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Abstract

This paper addresses the issue of how languagk&agmthe same features of meaning into morphophgiwall units of differ-
ent sizes, giving rise to mismatches between seifiaen and meaning. A contrastive study of caueatim Japanese and East-
ern Armenian shows that the same syntactic pragseaind semantic information are surfaced as aesimgild in Japanese while
they are realized as a phrase in Eastern Armemtanpaper provides an account for the distinctesgrfealizations of similar
causative constructions in these two languagesit@saterface relations between syntax and tharRH_F components. In
particular, it is argued that the different surfagalizations of predicates across languages caafitered by a language param-
eter that determines the spell-out to the PF iaterf

1 Introduction

Languages package the same features of meaninmorighophonological units of different sizes, whigtes rise to an
asymmetry between the surface form of predicatdgta&ir meaning. This phenomenon has often beesredd in complex
predicates such as causative constructions.

Causative constructions refer to predicates forimetthe combination of a causative event with areulythg predicate. The
addition of the causative verbal element also adasw participant (a causer), which initiates ortoals the event of the under-
lying predicate. As the examples below illustrég@guages may adopt different methods of formicgsative predicate.
Causatives in Japanese are expressed as a singlasvexemplified in (1), whereas the causativeipege in Eastern Arme-

nian shown in (2) appears as two verb forms anddlsation is obtained by adding the véab(give) to the base predicate.

Q) Ken-ga Naomi-o  suwaaseta (Japanese)
Ken-Nom Naomi-Acc sit-Caus-Past
‘Ken made Naomi sit.’

(2) Ara-n yerex-in p'at'uhan-e bats-el t'v-ets (Eastern Armenian)
Ara-Nom child-Dat window-Acc open-Inf give-Aor.3sg
‘Ara made the child open the window.’

The mismatch between form and meaning often obdexm®ng complex predicates is referred to aE’peession Problem
by Ackerman and Webelhuth (1998), which statestti@information associated with a linguistic poadé can find very differ-
ent surface expressions in the world’s languaghks.ifivestigation of the syntactic and semantic eriigs of causatives in Jap-
anese and Eastern Armenian shows that the verbdowarasetan the Japanese example (1) above and the caeigdiiase
batsel t'vetdn Armenian shown in (2) both behave as analydiesatives despite their distinct surface formshBwedicates
are bi-predicative, have agentive embedded subj@atsot give rise to idiomatic readings and asesitive.

The surface realizations of causatives across kgegi(i.e., as words or as phrases) cannot berediy the strict lexicalist
approaches, which attempt to form all complex pratis in the lexicon. Classical generative appresolthich assume distinct
domains of formation for words and phrases, are afgble to explain the form and meaning asymnwiserved. We thus
propose a framework in which all complex predicatesformed within the same component. In additiem adopt the idea of
derivation by phase or ‘multiple spell-out’ to cag the relation with the interfaces (Chomsky 199%agereka 1999). These
models, however, posit a unique node that detesrtine point of spell-out to the interfaces. Insteeel propose that the spell-
out node to PF should be taken as a parametersdargguages in order to capture the observed asymbetween surface
form and meaning.

The paper is organized as follows: The followingtem examines the syntactic and sematic propesfieausative predi-
cates in Eastern Armenian. Section 3 provides digaite-based approach to causative formation, wdoahbines the primitive

1. Eastern Armenian is an independent languageedfito-European family; the data presented herenaiely from the Arme-
nian dialect spoken in Iran. The characfgrd’, k' refer to the unaspirated versions of voicefgsg respectively.
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components of the verbal construction using syitt@cinciples within a single computational systétale and Keyser 1993,
Marantz 1997, among others). Section 4 reviewsqums of Japanese causatives and contrasts thtbnthose of the Arme-
nian causative constructions. Section 5 showstlteadlistinct surface forms of causatives acrosswodanguages can be

accounted for by a parameter determining the iatertonditions. Section 6 presents a discussiotharldst section concludes
the paper.

2 Armenian Causative Constructions

There are two ways to form causative constructinrisastern Armenian: The examples in (3) illusteatorphological
causative (MC) construction. The sentence in (8ajains an intransitive verb, whose causative naigaformed through the
affixation of the bound morphenats(n)or ets(n)to the verbal root as illustrated in (3b). Thetsanes in (4) illustrate the ana-
lytic causative (AC) in which the causation is abéal when the verbal (give) is added to the underlying predicate, asvsho

in (4b). In each of these sentence pairs, the stibfehe underlying predicate in (3a) and (4a&xpressed as the causee in the
causative predicate and is marked with Dative case.

3) a. shor-er-e chor-an-um en
dress-pl-Nom dry-Inch-Imp be-3pl
‘The clothes are drying.’
b. Nairi-n shor-er-e choatsn-um e (MC)
Nairi-Nom  dress-pl-Acc dnEausIimp be-3sg
‘Nairi is drying the clothes.’
(4) a. yerexa-n p’'at'uhan-e bats-ets
child-Nom window-Acc open-Aor.3sg
‘The child opened the window.’
b. yerex-in p’at'uhan-e bats-el t'v-ets-i (AC)
pro child-Dat window-Acc open-Inf give-Aor-1sg

‘I made the child open the window.’

2.1 Distribution

In Eastern Armenian, the formation of morphologicalisatives seems to be more constrained thaortnation of the ana-
lytic causatives. In particular, the verbs thatengd morphological causativization can be classifieder the following three
groups:

The first group consists of deadjectival predicadlbet denote a change of state, as illustrateldersécond column in (5).
These verbs are intransitives, often referred io@awativesor anticausativesand have the interpretatioBECOME Adjective’.
These verbs behave as transitives when they asatiaaed, as shown in the third column below.

(5) Adjective o Change of State o CAUSE change of state
chor (dry) choranal (dry) chamts-nel (dry)
metz (big) metzanal (grow) mets-nel (grow, bring up)
arag (fast, quick) araganal (quicken, speed up) atagel (accelerate)
chag (fat) chaganal (become fat) chatg-nel (fatten)
sev  (black) sevanal (blacken) sats-nel (blacken, darken)
urax (happy) uraxanal (become happy) usasnel (make happy)
jgayn (angry) jgaynanal  (become angry) jgaats-nel(make angry)

The second group consists of verbs denoting aietivir actions. These verbs are unergatives that treeir causatives mor-
phologically.

(6) latsel (cry) o lats-ats-nel (make cry)
vazel (run) vazats-nel (make run)
tzitzaqel (laugh) tzitzagts-nel(make laugh)
xosel (speak, talk) xosts-nel (make speak, make talk)
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knel (sleep) krats-nel  (put to sleep, marinade)
xagal (play) xacpts-nel (make play)

Finally, a small group of transitive verbs can famorphological causatives, exemplified below. THaasitive verbs that
allow morphological causatives are members of thgestive” category, physically suchyasel(drink) or figuratively such as
hask’'anal(understand).

@) xmel (drink) e xm-etsnel (make drink)
haknel (wear, put on) hals-nel  (make wear, put on)
hask'anal  (understand) has&ts-nel (make understand)
sovorel (learn, get used to) sowats-nel (teach)

Analytic causatives, on the other hand, are fororecegular transitive verbs. Hence, most transitinan become causatives
by adding the verBal to the base predicate. Thus, verbs sudabpas, writeandkill can only form analytic causatives in East-
ern Armenian as illustrated in the examples in (8).

(8) p'asht’el (admire/worship) o p'ashtel tal (make admire/worship)
k'ot'rRel  (break) K'otrel tal (make break)
batsel (open) batsel tal (make open)
grel (write) grel tal (make write)
sp’anel  (kill) sp’anel tal  (make kill)

Light verb constructions (predicates composedmfrainal or adverbial preverbal element and a ligitb) can only form
analytic causatives.

(9) het' gal (back come = return) het' gall (make return)
telefon anel (phone do = call; phone) telefon attel (make phone)
man gal (promenade come = walk) mantgl (make walk)

In addition, most verbs that form a morphologicalsative can also appear in an analytic construdbiat with distinct syn-
tactic and semantic properties as will be discugs&kction 2.4. In what follows, | will investigathe properties of the two
causative types in Eastern Armenian and will shoat they differ in that the underlying predicatdtod analytic causative, but
not that of the morphological causative, has aares argument. A study of the clausal propertiether demonstrates that the
morphological causative is monoclausal whereasatiadytic causative displays biclausal properties.

2.2 Binding Facts

Subject-oriented anaphors in Armenian are bourtti®yglosest c-commanding subject antecedent dsltbeing examples
illustrate. In (10), the anaphor in the postposiilophrase can only refer to the matrix subjectraotdo the dative element. In
(11) two subjects are available, but only the firsbmmanding subject, i.e., the embedded subgahle to bind the embedded
anaphor.

(20) Vrej-g Armen-iny [ inkn ir i tan mech] handip’ets
Vrej-Nom Armen-Dat  self-Gen house-Gen inside met-3sg
‘Vrej; met Armenin his; own home.’

(11) Vrej-g uzum er [ vor Armen-g inkn ir j; das-e gri
Vrej-Nom wanting  was that Armen-Nom self-Gen lesson-Acc ritewSubj/3sg
‘Vrej; wanted Armepto write his;; own lesson.’

The binding possibilities of subject-oriented anaygtwithin causative constructions show that molgpdiocal causatives dif-
fer from their analytic counterparts with respecthe ‘subjecthood’ of the causee. In morphologieaisatives, the anaphor can
only corefer with the matrix subject, whereas thesee of the analytic causatives acts as an aetetc@dthe anaphor, suggest-
ing that the underlying predicate contains a subjec
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Although the judgments with the subject-orientedror are not always clear, speakers of Iranianehian dialects note
the contrastive behavior of the causee in the vsttuctions as illustrated in the examples belownorphological causatives,
a subject-oriented reflexive that appears in theetoclause can only refer to the causer, i.e.pthtrix subject.

(12) ?? Ara-p yerex-in inkn ir s, deg-e Xm-ets-rets (MC)
Ara-Nom child-Dat self-Gen medication-Acc  drink-CAU&9R.3sg
‘Ara; made the childdrink hig,; own medication.’

In analytic constructions, however, the reflexivieieh appears in the lower clause can only be bdawyritie causee (i.e., the
lower subject).

(13) ? Ara-R yerex-in inkn ir s senyak’-e dasavorel t'vets (AC)
Ara-Nom child-Dat self-Gen room-Acc organize gave.3sg
‘Ara; made the childclean up hig; own room.’

Hence, subject-oriented anaphors in the lower elaas only have the causee as antecedent in thgi@causatives and
the matrix subject in the morphological causatiBiace the anaphor is always bound by the closestramanding subject in
the clause, then we can conclude that there exidistinction between the two causees based onagency or subjecthood
properties.

Similarly, when the subject-oriented anaphor ocevitsin an instrumental adjunct in the lower clav$@ morphological
causative, only the subject of the matrix clausear as an antecedent for the reflexive as showidi). In the analytic caus-
ative construction, on the other hand, the anaphtire adjunct phrase can refer to either the emdd@dubject (the causee) or
the matrix subject (the causer) as exemplified.B).(

(14) tzagratzu-n Ara-in; [ inknir s k’'uk’la-y-ov] tzitzag-ats-rets
clown-Nom Ara-Dat self-Gen doll-Inst laug-CAUS-Aor.3sg
‘The clown made Aralaugh with hig, own doll.’

(15) profesor-¢ ashak'ert’-in [ inkn'ir 55y herat’esil-ov ] ast'ger-e nayel tvets
professor-Nom student-Dat self-Gen binocular-Inst ssteac watch  gave.3sg
‘The professqrmade the studgnwvatch the stars with his;; own telescope.’

| suggest that the analytic causatives form biqoagt/e structures with the embedded predicategas a syntactic and
semantic argument of the causative verbal elenrethese constructions, the subject of the embedtesse is the causee,
which has agentive properties. The morphologicakatives, on the other hand, are monoclausesairdpdhe matrix subject
possesses agentive properties.

2.3 Manner Adverbs

Additional support for the fact that the embeddebject or causee has subject-like properties ityio@ausatives, but not
in the morphological construction, comes from titelipretation of the manner adverb. The advstiahhas the meaning ‘with

confidence’ when used as a manner adtaMthenvst'ahappears in a sentence containing a morphologicaligativized verb,
it can only refer to the subject of the matrix dauThis is illustrated in (16i) where the manrdraab is interpreted as referring
to Ara. This is in clear contrast with (17i), in whictetmanner adverb refers to the subject of the endzedduse and not to the
matrix subject.

(16) Ara-n Nairi-in vst'ah X0s-ets-rets (MC)
Ara-Nom Nairi-Dat confident speak-Caus-Past/3sg
(i) ‘With confidence, Ara made Nairi speak.’ (i.A&ra was confident, not Nairi)
(ii) ‘Ara certainly made Nairi speak.’

a7 Ara-n Nairi-in vst'ah xos-el t'vets (AC)

2. vst'ahcan also be interpreted as a sentential advesthich case it means ‘certainly’ or ‘surely’; thatérpretation is available
in both morphological and analytic causatives. Moeg,vst'ahis also an adjective meaning ‘confident’.
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Ara-Nom Nairi-Dat confident speak-Inf gave-3sg
(i) ‘Ara made Nairi speak with confidence.’ (i.e.ald was confident, not Ara)
(ii) ‘Ara certainly made Nairi speak.’

2.4 Agency and Volition

An important distinction between the two causativastructions in Eastern Armenian lies in the iptetation of the causee.
The causee in an analytic causative has agentbgegies and seems to behave volitionally. Theemirsa morphological
causative, on the other hand, acts as a themdienpda his difference in interpretation can beaclg seen in the causative for-
mation of verbs that allow both the morphologiaad dhe analytic constructions. In all of the exaenpéirs listed below, the
causees in the analytic constructions are moretiagewhereas the causees of the morphologicattstrels seem to undergo
the action and lack volition. In the morphologicahstructions the action is being done to the @usthout his or her agree-
ing. In the analytic constructions, there is theaniag in which the causee is performing the aatioavent on his or her own
(even though he/she was made to do it), hencegaatiran agent. This second interpretation is teaditly referred to as indi-
rect causation. Thus, there is a strong semargimdtion depending on which causative structuhissen.

To illustrate, consider the two sentences in (k8f18a), the verlntnel (enter) is causativized by attaching the morpheme
‘ts to the verbal root, deriving the morphologicalisative verbmttsnel In this sentence, the interpretation is thatsthielier
forcefully pushed the student into the car. In casti the analytic causative of the varinel (enter) in (18b) allows an agentive
interpretation of the causee. In this example stiident is still forced to enter the car but hehar enters the car on his or her
own. Similar contrasts are represented by the ebenip (19) and (20) below.

(18) a. zinvor-e ashak’ert’-in mekena-yi mech fig'rets (MC)
soldier-Nom student-Dat car-Gen inside enter-Caus-Bsst/
‘The soldier pushed the student in the car.’
b. zinvor-e ashak’ert’-in mekena-yi mech mt'nel t'vets (AC)
soldier-Nom student-Dat car-Gen inside enter gave

‘The soldier made the student enter the car.’

(29) a. Naira-in hey pt'tats+ank minchev vor enk’av (MC)
pro Naira-Dat continually  turn-Caus-Past/1pl until that ell-Bsg
‘We kept turning/rotating Naira until she fell.’
b. Naira-in hey pt't’-el t'vank minchev vor enk’av (AC)
pro  Naira-Dat continually  turn-Inf gave-1pl  until that F&sg

‘We made Naira turn until she fell.’

(20) a. menk Ara-in lav xmpats+ank (MC)
we Ara-Dat good drink-Caus-Aor/1pl
‘We made Ara drink a lot (i.e., we made Ara getrdeu
b. menk Ara-in lav xm-el t'vank (AC)
we Ara-Dat good drink-Inf gave-1pl

‘We made Ara drink a lot.’

Further evidence for the close correlation of agear the causee of the analytic causative comes the following exam-
ple, which shows that the causee of the analytinggbe inanimate as illustrated by the ungramraéiycof (21b).

(22) a. yerexa-n k'uk’la-in mtts-rets t'an mech (MC)
child-Nom doll-Dat enter-Caus-Past/3sg house(Gen) énsid
‘The child pushed the doll into the house.’
b. ?* yerexa-n k'uk’la-in tan mech mt'nel t'vets (AC)
child-Nom doll-Dat house(Gen) inside enter gave

‘The child made the doll enter the house.’

2.5 Idioms and Agency

Morphological causatives sometimes have an idiamaganing, in the sense that the meaning of theatiae form of the
verb does not necessarily mean ‘cause to V' buggak a special (though often semantically relateehning. So for instance,
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knatsnel the causative form of the Armenian vértel (sleep) can mean ‘to put to sleep’, but it alse th& idiomatic reading ‘to
marinate’. (22) illustrates some of these consioastthat, in addition to their compositional mewsnialso give rise to idiosyn-
cratic interpretations.

(22) Rrnel (fly) = tR-ts-nel (steal)
tzagk'el  (bloom) tzaqgkatsnel (embellish)
metzanal (grow) metatsnel (exaggerate)
pttel (turn) pt't'-atsnel  (take for a ride, carry around)
knel (sleep) krats-nel (marinate)
xaqal (play) xaeptsnel  (mess with, mock)
neqanal (thin, shrink) negts-nel  (disturb, bug)
k'armrel (redden, blush) k'arrmatsnel (brown, saute)
paxnel (escape) pas-nel (kidnap)

Following the observations in Marantz (1984,1997) Ruwet (1991), | suggest that the external arguiisenot part of the
idiomatic reading available in the verbal predicarantz notes that there is a closer relatiowbeh a verb and its internal
arguments than between the verb and the subjesttemal argument. Hence, the choice of the dobjct can express a wide
range of predicates whereas varying the subjeitteoferbal predicate does not give rise to siniersyncratic or idiomatic
readings. Based on the preponderance of objectsoigect idioms, Marantz argues for an asymmegpeasentation of the ver-
bal structure, whereby external arguments are giexgieby a separate verbal heaghd are not directly related to the verbal root.
In contrast, the internal arguments are in clokiom with the verbal root. For our present pugmghis analysis indicates that
external arguments are never included within theala of idiomatic readings. Or put differently,adaatic interpretations are
only available if there is no agent within the isi@lomain.This in effect supports the generalizatiat we have reached so far
that the causee in the morphological constructism®t agentive (i.e., is not an external arguneétihe embedded clause) in
Eastern Armenian. As the example below illustrates morphological causative in (23a) can give tasthe idiomatic reading
‘to steal’; the latter disappears in the analyfiagative construction in (23b).

(23) a. Ara-n kchun-in R-tsrets
Ara-Nom bird-Dat fly-Caus-Past/3sg
(i) ‘Ara made the bird fly.’
(ii) ‘Ara stole the bird.’
b. Ara-n Rchun-in Rnel  tvets
Ara-Nom bird-Dat fly gave
(i) ‘Ara made the bird fly.’
(ii) * ‘Ara stole the bird.’

Summary

So far, we have shown that the underlying prediofthe Analytic Causative has an external argungms is in contrast with
the causee in the Morphological Causative whickddhe properties of an external argument. Thigndison suggests that the
Analytic Causatives consist of two distinct pretisa each with its own external argument, whereadorphological con-
structions are monoclausal. In the next sectiovill show further arguments to illustrate the disti clausal properties of the
two causative types in Armenian.

2.6 Adverbial Scope

The scopal interpretation of manner adverbs supjptbet clausal distinction suggested in the prevemesion. Adverbs are
able to modify the causation event independentihefbasic predicate in analytic causatives, batardy refer to the whole
predicate in the morphological causative. Thushé@morphological causative in (24), the adverknsfo the whole event con-
sisting of the cause+verb unit. In the analyticrdetpart in (25), the adverb can modify either éwedependently: In the first
interpretation in (25) the adverb refers to theosmcof the matrix subject and means that the datiae a slow or quiet motion
to the prisoner to sit. In the second interpretgtimwever, the adverb refers to the base predacataneans that the doctor
made the prisoner sit down slowly because he onsiseafraid that the prisoner might make a suddevem

(24) bjishk’-e bandark’yal-in k’amats nst’-atsrets (MC)

doctor-Nom prisoner-Dat slow sit-Caus-Past/3sg
‘The doctor sat the prisoner down slowly.’
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(25) bjishk’-e bandark’yal-in k’amats nst’-el t'v-ets (AC)
doctor-Nom prisoner-Dat slow sit-Inf gave.3sg
(i) ‘The doctor slowly/quietly made the prisonérdown.’
(ii) “The doctor made the prisoner sit down slowly.

2.7 Negation

Additional support for the existence of two distipcedicates in analytic causative constructioagposed to the morpho-
logical causatives, is provided by the followingaemples:

(26) yes ashakert’-ner-in ays girk-e k'art-at'vetsi, bayts de mi toq el ch-en Kartatsel (AC)
| student-Plur-Dat  this  book-Acc read-Inf gave but yeteoline even Neg-are read
‘I made the students read this book, but they hayenread a single line.’

(27) *usutsich-e Ara-in ays girk-e K'adtsrets, bayts demi toq el ch-i Kartatsel (MC)
teacher-Nom Ara-Dat  this book-Acc read-Caus-Past butt gee line even Neg-is read
‘The teacher made Ara read this book, but he hgst'tead a single line.’

The underlying event can be negated independefhtheacausation in analytic constructions as shiw({@6). Although the
event of ‘reading’ has been caused in this exaniipdi®es not necessarily need to have taken pladean be negated. In con-
trast, the sentence in (27) demonstrates thatabie predicate cannot be interpreted independéothy the causative predicate
in a morphological causative construction, as shbwthe ungrammaticality obtained when the causedtds negated.These
examples suggest that the caused predicate amdulsation form a single event in the morphologiealsative but constitute
two independent events in the analytic construction

2.8 Embedded Causatives

Causativization of a causative predicate can oalfobmed using the analytic causative. As illustian (28), if a predicate
already contains a causative morpheme (i.e. aitmorphological causative) as in (28a), it canmot&usativized again using
another causative morpheme (28b). It can, howéwen a causative by the addition of the vEdb (give) and an external argu-
ment as shown in (28c).

(28) a. Anush-e yerex-in kn-ats-rets
anush-Nom  child-Dat sleep-Caus-Past.3sg
‘Anush put the child to sleep.’

b. * Ara-n Anush-in yerex-in krats-atsrets (MC)
Ara-Nom Anush-Dat  child-Dat sleep-Caus-Caus-Past.3sg
‘Ara made Anush put the child to sleep.’
c. Ara-n Anush-in  yerex-in kiats-nel t'vets (AC)
Ara-Nom  Anush-Dat  child-Dat sleep-Caus-Inf gave

‘Ara made Anush put the child to sleep.’

Moreover, the analytic causative must be used wvéths that are traditionally analyzed as “lexicalgatives” such as
sp’anel(kill), or with the transitive variant of transitty alternation verbs such &%t’rel (break). We can therefore formulate
the generalization that the analytic causativeseduvhen the underlying predicate contains a ciansavent and an external
argument is projected.

3 Analysis

In the previous section, we looked at evidence famaphoric binding, adverbial interpretation andwégional properties of
embedded predicates such as negation and cauattinizThe data discussed in this paper supportiim that the clausal
structures of the two causative constructions ist&a Armenian are different. In the morphologalisative, the causative
morpheme affixes to the underlying verb, with whiicforms a single predicate. In the analytic caéiveahowever, the caus-
ative predicate and the underlying verbal claus@atbe as two independent predicates. | therefongosethat the analytic caus-
ative is obtained when the base predicate alreandtaims acAUSE event projecting an external argument, and the
morphological causative is formed when the undegyiredicate lacks theause event.
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| adopt an analysis based on verbal decompositi@uggested by Chomsky (1995), Hale and Keyse3j19®avis (1992),
among others, where the substantive part of theshél-is denoted in the inner verbal domain orMFenode, which projects
the change of state information and the interrgliaents. In this structural configuration, causat®represented by a light
verbv; the latter corresponds to the outer event ang@iothe external argument. Hence, a causativeticanion would
include a littlev head providing theAusk information for the predicate. Consider the secg¢srbelow:

(29) Ara-n Grikor-in  dw-e bats-el t'v-ets (AC)
Ara-Nom Grigor-Dat  door-Acc open-Inf  gave.3sg
‘Ara made Grigor open the door.’

(30) Ara-n dzeker-e chor-atsrets (MC)
Ara-Nom hands-Acc dry-Caus-Past.3sg
‘Ara dried his hands.’

(29) represents an analytic causative and (30ismhological causative. The main distinction betw the morphological
and the analytic causatives lies in the structfitb@underlying predicate. ¥ sctakes a fulvP as complement, the analytic
causative configuration in (31) obtains and these#ion is realized as the causative w&ab(give). In the morphological caus-
ative, the underlying predicate consists only eflttwer VP node; it does not include a litleepresenting causation. In this
constructionyq5,setakes the VP structure as a complement and forimié eerbal phrase ovP with the underlying predicate,
as illustrated in the structure given in (32).other words, the distinction between the two causattonstructions resides in
whether the higher causative event is part of #réal complex as in the morphological causativ@#) or if it is added as a
separate event on a full verbal predicate as imittadytic causative in (31).

(32) Analytic Causative:

Vv

<open>

]
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Causation Event

VP = underlying predicate

Traditionally, morphological and analytic causasiveve been distinguished based on the componerttiah they are
formed (Williams 1996, Di Sciullo and Williams 198Tn the analysis proposed here, however, the hadggical and analytic
causatives are both formed within the same comipuagtsystem following a uniform set of word-forraat principles. A sim-
ilar analysis has been provided by Travis (199%ylich, following the terminology introduced in lahnd Keyser (1993), she
makes a distinction between bsyntax(lexical) causative and ansyntaxproductive) causative in Malagasy and Tagalog,
based on the structural position of the causatiwghemes. The phrase structure configuration ip¢88ld be used to schema-
tize this approach for Eastern Armenian, in whiglyritax roughly corresponds to the domain of wanls s-syntax includes
phrase-level syntax.

(33)

N <open>
door

In Travis (1999), the two domains of I-syntax armsl/atax are separated by the phrase structureafdedent Phrase. In the
current analysis, | propose that the phase donegrmiines ‘wordhood’. In other words, the node laicl the phrase structure
is transferred to the interfaces marks the I-syntaxain. In Eastern Armenian, the phase node tmdfked a#p, - in the con-
figurations in (31) and (32)) occurs at the fikgl, ;g forming thevP. Hence, the first use of the causation eventlaadirst
external argument are introduced through I-synidiereas all further iterations of the causativepheme take place in s-syn-
tax. In other words, the domain of I-syntax in EastArmenian can include at most arreJSeE event and one agent. The distinc-
tion between the morphological and analytic causatin Eastern Armenian can now be reduced todbkiipn occupied by the
causation verb within the phrase structgg. indicates the interface to the PF component atidbeidiscussed further in Sec-
tion 5.
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4 Japanese Causatives

The structural analysis provided in the previoudisa can also account for the distinct propertiglexical and analytical caus-
atives discussed in the Japanese literature. kndse, a predicate can become causativized byldliteoa of the suffixsaseto
the base verb. This causative morpheme forms #esingrphophonological unit with the verb to whitlisiattached. The liter-
ature on Japanese has distinguished two typesisitiges knows as the ‘let’ or permissive causaivé the ‘make’ or coer-
cive causative, both of which display biclausalgendies. It has also been noted that, in additainése two constructions,
there exists a third type of causative interpretatvhich exhibits properties of a monoclausal stmec The latter is usually

formed on intransitives and ingestive transitived has been referred to as a ‘lexical causativéhérliterature®

(34) a.let causatives:
John-wa Mary-ni ik-(s)ase-ru
John-Top Mary-Dat go-Caus

‘John lets Mary go.’

b. makecausatives:

John-wa Mary-o ik-(s)ase-ru
John-Top Mary-Acc go-Caus
‘John makes Mary go.’

c. lexical causatives:

Hahaoya-wa akachan-ni kutsushita-o hak-ase-ta
mother-Top baby-Dat socks-Acc put.on-Caus-Past
‘The mother put the socks on the baby’s feet.’

4.1 Binding Properties

Consider the sentences below from Matsumoto (198f)esenting ket causative, anakecausative and a causative of an
ingestive verb, respectively. These examples shaivthe pronoukare‘he’ can be bound by the matrix subject in the awma-
lytic constructions in (35a) and (35b), in cleantrast with the lack of coreference in the lexicalisative in (35c). Sindeare
must be referentially disjoint from its clausemalese results suggest that the structure in (850pnoclausal and confirms
the biclausal nature of the ‘make’ and ‘let’ caisd.

(35) a.let causatives:
Targ-wa Jirog-ni sonomama kajg -o  bengo s-asete oi-ta
Taro-Top Jiro-Dat as.it.is he -Acc defend do-Caus put-Past

‘Taro appears to let Jiro continue to defend him.’

b. makecausatives:

Targ-wa Jirog-ni muriyari karey«j-0 bengo s-asete oi-ta
Taro-Top Jiro-Dat forcibly he -Acc defend do-Caus put-Past
‘Taro appears to make Jiro continue to defend him.’

c. lexical causatives:
Anpanmanwa akachan-ni kake -0 tabe-sase-ta

Anpanman-Top baby-Dat he -Acc eat-Caus-Past
‘Anpanman gave his body to (feed) the baby.’

In addition, the agent-oriented reflexikarejishin‘himself’, which must be bound within its clauseh#its a behavior
complementary tkareas shown below, thus confirming the clausal corgralsservedkarejishincan be bound by the causee in
the two analytic causatives demonstrating the stii§e properties of the causee in these constrastiHowever, the anaphor
can only refer to the matrix subject in the lexicalisative, reaffirming its monoclausal properties.

3. All Japanese data are from Matsumoto (1996, 139&)ey (1996) and Miyagawa (1989).
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(36) a.let causatives:
Targ-wa Jirog-ni sonomama karejiship) -0 bengo s-asete oi-ta
Taro-Top Jiro-Dat as.it.is himself-Acc defend do-Caus -Ppast
‘Taro appears to let Jiro continue to defend hifrisel

b. makecausatives:

Targ-wa Jirog-ni muriyari karejishin;;-o bengo s-asete oi-ta
Taro-Top Jiro-Dat forcibly himself-Acc defend do-Caus Blatst
‘Taro appears to make Jiro continue to defend Himse

c. lexical causatives:

Anpanmanwa akachan-ni karejishjo tabe-sase-ta
Anpanman-Top baby-Dat himself-Acc eat-Caus-Past
‘Anpanman gave his own body to (feed) the baby.’

4.2 Subject Honorification

Subject honorification has also been used by Matsarno demonstrate the subjectlike properties efdéwsee in the ana-
lytic constructions, in clear contrast to the leticausatives. As the examples below illustratejesu honorification can appear
on the causee ilet andmakecausatives, but it is disallowed on the causebefdxical causative.

(37) a.let causatives:
Karera-wa 00ji-ni sono  kutsushita-o o-haki ni nar-asete oki-mashi-ta
they-Top prince-Dat the socks-Acc H-put.on Cop become  t-RmkPast

‘They let the prince (continue to) put the sockshianfeet.’

b. makecausatives:

?Karera-wa muriyari 00ji-ni sono  kutsushita-o o-haki ni nar-ase-mashi-ta
they-Top forcibly prince-Dat  the socks-Acc H-put.on opC become-Caus-Pol-Past
‘They forcibly made the prince put the socks onfagt.’

c. lexical causatives:

*Karera-wa mada sankagetsu no  00ji-ni sono kutsughitao-haki ni nar-ase-mashi-ta
they-Top yet threeemoth  Cop  prince-Dat  the socks-Acc H-put.on Cop become-Caus-Pol-Past
‘They put the socks on the three-moth-old prinéeét.’

4.3 Adverbial Scope

Further evidence for the biclausal nature ofl@t@ndmakecausatives comes from adverbial interpretationexXemplified
below for amakecausative construction, the adverb can be integreither as part of the higher event or as a evaadverb,
referring to the lower event.

(38) Ken-ga damatta Naomi-o suwar-ase-ta
Ken-Nom silently Naomi-Acc sit-Caus-Past
() ‘Ken silently made Naomi sit.’
(i) ‘Ken made Naomi sit silently.’

4.4 |dioms

Miyagawa (1989) notes that lexical causatives caretan idiomatic interpretation, which is not aablé to analytic caus-
atives in Japanese. The examples below illustrétarisitive verbs that obtain idiomatic readingewlcausativized.

(39) a.aw = tikara-o aw-ase
become together power-Acc together-Caus
‘become together’ ‘pull together’

Page 11



b. hara-ga her e hara-o her-ase

stomach-Nom lesson stomach-Acc lesson-Caus
‘get hungry’ ‘wait for a meal’
5 Phases

The table below summarizes some of the properfitsealapanese and Armenian causatives discus$ad €mncentrating
on the distinction between ‘lexical’ and ‘let’ catives in Japanese and contrasting them with thvpmotogical and analytic

causatives in Armenian, one can clearly see alpheatherging.

Table 1: Properties of Japanese & Armenian Causates

Japanese Armenian
Lexical “Let” Morph. Analytic
Causative Causative Causative | Causative

karebound by causer No Yes - --
Agent-oriented anaphor bound by causer Yes No Yes No
Agent-oriented adverb refers to causee No Yes No Yes
Subject honorification on causee No Yes - --
Idiomatic reading Yes No Yes No
Base subject (causee) is agentive No Yes No Yes
Ambiguous adverbial & negation scope No Yes No Yes

Lexical causatives in Japanese display monoclguegkrties, the causee is not agentive, and theatiga may receive an
idiomatic reading. These properties parallel theslvéor observed with the morphological causativEé&stern Armenian.
Hence, we propose a configuration for Japanesedegausatives, similar to the structural configiorapresented in the last

section for Armenian morphological constructiorsijlastrated in (40).

(40) Japanese Lexical Causative:

7
% NPext /\
Causer . .
/ VP = underlying predicate
/ CAUSE
sase /\
/ A

/ NPt v

/ Causee
/ 4

Similarly, both the Japanese ‘let’ causative ardAhmenian analytic causative display biclausapprties since the subject
of the underlying predicate behaves like an exteargument with agentive properties in both corcttams. The ‘let’ caus-
atives in Japanese would then be represented asting of two distinct/,,scheads similar to the analytic causative in Arme-

nian, thus forming two separate verbal predicdtethese constructionssaseappears in the, position as shown in the
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configuration in (41). | assume that the base wezbrporates intw; which contains a zero affix and then incorporétether
into the causative morphemevigivia head-movement.

Although the Japanese and Armenian analytic caresatliscussed here demonstrate parallel syntaddis@mantic proper-
ties, they differ in their surface forms: The EastArmenian causative is biclausal and also appesat®/o distinct verbs on the
surface form. The Japanese ‘let’ causative, howévéiclausal yet is realized as a single morploopfogical unit. Put differ-
ently, although both causatives have biclausal gnggs, the Armenian one surfaces as a phrase thigil@apanese causative
surfaces as a word. In order to capture the dissimdace realizations, | suggest that the spdlirode to the LF component
should be distinguished from the PF phase nodedisaited in the configuration in (41).

(41) Japanesket Causative:

e
~ - VP2
e
AN
~ NP v — — P
/ ext —
Y. Causer ~ 7
~
/ V5 P1= underlying predicate
/ CAUSE, ~
/ sa;e/
/ /A NPeyt v
/ / Causee /\
| // V1 P
| CAUSE
/ /\
/ NPin¢ \%
| AN
I

The reason for separating the PF and LF phasesisodhe fact that the cross-linguistic data dised in this paper have
demonstrated that there is a direct correlatiowéen the structure of a causative constructiontia@aneaning obtained. The
languages studied differ, however, with respethéoovert realization of the structure, since ipargese all causatives are
formed morphologically while in Eastern Armeniae gurface forms of the morphological and analydiesatives are different.
| propose that the phase relations to the intesfat¢he language module are not unique, but sheeildivided into a notion of
PF-phase(.p) and a notion of LF-phasé(). | will assume tha@p ., which marks the interface to the logico-semaadicipo-
nent through LF, is constant in all languages gplies at nodes that Chomsky refers to as ‘strphgses. In terms of the con-
figuration in (33) on page 9 - would correspond to the boundary point betwegmtax and s-syntaxp., on the other hand,
varies from one language to another and thus gisego diverse surface forms and mismatches betfogen and meaning.
Hence, for causatives in Eastern Armenigp: will apply at the structural nodé. All structure belowP will then be realized
as a single morphological word (or PF-word), witile causative head aboveP will be realized as a separate (light) verb. In
the case of Japanese, the plasapplies at a higher level, extending the domaitnefmorphological word while displaying
the same semantic and syntactic properties asrreAian. In this language, the verbal elementsefitheads) incorporate via
head-movement until th@,- node has been reached.

6 Interface Conditions and Surface Asymmetry

The notion of the cyclicity of spell-out has beeogmsed in several recent studies of linguisti¢dgr@sky (1998) attempts to
eliminate the overt and covert distinction devebtbpeearlier work, by allowing the possibility ofuttiple spell-outs. In this
framework, an operation Spell-Out still delivers structure that has already been formed to thaglbgical component,
which converts it to PF. The distinction is in faet that Spell-Out can now be applied at varicheses in the derivation, where
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phases are defined at the boundaries of indepesygptactic objects that are “propositional”, sushvarbal phrases with full
argument structure and CP with force indicatorse @ithe main evidences for the choice of phaspsoigded by the degree of
phonetic independence displayed by the syntacfecallChomsky therefore suggests that CPPoare phases, but the VP ver-
bal phrase is not.

A similar model has been proposed by Uriagerek@%19n Uriagereka’s model, spell-out applies evane a command
relation is formed, at which point the syntactifoimation is sent to both LF and PF interfacesaddition, a number of recent
works have proposed a tripartite system of the eagatfpnal model, separated at cyclic spell-out so@rohmann (2000)
divides the computation into three Prolific DomaiBach of these Prolific Domains contains an irgestructure and licenses
different grammatical properties (see figure 1)e Brdomain refers to thematic roles, tpelomain represents tense and agree-
ment relations, while th&-domain encompasses discourse phenomena. In thisintle linguistic object formed at each Pro-
lific Domain is sent to the PF and LF componenidicglly as shown in the figure below.

Fig. 1: Grohmann’s three Prolific Domains

PF COMPONENT
LF COMPONENT

The tripartite system that Grohmann presents ig sienilar to the tripartition of the clause strugtin Platzack (2001) into
the V-domain, the T-domain and the C-domain. Th#o¥ain licenses thematic relations and holds tbdipate and argument
structure of the clause, the T-domain containgthenmatical aspects such as agreement propemigésha C-domain is the
part of the derivation where discourse informat&uch as focus avh-interpretation, is established. These domainsaoe-
tural steps in the derivation that consist of fiorl projections of the same type and serve dsapenodes for the succes-
sive-cyclic computational process. Hence, in botbh@ann’s and Platzack’s systems, ¥ReTP and CP domains constitute
phase nodes.

What is different in the analysis put forth in tpaper is the suggestion that the spell-out nodekide a parameter of the
language. In the framework developed here, | prepodreat the spell-out node to the phonologioahgonent as a parameter
of predicate-formation while the LF-phase, whichrksahe interface to the logico-semantic comporisniniversal and applies
at the ‘strong phases’. The variability of the Rfage node, it was argued, allows us to capturavibrelhood’ of verbal predi-
cates at surface form, and to account for any elsarcies between meaning and surface realizateerodd. For instance,
since the morphological causative constructiorsdatern Armenian correlate with word-like behaymg., idiomatic read-
ings, lack of productivity, non-agentive causeey,aan conclude that PF and LF phases correspdhdse cases. Hence, both
phases occur &P in the morphological causative, allowing tfrepredicate to behave as a morphophonological ot
semantically and syntactically. On the other hdhd analytic sasecausative in Japanese, although realized as ke sing-
phophonological word, corresponds to a bigger streqequivalent to the analytic causative in Basfemenian) and there-
fore | propose that the PF-phase is at a highet &van the LF-phase in this case. Since ‘wordhd®diterpreted at theP
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projection across languages, the LF-phase is ceresido be universal and would occuvRtbut the PF-phase applies at a
higher node in this instance (i.e., at the néxtevel including the second, ,sd. Hence, the main distinction in the PF node
parameter between Armenian and Japanese couldibedl& terms of the number of causation eventg.grscheads allowed
prior to spell-out to the phonological componenits Icrucially this discrepancy of cyclic spell-dotLF and PF that gives rise
to the mismatches found in meaning and surface merbal predicates across languages by creatiaglistinct notions of
“word”. Thus, | argue to distinguish PF-words, thah vary cross-linguistically in the sets of featuthey contain, from LF-
words, which are universal sets of primitive featur

7 Conclusion

This paper presented a contrastive look at cawsatimstructions in Eastern Armenian and Japanakexamined the mis-
match in surface form with respect to the analgéiosative in these two languages. This asymmesuyriiace realization was
accounted for by positing a parameter at whictstiedl-out to the prosodic interface takes place distinction betweewords
andphraseswas thus recast in structural terms, whereby ttiem of “word” is split into ar.F-word corresponding to the
meaning of the predicate and consisting of a usaleset of primitive features, andP&-wordrepresenting the surface realiza-
tion that can vary cross-linguistically in the set$eatures it contains. Thus, we argue that ayynanetry between form and
meaning is due to the universality of the LF-wond ¢he language-particular character of the PF-wbheé proposed analysis
has a direct bearing on defining the process d¥adéon by phase, since it claims that the phaaedklivers the syntactic con-
stituent to LF is distinct from the phase that piélout to PF.
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