbs suggests that thisis not arich enough representation to acount for all
the relevant fads. Consider first, a simple sentencethat contains a transitive verb.

(12 Johnate [the cdbage]

Asauming that the structural relation between dired objeds and their verbs remains constant
between causative and non-causative dauses, the derivation of (12) that is consistent with the
derivation in (9) would be ain (13). 6

(13) *John [ [the cdbage]i [ve t; ateti]]

Just asin (9), the acaisative agument is fronted to the left of the verb that generatesit asa
complement in (13), which clealy does not have the mrred word order. This suggests that
the movement of the dired objed must be acompanied by the movement of the infleded
main verb ate to the left of the fronted acasative agument.

(14) John [ ate [ [the cddbage]; [ve t ti t]]]

6 It is not relevant for the discusson here whether the acaisative agument in both instances
has been fronted dredly to the acaisative licensing position, or somewhere lower.
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Next, consider (15a), where the equivalent of (12) is embedded under the causative
predicae make The relative positions of the dired objed of ate, the abbagg, and the verb
atein (14) arereplicaed in (15b).

(15 a Mary made Johned [the cdbage]
b. Mary made John [ edy [ [the cdobage]; [ve tj ti ti]]]

In order to remain consistent with the derivation of the caisative in (15b), the eguivalent of
the movement of the lower verb eat out of its VP would also have to take placein the
derivation of (9a), repeaed below as (16a). In (16b), the lower verb arriveleavesits base
position inside the lower VP and string vacuously moves to some position to its left.”

(16) a Suemade [Bill; arrive t;]
b. Sue made [Bill; [ arrive [ (t) [ve (t) t; t]]1]

The derivation in (15b) involves two stepsin the lower VP level: (a) the fronting of the
cabbag, i.e., the dired objed of the lower verb eat, to a position before the base position of
eat; and (b) the fronting of the verb eat to a position before the surfaceposition of its dired
objed, the abbag. Sincethe abbage isthe dired objed of the verb eat, its acasative Case
islicensed at a position asciated with the lower VP. The same type of acaisative licensing
relation holds between the caisative verb made and the caisees Johnin (15b) and Bill in
(16b). Thus, due to the same mnsistency considerations, the series of movement that
produces the order in the lower VPs sould also apply in the higher VP.

(170 a Mary made [ John [ve t [ edy [ [the cdbbage]; [ve tj tk t]]]]]

7 The higher tracein parentheses in (16b) stands for the position occupied by that cabbage,
the dired objea of the lower verb eat in the crresponding (15b). It isnot clea to me
whether or not this position is projeded in the causatives of intransitive verbs.

11
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b. Sue made. [Billi [ve t« [ arrive [ (ti) [ve (t) t t]1]]
In (17), the caisee aguments are fronted to the left of the base position of made, which bea's
the same type of relation with resped to their acasative Case, as does the verb eat with the
acwsative Case of the abbagein (17a). Thisis followed by the movement of madeto a
position to the left of its fronted dred objed, asisthe cae with eat in (173).

The derivation for Ste made Bill arrive (ontime) shown in (17b) ismore preferable to
the onein (11a) because it is consistent with the derivation of structures with transitive verbs.
Note that (17b) is essntially a more detailed version of the structure given in (10a), which
presupposes that acaisative Case is licensed at a spedfier position, whereas the only
asumption made in the intervening discusson was that dired objeds bea the same type of
structural relation with their verbs aaossconstructions.

The next sedion will ook at the nature of structural Case licensing in the Turkish
causative mnstruction, which will play a key role in identifying the position of the fronted
dired objed in English.

2 CaseLicensing Positions

There aetwo lines of thinking that have emerged over the yeas regarding the type of
caegory that can license structural Case. The one assumed by Kayne (1989 and Chomsky
(1997) adopts a very general view in which structural Case is licensed by a functional head

that is gedficaly designated as the licensor of that particular Case.8 The licensor for

8 Note that the question as to whether the caegory that licenses Case is functional or lexicd is
logicdly independent of whether the licensing is to be handled through spedfier-head relation
or government. | will follow general assumptions in the field and ignore the posshili ty of Case
licensing through government by a functional head.

12
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acasative Case has traditionally been the Agro:
(18) AgrsP
N
Spec Agrs

Agrs TP
N
Spec T
N
T AgroP

N
DP, Agro’
N
Agro VP

DP V'

ti
The dternative is the dichotic gpproach adopted by Chomsky (1995, in which the head that

licenses the nominative Case is the functional category T, while the acaisative Case is licensed

at the spedfier of the predicae that also generates the external argument at alower spedfier:

13
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(19) TP
N

N
N
y
N
DP Vv
N
tj Vv VP

/\
DP  V

The key difference between these two approadesisthat the heal that licenses the Case of the
dired objed introduces an (external) argument into the structure in (19), but not in (18).
From this point of view, the gproad schematized in (19) is equivalent to the dasscd theory
of Case in which acasative is assgned by atransitive verb under government (Chomsky
1981). Assuch, it is susceptible to some of the same problems that are asociated with that
classcd view. This dion will point out one such problem, namely, the distribution of
structural Case in the multiple causatives in Turkish, which hes a straightforward aceunt
under the functional head approad in (18), but not under the thematic head approad in (19),
which neeads to be supdemented with a fairly complex medhanism in order to producethe
right results.

An outstanding property of Turkish causativesisthe dility of the caisative morpheme
to iterate al infinitum, while thereisa severe limitation on the number of overt causees that

can beintroduced into the structure, which is due to a fundamental restriction against the

14
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dudication of any Case. Inthe multiple caisatives of Turkish, there can be only one
acasative, only one dative, and only one by-phrase agument. Observe below that the
external argument of a casativized intransitive verb surfaces as an acasative agument.®

(20) -tu
-NOM run-PAST-3SG

(2) Ahmet -yi -tur-du
Ahmet-NOMm -ACC run-CAUSE-PAST-3SG
‘ Ahmet made

Becaisethebaseverb  ‘run’ hasno dired objed, the acaisative Case is avail able when the
VP that containsit is embedded under the (incorporated) causative predicae {-Dlir}, as
shownin (21). On the other hand, when atransitive verb is causativized, sincethe accsative
Caseis drealy taken up by the dired objed of the base verb, it is no longer avail able for the

causee i.e., the external argument of the base verb, asin (23):

(220 Ahmet -yi  Op-tl
Ahmet-NOMm -ACC KiSSPAST-3sG
‘Ahmet kissed A
(23) a Fatma Ahmet-e -yi  Op-tar-di
Fatma-NOM Ahmet-DAT -ACC KiSSCAUSE-PAST-3SG
‘Fatma made Ahmet kissA
b. *Fatma Ahmet-i Ay -yi Op-tar-du
Fatma-NOM Ahmet-AccC -ACC KiSSCAUSE-PAST-3SG

The external argument of 6p ‘kiss, Ahmet, can only appea as a dative phrase, asin (23a).
The same type of restriction obtains with the dative Case that appeas on the caiseein

(2338). When the causative dausein (23) is embedded under another causative layer, the new

9 The 3rd singular agreament is a null morpheme in matrix clausesin Turkish.

15
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causeg i.e., the nominative subjed in (23), may not bea the dative (or the acaisative) Case,

but rather, it must surface & aby-phrase.10

(24 a Mehmet Fatma Ahmet-e -yi
Mehmet-Nom Fatma by Ahmet-DAT -ACC
Op-tur-t-ta

KiSSCAUSE-CAUSE-PAST-3SG
‘Mehmet made Fatma make Ahmet kissA

b. *Mehmet Fatmaryal- Ahmet-e -yi
Mehmet-Nom Fatma-DAT/-AcC Ahmet-DAT -ACC
Op-tir-t-td

KisSsSCAUSE-CAUSE-PAST-3SG
‘Mehmet made Fatma make Ahmet kissA

Likewise, the by-phrase in (24a) cannot reaur when it is embedded under another causative
layer. In such structures, the caisee ceaed by the alditional causative, i.e., the nominative
subjed in (24), must remain an implicit argument and cannot be expressed overtly.
(25 *pro Mehmet Fatma Ahmet-e -yi
1sG Mehmet by Fatma by Ahmet-DAT -ACC

Op-tr-t-tir-dirm

KiSS CAUSE-CAU SE-CAUSE-PAST-1SG

‘I made Mehmet make Fatma make Ahmet kissA
The restriction against multiple by-phrases is quite firm in that it still applies when one of the
by-phrasesisintroduced by a passve. The demoted subjed Mehmet in the passve of (24d),

which is (26a) below, cannot appea as a by-phrase sincethe passvized clause drealy

contains a by-phrase introduced by the caisative. Note that the passve in (26a) would be

10 There ae two phonologicaly conditioned allomorphs for the causative morpheme in
Turkish: {-DIr} and {-t}. {-t} isused only after avowel or /r/, except with monosyllabic
roots, and {-DIr} elsaswhere. The caisative morpheme iterates by alternating between these
two forms, i.e., {... tir+t+tir+t+tir+t...} .

16
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perfedly acceptable with either by-phrase missng, asin (26b) and (26c).11

(26) a Mehmet Fatma Ahmet-e
-NOoM Mehmet by Fatma by Ahmet-DAT
Op-tar-t-ul-da

KiSS CAUSE-CAUSE-PASS-PAST-3SG
‘A was made by Mehmet to be made by Fatmato be kissed by Ahmet’

b. e Fatma Ahmet-e Op-tar-t-tl-da
-NoM Fatma by Ahmet-DAT KiSSCAUSE-CAUSE-PASSPAST-3SG
‘A was made by someone to be made by Fatmato be kissed by Ahmet’
C. Mehmet Ahmet-e Op-tar-t-tl-da
-NOM Mehmet by Ahmet-DAT KiSSCAUSE-CAUSE-PASSPAST-3SG

‘A was made by Mehmet to be made by someone to be kissed by Ahmet’

What makes (26a) unacceptable is the presence of two by-phrasesin the dause, which isthe
same reason that (25) is unacceptable.12

There aetwo conclusions to be drawn from the paradigm discussed above. First, the
dative and by-phrase aguments introduced by the caisative (or the passve) need to be
structurally licensed, presumably in the same way that nominative and acasative aguments
are, i.e., by entering into a spedfier-head relation with alicensing head. Seand, the head that
licenses an acaisative (or a dative or a by-phrase) argument cannot be the same head that also
introduces an additional external argument, i.e., the caiser, into the structure.

Thefirst point isrelatively straightforward. The distribution of the dative and by-

phrase agumentsisregulated in essntially the same way as the distribution of acasative

11 Causees and demoted subjeds can remain covert in Turkish, so if taken out of context, the
by-phrase in (26b-c) would be anbiguous between the caisee and the passve by-phrase
interpretations.

12 The same sort of restriction also applies in cases of multiple with-phrasesin Turkish, even
in cases where eab with-phrase is interpreted as having a distinct thematic role, e.g., an
Instrument, a Material, or a Comitative. Thisisue and itsimplicaions are discussd in detall
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arguments: only a single occurrence per clause is allowed, and whether or not a given causee
will appea as adative or aby-phrase depends on whether or not an argument of either type
has aready been admitted into that clause.

The second point isrelatively more subtle. Note first that the distribution of Casein
Turkish (widely construed to include by-phrases as well) is not the same ait isin English,
where eab occurrence of the caisative verb make licenses another acaisative agument.

(27) | made them make him make us make her ed the cdbage.

This behavior is exadly what is expeded under the view that structural Caseiis licensed
direaly by the predicae that introduces a new argument in ead of its occurrences.
Regardlessof whether acaisative is assgned under government, as in Chomsky (1981) or
chedked at a second spedfier, as $ownin (19), ead occurrence of make can be matched with
adifferent acasative agument in the structure, so it can be agued that the acaisative Case is
licensed dredly by the verb make in some fashion.

Thisis not the cae in Turkish, however. The caisative morphemes added into the
structure do not license anew instance of the same type of argument, which makes it
extremely unlikely that cAUSE itself could structuraly license any argument, whether handled
through government or spedfier-head relation. Descriptively, structural Case has atemplatic
nature in Turkish causatives. The dauseitself provides ome meansto license asingle
ocaurrence of an acaisative, a dative, and a by-phrase agument, which is where the cgadty
for structural licensing stops regardlessof how many times CAUSE has been iterated. This

limitation is cgptured in a straightforward manner in the dausal architecure given in (18), and

in Kura (1996.
18
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is <hematicdly outlined in (28). Note that NomP, ByP, DatP, and AccP below are intended

asthe projedionsthat license the nominative, by-phrase, dative, and acaisative aguments

respedively (the dhoicefor the labels will become dea in sedion four):13

(28) NomP
=~
ByP
=~
DatP
=~
AccP
=~
VP
=~
cAause VP
=~

CAUSE VP

=~
The adility of English type caisativesto iterate any given Case can be catured in this g/stem
by allowing the caisative predicate to take alicensing projedion as its complement, rather

than a VP, regulated by a parameter that relates to the nature of the causative predicate. 14 15

13 Kural (1996 proposes that the ility of arguments to move to their respedive structural
licensing positions would obey the Economy principles if “shortest move” is construed as
movement to the first available Case position.

14 The representation in (29) is not entirely accurate because it does not incorporate the
caegory ZP into the structure.

15 Children would be ale to dedde on the value of this parameter by looking at the caisative
of atrangtive verb. Languages like French present some complication in this matter because
they have both the acwsative/dative dternation and the aility to iterate dative and by-
phrases. In such languages, the aucial datafor children would have to be the alult utterances
that involve multiple caisatives, which, based on anedodal and unscientific evidence, do not
seam too uncommon when interading with children (*No, You are making me make you go
to your room!’).
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(29) VP
P

CAUSE AccP

=~
VP
=~

CAUSE AccP

N

In conclusion, the distribution of Case in the multiple caisatives of Turkish has anatural
acount in a system where structural Case licensing takes place & the spedfier of a spedficdly
designated functional head, as siownin (18).

It must be noted at this point that it isin principle possble to manipulate the second
spedfier approach in away that would producethe contingent nature of Case in Turkish
causatives. What is neaded in this regard, however, isa complex protocol for the Case
licensing machinery that would effedively mimic what comes naturally in the independent
functional head approadh. For starters, one would have to assume that unlike any other
predicae, the Turkish CAUSE is capable of licensing threetypes of arguments: acasative and
dative DPs, and by-phrases. The dbility to license these aguments would have to be
digunctive, so that licensing only one type can satisfy the verb’slicensing cagpadty. By
contrast, the English cAuSE would behave like an ordinary verb, licensing only one type of
argument. Finaly, there would have to be an additional medhanism that keeps trad of the
type of Case that islicensed at every step in the derivation, to enforcethe requirement that
eadt occurrence of CAUSE licenses a different type of argument. The basic components of this

system are schematicaly represented in the following (diredionality of branching ignored):
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(30) VP
/\
DP.
/\
CAUSE VP
/\

i acausativel DP,
i dative y ty T

T by b CAUSE VP
T
| acaisativell DP, T
i detive Yy i T
T by p CAUSE ™~
ti
i acaisative (i
i dative y
T by p

In (30), the verb CAUSE has the cgadty to license acwusative, dative, and by-phrase
arguments. The lowest CAUSE in the structure licenses the acaisative Case that belongs to
either the dired objed or the first causeein its ssoond spedfier because of the dsence of any
other verb (including CAUSE) that has licensed an acasative agument before. After that, the
CAUSE that isnext in ling, i.e., the intermediate one, has to license adative agument becaise
an acwisative agument has alrealy been licensed lower down. Similarly, the next CAUSE, i.e.,
the highest one, must license aby-phrase because the predicaes below (CAUSE or otherwise)
have drealy licensed an acasative phrase and a dative phrase.

Although it istedchnicdly possble to implement such a system, it is not clea that it
offers any improvement on the functional head approach. On the @ntrary, it builds a type of

contingency into Case licensing that is avoided in the functional projedion based system
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through the locd nature of complement seledion. It isalso highly contrived. The sole
purpose of this type of mechanism would be to replicae the interdependent relationship that is
anatural outcome of structures where Case is licensed by afunctional head. Neither the aili ty
of the causative construction to license different types of arguments, nor the requirement to
do so follows from anything in the basic design of the second spedfier approad outlined in
(19). For thisreason, one must conclude that the functional projedion based approachis
better suited to handle awider array of Case distribution fads.

In light of the discusson above, the structures that underlie the dausesin ($8d), (12a),
and (15a) would be asin (31b), (32b), and (33b), respedively.

(3) a SuemadeBill arrive (ontime)
b. Sue, madej [ACCP BI". tj [Vp [ tj [ (ti) arrive ti]]]

(320 a Johnate[the cabbage]
b. JOhn( atq [ACCP [the Cé)bage]i tj [Vp tx tj t ]]

(33) a Mary made Johned [the cdbage]
b. Mary, made [acce John [ve tmti [ €& [acce [the cddbage]; tj [ve tk tj i ]]]]]

The exposition up to this point has concentrated only on the position of the dired objed in
English, establishing that structural Cases must be licensed by functional heads. Thisleaves
open the questions where the position of these functional projedions are relative to the VPs
and where the verb is located in the structure. 1t will be agued in the following sedion that
Case licensing projedions are outside the VP complex and that infleded main verbs move in
the overt syntax to the head of the time denoting projedion ZP in English, while infleded

auxili aries move higher to the head of the TP.
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3 ThePosition of the English Verb

SinceLarson (1988 introduced the notion of VP shells for ditransitive verbs like give, it has
been commonly assumed that verbs (infleded or not) undergo some type of short movement
in English, which produces the wrred order inl gavethe bodk to Mary rather than the

ungrammeticd *1 the bodk gaveto Mary.

(34) IP
N
DP I
N
T VP
N
DP V&
N
Vv VP
N
give DP Vv’
N
thebodk V PP
PN
t toMary

Against this badkdrop, the advent of acaisative Case licensing at the spedfier of a
predesignated projedion (the AgrP of Kayne 1989 has brought up the issue of where the
functional head that licenses the acosative Case is located with resped to the higher VP shell.
One schoal of thought, adopted in Chomsky (1991), isto placeit above the higher VP shell,
though presumably lower than the auxiliary VPs. Under the asumption that the English verb
does not move & the surface thisimpliesthat the acaisative Caseis licensed in the cvert
syntax, at LF. The dternative position is taken by Sportiche (1990, who places the licensor
between the VP shells, thus making it possble for the verb to move aove the dired objed

position in the overt syntax along with the overt movement of the dired objea from its VP-
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internal base position to the spedfier of the AgroP between the VP shells. The basics of this
approach are outlined in (35), which is converted into the vP format adopted by Chomsky
(1995, where v stands for the light verb that introduces the external argument (also see

Kratzer 1993 Koizumi 1993 .16

(35 vP
N
DP v
N
t v AgroP
SN
cooked; DR Agro’
P NN
the dinner Agro VP
N
ti DP \Y
t; ti

The type of derivation argued for in this paper is smilar to the one shown in (35) except for
the syntadic typology of the head that hosts the infleded verb at the surface There aethree
empiricd reasonsto rejed the achitedure represented in (35), two of which relate to the
viahility of the light verb analysis of Kratzer (1993 and Chomsky (1995.

First, as was discussd in the previous fdion, generating the acaisative licensor
between VP layers produces the wrong results in alanguage like Turkish, irrespedive of the
guestion whether the higher VP is an empty shell (Larson 1988, alight verb phrase vP

(Chomsky 19995, or a causative layer. Thisis becauseif the overall architedurein (35) were

16 One can view the vP in (35) as arough equivalent of Larson’s higher VP shell in (34).
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corred, one would exped that there would be another acasative agument in the structure
whenever a new external argument is added into a dause in Turkish, asin the multiple
causative mnstruction, which is not the cae.1”

Seoond, it isnot clea that the light verb analysis can be maintained uniformly for all
transitive verbs as long as the light verb itself has a thematic structure. Barring the possbility
that al external arguments bea the same type of thematic role, such as “Subjed”, and
considering the faa that the order of the verb and its objed does not change acording to the
subjed’s thematic role in English, there would have to be a many different types of light
verbs as there ae thematic roles for external arguments. Althoughthe exad number of vs
required in the grammar would utimately depend on one's theory of thematic role typology,
the result would clealy be a @omplex system in which a verb like steal would need to combine
with avag to aqquire an Agent subjed, while want would need a vex for an Experiencer
subjed, and so on. In and of itself, thisis not an insurmountable obstade for the light verb
analysis but it shows that it cannot be implemented in its smplistic form outlined in (35).18

Third, splitting certain classes of transitive verbs into two VPswould produce *half
verbs’ that cannot have any coherent semantic content, and therefore, cannot have any
plausible (or leanable) representation in the lexicon. Among such verb classes are mntad

verbs like kiss touch, and rub, perception verbs like seg watch, and sense, mental adivity

17 Since cause aways introduces an external argument, its presence must involve avP, which
means it must introduce an acaisative licensor at ead occurrence

18 This particular criticism does not apply in the cae of Larsonian VP structure where the
higher VP istreaed asashell, i.e., a VP projedion with an empty head position that isfilled
when the lower V moves there.
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verbs like know, desire, and fear, or spatial relation verbs like follow, lead, and surround It is
not clea, for example, what the verb kisswould concevably mean if al referenceto the kisser
were excluded, or what desire or surroundwould mean without any referenceto the desirer
or the surrounder. Stripping the external arguments of these verbs leaves behind a verbal base
that cannot have any coherent meaning since these verbs do not make any asertions regarding
the state of their internal argument. The meaning of such verbsis established in terms of the
state or the ads performed by the denotation of the external argument. Under this
hypotheticd split, if either VP isto be interpreted as lading lexicd content or being
semanticaly vaauous, it would have to be the lower one, which introduces the internal
argument. Inthese instances, the VP that introduces the external argument cannot be the light
verb v, which by definition, is smanticdly impoverished.

A further problem with the vP-type analysisisthat it is not clea how the system could
acommodate for the caisative predicate CAUSE, e.g., makeor let in English, or the cauisative
suffix in Turkish. By their nature, both CAUSE and v introduce external arguments; and there
are two possble ways that they may relate to one another: (a) CAUSE may be v, which would
mean that all and only the transitive verbs that have a casative meaning can have the vP layer,
excluding verbs like kissand surround or (b) v may be the constant and the external argument
of CAUSE may be introduced by v, which would mean that CAUSE is adually an intransitive
predicae, which would have ameaning close to hapgen. This, in turn, would imply that the
source of the caisative meaning of CAUSE isthe v, rather than CAUSE itself, which effedively
brings bad the first point, i.e., the cntention that all and only the transitive verbs that contain

aVvP layer must have a caisative meaning. Obvioudly, such a daim cannot be maintained with
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the types of verbs discussed above.1® Thus, CAUSE cannot reasonably exist as suichina
systemwhere dl external arguments are generated by alight verbv. Sincefadualy, CAUSE is
an irreducible component of grammar, the agument above @nstitutes a good reason to rejed
the achitedure presented in (35).20

These issues would not arise if the light verb layer vP is not the sourcefor all external
arguments of trangitive verbs, indicaing that the acusative Case licensor cannot be placed
between VP layers, and that it must be high up in the inflecional field above the VP complex.

Stowell’s (1995 theory of tense opens up interesting posshili ties regarding the
position of the infleded main verb in English. Thisis espedally true with resped to his
analysis of the past tense morpheme {-ed} asaZ, rather thanaT, which isthe head of atime
denoting projedion that is locaed lower than TP. Thisisthe position that | will suggest
infleded verbs move to in the overt syntax in English. Main verbsremain at Z at the surface
while infleded auxili ary verbs move further upto T. This contrast is the source of the dassc

distinction between the infleded auxiliary and main verbs that was mentioned in the beginning.

19 One may argue that the light verb v simply generates the external argument, but does not
provide any thematic role for it, or provides only some antentless thematic role, and that the
thematic role (or its content) comes from the lower verb itself. Inthat case, it would be a
complete mystery what the exad function of vis meant to be and what is being gained by
preserving it. Perhaps more damaging would be that this type of analysis essentially invokes a
control type a@nfiguration, which cannot acount for the presence of idiomatic subjeds sich
as The at got out of the bagand idiosyncratic subjeds, asin The guitar brokea string. If
one aumed that the seledion of the external argument is aso handled by the lower verb, this
would amount to claiming that visaraising predicate, which serioudy undermines the premise
of the vP analysis.

20 The objedions raised in this sdion should not be mnstrued to mean that the multil ayered
VP approach is never a possble option. It smply means that it cannot be used
indiscriminately with al transitive verbs.
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A crucia assumption in Stowell’ s theory of tense is that tense is a predicate that orders
event times relative to referencetimes (also seeZagona 1990. Inthisview, past tenseisthe
predicae PAST that orders the event time before the reference time, where referencetimeis
coindexed with utterancetime in main clauses and the matrix event time in subordinate
clauses. Thisis hematized in (36), where ‘x PAST y' reals as ‘x temporally followsy'.

(36) a Matrix clauses: [utterancetime]; [cp [referencetime]; PAST [event time]; |

b. Subordinate dauses: [ ... [event time]; [cp [referencetime]i PAST [event time]; ]]
The predicaive nature of tense requires the presence of a cdegory that can enter into a
predicae-argument relationship with tense. Stowell posits ZeitP (ZP) as that category, whose
relation with VP is analogous to the relation between aDP and an NP. Just asan NPisa
predicaive cdegory that must combine with a DP to be ale to function as an argument of the
verb,2l aVPisalso apredicaive caegory, and needsto combine with the time denoting
projedion ZP to become an argument of tense.

In Stowell’ s theory, the ZP that denotes the event time is projeded right above the VP
asa complement of T. Thereisalso another ZP, atype that can be syntadicdly bound, that is
locaed at the spedfier of TP. In his g/stem, this ZP provides the referencetime and it is
bound by either the utterancetime (in matrix clauses) or the higher event time (in subordinate

clauses), and it is represented as an e in (37).22

21 This ideawas exploited thoroughly in Stowell (19917).

22\\hether this bindable ZP is a variable or a PRO remains unclea in Stowell’swork as it will
in the arrent one.
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(37) CpP
=~
TP
T
ZP T
T
e T ZP
T

PAST Z VP

Stowell further argues that the morpheme {-ed}, which normally indicates past tense in
English, isgenerated under the cdegory Z as atemporal polarity item. As such, it must be ¢
commanded by aPAST in order to be licensed, so even though {-ed} cannot denote past tense
diredly, its presencein the structure is an indication for the presence of aPAST at some higher
position in the structure. The indired nature of the relation between {-ed} and PAST plays a
crucial rolein the acount for the Sequence of Tense (SOT) effedsin English:

(38) Johnthought that Bill was sck
a. Bill’s scknesstime was in the past of John'sthinking time  (Past-shifted reading)

b. Bill’s scknesstime was smultaneous with John's thinking time (SOT reading)
The assumption that the locus of the past tense interpretation is not the {-ed} alowsan
interesting acoount for the well-known ambiguity in (38). An{-ed} smply indicaes that there
isaPAST somewhere aove in the structure. The past-shifted reading ariseswhen the T that is
the dausemate of {-ed} contains a PAST. When the dausemate T has no PAST, but a higher
clause does, thisleads to the SOT reading:

(39) a Johnprast think-ed [that Bill PAST be-ed sick]  (Past-shifted reading)
b. John PAST think-ed [that Bill A be-ed sick] (SOT reading)

Divorcing {-ed} from its past tense function allows a vaaious occurrence of the {-ed} form of
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averb in subordinate dauses, which is then interpreted as a wvert present.23 By hypothesis,
the past tense morpheme is generated under T, and the Z remains anull category in languages
that do not display the SOT effeds, such as Bpanese and Rusgan.

Clealy, some apeds of Stowell’s theory are open to various modificaions and
interpretations, espeaally in terms of how event times relate to the VP, how utterancetime is
fixed, and the medhanics of the binding of the referencetime. However, both the basic
premise of the theory regarding the treament of tense & a predicaive cdegory and the daim
that {-ed} isthe head of some projedion other than T appea quite reasonable, espeaally
given the fad that they acoount for SOT effeds in such a straightforward manner. Likewise,
therole that ZP playsin this g/stem seems und, and it has further use in the caisative
construction, where, the caisative predicate CAUSE must arguably take aVP asitsinternal
argument, which is clealy a predicaive cdegory that nealsto be mnverted into an
argumental caegory. Asaresult, the picture that emerges in the context of Stowell’ s theory
of tense and what was discussed in the previous dion isthe following. The dired objed
moves overtly to the acaisative licensing position outside the VP layers, i.e., the spedfier of
AccP (= AgroP). Theinfleded main verb also moves in the overt syntax to a position that is
above the acwsative licensing position, which lies above the VP layers. 1t does gay,
however, lower than T, asindicated by the do-support fadsin (4). Stowell’s theory predicts

an additional projedion predsely at this position, between the TP and the VP, which hosts the

23 SeeKura (1999 for asimilar case in Turkish where the past tense morpheme in the
subordinate dauseisaZ but not atemporal polarity item.
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{-ed}, which is the morpheme that appeas on the infleced verb in the past tense.24 The null
asuumption must be that these two conjedures, the presence of aZ between T and V that is
headed by {-ed} and the movement of an infleded main verb with {-ed} morphemeto a
position between the T and the V is not an acadent. That is, the surfaceposition of the
infleded main verb in Englishis Z, which introduces the {-ed} morpheme into the structure.

As gated in the beginning, feaure cheding by way of covert head movement at LF
and feaure movement in the overt syntax (Chomsky 1995 were posited as an acount for the
discrepancy between the overt morphology on the infleded main verb in English and its
supposed low position at the surface If, however, the conclusion drawn above is corred, and
the infleded main verb has already moved to the head that contains the {-ed} morphemein
the overt syntax, it can be agued that the verb acquires the {-ed} morphology in the syntax
rather than in the lexicon. Asaresult, there would no longer be any need to assume that verbs
must be imported into the syntax with their morphology preassembled in the lexicon, only to
have their feaure diedked in the overt or covert syntax (by moving the entire caegory or only
the relevant feaure). In this ®nse, one can return to the more conventional view that
morphologicd complexity isformed in the syntax rather than in the lexicon, regardliessof
whether or not feaure heding plays any rolein this matter.

There ae two advantages in deriving all morphologicd complexity in the syntax.
First, it allows the lexicon to remain a static component, as a repository of lexicd entries,

rather than a dynamic component that produces new lexicd items with the aoility to combine

24\\e leave aside the status of agreament for the time being.
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morphology.2°® The dfed of this would be to push all syntadicaly relevant operations into
the same cmponent of grammar, to the syntax, and enable a ¢ea division of labor. Seaond,
it establishes atransparent relation between the morphologicd and syntadic components of
the grammar, in away that lets overt morphology serve & evidencefor the position of the
hea at the surface For example, if averb 'V hasthree dfixes attached, e.g., aff,-V-aff ;-aff 3,
this would be taken as an indicaion that of the heads H,, H,, or H; corresponding to aff,, aff»,
and aff; in the overt syntax, the V has moved at least as high as the highest head. This
hypothesis can be stated as follows:
(40) Morphologicd Transparency Hypothesis:
If ahead H; has an affix Aff; that correspondsto a syntadic head H;, H; must be & least
as high as H; at the surfacein the syntax.
Both this particular division of labor between the components and the transparency of syntax
in terms of morphology would help the language aqjuisition processby limiting the range of
possble structures the learner must consider viable. Therefore, in the @senceof any clea
empiricd evidenceto the mntrary, it would be desirable to preserve both properties.
4 Remaining Issues
Two key issues were left out in the preceading dscusson: (@) the mecdhanism that is responsible
for triggering the do-support rule in the mntexts defined in (4), and (b) the source of the
agreament morpheme that appeas with 3rd singular subjeds in the non-past tense in English.

Ead question is addressed in this sdion.

25t is debatable whether one must distringuish between inflectional and derivational
morphology, or regular and irregular morphology.

32



1999

4.1 The Didtribution of Do-Suppart
Since Emonds (1976, it has been the traditional view that the presence of do-support isan
indication that the tense morpheme is granded in the VP-deletion, VP-fronting, auxili ary

inversion, and negative placement contexts srown below.

(4) a Johnsad he would fix his bike, and he did. (VP deletion)
b. John said he would fix his bike, and fix hisbike hedid  (VP-fronting)
c. Did Johnfix his bike? (Auxiliary Inversion)
d. Johndid not fix his bike. (Negative Placement)

However, the stranded tense morpheme explanation would no longer be available if the
infleded main verb is assumed to be dways raising to the cdegory that contains {-ed} inthe
overt syntax. If V can always moveto Z and combine with {-ed}, the {-ed} morphemeis
never stranded. This meansthat the traditional analysis of do-support cannot be alopted asis,
and that it needs to be modified to some extent.

In the VP-deletion construction, it is clea that as long as the infleded main verb
always movesto the Z level to combine with {-ed} in the overt syntax, deleting the VP would
not remove the base form of the verb from the structure. Perhaps the most straightforward
solution to this problem would be to assume that the @nstituent that is deleted is not the VP,
but the complement of Z, i.e., a Case licensing projedion, which leaves the Z behind. Under
this approad, VP-deletion would be analogous to the one anaphorarule that leaves the
determiner behind, asin Mary borrowed the bodk on the wffeetable but left the one onthe
couch. There ae, of course, other possble dternatives, but it appeas that none of them

would be & effedive in terms of replicating the dfeds of the work as snocthly as the
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traditional stranded morpheme gproach.26
The VP-fronting construction hes an additional constraint, acerding to which, only
the VP that contains the main verb can be preposed.

(41)) a Bill said hewas going to fix the ca and fixing the ca he may have been.
b. *Bill said he was going to fix the ca and been fixed the ca he may have.

c¢. *Bill said hewas going to fix the ca and have been fixed the ca he may.
In thisregard, VP-fronting contrasts sarply with the VP-deletion construction where eab
VP layer isindependently deletable (though perhaps with varying degrees of naturalness.

(42) Do you think that Bill may have been fixing his car?

a He may have been fixing-theca.
b. He may have beenfixed-the-ca.

c. He may have beafixed-the-ca.
This makes VP-fronting lessamenable to a unified acount with the VVP-deletion construction.
The unavail ability of VP-fronting with auxili aries, as $i1own in (41), suggests that the
congtituent that is being preposed in this construction is rather small. It isin fad possble that
VP-fronting moves a VP, provided that there is a genera restriction against raising the

temporal polarity item above its licensor, PAST, which is generated under T. Thiswould

26 One possbility isto generate anull VP diredly in the structure, rather than inserting full -
fledged VP and then removing the phonetic content. The problem with this approad would
be languages like Ndendeule, where the infleded verb escepes the VP-deletion, and only the
objed isremoved from the structure (Ngonyani 1996. Another posshility isthat VP-deletion
isadually ZP-deletion. However, this approac requires an additional stipulation that the
{-ed} must not be removed from the structure, perhaps because of Reaverability. Under this
approach cases that involve multiple auxili aries, such as Johnsaid he would fix his bikeand
he may have fixed-hisbike, would be treaed as participia phrase (PartP) deletion. However,
amore serious problem under this aceunt would be the gapping construction, where it
appeasthat both the T and the Z are being removed from the structure.

34



1999

motivate the stranding of the {-ed} morpheme, which can be fadlitated by do-support, which
would allow {-ed} toraiseto T.

The conventiona view on the do-support in auxiliary inversion isthat the target C,
whichis[+ Q] in (4c), attradsthe T and forces it to move. Asaresult, {-ed} gets dranded in
C, and the structure is slvaged by inserting the auxiliary do. Obviously, one cainot resort to
this conventional acount in aframework that treas{-ed} asaZ rather thanaT. Since{-ed}
isfurther below at Z in this view, the movement that starts from T itself would not affed the
position of the {-ed}. To move the {-ed} morpheme in this construction, one might assume
that the movement from T to C is motivated by arequirement that a[+ Q] C must have
phonetic content. In subordinate dauses, this requirement would be met by generating an if
or awhether as an overt C, which for some reason is not possble with matrix [+ Q] Cs.

Thus, the requirement for a[+ Q] C with phonetic content would be fulfill ed only by moving
the highest head with phonetic content to C, which isthe {-ed} morpheme generated under Z.
For reasons that are still not known well (seePollock 1989 Chomsky 1991, among others),
main verbs fail to moveto T in English. This meansthat the movement of {-ed} to the [+ Q]
C can only proceeal by inserting the auxiliary element do, which can moveto T and
subsequently, to C.

The isaue of negation in terms of do-support is deddedly more complicated than the
cases involving V P-deletion, VP-fronting, and auxili ary inversion because it presents the
following paradox. Suppose that the presence of do-support is an indication of an
intervention effed along the lines of Travis (1984 Head Movement Constraint (HMC),

meaning that not is a head, Neg, that blocks the movement of the main verb to T (perhaps at
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LF). Asanatural extension of this acmunt, one would exped not to block the movement of
the auxiliary itemsin the overt syntax as well, which is not the case:

(43) a Maryis not t; eding her spaghetti
b. Mary has not t; eden her spaghetti

Espedally significant isthe fad that the auxiliary verb moves over not and reatiesthe T
without incorporating into Neg. The evidencefor thisis the &bility of infleded auxili aries to
leave not behind and move further to C on their own.
(44 a Is Maryt; not t; eaing her spaghetti?

b. Has Mary t; not t; eaden her spaghetti?
There aetwo possble inferences that one can draw from this: either only the mvert
movement fromV to T is blocked by nat, or auxiliary verbs gart out higher than the surface
position of nat, as sown in (45):

(45 a Maryis t; not eding her spaghetti
b. Mary has t; not eden her spaghetti

However, this view cannot be maintained since uninfeded auxili aries appea to the right of
not:

(46) a Mary hasnot been eding her spaghetti
b. Mary may not have been eaing her spaghetti

Alternatively, not isnot a head and do-support is adivated through some other mecdhanism in
negative dauses. However, this view would essentially be aretradion of the original claim

that not creaes an HM C-type domain.2”

27 Pesetsky (1989 has an interesting vatiation on thisidea He assumesthat not is a spedfier,
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In light of the precealding dscusson, one can acount for the distribution of do-support
in negative sentences in one of two ways: (a) nat is a head and somehow it only blocks covert
verb movement, or (b) not isanot a head, but a spedfier generated above VPs, and for some
reason it requires Z to be moved upto T overtly, which is something only auxili ary verbs can
do in English. Thislatter explanation is admittedly vague, but at this point intime, it isjust as
goaod as any other sincethereis currently no solid theory for the syntax of negation that could
serve & astarting point to develop a cmprehensive acount.

A more predse and uniform acount for the full range of do-support fads ans
elusive & this dage of the theory mostly as aresult of Stowell’s (1995 analysis of {-ed} asa
Z, which makes T-stranding inéligible for an explanation. However, given the alvantages of
this g/stem in terms establishing a transparent relationship between the morphologicd and
syntadic components of the grammar, it does seem that there is much to be gained from
adopting this approach.

4.2 The Agreement Morphology

The assumption that the {-ed} morphemeisaZ and that the infleded main verb movesto Z in
the overt syntax in English satisfies the Morphologicd Transparency Hypothesis with resped
to the tense morphology. However, the past tense morpheme {-ed} is only one of the two
types of infledional morphemes that verbs can bea in English. The other oneisthe
agreament morpheme {-s} which appeas in the non-past tense with 3rd singular subjeds.
This, however, presents a mmplicaion. The agreament morpheme {-s} does not have atime-

denoting function, so it cannot be treded asa Z. It is believed to be associated with the

and that the head Neg is vacant at the surfacePF, but filled at LF.
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projedion that licenses gructural Case, which would placethe agreement morpheme & a
position above the TP level, at AgrsP (Pollock 1989 Chomsky 1997). On the other hand,
there is overwhelming evidence from the position of adverbials and negative markers, as well
asthe gplicaion of do-support, that the infleded main verbs never move that highinthe
overt syntax in English.

This paradox can be resolved in one of two ways. One may assume that {-s} isalso
generated under Z, which although alogicd posshility, would be an ad hoc solution that
undermines the function of Z asthe time denoting head. Alternatively, one may exclude
agreement morphology from the domain of the Morphologica Transparency Hypothesis: if
agreament has no corresponding hea in the syntax, the presence of {-s} would not have ayy
implication for the position of the verb. This view adually has ©me @rroboration in Turkish,
where there is good indicaion that agreement morphology is not manifested in the syntax as
an independent functional head, but instead, it is derived through a late spell-out rule that
provides morphophonologicd content for the feaures that the verb obtains by having entered
into spedfier-heal relation during the derivation (seeKural 1994).

The evidence mmes from a particular discrepancy observed in the subordinate dauses
in Turkish between the position of the ayreement morpheme in the verbal complex and the
position of the subjed. The agreement morpheme gpeas outside asegment that is best
analyzed as a C in Turkish, while the subjed appeas no higher than the spedfier of IP and
crucialy lower than CP. The segment in question isthe -K- in (41), which in the intervocdic

context, surfaces as the unrounded velar semivowel / /, orthographicaly represented with a
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¢ ’28

47 Ay benm  eve git-ti- -im-i
Ay -NOM 1SG-GEN home-DAT go-PAST-K-1SG-ACC think-PRES-3SG
lAy

The segment -K- isanalyzed asa C in Kura (1994 for the following reasons. First, it appeas
only with clausesthat are expeded to be contained in aCP, i.e., the tensed and infinitival
clauses, but not gerunds or deverbal nominals, cf. Abney (1987.2° Second, it does not

appea inthe ECM configuration, where the CP is either deleted or rendered transparent.

(48) Ay beni eve git-ti-(m)
Ay -NOM 1sG-AcC home-DAT Qgo-PAST-(1SG) think-PRES-3sG
lAy

Third, it does not appea in infinitival clauses if the subjed of the infinitival must bea Case.

(490 a Ahmet benim/pro hata  yap-ma-m-dan korkuyor
Ahmet 1sG mistake make-INF-1SG-ABL fea-PRES-3SG
‘Ahmet is afraid of me making a mistake’

b. Ahmet PRO hata  yap-mak-tan korkuyor
Ahmet mistake make-INF-K-ABL fea-PRES-3SG
‘Ahmet is afraid of making a mistake’
Raposo (1987) reports that the infinitival verb must move to C in the infleded infinitives of
European Portuguese. He suggests that thisis due to some requirement that an infleded

infinitive must form a dose relationship with the higher verb (he spedficdly ties thisto Case

28 The subjed of a subordinate dause is genitive in Turkish, and the subordinate dause itself
beas Case morphology. The only exception to both generalizaions is the subordinate dauses
in which -K- is missng.

29 The dassfication made in Kural (1993 of {-DIK-} and {-EcEK-} as past and future tenses
in subordinate dauses (contrasting with the {-DI-} and {-ECEK-} in the matrix clauses), and
-mE- and -mEK- as the infinitive morphemesis not entirely conventional, seeUnderhill

(1976, among others. However, the differenceis not a meaningful one in this context.
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marking). It ispossble that this type of relationship can aso be established by removing the
CP as a potentia intervenor, which would then be the Turkish equivalent of the | to C
movement that takes placein European Portuguese.

The analysisthat {-K-} isthe complementizer in Turkish is sgnificant because the
subjed-verb agreement appeasoutside it. If the basic intuition behind the Mirror Principle
(Baker 1985 and the HMC (Travis 1984) is to be maintained, the order of the morphemes
would indicae that the AgrsP is higher than CP in Turkish. Agreement would then have to be
triggered by moving the subjed to the spedfier of this high AgrsP above the spedfier of the
CP either at the surfaceor at LF. The problem, however, isthat there is evidencethat the
subjed necessarily occupies alower position at both pointsin the derivation.

The licensing of subjed Negative Polarity Items (NPIs) show that the surfaceposition
of the subjed cannot be higher than the surfaceposition of the verb in Turkish. It can be seen
below that the negative morpheme on the verb can license asubjed NPI:

(50 a Kimse uyu-ma

noone Se@-NEG-PAST-3SG
‘Noone dept’

b. *Kimse uyu-du
noone Se@-PAST-3SG

Turkish requires NPIs to be lower than the verb that beas the negation, seeKornfilt (1984
and Zidani-Ero lu (1997). When an NP israised to the matrix clause, negation must be on
the matrix verb, not the subordinate one.

(5) a Kimse/ Ahmet t uyudu san- -m-

noone/ Ahmet by de@-PAST think-PASSNEG-PRES-3SG
‘Noone/ is thought by Ahmet to have fallen adegy’
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b. *Kimse/ Ahmet t uyu-ma- san- -
noone/ Ahmet by de@-NEG-PAST think-PASSPRES-3SG
‘Noone/ is thought by Ahmet to have fallen adegy’
The fad that araised subjed is not compatible with alower negation indicates that the subjed
NPI in (51a) cannot be higher than the surfage position of the verb, which shows that subjeds
cannot be higher than verbs at the surface
Asfor LF, the scope interadion between quantified subjeds and in-situ Wh-phrases
establishes that subjeds must be lower than the spedfier of CP. Note in (52) that a subjed
guantifier cannot take scope over an objed or adverbial wh-phrase, which indicaes that the
in-situ (or focused) wh-phrase takes unambiguous sope over the subjed when it moves to
the spedfier of CP at LF.
(520 a Herkes kimi Optu?
everyone who-Acc KissPAST-3SG

‘“Who did everyone kiss?
Wh>" *" >Wh

b. Herkes Ay neden Optu?
everyone Ay -Acc why KiSSPAST-3sG
‘Why did everyone kissAy ’

Wh>" *" >Wh
If the subjed had moved to a position above the spedfier of CP at the surfaceor at LF, it
would be ale to take scope over the wh-phrase to yield pair-list reading. The only available
interpretation, however, isthe opposite: in these cnstructions, it must be the cae that the
wh-phrase takes unambiguous scope over the quantificational subjed, indicating that it
asymmetricaly c-commands the subjed quantifier at LF.
Thusit appeasthat even though the subjed is never as high as the spedfier of CP, the

agreament morpheme surfaces outside the C in Turkish. The only way to reconcil e these two
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clamsin away that does not violate the Mirror Principle or the HMC isto asume that
agreament does not projed an independent heal in the syntax. It isthe result of alate
morphophonemic spell-out operation that inserts the phonetic content of the f -feaures that
the verb (or the relevant functional head) obtains during the derivation outside dl the
morphology that it acquires through verb movement. This was the mnclusion drawn in Kural
(1994, which seams to have found a natura applicaion in the airrent work in terms of
providing an acount for the presence of the ayreament morpheme {-s-} with the inflected
main verbs in English in concordance with the basic tenets of the MTH. If this conclusion is
corred and agreament is not a syntadic head that projeds an AgrP (also seelatridou 1990,
then the Case licensing positions ought not to be labeled as AgrsP, AgroP, and so on, which is
why these projedions have been marked as NomP, AccP, and such in this work.

5 Conclusion

The gproach developed in this paper seeks to smplify the complex relationship that has
evolved over the yea's between the morphologicd and syntadic components of the grammer.
It does 2 by adopting the MTH, which essntially states that overt morphology isto be
trusted and taken as indication for the relative position of the rresponding heads in the overt
syntax. Although there ae some important issues that need to be resolved, | believe that
establishing such transparent mapping gudelines between morphology and syntax should be

treded as a priority in the study of grammer.
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