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One of the enduring notions in generative grammar has been the assumption that inflected 

main verbs do not move out of their VPs in English.  This idea was first spelled out in Emonds 

(1976), adopted in Chomsky (1981), and later cemented in Pollock’s (1989) groundbreaking 

work on the split-Infl hypothesis. Since then, it has become a standard fixture in much of the 

theory that came out in the 1990’s, especially within the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 

1995).  Throughout the years, it has also played a crucial role in the determination that the 

direct object remains quite low at the surface in English.  Assuming that the main verb has not 

moved outside the VP in the overt syntax, the direct object could only be located at a position 

lower than the surface position of the verb inside the VP complex, i.e., in its base position.   

 Perhaps the most significant consequence of the analysis that places inflected 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 opaque.  Even though the verb bears 

                                                

*  This paper puts together various strands of thoughts that I have been experimenting with 
since Tim Stowell’s seminar on tense at UCLA in the fall of 1991, and includes some material 
from my dissertation.  The connections were made and the claims were clarified during the 
seminar I taught at UCI in the winter of 1998.  I would like to thank everyone who attended 
that seminar for their wonderful input.  I would also like to thank the faculty and students at 
UCLA and UCI for continuing to discuss these ideas and their ramifications with me over the 
years, including, but not limited to, Naoki Fukui, Hilda Koopman, and Tim Stowell.  
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tense and/or agreement morphemes that correspond to heads that are at 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 morphological complexity and syntactic head movement, 

such as Baker (1988).  There have been numerous proposals made in the last decade to 

resolve this conflict, some of which are catalogued in Chomsky (1995), i.e., affix lowering 

followed by the upward movement of the verb at LF, covert movement at LF that checks the 

preassembled morphology, and the overt movement of the feature at the surface.   

 This paper will follow an alternative line of thinking pursued in Johnson (1991) that 

both the direct object and the verb move in the overt syntax in English, the latter also claimed 

by Pesetsky (1989).  Specifically, based on the word order facts in the causative construction, 

it will be argued that (a) direct objects move out of their VPs to a specifier position in the 

inflectional field where accusative Case is licensed; and (b) verbs leave their VPs and move to 

a position that is above the direct object 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 agreement with the preminimalist work of Pollock (1989), Kayne (1989), and 

Chomsky (1991).  The position that the verb moves to overtly in English, i.e., the equivalent 

of Johnson’s (1991) T, will be identified as Z, the head of the time denoting projection ZP that 

was posited by Stowell (1995) as the host of the past tense morpheme { -ed}.  

 The proposal made in this paper has far reaching implications.  To the extent that it is 

possible to maintain that the verbal morphology in English corresponds to the overt syntactic 

movement of the verb, it would be possible to formulate a system in which all instances of 



1999 

 3 

overt morphology are treated as indication for head movement in the overt syntax.  Such a 

transparency requirement on the mapping between the morphology and the syntax would 

clearly have desirable consequences in terms of simplifying the morphology-syntax interface.   

 This paper is organized as follows.  Section one discusses the evidence regarding the 

position of the inflected main verb and the direct object in English.  Section two argues on the 

basis of the distribution of Case in the causative construction in Turkish that Case licensing is 

better handled outside the VP complex, at the specifiers of projections that lie in the 

inflectional field.  Section three summarizes Stowell’s (1995) theory of tense, suggests that 

the inflected main verb is at Z in the overt syntax in English, and proposes a transparent 

mapping between morphology and syntax.  Section four touches on two related issues:  (a) It 

reinterprets the distribution of do-support in terms of the environments that trigger its 

application .  (b) It provides an account for the agreement morphology in the non-past 3rd 

singular forms in English in the context of the proposal made in this work.  

1  Overt Movement in English 

The classic evidence regarding the position of the inflected main verb in English comes from 

two sources:  The first one is the contrast between the position of an adverbial element with 

respect to the inflected main verb in English shown in (1), as opposed to the inflected auxili ary 

in English shown in (2), and the inflected verb in French shown in (3).1  

(1) a. John often kisses Mary 

 b. *John kisses often Mary 

                                                

1 The same point can also be made with the position of the negative particle: (do) not like DP 
vs. * li ke not DP in English, but (n’)aime pas DP vs. *aime ne pas DP in French.  
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(2) a. *John often has kissed Mary 

 b. John has often kissed Mary 

(3) a. *Jean  souvant embrasse Marie      
    Jean  often   kisses    Mary  

 b. Jean  embrasse souvant Marie 
   Jean  kisses    often   Mary 

In (1), the English main verb kiss cannot raise past the frequency adverb often, which is what 

happens with the auxili ary has in (2) and in the French main verb embrasse in (3).  The second 

source is the constructions in English where, according to the classical view, the tense is 

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

(4) a. John said he would fix his bike, and he did.           (VP deletion)  

 b. John said he would fix his bike, and fix his bike he did   (VP-fronting)  

 c. Did John fix his bike?                         (Auxili ary Inversion)  

 d. John did not fix his bike.                       (Negative Placement) 

In (4a), the operation that deletes the VP also 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), tense is stranded as it moves to C under auxili ary inversion, while in (4d), the 

negation marker not presumably interferes with the movement of the verb to T, although the 

facts are somewhat more complex in this construction.     

 It is quite clear in these examples that the inflected main verb is lower than the 

inflected auxili ary in English and the inflected verb in French.  Assuming that the verb has 

moved to T in the latter two instances, the inflected main verb must remain lower than T in 

English.  In a clausal structure that has no intervening projection between the VP and the TP, 

the fact that the verb is lower than T means, by process of elimination, that it must be at V 
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inside the VP, as was the case in the work preceding Pollock (1989) and following the later 

chapters of Chomsky (1995).  By contrast, the approach that was prevalent during the period 

between these two landmarks did allow various functional projections between the VP and the 

TP.  If one were to maintain that the basic insight into the clausal architecture in this period 

was essentially correct, and that the field between the VP and the TP is not as desolate as is 

commonly assumed in the current literature, the fact that the inflected main verb is located 

lower than T in English would not necessarily mean that it is in its base position inside the VP 

complex.  This is an important point to bear in mind in the following discussion.   

 The argument that will be presented in this section turns on the classic VP design of 

unaccusative verbs that was suggested by Burzio (1986), where the sole argument of a verb 

like arr ive is generated in the same structural position as the direct object of a transitive verb.  

(5)          VP 
 

       V    DP 
 

� �

 
      arr ive  Bill    

It will also be presupposed that structural Case is licensed under specifier-head relation, rather 

than government and that the conditions under which the licensing of a particulars Case takes 

place do not vary between constructions.  Consider the following examples:2  

(6) a. Sue made Bill arrive (on time) 

 b. John made Mary appear (on stage)  

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

                                                

2 I have no explanation why these sentences are better with a time or place adverbial. I will 
ignore the structural position of these adverbials in this discussion.   
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surfaces at a position to the left of the verb instead of its right, which is what would be 

expected if the direct object did not move at the surface.   

(7) a. *Sue made arrive Bill (on time) 

 b. *John made appear Mary (on stage)  

Thus, the word order in (6), as opposed to (7), indicates that the thematic argument of the 

unaccusative verb undergoes some movement in the overt syntax when it appears as the 

causee, i.e., as the direct object of the higher verb make (see Marantz 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 projections that license the nominative and accusative Cases, discussed 
in sections two and four, and ZP is Stowell’s (1995) ZeitP, discussed in section three.   
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(8)   NomP  

 DP   Nom’ 
  �     
 Suel  Nom  TP 
 �         
 �       ZP    T’  
 �            
 �         T     ZP 

�  
 �            ZP     Z’  
 �           
 �               Z     
 �              �        AccP 

� madek  
 �             �     DP     Acc’  

� � �  
 �             �    Bill i   Acc     VP 

� � �  
 �             �     �        DP     V’  

� � � �  
 � ������� � 	 �
���
�
���
� � 
�
�
 � 
�
�
�
�
   tl  V     ZP 

� � �  
              � 
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
 �   tk    Z      VP 

� �  
                   �         arr ivej  V     DP 

� � � �  
                   �               � 
   tj        ti  
                   � 
�
�
�
�
�
 � 
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
 �

Note that the derivation presented in (8) is very similar to the one argued for by Johnson 

(1991), and diverges from it primarily in terms of the labeling of the categories in question and 

perhaps more interestingly, the type of evidence and argumentation that are being used.   

 The contrast between (6) and (7) clearly indicates that a causee that starts out at a 

position to the right of a lower 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. Sue made Bill i arrive ti  

 b. John made Maryi appear ti  

There are at least two reasons to rule out the possibili ty that the movement outlined in (9) is 

motivated by some thematic licensing procedure that would require the thematic role of the 

preposed DP to be checked by the unaccusative verb:  (a) If all internal thematic roles were 

licensed by being checked at some preverbal area, all (direct) objects in English would occur 

preverbally, which is not the case.  (b) A thematic role is not the right sort of property that can 

be expressed as a feature.  Neither Case-licensing nor Wh-licensing is clause bound.  Case can 

be licensed in any superordinate clause in a complex sentence, as is the case in the raising and 

ECM constructions, and a Wh-phrase can target any [+ Wh] CP in short and long Wh-

movement.  Thematic roles, however, are very specific to a given predicate in a given 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 a type of relationship more naturally 

expressed through coindexation rather than feature checking.  

 It is also unlikely that the movement in (9) would be due to some aspectual checking 

because aspectual properties do not factor into the linear ordering between verbs and their 

objects in English.  Differences in affectedness do not yield *John an apple ate (affected) or 

*John a book read (unaffected), and the abili ty of an object to delimit the event (see Tenny 

1990) produces neither *Mary a book 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 arguments relates to the licensing of 

the accusative Case by the causative predicate make, rather than any property that relates to 



1999 

 9 

the lower predicates arr ive and appear.  

 Licensing accusative Case through a specifier-head relation rather than government 

has been quite an influential idea in recent years.  In addition to allowing all structural Cases 

to be licensed in a uniform manner, it also entails that the accusative Case is licensed at a 

derived position, which has empirical support across languages.  The most obvious fact in this 

regard is the abili ty of oblique arguments to shift to the accusative in structures involving 

dative shift (Mary gave a book to me, Mary gave me a book) and the locative alternation 

(John loaded the truck with hay, John loaded the hay onto the truck).4  More decisive 

evidence will be presented in the next section in the context of the Turkish causative 

construction, where it will be established that accusative Case cannot be licensed by the 

predicate that introduces an external argument, and that Case licensing must be handled at 

specifically designated positions that are projected independently of the verbs in the clause.   

 The basic points of the argument can be outlined as follows.  If the fronting in (9) is 

for the licensing of the accusative Case by the causative predicate make, then the licensing 

must occur at some specifier that is associated 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.5  

(10) a. Sue madej [Bill i tj [VP (ti) arrive ti]]  

                                                

4 The alternative approach has been to assume that there are two distinct forms of give and 
load in the lexicon, give1 and give2, load1 and load2. Arguments against this approach can be 
found in Kural (1996).   

5 The traces in parentheses are the ones that would be left behind if unaccusative VPs were to 
project a specifier. 
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 b. John madej [Maryi tj [VP (ti) appear ti]]  

The discussion below makes the same point as above but without the crucial assumption that 

the movement in (9) is motivated by Case licensing.  

 A weaker claim regarding (9) would be that the accusative arguments have moved 

only partially, and that they have the structure in (11) at the surface.  

(11) a. Sue made [VP Bill i arrive ti]  

 b. John made [VP Maryi appear ti]  

The derivation in (11) assumes minimal movement.  However, evidence from clauses that 

contain transitive verbs suggests that this is not a rich enough representation to account for all 

the relevant facts. Consider first, a simple sentence that contains a transitive verb.   

(12) John ate [the cabbage]  

Assuming that the structural relation between direct objects and their verbs remains constant 

between causative and non-causative clauses, the derivation of (12) that is consistent with the 

derivation in (9) would be as in (13). 6  

(13) *Johnj [ [ the cabbage] i [VP tj ate ti]]   

Just as in (9), the accusative argument is fronted to the left of the verb that generates it as a 

complement in (13), which clearly does not have the correct word order.  This suggests that 

the movement of the direct object must be accompanied by the movement of the inflected 

main verb ate to the left of the fronted accusative argument.   

(14) Johnj [ atek [ [ the cabbage] i [VP tj tk ti]]]   

                                                

6 It is not relevant for the discussion here whether the accusative argument in both instances 
has been fronted directly to the accusative licensing position, or somewhere lower. 
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 Next, consider (15a), where the equivalent of (12) is embedded under the causative 

predicate make.  The relative positions of the direct object of ate, the cabbage, and the verb 

ate in (14) are replicated in (15b).   

(15) a. Mary made John eat [the cabbage]  

 b. Mary made Johnj [ eatk [ [ the cabbage] i [VP tj tk ti]]]   

In order to remain consistent with the derivation of the causative in (15b), the equivalent of 

the movement of the lower verb eat out of its VP would also have to take place in the 

derivation of (9a), repeated below as (16a).  In (16b), the lower verb arr ive leaves its base 

position inside the lower VP and string vacuously moves to some position to its left.7   

(16) a. Sue made [Bill i arrive ti]  

 b. Sue made [Bill i [ arrivej [ (ti) [VP (ti) tj ti]]]]  

The derivation in (15b) involves two steps in the lower VP level: (a) the fronting of the 

cabbage, i.e., the direct object 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 surface position of its direct 

object, the cabbage.  Since the cabbage is the direct object of the verb eat, its accusative Case 

is licensed at a position associated with the lower VP.  The same type of accusative licensing 

relation holds between the causative verb made and the causees John in (15b) and Bill  in 

(16b).  Thus, due to the same consistency considerations, the series of movement that 

produces the order in the lower VPs should also apply in the higher VP.    

(17) a. Mary madel [ Johnj [VP tl [ eatk [ [ the cabbage] i [VP tj tk ti]]]]]   

                                                

7 The higher trace in parentheses in (16b) stands for the position occupied by that cabbage, 
the direct object of the lower verb eat in the corresponding (15b). It is not clear to me 
whether or not this position is projected in the causatives of intransitive verbs.   
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 b. Sue madek [Bill i [VP tk [ arrivej [ (ti) [VP (ti) tj ti]]]]]  

In (17), the causee arguments are fronted to the left of the base position of made, which bears 

the same type of relation with respect to their accusative Case, as does the verb eat with the 

accusative Case of the cabbage in (17a).  This is followed by the movement of made to a 

position to the left of its fronted direct object, as is the case with eat in (17a).   

 The derivation for Sue made Bill arr ive (on time) shown in (17b) is more preferable to 

the one in (11a) because it is consistent with the derivation of structures with transitive verbs.  

Note that (17b) is essentially a more detailed version of the structure given in (10a), which 

presupposes that accusative Case is licensed at a specifier position, whereas the only 

assumption made in the intervening discussion was that direct objects bear the same type of 

structural relation with their verbs across constructions.   

 The next section will l ook at the nature of structural Case licensing in the Turkish 

causative construction, which will play a key role in identifying the position of the fronted 

direct object in English.  

2  Case Licensing Positions 

There are two lines of thinking that have emerged over the years regarding the type of 

category that can license structural Case. The one assumed by Kayne (1989) and Chomsky 

(1991) adopts a very general view in which structural Case is licensed by a functional head 

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

                                                

8 Note that the question as to whether the category that licenses Case is functional or lexical is 
logically independent of whether the licensing is to be handled through specifier-head relation 
or government. I will follow general assumptions in the field and ignore the possibili ty of Case 
licensing through government by a functional head.  
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accusative Case has traditionally been the Agro: 

(18)    AgrsP 
    
  Spec  Agrs’ 
  �      
  �   Agrs   TP 

�

  �      Spec   T’  
�

  �         T    AgroP 
  �

  �            DPi    Agro’ 
� �

  �            �    Agro    VP 
� �

  �            �         DP    V’  
� � �

  ��������������������������������� �������������������������   tj   V     DP 
              �                   �

              �������������������������������������������������������   ti  

The alternative is the dichotic approach adopted by Chomsky (1995), in which the head that 

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

at the specifier of the predicate that also generates the external argument at a lower specifier:  
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(19)      TP 

   DPj    T’  
�

   �   T     vP 
�

   �      DPi     v’  
�

�

   �      �   DP    v’  
� � �

   ���������������  �����  tj   v     VP 
�

         �         DP    V 
         �         �

         �������������������������   ti  

The key difference between these two approaches is that the head that licenses the Case of the 

direct object introduces an (external) argument into the structure in (19), but not in (18).  

From this point of view, the approach schematized in (19) is equivalent to the classical theory 

of Case in which accusative is assigned by a transitive verb under government (Chomsky 

1981).  As such, it is susceptible to some of the same problems that are associated with that 

classical view.  This section will point out one such problem, namely, the distribution of 

structural Case in the multiple causatives in Turkish, which has a straightforward account 

under the functional head approach in (18), but not under the thematic head approach in (19), 

which needs to be supplemented with a fairly complex mechanism in order to produce the 

right results.   

 An outstanding property of Turkish causatives is the abili ty of the causative morpheme 

to iterate ad infinitum, while there is a  severe limitation on the number of overt causees that 

can be introduced into the structure, which is due to a fundamental restriction against the 
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duplication of any Case.  In the multiple causatives of Turkish, there can be only one 

accusative, only one dative, and only one by-phrase argument.  Observe below that the 

external argument of a causativized intransitive verb surfaces as an accusative argument.9  

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

(21) Ahmet     ������� -yi   �	��� -tur-du 
 Ahmet-NOM ������� -ACC  run-CAUSE-PAST-3SG  
 ‘Ahmet made ���	���� "!	#�$  

Because the base verb %'&)(  ‘ run’ has no direct object, the accusative Case is available when the 

VP that contains it is embedded under the (incorporated) causative predicate {-DIr} , as 

shown in (21).  On the other hand, when a transitive verb is causativized, since the accusative 

Case is already taken up by the direct object of the base verb, it is no longer available for the 

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

(22) Ahmet      *�+�,�- -yi   öp-tü 
 Ahmet-NOM  *�+�,�- -ACC  kiss-PAST-3SG  
 ‘Ahmet kissed A +	,�-).  

(23) a. Fatma     Ahmet-e    *�+�,�- -yi   öp-tür-dü 
   Fatma-NOM  Ahmet-DAT  *�+�,�- -ACC  kiss-CAUSE-PAST-3SG  
   ‘Fatma made Ahmet kiss A +�,�-).  

 b. *Fatma      Ahmet-i    Ay ,�- -yi   öp-tür-dü 
     Fatma-NOM  Ahmet-ACC  *�+�,�- -ACC  kiss-CAUSE-PAST-3SG  

The external argument of öp ‘kiss’ , Ahmet, can only appear as a dative phrase, as in (23a).  

 The same type of restriction obtains with the dative Case that appears on the causee in 

(23a).  When the causative clause in (23) is embedded under another causative layer, the new 

                                                

9 The 3rd singular agreement is a null morpheme in matrix clauses in Turkish.   
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causee, i.e., the nominative subject in (23), may not bear the dative (or the accusative) Case, 

but rather, it must surface as a by-phrase.10 

(24) a. Mehmet     Fatma �����������
	��
��	   Ahmet-e    ������� -yi   
   Mehmet-NOM Fatma by       Ahmet-DAT  ������� -ACC   
   öp-tür-t-tü 
   kiss-CAUSE-CAUSE-PAST-3SG  
   ‘Mehmet made Fatma make Ahmet kiss A �������  

 b. *Mehmet     Fatma-ya/- ���     Ahmet-e    ������� -yi   
     Mehmet-NOM Fatma-DAT/-ACC Ahmet-DAT  ������� -ACC   
   öp-tür-t-tü 
   kiss-CAUSE-CAUSE-PAST-3SG  
   ‘Mehmet made Fatma make Ahmet kiss A �������  

Likewise, the by-phrase in (24a) cannot recur when it is embedded under another causative 

layer.  In such structures, the causee created by the additional causative, i.e., the nominative 

subject in (24), must remain an implicit argument and cannot be expressed overtly.   

(25) *pro  Mehmet �����������
	��
��	   Fatma �����������
	��
��	   Ahmet-e    ������� -yi 
   1.SG  Mehmet by       Fatma by       Ahmet-DAT  ������� -ACC   
 öp-tür-t-tür-dü-m 
 kiss-CAUSE-CAUSE-CAUSE-PAST-1SG  
 ‘ I made Mehmet make Fatma make Ahmet kiss A �������  

The restriction against multiple by-phrases is quite firm in that it still applies when one of the 

by-phrases is introduced by a passive.  The demoted subject Mehmet in the passive of (24a), 

which is (26a) below, cannot appear as a by-phrase since the passivized clause already 

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

                                                

10 There are two phonologically conditioned allomorphs for the causative morpheme in 
Turkish: { -DIr} and {-t} .  { -t} is used only after a vowel or /r/, except with monosyllabic 
roots, and {-DIr} elsewhere.  The causative morpheme iterates by alternating between these 
two forms, i.e., {…tir+t+tir+t+tir+t…} .  



1999 

 17 

perfectly acceptable with either by-phrase missing, as in (26b) and (26c).11   

(26) a. �

�������

     Mehmet �
	��
	���������	��   Fatma �
	��
	���������	��   Ahmet-e    
     

�����
�

-NOM  Mehmet by       Fatma by       Ahmet-DAT    
   öp-tür-t-ül-dü 
   kiss-CAUSE-CAUSE-PASS-PAST-3SG  
   ‘A

���
�

 was made by Mehmet to be made by Fatma to be kissed by Ahmet’  

 b. 
�����

e     Fatma �
	��
	���������	��   Ahmet-e    öp-tür-t-ül-dü 
   

�������

-NOM Fatma by       Ahmet-DAT  kiss-CAUSE-CAUSE-PASS-PAST-3SG 
   ‘A

���
�

 was made by someone to be made by Fatma to be kissed by Ahmet’  

 c. 
�������

     Mehmet �
	��
	���������	��   Ahmet-e    öp-tür-t-ül-dü 
   

�������

-NOM Mehmet by       Ahmet-DAT  kiss-CAUSE-CAUSE-PASS-PAST-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-phrases in the clause, which is the 

same reason that (25) is unacceptable.12   

 There are two conclusions to be drawn from the paradigm discussed above.  First, the 

dative and by-phrase arguments introduced by the causative (or the passive) need to be 

structurally licensed, presumably in the same way that nominative and accusative arguments 

are, i.e., by entering into a specifier-head relation with a licensing head.  Second, the head that 

licenses an accusative (or a dative or a by-phrase) argument cannot be the same head that also 

introduces an additional external argument, i.e., the causer, into the structure.  

 The first point is relatively straightforward.  The distribution of the dative and by-

phrase arguments is regulated in essentially the same way as the distribution of accusative 

                                                

11 Causees and demoted subjects can remain covert in Turkish, so if taken out of context, the 
by-phrase in (26b-c) would be ambiguous between the causee and the passive by-phrase 
interpretations.   

12 The same sort of restriction also applies in cases of multiple with-phrases in Turkish, even 
in cases where each with-phrase is interpreted as having a distinct thematic role, e.g., an 
Instrument, a Material, or a Comitative. This issue and its implications are discussed in detail 
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arguments: only a single occurrence per clause is allowed, and whether or not a given causee 

will appear as a dative or a by-phrase depends on whether or not an argument of either type 

has already been admitted into that clause.  

 The second point is relatively more subtle.  Note first that the distribution of Case in 

Turkish (widely construed to include by-phrases as well) is not the same as it is in English, 

where each occurrence of the causative verb make licenses another accusative argument.  

(27) I made them make him make us make her eat the cabbage.  

This behavior is exactly what is expected under the view that structural Case is licensed 

directly by the predicate that introduces a new argument in each of its occurrences.  

Regardless of whether accusative is assigned under government, as in Chomsky (1981) or 

checked at a second specifier, as shown in (19), each occurrence of make can be matched with 

a different accusative argument in the structure, so it can be argued that the accusative Case is 

licensed directly by the verb make in some fashion.   

 This is not the case in Turkish, however.  The causative morphemes added into the 

structure do not license a new instance of the same type of argument, which makes it 

extremely unlikely that CAUSE itself could structurally license any argument, whether handled 

through government or specifier-head relation.  Descriptively, structural Case has a templatic 

nature in Turkish causatives.  The clause itself provides some means to license a single 

occurrence of an accusative, a dative, and a by-phrase argument, which is where the capacity 

for structural licensing stops regardless of how many times CAUSE has been iterated.  This 

limitation is captured in a straightforward manner in the clausal architecture given in (18), and 

                                                                                                                                                  

in Kural (1996).  
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is schematically outlined in (28).  Note that NomP, ByP, DatP, and AccP below are intended 

as the projections that license the nominative, by-phrase, dative, and accusative arguments 

respectively (the choice for the labels will become clear in section four):13  

(28)        NomP 
 

            ByP 
           
               DatP 

 
                  AccP 

 
                      VP 

 
                   CAUSE  VP 
                      
                      CAUSE   VP 
                          

The abili ty of English type causatives to iterate any given Case can be captured in this system 

by allowing the causative predicate to take a licensing projection 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 abili ty of arguments to move to their respective  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 
category ZP into the structure.   

15 Children would be able to decide on the value of this parameter by looking at the causative 
of a transitive verb.  Languages like French present some complication in this matter because 
they have both the accusative/dative alternation and the abili ty to iterate dative and by-
phrases.  In such languages, the crucial data for children would have to be the adult utterances 
that involve multiple causatives, which, based on anectodal and unscientific evidence, do not 
seem too uncommon when interacting with children (‘No, YOU are making me make you go 
to your room!’ ).   



1999 

 20 

(29)         VP 
 

     CAUSE  AccP 
 

                VP 
 

            CAUSE  AccP 
 

In conclusion, the distribution of Case in the multiple causatives of Turkish has a natural 

account in a system where structural Case licensing takes place at the specifier of a specifically 

designated functional head, as shown in (18).   

 It must be noted at this point that it is in principle possible to manipulate the second 

specifier approach in a way that would produce the contingent nature of Case in Turkish 

causatives.  What is needed in this regard, however, is a complex protocol for the Case 

licensing machinery that would effectively mimic what comes naturally in the independent 

functional head approach.  For starters, one would have to assume that unlike any other 

predicate, the Turkish CAUSE is capable of licensing three types of arguments: accusative and 

dative DPs, and by-phrases.  The abili ty to license these arguments would have to be 

disjunctive, so that licensing only one type can satisfy the verb’s licensing capacity.  By 

contrast, the English CAUSE would behave like an ordinary verb, licensing only one type of 

argument.  Finally, there would have to be an additional mechanism that keeps track of the 

type of Case that is licensed at every step in the derivation, to enforce the requirement that 

each occurrence of CAUSE licenses a different type of argument.  The basic components of this 

system are schematically represented in the following (directionality of branching ignored):  
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(30)       VP 
     
   DPk   
   �        
   �      CAUSE       VP 
   �        �         

   � ì accusativeü DPj    

   �   í   dative  ý  �     tk    

   �   î    by    þ  �     �   CAUSE        VP 
   �������������������������������������  ��	 
�
 �   
              

                �    ì accusativeü DPi      

   � í  dative   ý   �  tj       

                �    î   by     þ   �     �  CAUSE     
                � ����������������� � �  ��������������� �       ti 

                �  ì accusativeü  �  

                               �     í  dative   ý    �

                               �      î   by     þ    �

                               � � �������������������������������������������������    

In (30), the verb CAUSE has the capacity to license accusative, dative, and by-phrase 

arguments.  The lowest CAUSE in the structure licenses the accusative Case that belongs to 

either the direct object or the first causee in its second specifier because of the absence of any 

other verb (including CAUSE) that has licensed an accusative argument before.  After that, the 

CAUSE that is next in line, i.e., the intermediate one, has to license a dative argument because 

an accusative argument has already been licensed lower down.  Similarly, the next CAUSE, i.e., 

the highest one, must license a by-phrase because the predicates below (CAUSE or otherwise) 

have already licensed an accusative phrase and a dative phrase.   

 Although it is technically possible to implement such a system, it is not clear that it 

offers any improvement on the functional head approach.  On the contrary, it builds a type of 

contingency into Case licensing that is avoided in the functional projection based system 
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through the local nature of complement selection.  It is also highly contrived.  The sole 

purpose of this type of mechanism would be to replicate the interdependent relationship that is 

a natural outcome of structures where Case is licensed by a functional head. Neither the abili 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 specifier approach outlined in 

(19).  For this reason, one must conclude that the functional projection based approach is 

better suited to handle a wider array of Case distribution facts.   

 In light of the discussion above, the structures that underlie the clauses in ($8a), (12a), 

and (15a) would be as in (31b), (32b), and (33b), respectively.   

(31) a. Sue made Bill arrive (on time) 

 b. Suek madej [ACCP Bill i tj [VP tk  tj [ (ti) arrive ti]]]  

(32) a. John ate [the cabbage]  

 b. Johnk atej [ACCP [the cabbage] i tj [VP tk tj ti ]]  

(33) a. Mary made John eat [the cabbage]  

 b.  Marym madel [ACCP Johnk [VP tm tl [ eatj [ACCP [the cabbage] i tj [VP tk tj ti ]]]]]  

The exposition up to this point has concentrated only on the position of the direct object in 

English, establishing that structural Cases must be licensed by functional heads.  This leaves 

open the questions where the position of these functional projections are relative to the VPs 

and where the verb is located in the structure.  It will be argued in the following section that 

Case licensing projections are outside the VP complex and that inflected main verbs move in 

the overt syntax to the head of the time denoting projection ZP in English, while inflected 

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

Since Larson (1988) introduced the notion of VP shells for ditransitive verbs like give, it has 

been commonly assumed that verbs (inflected or not) undergo some type of short movement 

in English, which produces the correct order in I gave the book to Mary rather than the 

ungrammatical * I the book gave to Mary.   

(34)       IP 

   DP     I’  
   �     
   I j    I      VP 
       
          DP     V’  

�

           tj   V     VP 
�

             givei  DP      V’  
  �

              �  the book  V     PP 
              �         �

              � ���������   ti   to Mary 

Against this backdrop, the advent of accusative Case licensing at the specifier of a 

predesignated projection (the AgrP of Kayne 1989) has brought up the issue of where the 

functional head that licenses the accusative Case is located with respect to the higher VP shell.  

One school of thought, adopted in Chomsky (1991), is to place it above the higher VP shell, 

though presumably lower than the auxili ary VPs.  Under the assumption that the English verb 

does not move at the surface, this implies that the accusative Case is licensed in the covert 

syntax, at LF.  The alternative position is taken by Sportiche (1990), who places the licensor 

between the VP shells, thus making it possible for the verb to move above the direct object 

position in the overt syntax along with the overt movement of the direct object from its VP-
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internal base position to the specifier 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 
   
     DP     v’  

�

      tj   v     AgroP 
�

       cookedi  DPj      Agro’ 
  �

         
�

 the dinner Agro     VP 
         

�

   �      
�

         � ���

�

� � �   ti     DP    V 
             

�

     �     
� �

             � ����� �  
�

� �������   tj      ti   
                   � ������������� �
	  

The type of derivation argued for in this paper is similar to the one shown in (35) except for 

the syntactic typology of the head that hosts the inflected verb at the surface.  There are three 

empirical reasons to reject the architecture represented in (35), two of which relate to the 

viabili ty of the light verb analysis of Kratzer (1993) and Chomsky (1995).   

 First, as was discussed in the previous section, generating the accusative licensor 

between VP layers produces the wrong results in a language like Turkish, irrespective of the 

question whether the higher VP is an empty shell (Larson 1988), a light verb phrase vP 

(Chomsky 1995), or a causative layer.  This is because if the overall architecture in (35) were 

                                                

16 One can view the vP in (35) as a rough equivalent of Larson’s higher VP shell in (34).   
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correct, one would expect that there would be another accusative argument in the structure 

whenever a new external argument is added into a clause in Turkish, as in the multiple 

causative construction, which is not the case.17   

 Second, it is not clear 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 possibili ty 

that all external arguments bear the same type of thematic role, such as “Subject” , and 

considering the fact that the order of the verb and its object does not change according to the 

subject’s thematic role in English, there would have to be as many different types of light 

verbs as there are thematic roles for external arguments.  Although the exact number of vs 

required in the grammar would ultimately depend on one’s theory of thematic role typology, 

the result would clearly be a complex system in which a verb like steal would need to combine 

with a vAG to acquire an Agent subject, while want would need a vEX for an Experiencer 

subject, and so on. In and of itself, this is not an insurmountable obstacle for the light verb 

analysis but it shows that it cannot be implemented in its simplistic form outlined in (35).18   

 Third, splitting certain classes of transitive verbs into two VPs would produce “half 

verbs” that cannot have any coherent semantic content, and therefore, cannot have any 

plausible (or learnable) representation in the lexicon.  Among such verb classes are contact 

verbs like kiss, touch, and rub, perception verbs like see, watch, and sense, mental activity 

                                                

17 Since CAUSE always introduces an external argument, its presence must involve a vP, which 
means it must introduce an accusative licensor at each occurrence.   

18 This particular criticism does not apply in the case of Larsonian VP structure where the 
higher VP is treated as a shell, i.e., a VP projection with an empty head position that is fill ed 
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 clear, for example, what the verb kiss would conceivably mean if all reference to the kisser 

were excluded, or what desire or surround would mean without any reference to 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 assertions regarding 

the state of their internal argument.  The meaning of such verbs is established in terms of the 

state or the acts performed by the denotation of the external argument.  Under this 

hypothetical split, if either VP is to be interpreted as lacking lexical content or being 

semantically vacuous, it would have to be the lower one, which introduces the internal 

argument.  In these instances, the VP that introduces the external argument cannot be the light 

verb v, which by definition, is semantically impoverished.   

 A further problem with the vP-type analysis is that it is not clear how the system could 

accommodate for the causative predicate CAUSE, e.g., make or let in English, or the causative 

suffix in Turkish.  By their nature, both CAUSE and v introduce external arguments; and there 

are two possible 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 causative meaning can have the vP layer, 

excluding verbs like kiss and 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 actually an intransitive 

predicate, which would have a meaning close to happen.  This, in turn, would imply that the 

source of the causative meaning of CAUSE is the v, rather than CAUSE itself, which effectively 

brings back the first point, i.e., the contention that all and only the transitive verbs that contain 

a vP layer must have a causative meaning.  Obviously, such a claim cannot be maintained with 
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the types of verbs discussed above.19  Thus, CAUSE cannot reasonably exist as such in a 

system where all external arguments are generated by a light verb v.  Since factually, CAUSE is 

an irreducible component of grammar, the argument above constitutes a good reason to reject 

the architecture presented in (35).20 

 These issues would not arise if the light verb layer vP is not the source for all external 

arguments of transitive verbs, indicating that the accusative Case licensor cannot be placed 

between VP layers, and that it must be high up in the inflectional field above the VP complex.  

 Stowell’s (1995) theory of tense opens up interesting possibili ties regarding the 

position of the inflected main verb in English.  This is especially true with respect to his 

analysis of the past tense morpheme { -ed} as a Z, rather than a T, which is the head of a time 

denoting projection that is located lower than TP.  This is the position that I will suggest 

inflected verbs move to in the overt syntax in English.  Main verbs remain at Z at the surface, 

while inflected auxili ary verbs move further up to T.  This contrast is the source of the classic 

distinction between the inflected auxili ary 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 contentless thematic role, and that the 
thematic role (or its content) comes from the lower verb itself.  In that case, it would be a 
complete mystery what the exact function of v is 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 configuration, which cannot account for the presence of idiomatic subjects such 
as The cat got out of the bag and idiosyncratic subjects, as in The guitar broke a string.  If 
one assumed that the selection of the external argument is also handled by the lower verb, this 
would amount to claiming that v is a raising predicate, which seriously undermines the premise 
of the vP analysis. 

20 The objections raised in this section should not be construed to mean that the multilayered 
VP approach is never a possible option.  It simply means that it cannot be used 
indiscriminately with all transitive verbs.  
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 A crucial assumption in Stowell’s theory of tense is that tense is a predicate that orders 

event times relative to reference times (also see Zagona 1990).  In this view, past tense is the 

predicate PAST that orders the event time before the reference time, where reference time is 

coindexed with utterance time in main clauses and the matrix event time in subordinate 

clauses.  This is schematized in (36), where ‘x PAST y’  reads as ‘x temporally follows y’ .   

(36) a. Matrix clauses:     [utterance time] i [CP [reference time]i  PAST  [event time] j ]  

 b. Subordinate clauses: [… [event time] i [CP [reference time]i  PAST  [event time] j ]]  

The predicative nature of tense requires the presence of a category that can enter into a 

predicate-argument relationship with tense.  Stowell posits ZeitP (ZP) as that category, whose 

relation with VP is analogous to the relation between a DP and an NP.  Just as an NP is a 

predicative category that must combine with a DP to be able to function as an argument of the 

verb,21  a VP is also a predicative category, and needs to combine with the time denoting 

projection ZP to become an argument of tense.   

 In Stowell’s theory, the ZP that denotes the event time is projected right above the VP 

as a complement of T.  There is also another ZP, a type that can be syntactically bound, that is 

located at the specifier of TP.  In his system, this ZP provides the reference time and it is 

bound by either the utterance time (in matrix clauses) or the higher event time (in subordinate 

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

                                                

21 This idea was exploited thoroughly in Stowell (1991).   

22 Whether this bindable ZP is a variable or a PRO remains unclear in Stowell’s work as it will 
in the current one.   
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(37)     CP 
 

        TP 
      
     ZP       T’  
 �  
     ei   T       ZP 
  �  
        PAST   Z       VP 
               

Stowell further argues that the morpheme {-ed} , which normally indicates past tense in 

English, is generated under the category Z as a temporal polarity item.  As such, it must be c-

commanded by a PAST in order to be licensed, so even though { -ed} cannot denote past tense 

directly, its presence in the structure is an indication for the presence of a PAST at some higher 

position in the structure.  The indirect nature of the relation between {-ed} and PAST plays a 

crucial role in the account for the Sequence of Tense (SOT) effects in English:  

(38) John thought that Bill was sick 

 a. Bill ’s sickness time was in the past of John’s thinking time    (Past-shifted reading) 

 b. Bill ’s sickness time was simultaneous with John’s thinking time     (SOT reading) 

The assumption that the locus of the past tense interpretation is not the { -ed} allows an 

interesting account for the well-known ambiguity in (38).  An { -ed} simply indicates that there 

is a PAST somewhere above in the structure.  The past-shifted reading arises when the T that is 

the clausemate of { -ed} contains a PAST. When the clausemate T has no PAST, but a higher 

clause does, this leads to the SOT reading:  

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

 b. John PAST think-ed [that Bill Æ be-ed sick]      (SOT reading) 

Divorcing {-ed} from its past tense function allows a vacuous occurrence of the { -ed} form of 
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a verb in subordinate clauses, which is then interpreted as a covert present.23  By hypothesis, 

the past tense morpheme is generated under T, and the Z remains a null category in languages 

that do not display the SOT effects, such as Japanese and Russian.   

 Clearly, some aspects of Stowell’s theory are open to various modifications and 

interpretations, especially in terms of how event times relate to the VP, how utterance time is 

fixed, and the mechanics of the binding of the reference time.  However, both the basic 

premise of the theory regarding the treatment of tense as a predicative category and the claim 

that { -ed} is the head of some projection other than T appear quite reasonable, especially 

given the fact that they account for SOT effects in such a straightforward manner.  Likewise, 

the role that ZP plays in this system seems sound, and it has further use in the causative 

construction, where, the causative predicate CAUSE must arguably take a VP as its internal 

argument, which is clearly a predicative category that needs to be converted into an 

argumental category.  As a result, the picture that emerges in the context of Stowell’s theory 

of tense and what was discussed in the previous section is the following.  The direct object 

moves overtly to the accusative licensing position outside the VP layers, i.e., the specifier of 

AccP (= AgroP).  The inflected main verb also moves in the overt syntax to a position that is 

above the accusative licensing position, which lies above the VP layers.  It does stay, 

however, lower than T, as indicated by the do-support facts in (4).  Stowell’s theory predicts 

an additional projection precisely at this position, between the TP and the VP, which hosts the 

                                                

23 See Kural (1994) for a similar case in Turkish where the past tense morpheme in the 
subordinate clause is a Z but not a temporal polarity item.   



1999 

 31 

{ -ed} , which is the morpheme that appears on the inflected verb in the past tense.24  The null 

assumption must be that these two conjectures, the presence of a Z between T and V that is 

headed by { -ed} and the movement of an inflected main verb with { -ed} morpheme to a 

position between the T and the V is not an accident.  That is, the surface position of the 

inflected main verb in English is Z, which introduces the { -ed} morpheme into the structure.   

 As stated in the beginning, feature checking by way of covert head movement at LF 

and feature movement in the overt syntax (Chomsky 1995) were posited as an account for the 

discrepancy between the overt morphology on the inflected main verb in English and its 

supposed low position at the surface.  If, however, the conclusion drawn above is correct, and 

the inflected main verb has already moved to the head that contains the { -ed} morpheme in 

the overt syntax, it can be argued that the verb acquires the {-ed} morphology in the syntax 

rather than in the lexicon.  As a result, 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 feature checked in the overt or covert syntax (by moving the entire category or only 

the relevant feature).  In this sense, one can return to the more conventional view that 

morphological complexity is formed in the syntax rather than in the lexicon, regardless of 

whether or not feature checking plays any role in this matter.    

 There are two advantages in deriving all morphological complexity in the syntax.  

First, it allows the lexicon to remain a static component, as a repository of lexical entries, 

rather than a dynamic component that produces new lexical items with the abili ty to combine 

                                                

24 We leave aside the status of agreement for the time being.   
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morphology.25  The effect of this would be to push all syntactically relevant operations into 

the same component of grammar, to the syntax, and enable a clear division of labor.  Second, 

it establishes a transparent relation between the morphological and syntactic components of 

the grammar, in a way that lets overt morphology serve as evidence for the position of the 

head at the surface.  For example, if a verb V has three affixes attached, e.g., aff2-V-aff1-aff3, 

this would be taken as an indication that of the heads H1, H2, or H3 corresponding to aff1, aff2, 

and aff3 in the overt syntax, the V has moved at least as high as the highest head.  This 

hypothesis can be stated as follows: 

(40) Morphological Transparency Hypothesis:   

 If a head Hi has an affix Aff j that corresponds to a syntactic head Hj, Hi must be at least 

as high as Hj at the surface in the syntax.  

Both this particular division of labor between the components and the transparency of syntax 

in terms of morphology would help the language acquisition process by limiting the range of 

possible structures the learner must consider viable.  Therefore, in the absence of any clear 

empirical evidence to the contrary, it would be desirable to preserve both properties.   

4  Remaining Issues  

Two key issues were left out in the preceding discussion: (a) the mechanism that is responsible 

for triggering the do-support rule in the contexts defined in (4), and (b) the source of the 

agreement morpheme that appears with 3rd singular subjects in the non-past tense in English.  

Each question is addressed in this section.  

                                                

25 It is debatable whether one must distringuish between inflectional and derivational 
morphology, or regular and irregular morphology.  
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4.1  The Distribution of Do-Support 

Since Emonds (1976), it has been the traditional view that the presence of do-support is an 

indication that the tense morpheme is stranded in the VP-deletion, VP-fronting, auxili ary 

inversion, and negative placement contexts shown below.  

(4) a. John said he would fix his bike, and he did.           (VP deletion)  

 b. John said he would fix his bike, and fix his bike he did   (VP-fronting)  

 c. Did John fix his bike?                         (Auxili ary Inversion)  

 d. John did not fix his bike.                       (Negative Placement) 

However, the stranded tense morpheme explanation would no longer be available if the 

inflected main verb is assumed to be always raising to the category that contains { -ed} in the 

overt syntax.  If V can always move to Z and combine with { -ed} , the { -ed} morpheme is 

never stranded.  This means that the traditional analysis of do-support cannot be adopted as is, 

and that it needs to be modified to some extent.  

 In the VP-deletion construction, it is clear that as long as the inflected main verb 

always moves to 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 constituent that is deleted is not the VP, 

but the complement of Z, i.e., a Case licensing projection, which leaves the Z behind.  Under 

this approach, VP-deletion would be analogous to the one anaphora rule that leaves the 

determiner behind, as in Mary borrowed the book on the coffee table but left the one on the 

couch.  There are, of course, other possible alternatives, but it appears that none of them 

would be as effective in terms of replicating the effects of the work as smoothly as the 
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traditional stranded morpheme approach.26   

 The VP-fronting construction has an additional constraint, according to which, only 

the VP that contains the main verb can be preposed.  

(41) a. Bill said he was going to fix the car and fixing the car he may have been.  

 b. *Bill said he was going to fix the car and been fixed the car he may have.  

 c. *Bill said he was going to fix the car and have been fixed the car he may.  

In this regard, VP-fronting contrasts sharply with the VP-deletion construction where each 

VP layer is independently 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 the car.  

 b. He may have been fixed the car.  

 c. He may have been fixed the car.  

This makes VP-fronting less amenable to a unified account with the VP-deletion construction. 

The unavailabili ty of VP-fronting with auxili aries, as shown in (41), suggests that the 

constituent that is being preposed in this construction is rather small.  It is in fact possible that 

VP-fronting moves a VP, provided that there is a general restriction against raising the 

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

                                                

26 One possibili ty is to generate a null VP directly in the structure, rather than inserting full-
fledged VP and then removing the phonetic content.  The problem with this approach would 
be languages like Ndendeule, where the inflected verb escapes the VP-deletion, and only the 
object is removed from the structure (Ngonyani 1996).  Another possibili ty is that VP-deletion 
is actually ZP-deletion.  However, this approach requires an additional stipulation that the 
{ -ed} must not be removed from the structure, perhaps because of Recoverabili ty.  Under this 
approach cases that involve multiple auxili aries, such as John said he would fix his bike and 
he may have fixed his bike, would be treated as participial phrase (PartP) deletion.  However, 
a more serious problem under this account would be the gapping construction, where it 
appears that both the T and the Z are being removed from the structure.   
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motivate the stranding of the { -ed} morpheme, which can be facili tated by do-support, which 

would allow { -ed} to raise to T.  

 The conventional view on the do-support in auxili ary inversion is that the target C, 

which is [+ Q] in (4c), attracts the T and forces it to move.  As a result, { -ed} gets stranded in 

C, and the structure is salvaged by inserting the auxili ary do.  Obviously, one cannot resort to 

this conventional account in a framework that treats { -ed} as a Z rather than a T.  Since { -ed} 

is further below at Z in this view, the movement that starts from T itself would not affect 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 a requirement that a [+ Q] C must have 

phonetic content.  In subordinate clauses, this requirement would be met by generating an if 

or a whether as an overt C, which for some reason is not possible 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 is the { -ed} morpheme generated under Z.  

For reasons that are still not known well (see Pollock 1989, Chomsky 1991, among others), 

main verbs fail to move to T in English.  This means that the movement of { -ed} to the [+ Q] 

C can only proceed by inserting the auxili ary element do, which can move to T and 

subsequently, to C.  

 The issue of negation in terms of do-support is decidedly more complicated than the 

cases involving VP-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 effect 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).  As a natural extension of this account, one would expect not to block the movement of 

the auxili ary items in the overt syntax as well, which is not the case:  

(43) a. Mary isi not ti eating her spaghetti 

 b. Mary hasi not ti eaten her spaghetti 

Especially significant is the fact that the auxili ary verb moves over not and reaches the T 

without incorporating into Neg.  The evidence for this is the abili ty of inflected auxili aries to 

leave not behind and move further to C on their own.  

(44) a. Isi Mary ti not ti eating her spaghetti?  

 b. Hasi Mary ti not ti eaten her spaghetti?  

There are two possible inferences that one can draw from this: either only the covert 

movement from V to T is blocked by not, or auxili ary verbs start out higher than the surface 

position of not, as shown in (45):  

(45) a. Mary isi ti not eating her spaghetti 

 b. Mary hasi ti not eaten her spaghetti 

However, this view cannot be maintained since uninfected auxili aries appear to the right of 

not:   

(46) a. Mary has not been eating her spaghetti 

 b. Mary may not have been eating her spaghetti 

Alternatively, not is not a head and do-support is activated through some other mechanism in 

negative clauses.  However, this view would essentially be a retraction of the original claim 

that not creates an HMC-type domain.27 

                                                

27 Pesetsky (1989) has an interesting vatiation on this idea.  He assumes that not is a specifier, 
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 In light of the preceding discussion, one can account for the distribution of do-support 

in negative sentences in one of two ways: (a) not is a head and somehow it only blocks covert 

verb movement, or (b) not is a not a head, but a specifier generated above VPs, and for some 

reason it requires Z to be moved up to T overtly, which is something only auxili ary verbs can 

do in English.  This latter explanation is admittedly vague, but at this point in time, it is just as 

good as any other since there is currently no solid theory for the syntax of negation that could 

serve as a starting point to develop a comprehensive account.   

 A more precise and uniform account for the full range of do-support facts seems 

elusive at this stage of the theory mostly as a result of Stowell’s (1995) analysis of { -ed} as a 

Z, which makes T-stranding ineligible for an explanation.  However, given the advantages of 

this system in terms establishing a transparent relationship between the morphological and 

syntactic 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} morpheme is a Z and that the inflected main verb moves to Z in 

the overt syntax in English satisfies the Morphological Transparency Hypothesis with respect 

to the tense morphology.  However, the past tense morpheme { -ed} is only one of the two 

types of inflectional morphemes that verbs can bear in English.  The other one is the 

agreement morpheme { -s} which appears in the non-past tense with 3rd singular subjects.  

This, however, presents a complication.  The agreement morpheme { -s} does not have a time-

denoting function, so it cannot be treated as a Z.  It is believed to be associated with the 

                                                                                                                                                  

and that the head Neg is vacant at the surface/PF, but fill ed at LF. 
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projection that licenses structural Case, which would place the agreement morpheme at a 

position above the TP level, at AgrsP (Pollock 1989, Chomsky 1991).  On the other hand, 

there is overwhelming evidence from the position of adverbials and negative markers, as well 

as the application of do-support, that the inflected main verbs never move that high in the 

overt syntax in English.   

 This paradox can be resolved in one of two ways.  One may assume that { -s} is also 

generated under Z, which although a logical possibili ty, would be an ad hoc solution that 

undermines the function of Z as the time denoting head.  Alternatively, one may exclude 

agreement morphology from the domain of the Morphological Transparency Hypothesis: if 

agreement has no corresponding head in the syntax, the presence of { -s} would not have any 

implication for the position of the verb.  This view actually has some corroboration in Turkish, 

where there is good indication 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 morphophonological content for the features that the verb obtains by having entered 

into specifier-head relation during the derivation (see Kural 1994).   

 The evidence comes from a particular discrepancy observed in the subordinate clauses 

in Turkish between the position of the agreement morpheme in the verbal complex and the 

position of the subject.  The agreement morpheme appears outside a segment that is best 

analyzed as a C in Turkish, while the subject appears no higher than the specifier of IP and 

crucially lower than CP.  The segment in question is the -K- in (41), which in the intervocalic 

context, surfaces as the unrounded velar semivowel /� /, orthographically represented with a 



1999 

 39 

‘ � ’ :28  

(47) Ay ���      benim   eve      git-ti- � -im-i        ���	��

�����  
 Ay ��� -NOM 1SG-GEN  home-DAT  go-PAST-K-1SG-ACC  think-PRES-3SG  
 ‘Ay ������������� �"!$#%�	�&�'�)()*%��+  

The segment -K- is analyzed as a C in Kural (1994) for the following reasons.  First, it appears 

only with clauses that are expected to be contained in a CP, i.e., the tensed and infinitival 

clauses, but not gerunds or deverbal nominals, cf. Abney (1987).29  Second, it does not 

appear in the ECM configuration, where the CP is either deleted or rendered transparent.  

(48) Ay ���      beni     eve      git-ti-(m)     ��,	��-
.�(�/  
 Ay ��� -NOM 1SG-ACC  home-DAT  go-PAST-(1SG)  think-PRES-3SG  
 ‘Ay ������������� �"!$#%�	�&�'�)()*%��+  

Third, it does not appear in infinitival clauses if the subject of the infinitival must bear Case.  

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

 b. Ahmet  PRO  hata    yap-ma-k-tan     korkuyor 
   Ahmet       mistake make-INF-K-ABL  fear-PRES-3SG   
   ‘Ahmet is afraid of making a mistake’ 

Raposo (1987) reports that the infinitival verb must move to C in the inflected infinitives of 

European Portuguese.  He suggests that this is due to some requirement that an inflected 

infinitive must form a close relationship with the higher verb (he specifically ties this to Case 

                                                

28 The subject of a subordinate clause is genitive in Turkish, and the subordinate clause itself 
bears Case morphology.  The only exception to both generalizations is the subordinate clauses 
in which -K- is missing.   

29 The classification made in Kural (1993) of { -DIK-} and {-EcEK-} as past and future tenses 
in subordinate clauses (contrasting with the { -DI-} and {-EcEK-} in the matrix clauses), and 
-mE- and -mEK- as the infinitive morphemes is not entirely conventional, see Underhill 
(1976), among others.  However, the difference is not a meaningful one in this context.  
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marking).  It is possible that this type of relationship can also be established by removing the 

CP as a potential intervenor, which would then be the Turkish equivalent of the I to C 

movement that takes place in European Portuguese.   

 The analysis that { -K-} is the complementizer in Turkish is significant because the 

subject-verb agreement appears outside 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 indicate that the AgrsP is higher than CP in Turkish.  Agreement would then have to be 

triggered by moving the subject to the specifier of this high AgrsP above the specifier of the 

CP either at the surface or at LF.  The problem, however, is that there is evidence that the 

subject necessarily occupies a lower position at both points in the derivation.  

 The licensing of subject Negative Polarity Items (NPIs) show that the surface position 

of the subject cannot be higher than the surface position of the verb in Turkish.  It can be seen 

below that the negative morpheme on the verb can license a subject NPI:  

(50) a. Kimse  uyu-ma- ���  
   noone  sleep-NEG-PAST-3SG 
   ‘Noone slept’  

 b. *Kimse uyu-du 
    noone  sleep-PAST-3SG 
 
Turkish requires NPIs to be lower than the verb that bears the negation, see Kornfilt (1984) 

and Zidani-Ero� lu (1997).  When an NPI is raised to the matrix clause, negation must be on 

the matrix verb, not the subordinate one. 

(51) a. Kimse/ �����
	   Ahmet t �
�
�
���������
�   uyudu    san- ��� -m- �������  
   noone/ �����
�   Ahmet by       sleep-PAST think-PASS-NEG-PRES-3SG   
   ‘Noone/ �����
�   is thought by Ahmet to have fallen asleep’ 
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 b. *Kimse/ �������   Ahmet t �	���	
���
����	
   uyu-ma- ���      san- ��� - �������  
     noone / �������   Ahmet by       sleep-NEG-PAST think-PASS-PRES-3SG   
   ‘Noone/ �������   is thought by Ahmet to have fallen asleep’ 

The fact that a raised subject is not compatible with a lower negation indicates that the subject 

NPI in (51a) cannot be higher than the surface position of the verb, which shows that subjects 

cannot be higher than verbs at the surface.   

 As for LF, the scope interaction between quantified subjects and in-situ Wh-phrases 

establishes that subjects must be lower than the specifier of CP.  Note in (52) that a subject 

quantifier cannot take scope over an object or adverbial wh-phrase, which indicates that the 

in-situ (or focused) wh-phrase takes unambiguous scope over the subject when it moves to 

the specifier of CP at LF.   

(52) a. Herkes  kimi  öptü? 
   everyone who-ACC kiss-PAST-3SG  
   ‘Who did everyone kiss?’   
    Wh > " , * "  > Wh 

 b. Herkes   Ay ���������    neden  öptü? 
   everyone Ay ��� -ACC  why   kiss-PAST-3SG  
   ‘Why did everyone kiss Ay ����� ’  
   Wh > " , * "  > Wh 

If the subject had moved to a position above the specifier of CP at the surface or at LF, it 

would be able to take scope over the wh-phrase to yield pair-list reading.  The only available 

interpretation, however, is the opposite: in these constructions, it must be the case that the 

wh-phrase takes unambiguous scope over the quantificational subject, indicating that it 

asymmetrically c-commands the subject quantifier at LF.  

 Thus it appears that even though the subject is never as high as the specifier of CP, the 

agreement morpheme surfaces outside the C in Turkish.  The only way to reconcile these two 
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claims in a way that does not violate the Mirror Principle or the HMC is to assume that 

agreement does not project an independent head in the syntax.  It is the result of a late 

morphophonemic spell-out operation that inserts the phonetic content of the f -features that 

the verb (or the relevant functional head) obtains  during the derivation outside all the 

morphology that it acquires through verb movement. This was the conclusion drawn in Kural 

(1994), which seems to have found a natural application in the current work in terms of 

providing an account for the presence of the agreement morpheme {-s-} with the inflected 

main verbs in English in concordance with the basic tenets of the MTH.  If this conclusion is 

correct and agreement is not a syntactic head that projects an AgrP (also see Iatridou 1990), 

then the Case licensing positions ought not to be labeled as AgrsP, AgroP, and so on, which is 

why these projections have been marked as NomP, AccP, and such in this work.   

5  Conclusion 

The approach developed in this paper seeks to simplify the complex relationship that has 

evolved over the years between the morphological and syntactic components of the grammar.  

It does so by adopting the MTH, which essentially states that overt morphology is to be 

trusted and taken as indication for the relative position of the corresponding heads in the overt 

syntax.  Although there are some important issues that need to be resolved, I believe that 

establishing such transparent mapping guidelines between morphology and syntax should be 

treated as a priority in the study of grammar.   
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