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PASSIVE AS A CONTROL PREDICATE*  
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The passive construction has three main components:  (a) the suppression of the external 

argument, (b) the absorption of the accusative Case, and (c) the appearance of an optional 

oblique argument that corresponds to the suppressed external argument.  All three 

properties are observed in the following example.   

(1) a. The man bit the dog 

 b. The dog was bitten (by the man) 

The external argument of bite, i.e., the man, is the subject of the active (1a), but not the 

passive (1b).1  The internal argument is the direct object of the active (1a), but it becomes 

the subject of the passive (1b).  Its advancement to the subject position is usually taken as 

an indication that the accusative Case is not available in the passive construction.   In the 
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Alan Thompson, and Stefano Vegnaduzzo for their key judgments.  

1The term ‘external argument’ refers to the argument generated at the top specifier of a 
VP, and ‘ internal argument’ refers to any argument generated lower than this position.   
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standard theories of Jaeggli (1986), Baker (1988), and Baker, Johnson, and Roberts 

(1989) external argument suppression and accusative Case absorption are unified by 

assigning both the external thematic role of the verb and its accusative Case to the passive 

morpheme, which is treated as the external argument that is incorporated into the verb.  

 Although this approach yields a satisfactory account for the basic characteristics of 

the passive construction, it has some shortcomings that are due to the premise that the 

passive morpheme is underlyingly an argument. 

(a) The correlation between the external argument suppression and the accusative Case 

absorption:  This type of correlation is not attested in other cases of argument 

incorporation, e.g., the incorporated body-part in hand-wash the car does not block the 

licensing of the accusative Case, and neither does the dative clitic in Romance.   

(b) The correlation between external argument suppression and the appearance of the by-

phrase:  No comparable dependency holds in other cases of argument suppression 

whereby a suppressed argument (optionally) appears as an oblique argument, e.g., Bill ate 

(*P dinner), or Mary is reading (*P a book).  

(c) The thematic licensing of the by-phrase:  Since the external thematic role is assigned to 

the passive morpheme, by-phrases cannot be thematically licensed in a natural way.  As a 

result, by-phrases remain as an anomaly and are handled through an additional procedure 

that does not follow from any fundamental property of the passive construction, i.e., 

through the novel mechanism of thematic role transmission in Jaeggli (1986), and a 

mechanism analogous to clitic doubling in Baker, Johnson, and Roberts (1989). 
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(d) Parallelism between passives and causatives:  Park (1986) observes that the passive 

morphemes are identical to the causative morphemes in Korean (also see Marantz 1985 

and Li 1990).  There are also interesting similarities between passives and causatives in the 

jaa-passives of Hindi (Mahajan 1994) and the indirect passives of Japanese (Miyagawa 

1989).  This essential parallelism cannot be captured by the standard theories because they 

crucially assume that the passive morpheme is an argument of the root verb.2 

 This paper resolves these problems by adopting an alternative approach where the 

passive morpheme is treated as a predicate, PASS, which takes a by-phrase specifier and a 

VP complement.  It is a control predicate in that its by-phrase specifier controls the 

specifier of its complement VP, which is the external argument of the passivized verb.  

The basic structure is schematically represented below, where VR is the root verb, and 

some index percolation convention guarantees that the by-phrase can control the PRO. 

(2)           VP 
              
      PP i        V'  
     

�
      

    by  DPi   V        VP 
            �  
           PASS   DP       V'  
                 �  
                PROi   VR        DP 

The configuration in (2) immediately eliminates three of the problems mentioned above.  It 

retains the external argument of the root verb albeit in the form of the silent pronominal 

                                                

2Zubizarreta (1982) is an interesting attempt where the causative morpheme suppresses 
 



1998 4 

PRO, so it avoids the argument suppression problem stated in (b), and renders the first 

part of the correlation in (a) vacuous.  It generates the by-phrase as the specifier of PASS 

and provides a natural source for by-phrases, thus resolving the problem in (c).  Finally, by 

treating the passive morpheme as a verb that subordinates the VP of the root verb, it also 

produces a type of VP architecture that is parallel to causative structures, presented in (d).  

The remaining part of (a), i.e., the accusative Case absorption, is addressed in section 2. 

 Section 1 justifies the control relation in (2).  Section 2 introduces the passives of 

transitive verbs and shows that the movement of the internal argument to the subject 

(nominative Case licensing) position proceeds through the direct object (accusative Case 

licensing) position.  Section 3 argues that unergative verbs are capable of passivizing as 

freely as transitive verbs as long as the language can provide a derived subject at the 

surface or at LF.  In section 4, the prohibition against the passivization of unaccusative 

verbs is reduced to the inabili ty of these verbs to provide a constituent that can move to 

the subject position at the surface or replace the expletive at LF, such as cognate objects.  

Section 5 presents an account for the general restriction against double passives in terms 

of possible control structures and the distribution of PRO.  Section 6 compares the passive 

construction with the causative construction in the context of Korean causatives, Japanese 

indirect passives, and Hindi jaa-passives.  Section 7 derives the detransitivizing passives in 

Turkish.  The mechanisms developed in sections 3 and 7 are combined in the appendices, 

which outline the consequence of this theory for the middle construction in English 

                                                                                                                                            
the external thematic role of the root verb through a thematic role percolation convention. 
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(appendix A) and the ergative si construction in Italian (appendix B).   

1  The Passive Architecture  

Perhaps the most novel aspect of the proposed structure in (2) is the control relation 

between the specifier of PASS and the specifier of the root verb, VR.3  This appears to be a 

problematic claim at first, since the passive by-phrase is normally interpreted as having the 

same thematic role as the subject of the corresponding active clause, as seen below. 

(3) a. John ate the cake (Agent) 

 b. Everyone adores cute babies (Experiencer) 

 c. February follows January (Neutral) 

(4) a. The cake was eaten by John (Agent) 

 b. Cute babies are adored by everyone (Experiencer) 

 c. January is followed by February (Neutral) 

Intuitively, the subject of the active eat in (3a) and the by-phrase of the passive in (4a) are 

both Agents, just as the active subjects of adore and follow in (3b-c) and the by-phrases in 

(4b-c) are both Experiencers and Neutrals, respectively.4 

 However, thematic identity is only one of the many criteria that determine whether 

any given structure involves raising or control, i.e., whether the specifier of VR in (2) is 

occupied by a trace or a PRO.  If PASS is a control predicate, the by-phrase is introduced 

as the external argument of PASS, and regulated by the selectional requirements of PASS.  

                                                

3Marantz (1985) and Li (1990) also analyze the passive morpheme as a head, but they 
treat it is a raising predicate.   

4Rozwadowska (1988) establishes Neutral as the unaffected Patient.   
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However, if PASS is a raising predicate, it cannot introduce the by-phrase, and cannot 

place any selectional requirements on it.  Instead, the requirements on the by-phrase (or its 

DP complement) are solely determined by the root verb, VR.  The evidence regarding the 

control relation in (2) comes from the discrepancies in the range of expressions that can be 

the subjects in the active and the passive by-phrases in passive sentences. 

 The first relevant property of raising structures is that they preserve the idiomatic 

readings of (5), as in (6), while control structures do not, as in (9).   

(5) a. Good enough doesn't cut it  

 b. That does it                 (semi-idiomatic reading)  

(6) a. Good enough doesn't seem to cut it  

 b. That seems to do it             (semi-idiomatic reading) 

(7) a. ?*Good enough isn't poised/prone to cut it  

 b. ??That is poised/prone to do it    (semi-idiomatic reading) 

The passive forms of (5), on the other hand, lack the idiomatic readings, which parallels 

the behavior of control clauses.5   

(8) a. * It isn't cut by good enough6  

 b. * It is done by that             (semi-idiomatic reading) 

Secondly, the type of idiosyncratic subjects seen in (9) are allowed only by raising 

predicates, as in (10), but not by control predicates, as in (11). 

                                                

5It is an expletive rather than an idiom chunk in both examples, so it should in principle be 
able to move to the subject position.  

6Note that good enough is allowed as the complement of by in examples like The board 
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(9) a. Five dollars buys you a decent meal in this restaurant 

 b. This wall needs some paint 

(10) a. Five dollars seems to buy you a decent meal in this restaurant 

 b. This wall seems to need some paint 

(11) a. ?*Five dollars is poised/prone to buy you a decent meal in this restaurant 

 b. ?*This wall is poised/prone to need some paint 

Crucially, arguments of this sort are not licensed as passive by-phrases either. 

(12) a. ?*A decent meal is bought by five dollars in this restaurant 

 b. ?*Some paint is needed by this wall 

Finally, overt by-phrases do not allow arbitrary reference for expressions like they or 

people, which means PASS imposes its own requirements on its specifier.7 

(13) a. They eat dinner at 10 o'clock in this country (arbitrary they) 

 b. Dinner is eaten by them at 10 o'clock in this country (*arbitrary they) 

(14) a. People make deals with a handshake in this town (arbitrary people) 

 b. Deals are made by people with a handshake in this town (*arbitrary people)8 

Since PASS does not license the arbitrary they or people as a by-phrase, it must be capable 

of imposing its selectional requirements on its specifier, suggesting that it is a control verb.  

 The problem with PASS being a control predicate is that the thematic role of its 

specifier seems to be regulated by the root verb, VR.  Clearly, PASS is a semantically 

                                                                                                                                            
members are not satisfied by good enough.   

7The arbitrary reading is available when the by-phrase is not overt, as in Dinner is eaten at 
10 o’clock in this country and Deals are made with a handshake in this town.   

8There is an indefinite use of people referring to an unknown set of individuals, as in The 
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impoverished predicate, if not altogether vacuous.  It does not add substantially to the 

interpretation of the event structure, and it is thematically inert,9 which seems responsible 

for the thematic identity between the by-phrase and the external argument PRO.  Since the 

thematic role that PASS provides for its by-phrase specifier does not correspond to any 

significant participation in the event structure, the by-phrase becomes thematically inert, 

and the thematic role of the external argument PRO provided by the root verb comes to 

dominate the thematic interpretation of the control chain { by-DP, PRO} : 

(15) [VP  [by - DPi]  PASS  [VP PROi  VR  DP]]  
 
       qP           qR   

Crucially, qR associates with the same argument in both active and the passive structures, 

i.e., with the specifier of VR.  For example, in the active clause Everyone adores cute 

babies, the specifier of VR, everyone, associates with the qR, the Experiencer role, as in 

(16a).  Likewise, in the passive version Cute babies are adored by everyone, the specifier 

of adore is the PRO, which still associates with the Experiencer role (qR), as in (16b). 

(16) a. [VP  [everyone]  adore  [cute babies]]  
 
       Experiencer (qR)  

                                                                                                                                            
crop circles are made by people, which is not the same as the arbitrary people. 

9At  best, PASS contributes only to the aspectual structure of the clause.  This can be seen 
in the contrast between Bill counts the pigeons in the park and The pigeons in the park 
are counted by Bill , which has a habitual/generic interpretation, which is ambiguous, but 
most naturally interpreted as a perfective (completive) statement. 
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 b. [VP  [by everyonei] PASS  [VP  PROi  adore  [cute babies]]  
 
            θP        Experiencer (θR)  

Thus, as long as the thematic role of the by-phrase, the θP, is inconsequential in the 

interpretation of the event structure, the controller-controllee pair, by everyone and PRO, 

would be readily identified with the role of the PRO, the θR, i.e., the Experiencer in (16b).   

 The thematic role that is inert and transparent with respect to the event structure is 

the Neutral, originally due to Rozwadowska (1988), and redefined in Kural (1996) as the 

unaffected and nonagentive role borne by the object of enjoy and the subject of amuse. 

(17) a. John enjoys the film 

 b. The film amuses John 

In (17). the film is neither affected by the enjoying or amusing, nor does it perform any 

act.  It participates in these event only by its existence.  The same cannot be said for the 

passive by-phrase, so it would be plausible to assume that it also bears the Neutral role 

just like the bold-faced arguments in (17).  Since PASS itself has very little semantic 

content that relates to the event structure, the by-phrase remains thematically transparent.   

 The by-phrase is generated as the thematic argument of PASS, and therefore it is an 

obligatory component of the passive construction, even in cases where there is no 

apparent by-phrase in the structure.  In fact, the persistence of the covert agent 

interpretation in passive sentences without by-phrases, such as The car was fixed, 

indicates the presence of a by-phrase in these structures, even though it does not surface 

as an overt expression.  It can, however, control the PRO subject of a purpose clause or 
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provide reference for subject/agent-oriented adverbs: 

(18) a. The building was demolished PRO to make up room for the parking lot 

 b. The building was demolished carefully 

(19) a. *The building collapsed PRO to make up room for the parking lot10 

 b. *The building collapsed carefully 

In (18), the purpose and the manner are ascribed to the ̀ missing' agent of the demolition, 

which is not possible in (19).  This can be achieved by generating a null argument with an 

arbitrary reference, a pro, as the specifier of PASS in such instances to control the external 

argument of the root verb, PRO.11  In these cases, the pre/postposition BY that takes the 

pro as its complement must also be null.12 

2  Transitive Verbs  

This section argues that (a) the movement of the internal argument to the nominative Case 

position is motivated by the requirement that every clause must have a subject, and (b) the 

movement proceeds through the direct object position, where accusative Case is licensed.   

 A crucial component of the passive construction is the movement of the internal 

argument to the subject position, shown in (20) in its first approximation.  Note that I am 

                                                

10The reading in which volitionality is attributed to the building is irrelevant.   

11This is done by thematic control in some frameworks, which I believe, is equivalent to 
the covert argument pro. 

12It is argued in Kural (1996) that this is due to the licensing condition on arguments that 
requires them to either move to the specifer of a structural licensing projection or be 
incorporated into the verb.  Assuming that a null pro must licensed by incorporation in this 
context, it would have to head-move through the P-position, forcing the preposition BY to 
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using NomP and AccP as the labels for the subject and direct object positions in order to 

concentrate on the Case licensing properties of these heads and avoid issues regarding 

their status as the locus of agreement.  Irrelevant projections are omitted in (20). 

(20)      NomP                   (first approximation) 
 

   DPj     Nom'  �  
    �  Nom    
    �          AccP 
    �       
    �    Spec      Acc'  
    �           
    �        Acc         
    �                  VP 
 �  
    �              PPi       V'  � �  
    �            by  DPi  V       VP 
    � �  
    �                  PASS  DP       V'  � �  
    �                         PROi   V       DP 
    � � �
    �        VR        tj � �	�	�	�	�
�	�	�	�	�
�	�	�	�	�
�	�	�	�	�
�	�	�	�	� � �	�
� 
 � �

 

The Extended Projection Principle (EPP) of Chomsky (1986, 1995) requires that all 

clauses have subjects, which forces the movement of some argument to the [Spec, NomP] 

in (20).  There are three possible candidates that can satisfy this requirement: the by-

phrase, PRO, and the internal argument.  It is not entirely clear why the by-phrase is not a 

                                                                                                                                            
be null, as in the other cases of P-incorpration, such as the dative shift. 
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possible option, but the fact is, most languages do not allow oblique agents in the subject 

position, such as by-phrases, and possibly with-phrases.13  PRO, on the other hand, cannot 

move to a position where it would be c-commanding its controller, the by-phrase, since 

this would create an anomalous chain where the controller is  bound by an argument in a 

non-thematic position, which is the environment for a DP-trace, not a PRO. 

(21) PROi ... [ [by- DPi] i... [ti ... 
 
 
The chain schematically shown in (21) is not compatible with the status of DP as a 

thematically independent argument. 

 This leaves the internal argument as the only constituent capable of occupying the 

[Spec, NomP] in the passive construction.  The movement of the internal argument to the 

subject position, however, does not take place in a single step.  It proceeds through the 

direct object position, i.e., the specifier of the accusative Case licensing projection AccP.  

Thus, the movement of the internal argument is more accurately represented in below.   

                                                

13This restriction may be due to an incompatibili ty in the licensing conditions.  In Kural 
(1996), I argued for a uniquely designated position, i.e., [Spec, ByP], for structurally 
licensing by-phrases in the syntax.   
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(22)     NomP                    
 

  DPj    Nom'  �  
  �   Nom    
  �            AccP 
  �           
  �     DP      Acc'  
  � �     
  � �	�	�	�	�   tj   Acc        
  �         VP 
 �  
          �      PP        V'  � �  
          �       by  DPi  V       VP 
      � �  
          �             PASS  DP       V'  � �  
          �             PROi    V      DP 
           � � �
           �                        VR        tj  � �	�	�	�	�
�	�	�	�	�
�	�	�	�	�
�	�	�	�	�
� � � � � �

 

Movement through the specifier of the AccP is presumably enforced by locality:  By 

moving to the first available Case position [Spec, AccP], the internal argument becomes 

the closest argument to the [Spec, NomP].  The fact that the by-phrase follows the verb 

and other VP-internal constituents like indirect objects in the surface word order indicates 

that they are moved over the by-phrase to their VP-external positions in the overt 

syntax.14  This implies short V-movement in English, where the verb moves to the head of 

                                                

14It is also possible that by-phrases are postposed by a general procedure since they also 
follow adverbials and other PPs. 
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some inflectional projection that is higher than the VP but lower than tense.15  The 

presence of the participial morphology suggests that the verb moves through PASS, which 

lacks phonetic content in English, and reaches the head of PartP, the -en suffix.16   

 Having [Spec, AccP] as the intermediate landing site accomplishes two things: 

First, it captures the traditional notion that only the direct object of an active form can be 

the subject of the passive; and second, it accounts for the accusative absorption effects in 

the passive construction.  Since the [Spec, AccP] position is occupied by the trace of the 

derived subject, accusative Case cannot be licensed for any other argument.  Evidence for 

the movement through [Spec, AccP] comes from the delimiting effect that the direct 

objects have with verbs like load and spray (Tenny 1990), and the fact that they preserve 

this abili ty when they become the derived subjects of the passive form.  The morphological 

marking is visible in the following examples from Turkish.  In the active forms, the act of 

loading is delimited by the argument that bears the accusative Case.   

(23) a. Ahmet      ��� �	�"!$#   kamyona   yükledi 
  Ahmet-NOM hay-ACC  truck-DAT  load-PAST-3SG  
  `Ahmet loaded the hay onto the truck'  

                                                

15Examples like Bill made John arr ive (on time), where the causee John appears to the 
left of the unaccusative verb suggest overt movement to the accusative position in English.  
If this is true, then the SVO order in regular transitive clauses, like Bill kicked John would 
imply a short V-movement that places the verb above the [Spec, AccP].  The do-support 
facts indicate that the verb must remain lower than tense at the surface.   

16It is unlikely that the participial -en is the passive suffix itself since this exact form is also 
used in the perfective tense with the auxiliary have, which clearly does not contain PASS. 
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 b. Ahmet     kamyonu  samanla  yükledi  
  Ahmet-NOM truck-ACC  hay-WITH load-PAST-3SG  
  `Ahmet loaded the truck with hay'  

Just as in their English counterparts, the loading event is coextensive with the hay in (23a) 

and with the truck in (23b).  This contrast in the interpretation suggests that there is a 

correlation between the accusative Case and the abili ty to delimit the loading event.17   

 Internal arguments retain their capacity to measure out an event when they are the 

derived subjects of passives, even though they no longer bear the accusative morphology.   

(24) a. Saman    kamyona   yüklendi 
  hay-NOM truck-DAT  load-PASS-PAST-3SG  
  `The hay was loaded onto the truck'  

 b. Kamyon   samanla  yüklendi  
  truck-NOM hay-WITH load-PASS-PAST-3SG  
  `The truck was loaded with hay'  

The loading event is complete when the hay is exhausted in (24a), and when the room in 

the truck is exhausted in (24b).  The same effect is also seen in the English counterparts to 

                                                

17Dowty (1991) claims that subjects can also delimit events in examples like The crowd 
exited the auditorium.  However, the type of delimiting in these cases is very different 
from the classic cases like eat an apple, since they simply indicate that the event is 
iterated, rather than measuring the extent of the event.  In The candidates made a speech, 
each speech-making is measured out by the speech itself, whereas the plural subject simply 
indicates that there are multiple speech-making events in succesion.  The number of 
candidates does ultimately determine the duration of the overall speech-making situation, 
but this is more of an accidental temporal property of iterated events than an inherent 
property of each (speech-making) event.   

 The only real counter-example I can think of for the generalization in the text is the 
swarm-type verbs, as in The garden is swarming with bees and Bees are swarming in the 
garden (Fillmore 1965).  I have no explanation for cases like this, although I suspect an 
unaccusative-style derivation.   
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(24).  By contrast, underived subjects cannot delimit events, i.e., neither the loading event 

is not measured out by the number of peasants. 

(25) Köyl� ler     %�& '	&"($)   kamyona   y�k ledi 
 peasants-NOM hay-ACC  truck-DAT  load-PAST-3SG  
  `The peasants loaded the hay onto the truck'  

It appears, then, that the abili ty of derived subjects to delimit the events in the passive 

clauses in (24) is a property they acquire by being direct objects at some point in the 

derivation.18  The movement of the internal argument to the subject position through 

[Spec, AccP] position produces the correct results. 

 The restriction on the passivization of dative-shifting verbs like give and show in 

English also support the derivation in (22).  Observe in (16) that a goal argument can be 

the subject of a passive only if it is shifted to the accusative in the corresponding active. 

(26) a. John gave Mary the book 

 b. i.   Mary was given the book 

  ii. *The book was given Mary19 

A theme argument, on the other hand, can become the subject of a passive sentence only if 

the goal argument has not shifted to the accusative in the corresponding active. 

                                                

18This argument would still be valid if one chose to represent the alternate forms as 
separate entries in the lexicon as load1 and load2 as long as accusative Case is licensed by 
movement to [Spec, AccP].    

19I have no account for the dialects that allow structures like (26aii), which are also 
problematic in the standard theories since they suggest that the accusative Case may not 
be absorbed by the passive.  The abili ty to license such sentences must be related to the 
properties of dative phrases since beneficiary shift, as in John baked Mary the cake, does 
not allow any corresponding *The cake was baked Mary.   
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(27) a. John gave the book to Mary 

 b. i.  *Mary was given the book to 

  ii. The book was given to Mary 

Assuming that the goal argument moves to the [Spec, AccP] position in dative shift, and 

that movement to [Spec, NomP] takes place from [Spec, AccP] in passives, one can 

account for the contrast between the passivizabili ty of both internal arguments in (26) and 

(27).  When the goal argument is shifted to the accusative position, as in (26a), it can 

further move to the nominative position in the passive (26bi), but not otherwise, cf. (27bi).  

Likewise, the theme argument cannot become the subject of the passive (26bii) since it is 

not in the accusative position in the dative-shifted (26a).20 

 In some languages, the intermediate step in the movement to the nominative 

position has morphological effects on the derived subject. The remnant of the movement 

to [Spec, AccP] is observed  in the accusative-marked derived subjects in the impersonal 

passives of Ukrainian (Sobin 1985), as in (28) below, as well as North Russian 

(Timberlake 1976), Polish (Keenan and Timberlake 1985), and Welsh (Perlmutter and 

Postal 1984). 

(28) a. Cerkva        bula     zbuovana     v  1640 roc'i  
  church-NOM/FEM was-FEM  built-PASS-FEM in     year 
  `The church was built in 1640'  

 b. Cerkvu        bulo      zbuovano      v  1640 roc'i  
  church-ACC/FEM was-NEUT  built-PASS-NEUT  in     year 
  `The church was built in 1640'  

                                                

20Just as in cases with load, this account also extends to theories that posit two distinct 
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The presence of accusative derived subjects can be accommodated by allowing the 

accusative morphology to surface in the subject position as an instance of Case mismatch, 

which would be a relatively late procedure that relates to the morphological realization of 

Case.21  By contrast, Baker, Johnson, and Roberts (1989) need to parametrize a 

fundamental property of arguments to account for this paradigm, i.e., by assuming that the 

passive morpheme does not absorb the accusative Case in these structures.   

3  Unergative Verbs 

It has been known since Perlmutter (1978) that there are two types of intransitive verbs.  

Unaccusative verbs like arr ive, exist, break and melt typically indicate nonvolitional events 

or states, and they take be as the auxili ary in the perfect tense in a language like Italian 

where be alternates with have (Burzio 1986).  They also allow locative inversion (Bresnan 

1994), and in some cases, there-insertion in English (Levin 1993).  Unergative verbs like 

run, jump, laugh, and dance generally indicate some activity, and they take the auxili ary 

have in the perfect tense in Italian, disallow locative inversion and there-insertion, and 

they take nonthematic complements, such as cognate and related objects, resultatives, and 

                                                                                                                                            
lexical forms give1 and give2 as long as they license accusative Case in a [Spec, AccP]. 

21Allowing some degree of mismatch between abstract Case and overt case morphology 
may eventually undermine the transparency of Case relations, but it is advantagous in 
other respects.  For example, it enables a more straightforward analysis for the dative 
subjects of the passives in German and other languages, the dative experiencer subjects in 
Hindi, and the subjects with quirky Case in Icelandic, all of which can now be said to be 
occupying the subject position except that they retain their nonnominative Case.  This 
approach clearly raises serious issues with respect to how this mismatch can be 
constrained, which I will not address here.   
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bare measure phrases (Levin 1993).  Unaccusative verbs do not have this ability.  This 

particular contrast is captured naturally in Burzio’s (1986) classic VP architecture: 22 

(29) a.  Unergative verbs:             b.   Unaccusative verbs: 

        VP                          VP 
        
     DP     V'                     e      V'  
           
         V     XP                   V      DP 

The XP position inside the unergative VP in (29a) ranges over categories that can function 

as nonthematic complements, such as cognate objects.  The VP structure of unergative 

verbs in (29a) is comparable to that of transitive verbs, and they behave like transitive 

verbs in terms of passivization.  This is especially true in structures with nonthematic 

complements, which can then move to the subject position, as in the (b) sentences below.   

(30) Cognate object: 

 a. The children sang a song  

 b. A song was sung (by the children)  

(31) Bare measure phrase: 

 a. The athlete ran 20 miles  

 b. 20 miles were run (by the athlete) 

(32) Specifier of a resultative phrase: 

 a. His friends laughed [Bill out of the room]  

 b. Bill was laughed [ _ out of the room] (by his friends)  

                                                

22The structures in (29) are slightly altered to allow for VP internal subjects.  These are 
admittedly simplistic structures, especially in light of the work done by Hale and Keyser 
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In these instances, the by-phrase controls the external argument of the unergative verb, as 

it does with transitive verbs.  The nonthematic complement, corresponding to the internal 

argument of transitive verbs, first moves to the [Spec, AccP] position, and then to the 

[Spec, NomP] to satisfy the EPP.   

(33)       NomP 
      
   DPj      Nom’  
   *      
   +    Nom  

+          AccP 
  +  
   +         DP     Acc’  + +  
   , -	-	-	-	-    tj   Acc    
            *            VP 
            +  
            +       PP        V’  
            +         
            .  by DPi   V        VP 
            /            /  
            /           PASS   DP       V'  
            /                 /  
            /                 PROi  VUNERG     XP 
            /                          
            0 1	1	1	1	1
1	1	1	1	1
1	1	1	1	1
1	1	1	1	1
1	1	1	1   tj 

 In the absence of any nonthematic complement to occupy the subject position and 

satisfy the EPP, the abili ty of unergative verbs to passivize depends on whether or not the 

                                                                                                                                            
(1991, 1993), but they are effective in terms of the theory of passives proposed here.   
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language can provide an expletive subject with these verbs.23  The distribution of expletive 

subjects is limited in English.  They occur only in existential sentences with be and with 

unaccusative verbs like arr ive, but not with the passives of transitives or unergatives.24 

(34) a. There are three books on the table  

 b. There arrived three men  

(35) a. *There was sung a song 

 b. *There were run 20 miles  

 c. *There was laughed Bill out of the room  

Since the passives of unergative verbs do not allow there-insertion, they cannot passivize  

without a nonthematic complement in English. 

(36) a. *There was sung (by the children) 

 b. *There was run (by the athlete) 

 c. *There was laughed (by Bill 's friends)  

 In languages like Dutch and Welsh, expletive subjects have a more liberal 

distribution.25  The expletive is overt in Dutch, and it can be seen in (37) below that 

nonthematic complements have not raised to the subject position at the surface. 

                                                

23Adverbials fronted to the subject/topic position in German can also serve this function, 
cf. Heute wird getanzt `Today is danced'.   

24It is possible that expletive subjects in English are generated only in the specifier of a 
VP, but not in a higher projection, such as a TP or a NomP.  If this is true, then the fact 
that change of state verbs do not allow expletive subjects, e.g., *There froze some water 
and *There burned a house, would indicate that their VP architecture is different from 
that of ordinary unaccusative verbs.  Specifically, it would mean that their specifiers are 
thematic positions.  This is a complex issue that cannot be adequately addressed here.  

25If expletive subjects are generated only VP-internally in English, then Dutch and Welsh 
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(37) Er   worden hier  door de  jonge  lui    veel  tangos gedanst 
 there are    here  by   the young people many tangos danced 
 `There are danced many tangos here by the young people'  

The situation is slightly more complicated in Welsh since the expletives are apparently null 

and cognate objects have a highly limited distribution.26   

(38) Canwyd cân  gan y   plant 
 sung   song by  the children  
  `There was sung by the children'  

Since the expletive occupies the subject position, unergative verbs can passivize without 

any nonthematic complement in Dutch, (39), and Welsh, (40) (the examples below are 

from Perlmutter 1978 and Perlmutter and Postal 1984, respectively). 

(39) Er  wordt hier  door de  jonge  lui    veel  gedanst 
 there is   here  by   the young people much danced 
  `There is danced here a lot by young people'  

(40) Dannswyd gan y   plant 
 danced    by  the children 
  `There was danced by the children'  

The passives of unergative verbs satisfy the EPP through the use of expletive subjects in 

Dutch and Welsh.  However, this option is not available at LF is expletive subjects are to 

be eliminated due to Chomsky's (1986) Principle of Full Interpretation (PFI), which states 

that only elements with semantic content are legitimate at LF.  After the expletive deletion 

                                                                                                                                            
have the abili ty to generate them at a higher specifier like [Spec, TP] or [Spec, NomP].  

26It is not clear whether the subject position is occupied by the nonthematic complement 
in (38) or there is a null expletive that does not trigger any agreement on the verb.  Null 
subjects cooccur with agreeing forms of the verbs in Welsh, which is not the case in (38). 
However, Welsh also allows impersonal passives without any nonthematic complement, 
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at LF, the EPP again demands a subject for the clause, which is satisfied in the there-

insertion sentences by raising the postverbal subject to the [Spec, NomP].  In clauses 

containing an unergative verb and a nonthematic complement, one can assume that the 

nonthematic complement raises to the [Spec, NomP] after the expletive is deleted at LF.27   

 Expletive deletion is problematic in Dutch or Welsh in sentences that contains no 

nonthematic complement, as in (39) and (40), because these structures do not provide any 

other constituent that can move to the subject position.  Hale and Keyser's (1991, 1993) 

theory of unergative verbs provides an XP that could plausibly occupy the subject position 

at LF.  In their system, unergative verbs are derived by incorporating a cognate object into 

a light verb at a lexico-syntactic level that precedes the D-structure.  This procedure is 

ill ustrated in (41) with respect to the verb dance, where the head of the cognate object, 

the nominal danceN, incorporates into the null li ght verb V to form the verb danceV. 

(41)     VP 
     
   V    NP 2 2

 
  dance  N 
   3 4  
   5 6	6   t 

A problem that persists in their analysis, however, is the fact that unergative verbs can 

occur with overt cognate objects, as in dance a dance, and perhaps more significantly, 

objects that are semantically related to the verb, but not exactly cognates with it, e.g., 

                                                                                                                                            
where the verb remains uninflected, presumably cooccurring with some null expletive.  
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dance a waltz or dance a tango, which rules out a copying-type solution.  This problem 

can be avoided by assuming that unergative verbs like dance are produced not by 

incorporating the cognate N into V, but by having the verb bind a pronominal element 

inside its complement DP.   

(42)     VP 
     
   V     DP 7

 
  dancei proi    D’  

 
          D    NP 

 

This schema unifies the representations of cognate objects like dance a dance, as in (43a), 

related objects like dance a waltz, as in (43b), and bare forms like dance, as in (43c).   

(43) a. [VP DP dancei [DP proi [a dance]]  

 b. [VP DP dancei [DP proi [a waltz]]  

 c. [VP DP dancei [DP proi]]  

When an unergative verb that is passivized has no overt nonthematic complement, the null 

complement that contains the pro can replace the expletive at LF.  The proposed 

derivation for the Dutch example (39) is as follows.  

(44) a. Er wordt hier [door de jonge] lui veel [DP proi ] gedansti   
  `There was danced here a lot by young people'  

 b. e wordt hier [door de jonge] lui veel [DP proi ] gedansti   

 c. [DP proi ] j wordt hier [door de jonge] lui veel tj gedansti  

                                                                                                                                            

27Chomsky (1995) replaces expletive replacement with the feature raising to I.   
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The surface form is as in (44a).  After expletive deletion at LF, (44b), the DP complement 

containing the ̀ pronominal cognate' pro raises to the [Spec, NomP] position to satisfy the 

EPP.  Languages that do not license expletive subjects with unergative verbs, such as 

English, do not have this option because the EPP is already violated at the surface and 

raising the cognate pro to the subject position at LF does not save the sentence.   

4  Unaccusative Verbs  

Unlike unergative verbs, unaccusative verbs do not have any overt or covert nonthematic 

complement that can be raised to the subject position.  Having Burzio's classic VP 

structure for unaccusative verbs embedded under the predicate PASS yields the 

configuration in (45) where the by-phrase that is introduced by PASS controls the sole 

argument of the unaccusative verb as it raises to the [Spec, VP] of the root verb:   

(45)           VP 
   
      PP         V'  
         
     by DPi   V        VP 
            8  
           PASS   DP       V'  
                 8  
                 PROi  VUNACC    DP 
                 9       8  
                 : ;	;	;	;	;
;	;	;    ti  

The restrictions against moving the by-phrase or the PRO to the subject position are still 

operative in (45), see section 2.  Therefore, although the passives of unaccusative verbs 

can in principle satisfy the EPP at the surface through an expletive subject, they do not 

provide any suitable argument to replace the expletive at LF.  In English, for example, 
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some unaccusative verbs license expletive subjects in the active forms, but they still cannot 

be passivized.  In the active (34), the postverbal arguments can replace the expletive at 

LF, but this option is not available in the passive (46), where the sole argument of the verb 

is a PRO that is controlled by the by-phrase, which cannot move to the [Spec, NomP].   

(34) a. There appeared two rabbits on the stage 

 b. There arrived three men  

(46) a. *There were appeared by two rabbits on the stage 

 b. *There were arrived by three men 

 c. *There are existed by many problems in this project 

This restriction also holds in languages that can otherwise passivize unergative verbs, such 

as Dutch, (47) (Perlmutter 1978), and Welsh, (48) (Perlmutter and Postal 1984).   

(47) * In dit  weeshuis  wordt er   door de  kinderen  erg  snel  gegroeid 
   in  this orphanage  is    there by   the children  very  fast  grown 
 `In this orphanage there is grown very fast by the children'  

(48) *Tywyd  gan y   plant   yn sydyn  
   grown  by  the children suddenly 
  `There was grown by the children suddenly'  

Just as in (46), there is no available argument in these examples that can replace the 

expletive subjects at LF which is the reason that unaccusative verbs cannot passivize. 

 However, the restriction against passivizing unaccusative verbs is not universal.  It 

has been noted in the literature that unaccusative verbs can be passivized in languages like 

Polish (Maling 1993a), as in (49) and Turkish (Knecht 1985, Özkaragöz 1986), as in (50).   

(49) Dawniej umeriano mlodo 
 before  died-PASS young 
 `There was died young in the old days'  
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(50) Bu  yetimhanede   çabuk  büyünür 
 this  orphanage-LOC fast   grow-PASS-PAST-3SG  
 ‘There is grown quickly in this orphanage’  

On the other hand, these passives are very different from regular passives.  First, they 

require a generic event interpretation, and are incompatible with any adverbial that would 

fix the event in time and make it specific.  Second, they exclude by-phrases.  The 

following examples are from Turkish, but the same restrictions are also observed in Polish. 

(51) a. Bu  hastal<>=$?A@ B   CED FHGJILK>MNKOG P  QAR S�R TVU>WHXYR W$Z  çabuk   ölünüyor28 
  this disease-ABL      elderly by       quickly  die-PASS-PRES-3SG  
  ‘There is died quickly of this disease (by the elderly)’  

 b. *O  kazada     (çocuklar QAR S�R TVU>WHXYR W$Z   hemen      ölündü  
    that accident-LOC  children  by        immediately die-PASS-PAST-3SG  
  ‘There was died immediately in yesterday’s accident (by the children)’  

Finally, the sole argument of the passivized unaccusative verb must have a human referent.  

This requirement is demonstrated by Maling (1993a) for Polish with (52) below, while 

Knecht (1985) and Özkaragöz (1986) report cases like (53) for Turkish. 

(52) *Zwiednie[ to  
   wilted-PASS 
 `There was wilted'  

(53) *Eskiden   erken  solunurdu/� � r� n� rd�  
   old.times  early  wilt- PASS-AOR-PAST-3SG/rot- PASS-AOR-PAST-3SG 
 `There used to be wilted/rotted early in the old times'  

Unlike dying, wilting and rotting are not things that humans can do, so the corresponding 

verbs are not allowed in the passive form.  By contrast, the dying in (49a) and (51a) is 

                                                

28Sezer (1991) notes that passives of unaccusative verbs are usually found with the aorist 
(habitual) tense in Turkish, but present tense is also acceptable in this context as long as it 
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always understood to be referring to the death of a human, but not an animal or a plant.   

 Maling (1993a) argues that the humanness condition on the impersonal passive of 

an unaccusative verb points at the presence of an arbitrary null pronominal, pro-arb.29  

The semantics of wilt  and rot prohibit them from taking an arbitrary PRO as subject.   

(54) a. It would be unpleasant [PRO to die in this place] 

 b. * It would be unpleasant [PRO to wilt/rot in this place]30 

 Maling's insight can be incorporated into this framework by assuming that the pro-

arb interpretation is obtained by having the PRO provided by the passive construction not 

be controlled by a by-phrase.  On the other hand, the inabili ty of unaccusative passives to 

refer to a specific event/state suggests that the tense (or the event argument) of the clause 

is bound by the generic operator GEN.  There would be a straightforward account for the 

correlation between these two properties if one were to assume that the languages that can 

passivize unaccusative verbs do so by introducing the generic operator GEN as the specifier 

of PASS.31  Since GEN is not a referential argument and cannot control, the PRO specifier 

of the lower VP does not have to remain fixed in its base position, and can move to the 

subject position to satisfy the EPP.  The relevant portion of the derivation is as follows. 

                                                                                                                                            
has a habitual reading on a par with the aorist tense.   

29It is not clear that there is any substantial difference between an uncontrolled arbitrary 
PRO and the pro-arb apart from whether or not they trigger agreement on the verb.   

30The reading of (54b) where a human would be rotting in jail is irrelevant. 

31It is very likely that GEN raises at LF to a position where it can bind the tense.  
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(55)       NomP 
 

  PROi      Nom'  
   \       
   ]    Nom    
   ^                VP 
   ^       
   ^            PP        V'  
   ^              
   _           GEN    V        VP 
   _                 _  
   _                PASS   DP       V'  
   _                      _  
   ` a	a	a	a	a
a	a	a	a	a
a	a	a	a	a
a   ti    VUNACC    DP 
                         b    c  
                         d e	e	e	e	e
e	e	e	e   ti  

The argument of the unaccusative verb is generated as a PRO instead of a referentially 

independent category, because the VP that contains it is embedded under the control 

predicate PASS.  If the specifier of PASS were a referential argument that could control the 

PRO, the structure would have had no legitimate derivation because the control relation 

would fix PRO in the [Spec, VP] and the EPP would be violated.  However, when PASS 

takes GEN as its specifier, PRO no longer has a controller, and can raise through the [Spec, 

VP] to the [Spec, NomP] position, either at the surface to become the true derived subject 

of the passive, or at LF to replace the expletive subject.  In either case, the uncontrolled 

PRO produces the pro-arb interpretation observed in these passives. 

5  Double Passives  

Except in rare cases, like Turkish (Özkarag� z 1986) and Lithuanian (Timberlake 1982), 

languages consistently disallow any further passivization of a clause that has already been 
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passivized.  It is argued in this section that the restriction against double passives is 

grounded in the structural limi tations on control relations and the distribution of PRO.  

Schematically, the VP architecture of double passives would be as follows. 

(56) [VP [by-DP5] PASS2 [VP [by-DP4] PASS1 [VP DP3 V2 [VP DP2 V1 DP1 ]]]]  

By-DP4 and by-DP5 are the specifiers of the iterated PASS, PASS1 and PASS2, while DP1, 

DP2, and DP3 are the arguments of the root verb decomposed as V1 and V2 in a layered 

VP structure (Larson 1988).  There are two possible control configurations in (56).  In 

parallel control, the by-phrases, by-DP4 and by-DP5 have different indices, and each one 

controls a different argument; by-DP4 controls DP2 or DP3, and by-DP5 controls the other.   

(57) a. [VP [by-DP5] i PASS2 [VP [by-DP4] j PASS1 [VP DP3i V2 [VP DP2j V1 DP1 ]]]]  

 b. [VP [by-DP5] i, PASS2 [VP [by-DP4] j PASS1 [VP DP3j V2 [VP DP2i V1 DP1 ]]]]  

In serial control, the higher by-phrase, by-DP5, controls the lower by-phrase, by-DP4, 

which in turn controls the highest argument in the main VP complex, DP3.   

(58) [VP [by-DP5] i PASS2 [VP [by-DP4] i PASS1 [VP DP3i V2 [VP DP2 V1 DP1 ]]]]  

In both configurations, the lowest argument DP1 can move to the [Spec, NomP] and 

become the derived subject of the double passive construction.   

 Parallel control is ruled out because neither control relation can be established 

locally.  In both (57) and (59), at least one of the arguments in either controller-PRO pair 

inevitably intervenes between the other controller-PRO pair, which violates the locality 

requirement on control relations, which requires PRO to be controlled by the first 

available argument, i.e., the Minimal Distance Principle.   
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(59)        VP 
 

    PP        V'  
 

  by DPi   V        VP f
 

        PASS   PP        V'  
 

            by DPj    V        VP f
 

                   PASS   DP       V'  f
 

                       PROi/j   V       DP f
 

                                    PROj/i   

The higher by-phrase cannot control the higher PRO or the lower PRO in (59), because 

the lower by-phrase intervenes in both cases, in addition to the lower PRO in the latter.  

Consequently, it is not possible to have two distinct by-phrases control two distinct PRO 

arguments in (59), which means the configuration cannot support parallel control. 

 There is one variation on the configuration in (59) that allows parallel control, and 

this is arguably how Lithuanian licenses double passives, as in (60) (Timberlake 1982). 

(60) To  lapelio   bug ta    veh jo      mupui sto   
 that leaf-GEN  be/PASS wind-GEN  blow/PASS  
 `By that leaf there was been blown by the wind'  

There are three requisites for establishing parallel control in passives: (a) the higher PASS 

should be generated above a verb with no independent argument, i.e., an auxili ary or a 

raising verb, (b) this verb must be separated from the main verb by a projection that 

provides a landing site for the lower PRO, such as an AccP, and (c) it should be possible 

in that language to move the by-phrase to the subject position, [Spec, NomP].  Under 
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these conditions, the lower PRO can move above the higher PRO and its local controller, 

to a position between the two by-phrases.  In that case, the higher by-phrase has only the 

raised PRO to control.  This option would be available only if the VP complement of the 

higher PASS does not introduce an additional argument in its specifier position, i.e., if the 

head of the VP complement of PASS is an auxili ary or a raising verb.  Also, this derivation 

would go through only if the EPP is independently satisfied, by a by-phrase.  The 

derivation of (60) is sketched out below with English glosses. 

(61)    NomP 
   
 Spec      Nom'  
 j      
 k  Nom    
 l            VP l  
 l          PP        V'  l  
 m n	n	n  [by leavesi]  V        VP o

 
              PASS  V     
                   

o
   PROi     VP  

                   be  p  
                       

o
   PP        V'  o

 
                       

o
 by windj   V        VP o o

 
                       

o
        PASS  DP       V'  o o

 
                       

o
            PROj   V       DP q r

 
                       s t	t	t	t	t
t	t	t	t	t
t	t	t	t	t
t	t	t	t	t ti   

Once the lower PRO moves to the intermediate position, it can be controlled by the higher 
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by-phrase without any intervention by any other argument.  However, because it is being 

controlled, the lower PRO cannot raise to the subject position to satisfy the EPP, which is 

different from the uncontrolled PRO in the passive of unaccusatives in Turkish.   

 The evidence that Lithuanian avoids the EPP effects by moving the by-phrase, to 

lapelio ‘that leaf-GEN’, to the [Spec, NomP] position can be found in the context of 

raising verbs.  It can be seen in (62) that, Lithuanian ordinarily allows lower subjects to be 

raised to the higher subject position as nominative phrases. 

(62) jis     atrodo esas  herojum 
 he-NOM  seem  be   hero 
 ‘He seems to be a hero’  

As noted by Keenan and Timberlake (1985), raising verbs can passivize in Lithuanian.   

(63) Jo    pasirodyta      esant  didvyrio 
 he-GEN seem/PASS-N/SG  being  hero 
 ‘’By him there was seemed to be a hero’  

However, the raising of a lower subject is blocked whether the lower verb is passivized. 

(64) *zuvis    jo     pasirodyta  valgytos 
  fish-NOM he-GEN  seem-PASS eat-PASS-PART  
 ‘The fish was seemed by him to be eaten’  

Since the nominative zuvis ‘fish-NOM’ is unacceptable in (64), it must be the case that the 

matrix nominative licensing position is already occupied, presumably by the by-phrase jo 

‘he-GEN’, which is the only other available argument. 32  

                                                

32The nominative raised subject zuvis `fish-NOM' is acceptable in (64) if it agrees with the 
embedded verb, as in zuvis jo pasirodyta valgyta, which is apparently a case of long-
distance scrambling, rather than raising.   
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 By contrast, there is no comparable way to produce structures with serial control, 

shown schematically in (57a) and (65).  The defining property of serial control is that the 

by-phrase specifier of the lower PASS must contain a PRO. 

(65)        VP 
 

    PP        V’  
 

  by DPi   V        VP u
 

        PASS   PP        V’  
 

            by PROi   V        VP u
 

                   PASS  DP       V’  u
 

                       PROi    V       XP 

In this configuration, the lower PASS requires that the specifier of the lower PASS be a by-

phrase.  To satisfy the control requirement, the same argument must also contain a PRO.  

These two requirements create a conflict because PRO cannot be the complement of a 

P.33  As a result, PASS cannot take a VP headed by another PASS as its complement.   

 In contrast with Lithuanian, double passives are formed by embedding a regular 

passive VP under a generic passive in Turkish, which is the PASS used with the passives of 

unaccusative verbs.  The regular (lower) passive layer licenses a by-phrase that controls 

the external argument of its complement VP, just like ordinary passives.  By contrast, the 

second (higher) layer introduces the generic operator GEN the same way that PASS does 

                                                

33Although it is not clear what regulates the distribution of PRO, it must be excluded from 
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with unaccusative verbs.  The lowest DP moves to the subject position to satisfy the EPP.   

(66)        VP 
 

    PP        V'  
 

   GEN    V        VP v
 

        PASS   PP        V'  
 

            by DPi    V        VP v
 

                   PASS  DP       V'  v
 

                       PROi    V       DP 

The generic operator in the specifier of the higher PASS has two crucial effects in this 

construction:  First, since GEN does not control any argument inside the VP, the 

construction avoids the problems associated with the double control structures discussed 

above.  Second, it correctly forces double passives to be generic or habitual statements, as 

is the case with the passives of unaccusatives.  Single passives are compatible with both 

the generic and the specific event readings, as seen in (67a) and (67b), respectively.  

(67) a. Burada  geceleri (� ocuklar  taraf w>xHyYz x${  piyano çal- wNx - |>}
  here    nights     children by       piano  play-PASS- AOR-3SG  
  `There is piano played here (by the children) at nights'  

 b. Burada  ge�en  gece (� ocuklar  ~A� ��� �V�>�H�Y� �$�  piyano �al- �N� - �$�
    here   last   night   children by       piano  play-PASS- PAST-3SG  
  `Last night, there was piano played here (by the children)'  

On the other hand, double passives allow only the generic event reading, as in (68a), but 

                                                                                                                                            
this particular context as an empirical fact.  
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not the specific event reading given in (68b).34 

(68) a. Burada  geceleri (� ocuklar  taraf �>�H�Y� �$�  piyano �al- �N� - �>� - �>�
  here    nights    children  by       piano  play-PASS-PASS-AOR-3SG  
  `There is been piano played here (by the children) at nights'  

 b. *Burada  ge�en  gece (� ocuklar  �A� ��� �V�>�H�Y� �$�  piyano �al- �N� - �>� - �$�
    here    last   night   children by       piano  play-PASS-PASS-PAST-3SG  
  `Last night, there was been piano played here (by the children)'  

In these examples, the first passive morpheme is a regular PASS that licenses the optional 

by-phrase and supports specific events, as in (67b), while the second passive requires the 

generic interpretation, as in (68a), and disallows the specific event reading, as in (68b).  

This is the same type of restriction observed with the unaccusative passives in Turkish in 

section 4, and it appears to be derived the same way; i.e., by having (the higher) PASS 

introduce the generic operator GEN.   

6  Parallelism with Causatives 

The basic VP architecture of the passive construction given in (2) parallels the structure of 

morphological causatives:  Both are built with a predicative head, PASS or CAUSE, that 

takes a VP complement.  The two constructions are parallel in other ways as well.  For 

example, the thematic role of the specifier of CAUSE is also Neutral, since it is thematically 

inert in both the overt (periphrastic) causative in (69a) and the covert form in (69b). 

(69) a. The fantastic view of the ocean made me buy this house  

 b. The scandal toppled the government (cf. The government toppled) 

In both instances, the causer is an unaffected nonagentive argument that is involved in the 

                                                

34Of the two passive morphemes, -(I)n is used after vowels and an /l/, and -l otherwise.   
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house-buying and government-toppling events simply by being there, rather than 

performing any discernible act.  Causers are not transparent in the event structure as the 

passive by-phrases, because CAUSE has clear semantic content, which is unlike PASS.  

 Another parallelism between causatives and passives is that both CAUSE and PASS 

select by-phrase specifiers.  This is visible in the multiple causatives in Turkish, where the 

lower causee appears as a dative phrase, the top causer as a nominative phrase, and the 

intermediate argument (both a causer and a causee) as a by-phrase.35   

(70) Ahmet      Ay � e taraf� ndan  bana  �	�J���"�O� �L�    sil-dir-t-ti 
 Ahmet-NOM  ��� �¢¡  by       I-DAT  tables-ACC wipe-CAUSE-CAUSE-PAST-3SG  
 £¥¤§¦©¨	ª¬«­¨	®°¯Yª�¤�±³²�ª�¨´® µ³ª�¨	ª·¶¹¸>º³ª·«»¦Yª·«A®¬¼H½OªJ¾À¿  

The external argument of the root verb sil `wipe' in (70) is the dative bana `to me', whose 

Case is determined structurally: the specifier of a root verb under CAUSE is dative with 

transitive verbs, and accusative with intransitives.  There are two causative morphemes in 

(70), and each introduces a distinct argument.  The top causer is raised to the subject 

position and appears as a nominative phrase.  The second causer, on the other hand, 

remains in its unaltered base form, the way it is generated as the specifer of CAUSE.  By 

extension, the top causer must also be generated as a by-phrase and then shifted to the 

nominative Case, presumably through P-incorporation, which eliminates the postposition 

taraf Á ndan `by'.  This would leave only one substantial difference between CAUSE and 

                                                

35 The causative morpheme is -t after vowels and /r/, and -DIr (with vowel harmony and 
voicing assimilation) elsewhere.  The morphemes - Â r and -ar in the cases of bat Â r and 
kopar are irregular forms that are lexically specified. 
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PASS, which is the ability of CAUSE to incorporate the pre-/postposition BY of its by-phrase 

specifier into the verb as the verb moves up by head movement.  The incorporation of BY 

triggers argument shift and produces a nominative subject by forcing its complement DP 

to move to the nominative position, cf. Baker (1988).  Crucially, the P-incorporation 

option should be unavailable in the case of PASS and its by-phrase specifier.   

 The discussion in this section concentrates on three cases where the causative and 

passive constructions display similar properties: the causatives in Korean, the indirect 

passives in Japanese, and the jaa-passives in Hindi. 

6.1  Korean Passives/Causatives  

Park (1986) observes that the morphemes used in the ‘lexical passives’ (as opposed to the 

‘phrasal passives’) is the same as the causative morphe mes in Korean (the following 

examples are modified from Marantz 1985).   

(71) a. na-nÃ n ibalsa-ekey mÄ ri-r Å l  kak-ki- Ä ss-ta  
  I-NOM barber-DAT hair-ACC  cut-CAUSE-PAST-DEC  
  `I had the barber cut my hair'  

 b. næ  mÄ ri-ka   ibalsa-ekey kak-ki- Ä ss-ta  
  my hair-NOM barber-DAT cut-PASS-PAST-DEC  
  `My hair was cut by  the barber'  

The relationship between causative and passive morphology in Korean is not a case of 

simple homophony.  The causative/passive morpheme has four allomorphs, -i -ki, -hi, and 

-li  (as well as -u, -ku, and -chu).  The distribution of the allomorphs is lexically determined 

by the root verb and they are all ambiguous between the causative and passive functions, 

e.g., il k `read', il k-hi `read-cause/pass', dÆ l `carry', dÆ l-li  `carry-cause/pass'.  
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 Both Marantz (1985) and Li (1990) account for the overlap between the two 

functions by assuming that the causative predicate is ambiguous between the transitive and 

unaccusative forms in Korean, and that the ̀ causee' becomes an oblique argument and 

raises to subject in the latter option.  The equivalent of their approach in the current theory 

is that the Korean CAUSE is optionally a control predicate.  The noncontrol option yields 

the standard causative structure in (71a), whereas the control version produces a structure 

that superficially resembles the passive construction, as in (71b).  

(72) a. [VP na nÇ n [VP ibalsa ekey [næ mÈ ri r Ç l] kak] CAUSE]     (causative) 

 b. [VP  ibalsa ekeyi [VP PROi [næ mÈ ri ka] kak] CAUSE]     (semi-passive) 

This suggests that Korean does not have any morphological passive, but rather, a type of 

CAUSE that optionally has the control characteristic of PASS, much like the optionality of 

control with verbs like get in English.   

6.2  Japanese Indirect Passives  

The passive morpheme -(r)are- produces two types of passives in Japanese.  The regular 

(direct) form displays all the usual properties of the passive construction. 

(73) Kodomo ga   Hanako ni  yob-are-ta 
 child    NOM Hanako by  call-PASS-PAST  
 `The child was called by Hanako'  

By contrast, indirect passives are very similar to the causative construction in terms of the 

distribution of Case and the alignment of arguments, as seen in (74a) below.  The passive 

predicate PASS introduces a new argument in these structures, just like the causative 

-(s)ase- as in (74b), which is raised to the subject position, while the external argument of 
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the root verb surfaces as an oblique phrase (the examples are from Miyagawa 1989).  

(74) a. Taroo ga   Hanako ni  kodomo o    yob-are-ta 
  Taro  NOM Hanako DAT child   ACC  call-PASS-PAST  
  `Taro had Hanako call the child'  

 b. Taroo ga   Hanako ni   Ziroo  o    yob-ase-ta 
  Taro  NOM Hanako DAT  Jiro   ACC  call-CAUSE-PAST  
  `Taro made Hanako call Jiro'  

Clearly, (74a) and (74b) do not have the same meaning because they involve two distinct 

predicates; the PASS -are- in (74a) and the CAUSE -ase- in (74b).  However, these two 

sentences are alike in a shallow sense in terms of the distribution of Case, such that one 

can replace the -are- in the passive (74a) with -ase- to mechanically produce the causative 

string in (74b), though of course with different semantics.   

 The causative-like surface properties of indirect passives indicate that the control 

property of the passive morpheme is optional in Japanese.  As a control predicate, it 

behaves like a regular passive, as in (73), but as a noncontrol predicate, it mimics the 

surface properties of the causative construction, where the underlying ni incorporates into 

the verb and the specifier of PASS, Taroo, can surface as a nominative phrase Taroo ga, as 

in (74b) and (75b):36 

(75) a. [VP  [Hanako ni] i [VP PROi [kodomo ga] yob] PASS]  

b. [VP [Taroo ni] [VP [Hanako ni] [kodomo o] yob] PASS]  

Just like the Korean CAUSE, the optionality of control in the case of the Japanese PASS is 

                                                

36This would suggest that whatever is responsible for blocking the incorporation of by in 
regular passives is not operative when PASS is not a control predicate.   
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reminiscent of the verb get in English.   

6.3  Active Passives of Hindi 

Mahajan (1994) reports a particular type of passive construction that is formed with the 

auxili ary verb jaa `go' in Hindi, where the instrumental equival ent of the by-phrase moves 

to the subject position and displays subject properties, in terms of  binding anaphors, 

controlli ng PRO, and triggering disjoint reference effects (Mahajan 1994).37 

(76) a. shikaariyoo ne   haathii  maaraa 
  hunters    ERG  elephant kill -PERF-MS-SG  
  `The hunters kill ed the elephant'  

 b. shikaariyoo dwaaraa haathi       maaraa   gayaa  
  hunters    INST    elephant-MS-SG kill -PERF  go-PERF-MS-SG  
  `The elephant was kill ed by the hunters'  

Mahajan correctly points out that the passive morphology does not absorb the external 

thematic role of the root verb in this construction, and that the original argument structure 

of the root verb is preserved.  He argues that the auxili ary jaa `go' is a raising verb that 

induces lexical case assignment inside the VP.  From the perspective of the theory 

presented here, Mahajan's VP-internal lexical case would be the consequence of a null 

PASS taking a PP specifier.  In that case, remarkable property of this construction is that 

the auxili ary jaa allows the by-phrase specifier of PASS to raise to the subject position, that 

is, to the [Spec, NomP].  The derivation is schematically represented in (77).   

(77) [NOMP [PP shikaariyooi dwaaraa] j ... [AUXP tj ... [VP tj [VP PROi [haathi] maar] PASS] ... 
jaa] ... NOM]   

                                                

37The form gayaa in (76b) is the perfective of jaa `go' with masculine singular agreement.  
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The oblique subject shikaariyoo dwaaraa `by the hunters' is generated as the specifier of 

PASS and controls the PRO specifier of the lower VP headed by maar `kill '.  The auxili ary 

jaa allows this by-phrase to move to [Spec NomP].  The derivation in (77) is reminiscent 

of the derivation of causative structures, except that the postposition of the specifer of 

PASS does not incorporate into the verb.   

 The structural parallelism between the passive construction and morphological 

causatives has a straightforward account in the theory developed in this paper, which is a 

key advantage it has over the standard theories of passives.   

7  The Detransitivizing Passives in Turkish 

This section looks at a particular construction in Turkish, where transitive change of state 

verbs become detransitivized through passives.  It wil be argued that the VP architecture 

of transitive change of state verbs contain a biphrasal structure, which can be truncated 

with the help of the passive VP.  

 The change of state verbs that enter into the transitivity alternation with null 

morphology in English, such as break, freeze, and open, correspond to either intransitive 

or transitive verbs in Turkish.  The ones that are inherently intransitive, such as bat `sink', 

dol `fill ',  eri `melt', and kop `break', are transitivized with causative morphology: bat É>Ê , 
doldur, erit, and kopar, respectively.  The ones that are inherently transitive, such as aç 

`open', dök `spill ', ËJÌÎÍ  `break', and ÏÑÐÎÒ"Ó  ‘tear’, are detransitivized through passive 

morphology: Ô³Õ×Ö¥Ø , dökül, Ù©Ö>Ú"ÖOØ , and Û­Ö>Ú"ÜÝÖOØ , respectively.  In these cases, the passive forms 

are ambiguous between (a) the regular passive reading, which entails the involvement of 
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some agent, overt or covert, as in (78a), and (b) the agentless passive reading, which 

entails no agent involvement, as in (78b).   

(78) Þ¹ß àYá      a�- â>ã - ä$å  
 door-NOM open-PASS-PAST-3SG  
 a. ‘The door was opened’ (regular passive)  
 b. ‘The door opened’ (detransitivizing passive)  

The door is necessarily opened by someone in the regular passive reading of (78), but it 

opens on its own in the agentless/detransitivized reading, cf. intransitive open in English.   

 Because of the fundamental semantic similarity between the two classes, the null 

assumption must be that the VP architecture of the inherently transitive change of state 

verbs and the transitive forms of the inherently intransitive change of state verbs are 

essentially the same, except that the causative morphology remains covert in the inherently 

transitive change of state verbs.  As an example, consider the two verbs that mean ‘break’ 

in Turkish: kop (intransitive) refers to breaking by detachment, and k å r (transitive) refers 

to breaking by impact.  The transitive forms are given in (79).   

(79) a. Ahmet     teli     kop-ar- ä$å  
  Ahmet-NOM wire-ACC break-CAUSE-PAST-3SG  
  ‘Ahmet broke the wire’  

 b. Ahmet     æ°ç èêé      ëYì>í - î$ì  
  Ahmet-NOM glass-ACC  break-PAST-3SG  
  `Ahmet broke the glass'  

In the structures given in (80), the transitive forms have the same derivation whether they 

are inherently transitive or not.  The transitive form of a change of state verb is derived by 

incorporating the root into the predicate CAUSE with either overt (in inherently intransitive 
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verbs like ïJðÎñ ) or covert morphology (in inherently intransitive verbs like kop).38   

(80) a. [Ahmet teli kop- ò ó�ôLõ$ö             b. [Ahmet ÷øò ùêöYúYö>ó�ôAõ$ö  
  
           VP                           VP 
 (to V) (to V)  
  û     PP         V'             û      PP         V'  ü ý

 
  

ý
[Ahmet BY]   VP     V          

ý
 [Ahmet BY]   VP    V 

  þ ÿ	ÿ	ÿ	ÿ
ÿ	ÿ �  � � ����������� � �  
          DP   V'   CAUSE                 DP   V'   CAUSE  
          � � � � � �  
         ���
	��     V   -ar                  teli   V   ∅   � 
 � 


 
              kop �������                        ����� -1  �����  

In both instances, the postposition ���
�����! �"
#
�
" , i.e., BY in (80), incorporates into the verb 

after the V moves above the VP, which allows the causer to shift to the [Spec, NomP] 

position and become the subject, as stated in section 6.  The only substantial difference 

between these two structures is that the causative morpheme is overt in (80a) but covert in 

(80b).  The fact that k $ r is an inherently transitive verb indicates that it must be generated 

under a causative VP, due to a lexically specified deficiency, satisfied by combining it with 

CAUSE in the syntax.  These deficient verbs will be annotated here as V-1, i.e., k%�& -1, which 

means that they must incorporate into a null CAUSE to be legitimate at the surface.   

 When an inherently transitive change of state verb like '�%�&  is passivized through the 

regular passive with a covert agent interpretation, what is embedded under PASS is the VP 

that contains the causer argument introduced by CAUSE.  The postposition BY that follows 

                                                

38Kural (1996) shows that the break class is diferet from the arr ive class (unaccusatives).  
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the PRO in (81) is incorporated into the verbal complex when V-CAUSE reaches PASS (as 

in most cases of causatives).  The by-phrase (*)
+-,/.0.�1
2�1�3!465
7
1
5  `by Ahmet' remains an 

oblique argument, and the internal argument cam `glass' moves to the subject position.   

(81) a. Cam     (Ahmet taraf 4 ndan) 8
96: - ;6< - =?>  
  glass-NOM    Ahmet by       break-PASS-PAST-3SG  
  ‘The glass was broken by Ahmet’  

 b.                        VP 
  (to [Spec, NomP])      
      @           PP              V'  A

 
      B      Ahmeti C�D
E�D�F!G6H
I
D
H   VP            V J K

 
      

K
               PP         V'       PASS K K K

 
      

K
            [PROi BY]   VP      V   - LNM  

      O                    P Q  
      R                 DP     V'   CAUSE   R  

R R R R R  
      S T�T�T�T�T�T�T�T�T�T�T   cam      V    Æ U�U V  W X

 
                              Y�Z�[ -1

  \�\ ]  

In this sense, these structures are parallel to the passive forms of the inherently intransitive 

change of state verbs that are causativized, as in kopar.  The postposition BY that follows 

the PRO is incorporated into the verbal complex in this structure as well.  Also, the 

specifier of PASS, i.e., ̂̀ _
acb/ded6f
g�f�h!i�j
k
f
j  `by Ahmet', stays as the by-phrase, and the 

internal argument tel `wire' becomes the derived subject.   

(82) a. Tel     (Ahmet lnm�opm�qsr6tvu
m�t?w  kop-ar- x6y - z?{  
  wire -NOM   Ahmet by       break-CAUSE-PASS-PAST-3SG  
  `The wire was broken by Ahmet'  
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 b.                       VP 
  (to [Spec, NomP])      
      |           PP              V'  }

 
      ~      Ahmeti ���
�����!�6�
�
�
�    VP            V �

       �  
      �                PP         V'       PASS 

� � �  
      �             [PROi BY]   VP      V   - �N�  
      �                    � �  
      �                 DP     V'   CAUSE   �  

� � � � �  
      � �����������������������   tel      V    -ar ��� �  � �

 
                              kop   ��� �  

By contrast, there is no agent involvement in the detransitivized passive interpretation of 

the inherently transitive change of state verbs like k��� , which suggests that the agent 

argument introduced by the null CAUSE is not present in the structure.  This can be 

achieved by combining PASS with a VP that excludes the causative layer.  In other words, 

V-1 incorporates directly into PASS instead of CAUSE.  The specifier of PASS controls the 

only argument present in the lower VP, and the subject of the sentence starts out inside 

the by-phrase that controls the internal argument PRO.  The postposition BY ( �6�
�����!���
�
�
� ) 

incorporates into the verbal complex V-1-PASS as it moves to an inflectional projection 

above the top VP and the complement of BY, cam `glass', shifts to the nominative position 

[Spec, NomP], as was argued to be the case with causatives in (80).   

(83) a. Cam  �
�6� -  6¡ - ¢?£  
  glass-NOM  break-PASS-PAST-3SG  
  `The glass broke'  
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 b.                        VP 
   (to [Spec, NomP])       
    ¤               PP            V'  ¥

(to V) ¦  
    §     ¨  [cam BY] i    VP         V 
    © ª�ª�ª�ª�ª «�«�«�« ¬�¬ ­     ®    ¯  
         ¯             ¯ DP      V'    PASS  
          ° ±�±�±�±�±�± ²�²�²´³ ¯ ¯ ¯  
                       PROi      V    - µN¶   
                                · ¸  
                               ¹�º�» -1  ¼ ½�¾  

Therefore, the difference in the interpretation is due to the verb that combines PASS either 

with the transitive base V-1-CAUSE, the regular passive reading with a covert agent in 

(81b), or with the deficient V-1, the intransitive base in (83b), for the detransitivized 

reading that excludes the covert agent.   

 The derivation in (83b) presupposes that a V-1 can be satisfied by combining with 

PASS, as well as a null CAUSE.  It is also significant in the structure in (83b) that PASS can 

incorporate the pre-/postposition BY of its specifier into the verbal complex.  Since PASS 

allows BY-incorporation only in the case of detransitivizing passives where it combines 

with a V-1, it must be the case that P-incorporation is licensed by the deficient nature of 

these verbs, which suggests that a V-1 is satisfied through the incorporation of BY, usually 

provided by CAUSE, and in this particular instance, by PASS.39   

 Detransitivizing passives are not unique to Turkish.  Verbs like bind, carve, 

                                                

39It is possible to derive this particular relationship between a V-1 and the incorporated BY 
through the receptor binding mechanism proposed by Koopman (1994), see Kural (1996).   
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destroy, offend, stain, solve, store, and waste behave the same way in English   

(84) a. The evidence was destroyed (over time) 

 b. The problem was solved (when we found some money in the cookie jar) 

 c. A lot of milk was wasted (before we were able to fix the refrigerator) 

The destroying, solving, or wasting are not attributed to any agent or any agentive element 

in these sentences, whether inanimate or not.  Therefore, they should have the same type 

of VP architecture and the same type of derivation as the detransitivized passives of 

Turkish verbs like k¿ r ‘break’, i.e., destroy, solve, and waste are actually represented in the 

lexicon as destroy-1, solve-1, and waste-1 and they combine with CAUSE to produce the 

transitive forms.  When they combine with PASS as a V-1, it leads to the detransitivized 

reading, and when the V-1 first combines with CAUSE and then the V-1-CAUSE complex 

combines with PASS, the result is the regular passive reading.   

8  Conclusion 

This paper has argued for a theory of the passive construction that crucially relies on a 

phrasal structure that preserves the ‘demoted agent’ as a PRO and introduces the by-

phrase as the specifier of a distinct predicate, PASS, which controls it.  This simple 

innovation provides the right type of theoretical machinery to account for the behavior of 

passives of unaccusative and unergative predicates, as well as the structures that involve 

double passives.  More importantly, it presents a type of configuration that is capable of 

capturing some of the parallelisms between passives and the causative construction in a 

straightforward manner.  Furthermore, with an auxiliary assumption regarding the VP 

architecture of change of state verbs, this framework also produces a reasonable account 
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for the detransitivization effects of passives.   

 The theory presented in this work covers a wide range of facts with very few novel 

assumptions, and as such, it appears to be a promising alternative to the standard theories 

of passives in the literature which are not entirely satisfactory in accounting for some of 

the properties of the passive construction.   

Appendix A:  The M iddle Construction in English 

This appendix outlines a possible extension of the theory of detransitivizing passives to the 

middle construction in English in combination with the solution proposed for the generic 

passives of unaccusative verbs in Turkish.   

 Middle sentences have three characteristics: (a) a transitive verb appears as an 

intransitive and its internal argument appears as the subject, (b) the tense is generic, and 

(c) the subject is an affected argument.40  All three properties are shown below.   

(85) a. Cheap lenses scratch easily 

 b. Some walls paint more evenly 

 c. This meat cuts easily 

The fact that a transitive verb appears as an intransitive in the middle construction is 

reminiscent of the regular transitivity alternation with verbs like break, as in The vase 

broke and Bill broke the vase.  Significantly, both constructions lack an understood 

(covert) agent, as evident in their inabili ty to support subject/agent-oriented adverbs like 

                                                

40The fourth property is the requirement that the verb in a middle clause must be followed 
by an adverbial, which that will be ignored in this paper. 



1998 50 

carelessly and intentionally.41  The middles are in (86) and the intransitives are in (87). 

(86) a. *Cheap lenses scratch carelessly  

 b. *Some walls paint begrudgingly  

 c. *This meat cuts intentionally 

(87) a. *The vase broke carelessly  

 b. *The paint on the wall dried carefully 

 c. *The meat is frying intentionally  

Conversely, passive sentences without overt by-phrases allow such adverbs.  

(88) a. Those cheap lenses were scratched carelessly  

 b. The walls in my office were painted begrudgingly  

 c. The meat was cut intentionally 

As established by Jaeggli (1986), a passive sentence with no apparent by-phrase 

nevertheless contains a covert agent, which is what the adverbs are construed with in (88).  

True intransitives do not provide any covert agents, so they do not support these adverbs.  

Similarly, middle sentences do not permit subject/agent-oriented adverbs, which indicates 

that they do not contain covert agents either. 

 Another crucial parallelism between the middle construction and the intransitive 

verbs that display the transitivity alternation is that in both cases, the subjects are the 

affected objects of the event described by the verb.  Transitive verbs whose internal 

                                                

41It has been assumed in the literature that middle sentences contain a covert agent in the 
form of a null clitic (Keyser and Roeper 1984) or as a pro (Hoekstra and Roberts 1993).  
However, this decision seems to be based on the intuition that These clothes hang nicely 
on the line implies the involvement of an agent, whereas The clothes hung nicely on the 
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arguments are not affected do not yield middle sentences (Levin 1993).42 

(89) a. *Algebra understands easily 

 b. *Some cities visit very frequently 

 c. *Red cars spot easily in a parking lot 

The affectedness requirement and the absence of a covert agent would be explained by the 

biphrasal VP architecture posited for the inherently transitive change of state verbs in 

section 7, where the affected argument is generated as the specifier of the lower VP.  It 

would be plausible then, that the middle construction requires the verb to be a V-1, and are 

detransitivized through PASS as in the passive cases in Turkish discussed in section 7. 

 An important distinction between the middle construction and the intransitive 

versions of the change of state verbs is that the middle construction is compatible only 

with generic/habitual tense (Fagan 1988) and excludes any specific time reference, or the 

progressive tense (Keyser and Roeper 1984).   

                                                                                                                                            
line does not.  I am not convinced that this is a syntactically meaningful implication.   

42There are well-known cases where the subject is not affected, but they are incremental 
themes (Dowty 1991), e.g., This novel reads like a politi cal manifesto, or This book sells 
very well .  However, it is not clear how general this phenomenon is.  Not all incremental 
themes that are unaffected can be the subject of a middle sentence in English: 

(i) *?Some poems recite very quickly 

(ii) *?Even numbers count more easily (than odd numbers) 

(iii) ??Flat terrains survey easily 

Whatever the exact conditions on middle formation in English may be, see Keyser and 
Roeper (1984), Fagan (1988), and Maling (1993b), what matters in the context of this 
work is the availability of a biphrasal structure.  Also see, Hoekstra and Roberts (1993) 
note that the middle construction has a much more liberal distribution in Dutch, where 
apparent adjuncts can become the subjects of middles.   
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(90) a. *Those cheap lenses are scratching easily  

 b. *The walls in my office are painting very evenly 

 c. *This meat is cutting easily 

By contrast, intransitive verbs allow nongeneric tense and specific time reference, and if 

the verb is eventive, they are acceptable in the progressive tense. 

(91) a. The vase is breaking 

 b. The paint on the wall is drying very evenly 

 c. The meat is frying in the pan 

The restriction against specific event interpretation is clearly reminiscent of the passives of 

unaccusative verbs in Turkish, discussed in section 4. 

 The generic nature of the passives of unaccusatives and the detransitivizing 

passives can be combined by generating the operator GEN and as the specifier of PASS that 

takes the lower VP layer of a change of state verb, a V-1, as its complement. 

(92)                   VP 
(to [Spec, NomP])  

     À          PP        V’  Á
 

     Â         GEN    V       VP 
     Â       Â  
     Â              PASS  DP      V'  
     Â                 Â  
     ÃÅÄ�Ä�Ä Æ�Æ�Æ�Æ�Æ�Æ�Æ�Æ�Æ   cheap lenses   V Ç

 
                              scratch-1 

The operator GEN cannot occupy the [Spec, NomP], which leaves the specifier of the 

lower VP as the only possible candidate for the subject position.  The head of the lower 

VP, scratch-1, needs to combine with either a CAUSE or a PASS to be legitimate at the 
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surface.  In the transitive use of the verb, the base form scratch-1 combines with a null 

CAUSE, which introduces the agent argument.  In the middle construction, the base form 

scratch-1 combines with a null PASS, which introduces the GEN operator.  The derivation is 

very similar to that of unaccusative and detransitivizing passives, except that PASS does 

not force the specifier of the lower VP to be a PRO in these cases.43   

Appendix B:  The Ergative si in I talian  

Burzio (1986) discusses a particular use of the reflexive clitic si in Italian, which appears 

to be producing unaccusative verbs from transitive forms of change of state verbs.44   

(93) a. Giovanni rompe il   vitro 
  Giovanni breaks the glass 

 b. Il  vitro si     rompe 
  the glass REFLCL  breaks  

There is no covert agent interpretation in (93b) in the ergative si reading. This alternation 

in English is reminiscent of the transitivity alternation that involves change of state verbs 

such as break, as in Bill broke the window and The window broke.  Specifically, the abili ty 

of si to produce an intransitive verb resembles the detransitivizing passives, which derive 

                                                

43It is not clear why PASS fails to force a PRO inside its VP complement in these cases.  
This may somehow be related to the covert nature of th PASS that combines with a V-1 in 
the English middles.  It is possible that only an overt PASS can license a PRO in the 
specifier of its complement, but a covert PASS does not.  However, to form any reasonable 
hypothesis here, one needs to know (a) whether there are other cases of V-1 verbs in the 
null PASS construction, and how they behave with respect to control, (b) in what ways 
overt predicates differ from null predicates in general, and (c) what determines the 
distribution of PRO and how exactly it is licensed.   

44The ergative si sentences are ambiguous with the impersonal si construction.  Under this 
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kÈ ÉËÊNÌ  `break(transitive passive), break (intransitive)' from Í�Î�Ï  ‘break (transitive)’, as shown 

in section 7.  The ergative si construction in Italian would receive a parallel treatment with 

the detransitivizing passives in Turkish if it is assumed that it involves a null PASS that can 

license the reflexive clitic in the specifier of its complement VP.  In this view, rompere is a 

V-1 and requires either a null CAUSE or a PASS to be legitimate at the surface.  When 

rompere-1 combines with a null CAUSE, the result is the transitive form in (93a).  When it 

combines with a null PASS, the result is the ergative si version in (93b).   

 There are two possible ways in which the ergative si construction in Italian differs 

from the detransitivizing passives of Turkish: (a) the passive predicate PASS is null in the 

ergative si, but overt in the detransitivizing passives, and (b) the specifier of the lower VP 

is occupied by the reflexive clitic instead of PRO.45 Compare the derivation in (94) with 

the derivation of the detransitivizing passive in (83b) above.   

                                                                                                                                            
reading, (93b) translates as One breaks the glass.   

45Notice that the null PASS does not license a PRO in this construction either, so the 
conjecture proposed in a previous note regarding the correlation between a null PASS in 
the context of a V-1 and the absence of PRO-control seems to be holding in this case as 
well.  
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(94)                    VP 
(to [Spec, NomP])  

     Ð           PP         V’  
     Ñ  
 (to V)  Ò        BY [il vitro]  V        VP 
 Ó Ô Õ�Õ�Õ�Õ�Õ ÖØ× Ù�Ù Ú�Û Ü  
  Ý Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ Û        PASS   DP       V’  
        (cliticize to I)     ß Ü Ü  
            ß          Ü  si        V 

Ý Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ Ú�Ú Þ Ú ÜÅÚ�Ú�Ú�Ú�Ú´Û Ü  
                      Ý Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ�Þ   rompere-1  

In (94), the root rompere-1 moves to PASS and then to I, at which point the preposition BY 

incorporates into rompere-1-PASS, and the DP contained inside the specifier of PASS shifts 

to the nominative position.   
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