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The writer of this r wishes to express her gratitude to T. Hoekstra, A. Zri>i • Hertz. L Mara·cz ard J 
Gueron tor the articies tht have been given to her ard the valuabkt discussions we have had through our 
corresooroarces. I hey have been most illurTMnating to her in the wnting out of trus r. 

vi) Semi-Vowels 
/w/ and /y/ velar and palatal semi vowels. 

It is to be noted that /Ef has been regarded as a phoneme in because there ate some 
awords in this dialect of ic that can only have /fl and not f!!; for example, I &3ahita/ "Cairo" 
and 1 • ? " ". 

v) Nasals 
Im/ and /n/ bilabial and dental nasals. 

(iv) Resonants 
Ir/ and N trilled and lotcJ al resonants. 

iii) Emphaiics 
hi and /d/ voiceless and voiced dental apical emphatic stops. 
/';/ dental et 1 mhatic fricative . 

• 

ii) Fricatives : 
/fi voiceless labiodental fricative. 
Isl and /z/ voiceless and voiced dental grooved fricatives 
/S/ and /hf voiceless palatal and glottal fricatives. 
txl and /g i voiceless 2nd voiced uvular fricatives. 
lb) and A I voiceless and voiced p· . geal fricatives. 

II) CO SO . A 'i"AL PHONE !ES: 
i) Stops 
/bl voiced bilabial stop 
N and /d/ voiceless and voiced apical dental stops. 
f,J and /g/ voiceless and voiced velar stops. 
{?/ voiceless gloual stop . 

• Jg/ voiceless uvular stop. 

T'n~re_a,e a great -ariery of allophonic realization of ea hp on 
concern in trns study. 

u 1 
u el , 

e • 

cl • I re 0 
• 

'Cl 

I 'OCAI_..IC P .E 1 : 
{11 and fu nigh front. unrounded he an Ion 
Ill!' and /u ' h..igh nae • rounded short and l n 
/e,, and ,'eel x·111d front, unroundezi hort and Ion 
lo' and kx»! mid bac rounded short and loo ·o 
la.I arid /aa1 lo · central unro!.111<l-=-d short and Ion]; 
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Chem ky ( 1982a) believes that causativization is a lexical operation as it is a 
morpholo ical process that "assigns a new 0 role unitormly (l 982a: 126). Whereas "passive 
infl c ion" Joe cs 6 role uniformly" (1982a 126), ''otl1er morphological process (e.g. 

rphological causative) may assign new 0 roles in a uniform a,,~nne:r'' (1982a:126). He believes 
.at u • c ·s;,.ti e -erb is a three argument predicate that takes a "clausal complement as a lexical 
ro rt , i L'1 to it the appropriate 6 role and a.ssigr.ing thee role agent LO the subject of the 
rb' ( horns , I 982a· I 28). Taking the Japanese language as an exa,nple of morphological 
u 11 • om · (1982a) discusses the case system of the ~1PS with a causative 
n c c , that the c~~ ystern of the active ca11sative verb is that of GA - GA - O; ie 

n rninariv and objective for languages such as Japanese; but that this case system is 
th ornance guages have a d.uferent case system i.e. GA - NI - O. For such 

n al pro .rty f c usatives i to assign the GF indirect object .. to the subject 
mplem nt" (198'la:l 2) He g on to say that thi is why in such languages 

' l n he c u ati e and the d uble object con tructions and that they are 
n 1 t in heir pas i izcd form ; i.e. the double object construction may have the 

c115 • l982a.132). But the case ystem of the passivized causative 

• 
rve rpho1ogy'' ( horns :y, l982a: 132). 

Thi phenomenon (i.e. causativiz.ation) has been discussed by Jackendoff ( 197 5) as 
regards English. He discussed the relation between transitive causative verbs and their 
homophonous intransitive counterpar ts such as B.i l vs . He 
r gards it a involving a lexical rule, indicating that lexical rules ? 1 e not limited to derivational 
morpholog '. 

1 apo.n:e ( 1977) assumes that word for rnation can be accounted for but he feels that it is 
don~ in terms of the X-bar system; i.e. derived words in morphology are projected from heads 
and c:itegoriaJ information of the head is carried over in the projection but only the level of the 
proj ..... ction changes. 

Thi. 1~ it study of morphological causativization in educated middle-class Cairene Egyptian 
Arabic (i.c. CEA) in the light of the framework of generative grammar. It is hoped that in the 

cau anvizaiion cross linguistically, we could gain insight into the nature of the Iinguistic 
uruver al~ that are responsible for this phenomenon. In the collection of data for this study. the • 

investigator's intuition as well as her family's have been made use of in add.i tion to a corpus 
composed of phonemic transc 1 iption of the s ch of those characters in some of the TV series 
ielcvizcd in Egypt s g the dialect in question. 

EGYPTIAN ARABIC 
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1 . 2. 
(i) (h,e, t Causative c;onsp uctions..;. 

/ja a za ydun · tajlisu/ 
Zayd made Hind sit down. 

(ii) Pteix.,sition_aJ)y_QerivcxJ (&VClt Causatives 
/xaz aja z.aydun · · 
Zayd went out with 

• (iii) h 
a)/ ?ajlasa zaydun 
Zayd made sit down 

• · . tt· · a nmatonal tnf Iecton, It is found in Classical Arabte In propau I ~iwtlon 
1 The t-tv m the /·arv SU lX 16_ - n in Modem Literary Atabtc soo D. Cow n (198 ) 
For a rrore detailed diSCl.lGSOn of nunato 

1"1 his desci iption of Classical Arabic, Saad ( 1982) al o diff , from Chom y ( l ) in 
that the for mer linguist shows that it is only the oven causati ·econ trucn ns that :1,·c clau . ally 
complex constructions but not the covert causative constructions which he regard in 
"clausally complex but rather simplex sentences in the deep structure" ( ad, 19 2:7Q). Of t11 
two kinds of covert causative constructions i.e. morphologically derived covert cau . ti e nd 
prepositionally derived covert causatives, Saad ( 1982) basically deals with morph logicall 
derived covert causatives and he regards these causatives as ''decompo able into a ba crb 
which belongs to the P component and a feature (+causative) which belong to the Q component" 
(Saad, 1982:82). Tnese various types of causatives in Classical Arabic are repr cntcd by the 
following sentences with the ucG structure for the a,o phologically derived coven cau rives: 

• 

As Classical Arabic has oven case inflection • it is lear that the cau tivize rb 
1 

'? 
"made to hear" takes two objects in the accu ative case; i.e. both / za dan/ an J t 

Accusative er I-e-! in the suffix I - ai Therefore, the cas y. tern f 1 
1 

not only different from that of Japanese but also from that of the R l n ua 
by Chornky (1982a). 

i) ·1·rs,nsiti,·e Yerh 
/sarniqa zaydu» sawun J 
Zayd heard a voice 

ii) ca,,<;at!~·e. Verb 
fl asma'Iat hindun zaydan ~\\'tan/ 

Hind made Za)1d hear a voice 

• tl n t be r l n l J I l 1 • u_ c In I I t ll1 
n sf n11t1 n } I I } 1 I I I I t r \.' t" r, d' 1 l I1 t I 

t a tran 10 e fl), i n · f ) 

) a illu ti .llc(i h . th li '1 l '. 
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~qd ificari0n~ 
i pa tern are derived from Fo1 x11 I verbs in accordance with the e~ c T 

, is c e rratio on the rnorp ologicall · deri ed covert causatives, Saad (1982) says 
are · assoc: ed the idea of accompaniment associated with the prepositionally 

-:. .. satives and tha: ey adhere to certain patterns, which may be demonstrated as 

) ill intran itive verbs are causativizablj," and "the syntactic effect of 
T. a i· i ..... e.a ses .: one the number cf objects which the causativized verb can 

• - ~ d. 9 -= _ . He g s or. o 5.1)' that the "non-causari vi zabiliry is L1e co, i:, i1-J£1 factor 
· · s and ca isan e and be.ewen three place causatives and doubly u ansitive 

• 

of co -ert consrrucrion . The former 111ay indicate indirect causation and can express a 
of ca.isan n throug succes i -e embedding), but the latter may not" (Saad, 1982:86). 

j ereas mos o ansiri ·e verbs ... may nor be causativized covertly ... they may 

• .... . 
ovidme funher e -idence of the difference between overt and covert ca usatives whether - 

r the d ep le el, Saad 1982) S3)'5 that "overt causative constructions are no: 

1~ 

L 

J. alasa O a ..>,,...\ 

• 

• l 
I 
l 

• 
Target 

I • 

• 

Agent - 
,, 

~ 

p 
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J. Bresnan (1981) is in agreement with Saad (1982) in her lief that causau -e in ol 
the addition of an argument to the predicate structure. But he, along uh all the a , 
mentioned generative gia1xu11arians such as N. Chomsky (1982 - 1989). R. Jack ndoff (197 ) 
as well as those of T. H tra, H. Hulst, and M. Moortgat ( 1981 ). differs from a.. ( 19 2) in 
the belief that causatives belong to the 1c.aI111 of the lexicon. G. Carlson and T. Rae r ( 19 1) 
also believe in a lexical treatment of the causatives in English; but they divid the causati e.1 in 
English into productive and non-productive. For them, the productive causati e a,e den ed y 
means of affuation from related simple verbs and show a regularity in their u te ori ti n 
fraroes, i.e. their complements axe "limited to noun phrase" (Carlson and Raeper, 19 1:130). Tbe 
non-producdve causatives are not derived fiOln verbal forms. fore they a1c Ju. t l.i ted in 

the lexicon as distinct lexical items, 

In distinguishing between Fo1111 li and IV causatives in Classical Ara le, ,,,,d ( J 9 
that "intensity or pcrsisrency seems to be a feature distinguishing between form 11 and 
causative verbs", (Saad, 1982:72), as shown by the semantic difference bet een/ q ·· 
teach" and I? aqla11Ja/ "to inform "in Classical Arabic. However, he goes on to sa th t it 1 

always possible to make a distinction between two covert causatives derived from the crb 
nor is it possible to derive more than one causative verb for 111 from every causativi za le 
the language. It is in this respect that the various dialects of Arabic differ fr0tn one another 
CEA does not make use of all these patterns of 11K>rphologically derived co -en cau · . 

---> (! asa,aq a/ 
to make (someone) hear (something) 

b) /sarr1iG.a/ 
to hear (something) 

a j 

u 
la/ · - - - > /? 2£1 IlJ} a/ a) farn • 

l 

iii) For rn rv causatives/ ? afrnala/ 
These ace derived from Fo: 111 ! erbs in accordance th the f Uo lJ1 

to cause 
c) /sababun/ -> /sabbaba/ 

to ncned 
tot only erb but al n n un ma-, 

b) I gas 111 a I - - - > / 
to be hon 

13. / ---- I u 
1 

a 

a /f am 

I I l 1 
t Vl1~ p::.11e111 

u) F:ixx, 11 C..,t1 · 
Cause · · 
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domnat1ng rt 
3 ee aad (1982) tor further drscusson m this respect. 

1. for e.sccs ton o1 the head - to· head movemern rule in relation to the Arabic nguago ee. H. 
ftAl.. Y (1994}. 

"With respect to word formation, there arc two major categories where the que tion of x· 
movement Bt ises . complex predicates (causatives, noun incorporation, etc.) and inflectional 
morphology, ... I a,11 assuming a sharp and principled distinction be cen · nflecuonal 

, on the other hand. has a c· 'ase system cf GA - 0 - 0 on the analogy to the case 
system of Classical Arabic, which has oven Case 11i3J ke1 s3 . As such a case system presen ts 
difficulty to the G.B. Theory, Y.N. Fill: '1991) resolves · difficulty by assuming after ••y 
- to - I move nent, the V -1 complex seems to inhe it from its V complement the ability to assign 
Accusative Case" (F· 1991:71). In our discussion of caustives in • we have not only 
r113de 11se of Falk's resolution as regards the case system 'With two Accusative objects, but 
also of his belief that "detailed study of phenomenon like causativizanon drawls) the two 

pproaches together" (Falk, 1991:77) i.e. the lexical and the syntactic approacb s. 11 is in his 
respect rliat we have differed from c·'hoxxisky (1989) in his belief derivarioaal morpbology · 
pan of the lexicon. 

the dixrt:t object of the base vc,b sc:rs as a direct object of the complex verb, Accordingly, the case 
system for the Romance Ian ges 1!1a~· be GA. Nl - 0 instead of UA - GA - 0 as in a language 
of the Japanese , as · ussed earlier in Chomsky (l 982a). 

. . uuasn . . 
mcorporanon a1 c on p . . . 

• 

. · an s ntacuc re - . 
. . n is !DCt (Borer, 1 . 

. b Polloc~ ( 1989). Bc---:s1~c1 
l · ·• orer 1991: 1 in morp ' . 

w ch is re i.11r in o 

- h as the Ri h an e 0• 

· · ''2.utooornous morpbo cg-)' ' w c 
· of the WF cornponen 

l c91.15S) For hix·x, these nutonoruo . . h e.d 
7 ' - ' 1 

" ,. • • l.S SIC C U!T 
fashion orer, ... -' · , , . 

• 
OJX I anons a,·c 
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The CEA mu ansinve ve z1, . . 
become transinve verbs W1 a . . . . . 

sentences, in w "" I b h b th 
id tical with those of form ver s, as s own y c non base forms whose forms are 1 en • 

and that of transitive verbs. 
s : causativization of inuansitive verbs 

2,1, 1 ~uctive Causative~ 
The productive causatives in CEA a1 c of two 

• 

• • • causanvizanon. 

Concenrrating on f 01 rn II causatives, CEA may be divided into proo icti e d 
non-productive causatives. i ne fo1;1:er causatives have been regarded as belonging to the yn 

in view of the fact that a "lexical treatment ... (as in lexical morphology) s inhere .tJy, 
non-explanatory and that there is no need to ban this from the domain of syntax . (T. Hoekstra. 
1993: personal COir1;iiuriication).1'1or-v0ver, the oroductive causatives in display sufficient 

• 

regularity of syntactic behaviour to warrant a syntactic treatment, i.e .• they do not involve 
categorial change from their base forms; subsume to a syntactic constraint that require an 
increase in the n1,111!t>:1 of arguments in the predicate structure: and a semantic cocstraim that 
requires the causativized forms to be semantically related to their non-causacvueo forms (i,e. the 
base foi 1,1s). ~.s for the latter causatives (i.e. the non-productive causatives in ), they belong 
to the 1cal1i1 of the lexicon since they involve a categorial change from their base fo1111s and may 
not subsume to the above mentioned syntactic and semantic constraints. It is in this respect that 

m I IO 

l • 

I 

n 
rt 

co CJt th 

. :o ('l s e ,..; (' . . 
- · · \.!vc: .,onsu·uc t1ons 10 l ·1--:. 

causauvec.: an,.. · · 

CL11ved covert causatives is phonologically similar to that of Iorm II: i.e. n l.fl J e 
gemination of the second radicaj of the simple verb form (i.e. form I) c ve 
internal vowel m · ication n1~ not found in ; and Fo1121 IV causanvz , 
The few examples that do exist in CE . .; are felt by the native speaker to be 
Classical Arabic. 

2. 

ill n 
I f 

morphology pm of s · 
J ~ vmax proper. and strictly derivanon~ . orr holo ,'. P 

en o others" (Ci~omsky. 1989: 4). 

- - 



• 

• • • - • • • - 

• 
' ' - - ... 

,. ... 

- 
c ·- - • • 

- • < 
• • oe • 
• - 

• - - c:. - • 

,. 
• 

• - - 

• 

• • - • 

"' • l,.;- - ,.., • • 
• ' ' ·~ 

- • 

• ~ "" 

• 

u - - -~- - 
- - • 

• 

'> - - .. .... - - 
~ ). '-C - - 

r • .. - - 
- . .. • ...., - :>,. • 

• 

0 
- - It' 

• .. , • • 

• 
-~. 
~ .. .,,. • • 

t 

tc 0 ... ? - ,--.. -, \,..(" '?,.. C--- •= , 

• 
r-, 

- 

• - .,.. 
e- 

- 
0c;0- ,-- -- ..... 

.... 
• • 

,. 
• 

..- . ... - 
> - .. ,.. Ile 

- c. - .. .: . - 
-- - - '. 

- . • 

·o 
• - 

'-." """\ .1]-.a,. p­ ....... ' - .... 

• • 
1 as .i.e. tr a t 

... - I 

-. • e • 

I • .;. c2-:'°_...., __ J 

,,. ... _, ... - 

• -a - p ~ ~ _::, _ .. __ 

b / kz_\.\. ... 
) 

~ . . 
- \.JO 

• ' • • 
• 

fe-d ce: ... He 
• 
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r" r I t l 

• • 
'I' .. J\e ... - e ... 
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r,agga q 
He caJse-J hls clotries to be ren1t11ed . 
b 

... . ,... \ t~ b ,.. ' ' . , , 

• l r 
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l l 

') 
• il 

He caused the 
fed Ul(' y. 

iii) a) n akal il? ak.l/ 
He ate the food 

ii) a) /1ahat ti\.vayyit 
• • • 

l I aan l r u 

He begged (for) Hee used the nei h h e 

sukkar/sugar i.e. (for) ome u I .C. J e 
He asked for some sugar neigh u • 

t 

b) /kattib il al 
He ,1,a&: the 

1) a) /katab ki taa b,' 
He wrote a book 

E._l,. or ..... 1,..1·1_1 ... 1 
2.1.2.1. IS on-Ca 115 at i ,·i 1e.d f'or 111 

f'or:11 l 

• 

1 1 '1 l l e 
le ( 

-ith 

2.1.2.: The < :ausativi1ction of Transiti e v c:1 bs 
In spite of the fact that in Classical Arabic. Saad ( 19 2) 

appropriate to claim that, in general, transitive verbs a,·e noc cau n 
is not the case in CEA. This is exemplified by the following ent n e 

forms that mav be causativized g ditransitive verbs: , 

t 

u lil non-causative predicate which is he e f 01 ,n from hi it i en 
Whe .... as the causative predicate e -rnarks ts ubj t s C U E 
predicate 9 marks its subject as GE rr "'UBJECT. Thi i cl t 

base forms of the causati e predicates of th 2 ... 1. b) 
verbs, as shown Li the (a) sentence . 

l dern ns tr re that the Sentences 2.1.1.1. al 

with a different categ rial S' tus 

• 
1 ur 

ari ·c erb i 

n 

m 
the vie :..; held · G· 'l ti , c 
causative is derived 1 -the 1 cl · - l ; i.e i , th le cl 
this stud ' .as d1ff red fr m the tradiri nall ld int f 

~ 

c urse of thi tuoy. It is sufficient to ~ here th 
CE • .\ displaj ·iJ-,g cliff erent t) f yn acti 
accounted for if we 2..S 1,r1~~ that CJ- r.. f c 

• 

• 1, ~ rr ... that t:;, t, 1 t l n • rv 1 e an th - r I . ' i h ~ n 1 l 
nal held that r 1.. l an u 

It IS 

la cl care 
th 3. t tra di ti 

• c I 

r e c the ern C. i -1 -e p t 
• • rnrran sin e \ r f vr- 

- - 
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n 

u - tegorization frame in which -e may have transitive verbs to intransitive 
a ili Y of the omplernent structure of the non-productive causatives that 

Y do t um to the yn C and in ti.1111 violate the Sem C. '.1hc1e sr·c different 
e u ati es L1 C . The fITTt subclass is derived from a -erbal form 

th Y C or to S m C. in its causativization. The second subclass 

2 

I · tne fact that both the causativization of the inn ansitive and the transitive verbs as base 
sub urnes to tne Syn C. and :he Sem. C that has allowed the investigator to group them 

on. 

In e nte nce 2.1.2.1., it is assumed that the (b) sentences have causative predicates that are 
den ed from transiuve verbs as their base fo1111s. These transitive verbs are of form land a,c 
.denucal in fo1111 to the verb fo11115 of the predicates of the (a) sentences, which arc sentences with 
noncausative predicates. Accordingly, in the causativization of transitive verbs as base form, we 
deri e three argument causative predicates. This also applies to sentence 2.1.2.1. (V) (b); it is a 
three argurn nt causative predicate in the sense that it is derived from an intransitive verb that 
obligatorily subcatcgorize s for a P? complement. Therefore, sentences 2.1.2.1. (b) demonstrate 
that the causari -ization of transitive verbs as base fo1111s or two argument predicates with an 
intransiti e verb and an obligatory subcategorized PP complement also subsumes to the Syn C. 
as ell as the Sem. C. The causative predicate not only has an additional argument associated 

ili i! b t is also semantically related to its base form. Sentences 2.1.2. l. also demonstrate that 
he causari e predicate takes a CAUSER SUBJECT, whereas, its base form takes an AGEJ",,1 

SU JECT.Tnerefcre, both the causativization of inn ansitive and transitive base forms lead to a 
different subject e . ng. 

b) flallim innaas ilgur? 
He caused the people to lear 11 the Quran, 

i.e. He taught the people the Quran. 

) a) bilxabar/ 
I c learned of the new i.e. 
Hc w as informed of the news 

~ ) ) /rikib 1lbo ... aan/ b) /rakJcib ilwalad 

He caused the OO)' to ride 

ilbo . the horse. 
c the hors ·ie 

- - 



iii) a) /f'.kr/ 
g 

• snoring 

i) a) /x11? aaf a/ 
absurdity 

b) 

He talked nonsense 
•c) /xacraf ilwalad/ 
He talked nonsense to the boy 
b) /Yaxxar/ 
He snored 

v il =c) /saxxar 
He snot c:d to the boy 
b) /fakkac/ 
He thought 
•c) /fakkar ilwalad/ 
He thought of the boy 

2.2.2. : Non-Productive Causatives Derived f1om Nominal F01 r1·1s 

Causative fo, zzzs No:,n Forrzts 

b) il gism ilrnayyit/ 
He cleansed the dead body 

v) a) - il1'Jdu1111l/ 

He washed the clothes 

He got a job for the girl. 
ilbint/ b) I 

secret. 
iv) a) ya] ilbintl 

He made the girl fall for him 

• Cpl u 8 

b) f?affil 'lata - lmaw~uuCJ/ 

He hushed up on the subject, i.e. h 

iii) a) I ?af al ilbaah/ 
He closed the door 

He broke the door 
b) /kassar ilbaab/ 

He smashed the door to piece 

ii) a) 

I 
He made a fraud reprodu non o the 

i) a)/ ,,.,ar ?axuuh;' 

He visited his brother 

For 1,1 II Ycrl!.J 

2.2.!.: 

- - ?09 



1. 11 ~ to be roteo that the dimtnut,ve fonn is also fou~ in CEA. See 0. Cowan ( 1982) tor a discussion of 
too diminutive torm .,, Arabic. 

He C2.!.l~ (the house) to be thicker 
b) /sayyar (ilbeet)/ 

He caused (the house) to be smaller 
•b) fnazrin ilbint/ 

He caused the girl to be sad. 

The boy is fat 
iv) a) /?ilwalad sugayyar/1 
The boy is small, 

v) ) /?1lwalarl hJzim/ 
The boy is sad 

(ilbeet)/ b) - 
• • • iii) a) /?ilwalad 

• nicer. 

i) a) f?ilwalad kibiir/ 
The boy is big 
ii) a) ?ilwalad latiif/ 
The boy is nice 

Causatiye Forc11s 
b) /kabbar (ilbeet)/ 
He caused (the house) to be bigger 
b) /lanaf (ilgaw)/ 
He caused (the weather or environment) to be 

.,,... c or,,11 A djecti .. ·e 

2.2.1.2.;_ Non Prodisrtiye_ 

• re gist)' 

vii) a) /kalaam/ 

words or speech 

• 

He believed 

c) /~adda? kalaarnu/ 
He believed his words or He believed him. 

*b) /kallim' 
He spoke to 
c) Jk;,lli11i ilbint/ 
He spoke to 

1L,e 
girl 

•b) I saggil/ 
He registered 
c) /saggil ismu/ 
He registered his name 

viii) a) /si · 

v) a) /nuur/ 

light 

iv) a) /ka111:1:1V 

perfection 

b)f,anuniV 

He continued 

c) (r.anu11il ka.13Jt11u/ 

He continued his speech or went on s g 

b) /nawwar/ 
He or it lit up 
c) /nawwar ilbeet/ 
He lit up the house 
*b) /~add a? I vi) a! s_id? I 

honest)' 

- . .,10 - 



y 1. In H. Y (19882) and (1994). it w stw:M'n t 
Inflects tor r.u1riber ar.d ge~r r. a noun does t1 
nominal hat car 001 t.a.e a ma11 pro as ll ea tt 

small pro as ts ~ftO­ See ChOmskY (1982.a arwj 198£) for a d1SOJE.s110n of m.atl pro, 
(1994) tor ad~ of the syntae1 r d~tr1Dcl110n ot &maU PfO kl 

vi) a)/huwwa 
He is honest 

·? I 1 • 

c) A allim innaa; 
He caused the le 

?/ 

ii) a) /dah kaarxul/ 
This (1112 S-C. sing) is complete 
iii) a) /d2.h waasi'I I 
TI-Js (masc. sing.) is spaciou 
iv) a) /dah waaliq I 
This (masc. sing.) is lit up 
v) a) fnuw-w--a q aali11v' 

He is a scholar 

He minded the 

c) "! fak\'ar/ 
He reminded 
b) fl a111111il (kala .xr,u)/ 

He went on ( n 

b )/wassaq ul )/ 
He made the u. to 
b) /wallaq (il r)/ 
He lit up the house. 

b) •fl allim/ 

i) a) /huh-v.·a faakir/ 
He remembers 

J 
""'Auc ..... ti: }!...l' f...__.i'L!.!P.LC.uli:.1..c..Li P!!..[u:f:...._JfLll.Q t: ,~z 1t..ts 

I d) I 
n 

l 1 l 

vii) a) I '?u \I, alad la ?i.im! 
} ~ c u I I 

Tne boy 1 

• 
l , 

• 
} I 

r. 11' 1 
l 1 c le I 

• I 
I C 
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of t Ph.:lrolog•c.al n., s at Ofk in Egyptian Arabk: see T. Mrtch€M {1956) and In 
At - se 0. C-0 an (, 982). 

SS ,a 
or 

form 

• 

ne Coil o: tne erbal causazive affix: i.e. the gcrnination of the s,:,cond radical. It is 

t e ess of causan 1z.atio. applies to categories, rather than simply to I adicals, In 
, a e as • ~ that the (b) 2.2.2.1. sentences represent causative predicates derived 

forms; the b. 2.2 2 2. sentences represent causative predicates derived from 
forms, an· tne (b) 1.2.2.3. sentences represent causative predicates derived from 

n 

• refore tne proces-, of caus=iti\·1zation for these causative predicates involves 2 categor is1 
• 

ice u c c .. .is n· e predicate in CEA is always a eroal one. 1 his is becaus~ it involves c 

• 

en e ces .2.2. represent non productive causatives that ace derived from nominal base 

( 

no: i. L:::i:nt":n the semantic relatedness of both predicates. Both the (b) as well as the (a) 

s · hich ha ·e verbs identical ;,,'1 iotill to the base forms from which the (b) sentences are 

o argument predicates e en in 2.2. l. (iii) (b); L, which we have an intransitive 
ca ·sa · ~ predicate \:. ith s ate gonzed P? complement. It is this violation of the Syn. C. that 

~ to ·~.e violation of he Sern C. as shown by the translations cf sentences 2.2.i. (a) and 

. _:.,~ cau :::i 'izan n of the base I-O,iXlS which are identical ii, fo1111 to the verbs in the (a) 
ences ioe . ot lead to an increase in the number of arguments assoclsted with that predicate 

ca:e s , e. .au anve predicate and the base fot c11 from which L'1,: causative predicate is 
c...: de an e ternal argument as subject. But the external argument for the (a) sentences and 

f , 1.1_ f the ( ) sentences i an AGENT SUBJECT; while the cxte: .• al argument for the 
?· ~·-.: re - of L1e b) sentences is a CAUSER SUBJ1::cr. The non productive causatives derived 
-. 0.1: -, ~::-l.:).] base f 01111s are similar to the productive causatives in this respect. However, they 

~: - rorn l1 e productive ca isarives in that thev neither subsume to the Syn C. nor the Sem C; , . 

the as urned base fo1111s of the causative predicates of the (bj sentences. Both 

.2.2.1. (b) r present non productive causatives that are derived from a verbal 
01,:1. The a) sentences represent non-causative predicates that have verb fo1111s 

• 

c) /sadda? il walad/ 

He believed the boy 
b) • I ma v.-wi!} 

c) /rnawwit ilwalad/ 

He caused the boy to be dead i.e. 
He killed the bov . 

• 

' I .ll , rru 
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• 

l 

Sentences 2.2.2.2. (v1J demonstrate that not all adjectives 111ay be causativized deriving 
morphologically coven causatives. This is illustrated by the ill-for medness of sentence 2.2.2.2. 
(vi) (b). Sen ience 2.2.2.2. (vi) (c) demonstrates that this particular adjective has an idiosyncratic 
property that only allows it to causativize by means of the oven causative structure. It is to be 

noted that such idiosyncratic properties associated with different lexical items differ in each 
dialect of Arabic; for example this syntactic resrriction on the adjective/sag iid/ is only found in 
CEA, and not in Classical Arabic. Such a syntatic restriction is different from the semantic 
restriction imposed on the lexical item I la?iim/ "sly" of sentences 2.2.2.2. (vii). The 
ill-f 01 mcdness of the (b) sentence of 2.2.2.2. (vii) is because of a semantic restriction that 
require that morpbologically covert causatives imply a naturally acquired causative ~PL But 

the concept of the overt causative may no( be nanrrally acquired, rather it may be learned · is 
why sentence 2.2.2.2 (vii) (d) is well-formed because the notion of slyness f!illu?m/ has been 
Jeni ned a a subject of' s tudy, as shown by the well - f; ss of sentence 2.2.2.2. (vii) (c). 

. . /1 ?·. I . . . That the covert cntis,rivizatioo of the adjective a .111xt is y restricted is shown 
by the ill-formedncss of sentence 2.2.22. (vii) (b) in both and I :1assical Arabic. However, 

whether tlie acsacvizaticn of an adjective base form is either syntactically restricted in 

2_2_2.2 (vi) or semantically restricted as in 2.2.2.2 (vii}, these sentences show that the syntactic 
behaviour of causative predicates derived uor11 different base categories is in ditfc.rcoL 'l'his 

f., ., 2 2 ' sentences 
o - . .J. •••• subsumes to the Syn C. and the Sem C Thi · · di · · is ts in cared by the semannc relatedness 

. . • usaove pr cate itself. 

with the cau ative predicate demonstrates that the Syn C. rs also respected, This increase in the 

only be at the D-structure level of representation. This is demonstrated by the fact that the direct 
object is optionally realized in sentences 2.2.2.2. (1) - (iv). 

Jr 

1'"hc cau • • 

t c2usanvc predicates· whi] . 

• · n t c 01111cr ou of . 

ia ese nouns arc trn.nsfo · 
laucr group of sentences ca . . . ~ into one argument predrcare-, In the 

• us..:itiv1z.anon oans1orrns the . 

. causauV1z.auon with a noun . 
c nouns arc u ansrorrred to one or two ar • . . . 

that the Sern C is al , . . . . gumen1 predicates. It is in this respect 
. so respected in the caus.anvu.anon of noun h3sc Iorrns. 

- - ?,13 



( ·s 8) ano , S94' for fun er d s:-.is.son on actJve pa.rt;crnJes ""l"\A th · 1 
..... ·t"' .... ..... · e ll nc iTll.rl.a.! Slru ct?J re 

e 

sho n by t, e weli-fo1 ii1ed.ness of the (b) s.:nr.ence and the 
e -) s.en cc To:s is rot L~e case \Yim the ci st..aive pre, licate derived from a 

as c1::on~tr:1 ed by se11:c:i::es 2.2.2.1. (iii). Tne causative prcdicarc derived 
.,c: - foiu:l lS c~ Y a o e a:gi.:··.,ea p1 crl:cate. as shoi,;n by the well-fornlc=1orss of the 

.. ill-fc· ,i!c,1ness of the (cJ sentence. 1'..1oreover. the fact that Ltie caus.1rivc 
en "":C"' 2.2 2.1. (iii; Cb) is den ed from a noun base fo1:;:1 heir.as tha of sentence 

) 

'o:m 
cau "..:ve p ..... ~.icate tat~ denved frv=n ~, active p21 tici_:Jle base foitti if"e.nti,:a1 

.... ~ ca e of ~.e (a) sen e1ce. TI.is ca 1sar:ive ;>redicate i.e. of 2 ?.7.3. (i) (b) is a 

.. ~ ...... dicate derivec from an acrive p .. rticiple base form IS also diff,:tent from 
no in base for ::1 This is demor.sc:-a.~ed by ~nt~n~es 2.2.2.3. (i), in which the 

~ - 1 C. ~ ~ e Se rn C. They arso allow their d.recr oojecrs to be cpuonalty overtly 

.... 

. __ , · ;:-c :.r.e:.r ~ xt co je::tS to be cov c: uy , 37". Ies.ed; i.e. gene; 2 red only at the D. sn ucnu c 

Ir is o:-:.lJ tne c2. ,~j e p. edicates cf sent~nces 2.2.2.3. (ii) and (iii) that 

· · e6 c 2 .., "' 2 r · d · ed fro ad. · b. "'~ ·- \..-,..., ~ ... -· .. - .... t' ., v p v .. ,=,··- . ::It' - o ·-· -·-· .. a ~a e o. ec .. so. sc .•• ~.,-...... . .... __ .. ), .. n. can 1 ....... -..\c ... c 
• J 

" - .... .., ( ••• ) ,.I • J - .!~ .. », \) - 11!1 'u~:1 ca !..10 

F ' . . f .c.in or adjective base forms. or exa ... p.e, tne causanvz precicares or sentences 

~--:.= ca sa.:5 i72.:::o:1 of tl:e accve p1.~c:p~: base fc •. :; also involves a lexical rule because it 
· _ I · l 111· • es a c:1::£ :12.1 cnanz e since acuve p ·racip;es L"1 tF.A :aie norrunais in structure i rs is - - 

--~, i... __ ..., c,.,.~~.-4 as forming a on procucuve c::1 sative. This causativiz.a.:ion also .... \,}""'"_ .... - " - .... - ......... 
~ 

tence is ill-f rraed. as; shown by 2.2.2.2. (v) (b). 

,,,. ~:~..-. 0~ 'ect is 'i.s ar.d it is onlv overtly manifested at the Dvstrucrure , .. _ ~ ..... ~"' "'""" ,. • 

I ,._ - 0; ........ --,.;0., 'v\;-.:::e er tne d.rect obiec :.scvc1tlyrinnifesre.datL'leS-sni~.l1:,cl-\•elof - . ... .. - _.. - . .-.;... .... -- • 

.. .., 
-;.. : ~ c::t. anves derived frcrn acu e participle base forms. as shown O}' sentences 

L,...., 't..,S7"'R s··3r::-cr :.., e , -~·e.,r,. 2"' ?2 1··.,,) (c) is /re.e?/ieso,:.:::thir.gthat - r- ~- ,:::::.._ ..._,, ,,)-··· l., ......... ·-·-· .. \ . ·- . .. _ _.... - 

• 

Sen :-. e s 2.:..; 2 (v) also c:··,o~sn ! c.1t incced ciff:.~r,t ca .sative predicates derived 
-··. : - -· ..,~e r···oon~s show ,-.~:::..er.t syntactic behaviour. These ca •s.a:ives only allow • t... 0,. ·-· _ ... , ""';..;:_,,,) ........ ~•s 

1.._ cruy maru .. es:~ at I..!.~ Dvsrrucrure level of :-e;i,esen!;JOoa. This is not ~ ecr ,0 UCO 

T'-. · - '-- ef .1....,t e ca s aave predicate is indeed derived from a base form .... at, i 1i1S J'-:~ocs u.:: L"C...;'- u,_ 
• A r-» ( x I t ISO~ a ze "O :: e caregorv l.e., :!... .,. net . ,. 
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ion between H 
i,; tra ('\984) and Hoekstra and Mu\der (1990) for a oiscusson of the d. 

1 See T. oenS O 
• • • 

· transrtiveflfi . e, showin'J that it lS a symacic matter. 

· caus~rives a1e simple verbs. The limitation of the complement structure of the non - ucovc ... 
. · in CEA is that they subsume to the Syn C., requiring the regular inc t case in ucnvc causanves l! 

L.- f . ents associated with the predicate, In other words. they "create rather than the n,1111L}\;,! o agr i.1,11 

1 
• "IC simple verbs (but) if their complements e,c limited, they are complex verbs" romp emen, s ... " 

1 . · s: whe eas the nonproductive causatives ate simple verbs. cor:ip ex vc. o , .... 1 ..., 

The notion that the u ansitive/intr ansitive distinction 1 in verbs is a syntactic ,,,anc r and not 

just a lexical one h2s been di .. "USSW in the Iiterann e by Grimshaw (1982). She demonstrates that 

intransidvizarion in French is S)'-ntacti=ally marked by the intransitive marker g. In a si11iilar 
respect, Saad (i982) has shown that rransitivization in Classical Arabic is syntactically marked by 
the transitive marker, i.e, the ge1,1jnation of the second radical (i.e. form Il) as well as the 

aie derived from different categories as their base 1·01;:ns. As the base form in the former predicate 
is a noun tha: has been predicatized, it is a one argument causative predicate. But as the base form 

in the Ianer predicate is a.11 active participle that is already a one argument predicate, it becomes a 
two argument causative predicate. This not only shows that the Syn C. and the Sern C. are 
respected in the causativization of base fo1111s with active par ticiples, but :1Jso that the base frn ,i·1s 

of all these causative predicates must indeed be of the zero level category. Moreover, it is this 
variability of the complement strucnn c cf the non productive causatives in general that indicates 

that they involve lexical rules, rather than syntactic rules. 

., ., ., 3 {.) ib) . d 
-·-·-· · 1 , !S erived from an activ · . 
re at ess o each causanv- predic . 

. ate to its base form, \,•hich is assumed 10 be ide nncal in Iorrn 
to the predicates of the (a) sentences o · . 

(u1) (b) meartS to think" fro:n ''L~OU!::.l1t''· whe , as th 'l . • . ... . ~ • I!- e unve participle denved ca11s1ove predicate 
, rcmcm r . 

- - ') 1 " 



en caused to be complete, - - 

?/ 
e en believed, i.e. causeo to be truth. 

TI.1?.t i..-:&e:d the CAUSER UBJECT of the causative predicate is a.'1 external argureenr c"n 

:rnonsc::.ted by the passivizaciury of its predicate. L'1 a fo11,1_, study, H.. GP.ALY ( 1994) 

s o co th-- passi rizarion in CE.~ is a process of deagentiv;z..ation in which L'1e syntactic subject 

of u e pasave p1 edica re cannot be :?..'1 .--..GE1 if SUBJECT. I: f ollows that the pa s.si vization of the 

anve pi eaicate in CEA is a process of decausativization now that we have distinguisned 
a the noa causative active predicates and the causati.·e active predicates. This is 

ans ed C)' the following passive ser.tences in CE.i\, in which the former group of sentences 

s o th~ de :, nti iz ation of their subject and the latter group of sentences show a 
on o cir subjects. 

,;_rgum~nt it is in this respect that causativizaticn in CEA should be viewed as being mainly 
s ibject control, ratner than complement control, 

H ','l:'10 seen th:it there are different types of causative predicates in CEA and that thev have 
c..u."fen=nt complement structures, it can be said that the general underlying expia.natery principle 

~'Crt1in.r,g re both causatives in CE.'\ is the assigning of the causative predicate its subject a 

different e role from that assrgned 10 the subject of the base form from which th: causative 

predicate is denved, All the causative predicates whether productive OT non productive or whether 

derived from verbal or nominal base forms assign their subjects thee -role CAliSEP-.... On the 

ou er aznd, the.r verbal base fo1111s generally assign their predicates the e role AGEN"I" and their 

nominal oa e fo; ms generally assign their subjects the e role Tl-~ME. Therefore, the 

c~us.,o,,z2ncu of the verbal base fo,111 involves the assigning of a differenr external argruroenr to 

us subject because the AGENT Sl.JBJECT is also fill external arguzaenr. But u,...31 of the nominal 

t,3...5~ for;n in elves the externalization of its subiect since the '1'HF.?v1E Su~JECT is an internal 
~ 

inherit ine u - ategonzanon" (Carlson and Raeper, 1981: 133) frame of their base forms. On the 

other hand, the non-prcducnve causatives CEA are simple verbs, with a variety of complement 

tru c:..res depending on the idiosyncratic properties of the lexical items 1.:1 question, 'I'his is why 
Lit causan 11...:100:1 for the productive causanves in CEA may be viewed as an operation of 

C:--.:!..., mvizauon but not for L"ie non productive causatives, especially as the generation cf the 
or ucuve causatives takes place in the syntax, and not in the lexicon. 
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1 _ See H. GHAl y (199-4) tor further d,so.1ssion on the matter ~nd the distinc1ion between the internal ar- 
gumerd. PA TIEN I SUBJECT assigned by the passve predicate ard that a by the &rgatNe 

pred.cale. 

• ntanon 
iuon, 

the fraroewerk of generative g,·attit11ar, we have as.s11111c.(l the following Dvstructure re 
for these causative sentences, some of which have been ,cpcated here for clarity of c 

in the light of In order to derive the above mentioned types of causative sentences in ...,. ...... 

3. 

transitive and ditransitive verbs and causative intransitive, transitive and ditransitive verbs. This 
is why in CEA the double object constructions of Chomsky (1982a) and the causative 

constructions ate not similar, as they l! t e for the Romance languages. They assign different 0 
roles to their subjects even though they may be similar in the n1J111ber of arguments associated 
with them. TI1is thematic difference of these predicates is also reflected by their different case 
assigning properties, as to be shown in the discussion of the de.1 ivation of the causative sentence 

in CEA. 

The fact that causativization is one of subject control as regards its assigning it a specific 
external e role i.e. CAUSER also allows us to differentiate between non causative intransitive • 

In both groups of passive sentences the subject is no longer a CAUSER SUBJECT nor an 
AGENT SL1BJECT because passivization has allowed the subject to have the internal 6 role 
PA"l'IF.NT, inste.ad.1 

The boy has been beaten 
... ) (?;1 al ')• ') ill .lJW ad .lt.atalf 

The boy has been killed 

• • • 

n ' 3 

i) ?i.llitaab ?its.1.ra? / 
"l 'h.e book. has been stolen. 

ii) /?ilv,alad '?iddaiah' 

iii) ,t?i~igaaia ?it w~laqit/ 

iv) f?ilkita:ib '"!itraggaq I 

The book has been caused to be returned 
\') f?ilwalarl ?itha ·1 - 

- - 217 
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The productive causatives ere represented here by a two argument predicate derived from 
an intransiuve verbal base as in 3.1.1. (i); and a three argument predicate derived from a 
rrans rive verbal base as in 3.1.2. (ii). The non-productive causatives arc represented here by a 
1 ·o argument predicate derived from a transitive verbal base as in 3.1.2. (i); a one argument 
predicate derived from a noun base as in 3.1.2. (ii); 2 two argument predicate cic rived from an 
adjective base as in 3.1 2. (iii); a two argument predicate derived from an active participle base as 

in . l .1. (iv); and a two argument predicate derived from an active pox ticiple base that does not 

low the deletion of its object at Svstrucrure as in 3.1.2. (v). Despite the variety of the causative 
rcdicates off 01111 Il in CEA and the variety of the base for xx1s from which they 21 e dei ived they 

be oeri ed from the following Dvstructure representarion-. 

1 ) r~ as sar i1 b i-:i b I 
He has caused the: door to be smashed to pieces. 

U) /'>..Jtl:il/ 

He has caused absurdity i e. committed an absurdity. 

W) /sahlul (u~·aag1b)/ 
He has caused the homework to be C:3.5)' 

I ) /\1,'"ISS~q (ilbeet)/ 

]-le has caused the house to be bigger 
) I? a rril innaas/ 

He has caused the people to be dead i.e, He has killed the people. 

~.J.:_ ·,·be C;i,1.ati_\·e Sentences 
.. ~.l ,1. '\'iL!J frod11cti1·c (01,sQcii·es 

' 

1) ,'k:idGJb u\\·alad/ He: has caused the boy to be a liar i.e. 

l Ie disbelieved tur11 
v 11) /k arnb 11 .. valad uk/ 

11e }1~ caused the boy to write a cheque . 
• , I 1.?.: i\ ith, n.on-Prorlz1c(i\"f Ca11snci~·es 

• 
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base 

form 

Causative affuc 
-CC- 

x- 
V-1 

OBJ 

AGRo· 
AG Ro· 

SPFc 
AGRoP 

A Sp· 

AS pp 

Causative· (Cs') 

e (CsP; 

• 

3.2. D-sr rue, ore 

AGRsp 
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w t1m is 1ndicatc-d m the AT.:ibic language by means ot its 
P ct inllection cameo by the Arabic vero term. See also H 
A: tnc Ii rt) IOIIJl • 

( 1 ) tor , d,:;ru n of 
rn d1 C\J son ol the 

) I r I .n r 01 cu 1on or tt1 1 

l 

of 

r 

r 

1 

'r.: h ve followed Lapointe (1977) and Guasti (1991) in that affixes 21c regarded as 

n lo th: zero level and that they represent the head that determines the category as a 
H wcvcr, we have differed from Guasti (1991) in that the base forms of the 

l c ly derived c u atives :ltc of the zero level. This is COl!I1Te1 to the view traditionally 

1 th in l n es uch Arabic words ate derived from radicals, rather than from other 

t co · n to the bove evidence in CEA it seer xis to be the case that some words 31 c 
c l nd then: are some other words that as c derived from words and the 

s i the case in the derivation of the coven causatives of form II. It is a 
t th word I vel: i.e. the process of c1usativiution in CEA derives verbal 

d nv d frorn zero level base f 1111 and the causative affix. 

. 3.3. : D trucrure 3 2. has the causative affix as a (v - 1) because it is a verbal affix in CEA. 
The base forms from which the causative verbs arc derived are considered of the zero 

level category and as they have been shown to be of different catcgorial statuses, they are 
regarded as representing an x'. Such a base form when annexed with the causative affix in 
the SJ':lWt generates complex verb forms L'12.t have been called productive causatives. But 

when annexed with the causative affix in the lexicon, they generate simple verb forms that 
h ·c been called non productive causatives. The base form for the generation cf 
productive causanves is always of the v· category; whereas that for the generation of ncn 

productive cau anves may be either av·, an N·. an AJ0 (adjective); or an Active Part· 
( ct e Participle). 

1, :! , A doc not have a Tense Prcjecncn. Instead, it has an Aspect Projection i.e. ASPP. It 

is ssumed that the Arabic verb in general has got Aspect inflection. rather than Tense 
inn cnon. TI11s is because time is basically indicated in the Arabic sentence by its 
dve r bial ystern 1 \Ve have also made the ASPPabovc the VF in accordance with 
horn y (1986 and 89); and Pollock (1989), who have convincingly argued that 

Functional Projections are located above the lexical projection VP . 

J l ,\GR has been split into AGRs and ARGo. For a cliscussion of this split see Chomsky 

( l )8 )). 13rlc2. ( 1991 ). and H. G Y ( 1994). 

1)- tf\J('.tt1rt' 3.2. mak('S the f9lt9,vin~ prest>pnosition; 
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• · · in Cairene E~ian 
1. See H GHAL Y (1994) tof an 

This analvsis of the causative affix not only shows the parallelism between both affixes b t ., 

also points to the fact that the causative sentence in is not biclausal at the D - structure level 
This is not in agreement with Chorr·isky (1982a) and Gausti (1991 ). However, despite the 
non-biclausal struen1:e of the causative sentence in at the Dvstr 1>CO>te level, the 0 c,itc, ioc of 

Chomsky (1982.a) at LF is not violated; and this "D structure is a representation of thee role 
· oent" (Clo 1982a· 39) This is because "at Dsstructure ... each ar nt occupies a ass1g11xx- • · · 

6 position and each e position is occupied by an ar nt" (Chomsky, l 982a: 39) as a result of 
the PJojcction Principle. Accordingly. the subject of the productive causative with an intransitive 
base form. as exemplified by sentence 3.1.1. (1) and with D-structW'C 3.2. is base - generated at 
SPEC of CsP and a ,aarked CAUSER by its govc111or Cs'. The object of this causative predicate 
is base generated a1 OBJ of Cs' and e r11arken PA"I'IENT by cs·.11 is to be noted that the object 

above VP despite the semantic differences between them. 

es have been regarded as fon ,-,i ng projections passive and causative sentences) these 

3.3.5.: This Dsstructure also assumes that the causative affix has a projection of its own that is 
located above VP. The causative is regarded as being el to the passive aft1x 1 in 
CEA in the sense that the Ianer affix basically leads to a in the argument structure 

of the predicate and the for mer affix leads to an increase in the argument structure of the 
predicate. It is in this respect that in the analysis of both sentence types in CEA (i.e. 

EA n 

3.3.4.: The subiect is VP · . 

and S ruche . 

carnes object pronomi al . fl . n in ecnon but also subject pronominal inflect, in the v on. or x .. , 

· ,. •. orrun in ec uon / ·J ·/ 

,·fie: 
arc ronorninal · · 

internal and the subject is AGRoP internal in the sense that the non causative base form 
has its subject AGRoP - internal and the causarivized verb has its subject c~. internal: 

both arguments of which a, c indicated by the inflections car r ied by the verb f o: U' .. It is in 
this respect that indeed in the analysis of the Arabic sentence as exemplified by CEA 
morphological operations cannot be divorced from the syntacnc ones. 
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generated as OBJ of Cs' in the causative sentence oenerated as OBT of VP· bu1 • is iha . r a.bl He Sta.ashed the ooor. 

• 

• 

sentence 3 1 2 ... . . e 01111, as exemp y 

.... AUSER by Cs · As causativiz.ation b"ansfo1n 
nt causanve 10)1 . 

and t••atke.d PA"l'IENT b es· genera y . 

• 

sentence 3.1.2. (ii) with Dvstrucrure 3.2, is also base generated at SPEC of CsP and a marked 
CAUSER by Cs' Being a · · · · one argument causative predicate, the se,:,antically null a positions ate 
again deleted at LF. 

The assumption that at the Dsstrucrure level the causative predicate has a separate projection 
above the \''P allows us to distinguish between the causative predicate, on the one hand, and the 

non-causative transitive and intransitive predicates, on the other hand. The subject of the latter 
predicates is base generated as the SPEC of AGRoP and e marked by AGRo'. The object of 
these predicates is base generated as the OBT of VP and e marked by v·. Moreover, in the 
generation of argument causative predicates, as we have seen, both OBJ positions are 
required for their 0 marking. 'Ibis is basically why in the derivation of causative predicates tlY--.se 
e positions are found at the Dvstructure level. But in order not to violate the 6 criterion, it is 
ass that the semantically null 0 positions at LF a: e deleted on the analogy of Chomsky 
(1989) th:;i semantically null NPS are deleted at LF. 

The subject of the non productive causative with a transitive base for m, as exemplified by 

sentence 3.1.2. (i) with D-srrucrurc 3.2 .• is also base generated at SPEC of CsP and 8 marked 
CAUSER by Cs' Its object is rose generatM at OBJ of Cs', and e marked PA~i'IFN i' by Cs". 
This differentiates between the object of the non-causative predicate c.g.zkasar/ and that of the 

non-productive causative/kassar/. 

. od · ative with a transitive base for 111. as exemplified by The subject of the pr ucuve caus 
.. . 3 2 ·5 also base generated at SPEC of CsP and a marked sentence 3.1. l. (11) with D-stn.icnir c . ·• 1 . . . 

· C , Th fi st obicct of this three argun1eni causanve predicate is base CA LlSER by its governor s. e II J . . 

C , d th cond object as OBJ of VP. The former object is e marked gene: ated at OBJ of s; an e seco J 

OBJ < c · d not at OBJ of VP. because its base of the causative predicate is base-generated at o: s , an 

form is an intransitive verb. 
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• 

1. According to Cho11asky (1982a) objects are more easily de~ted than su · s. 

3.3.6. : Dvsrructure 3.2. also allows the generation of an appropriate S structure for the proper 
case assignment in accordance with Chomsky (1982a) of the NPS associated with the 

causative predicate. The case system iated with the causative predicate in Arabic in 
gener al is of special ixiii,c,r ta nee as it distinguishes between the ditransitive non causative 
predicate, i.e. the double object consu uctions of Chomsky (l 982a), and the three 
argument causative predicate. Whereas the ditransitive non causative predicate has a 

· dative and an accusative case; the ar t causative pic:clic.atc has two accusative 
cases. This is built on the assumption that CEA is analogous to the case system of 
Classical Arabic as described by Saad (1982), with its oven case ers. It is also 
demonstrated by the fact that the non-causanve double object ptooica1e in has a pp 
and an NP in its complement structure. It is in this respect like that of classical c, in 
which the dative case is assigned to the NP governed by P and the ac.cusative cue i 

• • icates, • argument causative 

Therefore, the as.sumption that the D. structure of the causative predicate has separate 
projection that is located above VP and that has a separate OBJ has not only n•aint.ained that there 

is no violation of thee criterion at LF but also shown that there is no need for the assumption that 

the Dvstrucrure of the causative predicate has to be biclausal, Moreover, the syntactic behaviour 

of the object of the causative predicate is diff erent from that of the non causative predicate to 
we 11 ant the need for a sepai ate OBJ made for its generation. For example, the object of the 

causative predicate may be deleted at the Svstrucrure level, as shown by the optionality of the 
object in sentences 3.1.2. (iii) and (iv). When the object is overtly realized in these sentences. it 
is said to be present at both the D and the Svstrucrure levels of representation: but when it is 

covertly realized, it is said to be only present at the Dvstructure level of representation. This 
deletabiliry of the object N"P is not possible with the non causative predicates; and it is the fact that 
such NPS in the causative predicate can be d1eleted that points to the f ac:t that they arc objects, 
rather than subjects of an embedded clause . This again provides further verification of the 
non-biclausal structure of the causative sentence of CEA at the Dvstructure level even for rb,ec 

exemplified by sentences 3.1.2. (iv) and (v) with D structure 3.2 .• i base generated at SPE"' 

active participle predicates into two argument causative predicates, the object of the cau u c 

p,cdi~~te is base generated at OBJ of Cs' and e marked PA'J'IENT by C •. The sernamically null 
0 positions are also deleted at LF. in the manner shown above. 
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ed 

• is a10 • roent rule is for the nominative case assignement of th · bi 2 f · "' e syntactic su ~~~t o me 

normnanve case v 1 
G , • 

• 

0 

,3, . 1. f'· E - m n ,. c ,,, en t 

Th· case assignment of the subject of the causative predicate, on the other hand, does • 

~uirc r? mo -eroent from SPt:.C of C~ to SPF'C of AGR.sP, where it is assigned nominative 
ca - · us go -ernor AGRs'. Therefore, in order to derive an appropriate Svsrructure for the 

e cas marking, the folio ing movement rules ate required» 

. ... . ~ . 
allc "s both objects in the three argu:x>ent causative to oe assrgneo accusative case. 'I his 

trieory , -iihour resorting to V - to - I movement but also brings out the distinction in 
berw een die ansitive non-caus.ative predicates (i.e. the double object constructions) 

and uuu argument causative predicates. As for the case assignment of the object 1'.rp in 
al of e other sentences of 3.1., it proceeds in the regular manner; i.c. they are 
assigned accusative case by cs· since these are the objects of causative predicates and 

the node [~"P. \'F] is deleted at LF, as shown earlier. 

(!'.J alad/ i a! signed accus.ati c case by its governor Cs"; and the second direct object is 
a 

1er,e.d accusarive case by its governor v·. Therefore, Dvstructure 3.2 .• with the 
:..:1:.:i n that there is an OBJ at Cs' in addition to th;.t a! VP de, ives an S-su ,,cn,,c th.at 

as igned b it go ernor y. Slmilar1)'. in CEA in the sentence with a non-causative 

predicate SU has /?l.rtarall1a beet/ ''He bought for her a house", the NlJ "her" i.c./ha/ is 

a. lf., ed dauve case by its g vernor P i.e. /1 (a)/ "for" and the NP "house" i.e. tJ is 
g.n d accusative case by it go ernor V. Accordingly. it follows that the NPs in the 

ornplernent srrucnire of the three argurrrent causative predicate in CEA. as exemplified 

b . sen encc 3.1. l. (ii) arc both assigned ~cusativc case. The first direct object i.e . 
• 
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This movement rule also su bsurnes to the locality conditions of Chomsky ( 1986 anc Rizzi 
( 1990) L'1 all of its four cycles. The trace in v· is both antecedent and head governec by the u2ce 
in ,\GRo"; the trace L., AG Ro· is antecedent and head governed by that in ASP", the o zr.e in ASP" 

in rui ,. is antecedent and head governed b)' that in Cs"; and las LI)' the u ace in Cs" is both 

antecedent and head governed by the verb complex in AGRs. 

• Since "items lexically idenufie d as affixe s (must) be properly ·att..1ct cc at -stru I 

(Chomsky, 1989:8) and since "lexical affixes (caus an ve s ) are mcorporauo- tn gers ·. ( sa, 

1991 :216), the movement rule of verb incorporation is necessary for the ne n •4t1on of the 
Gppropri:ite S-structure for the above discussed sentences \\,IL~ causauve preaicar s. 

movement rule differs from that of the fc: mer movement rule in that the fo: 11\<: 1 mo emeru rule is 

a head movement rule of x·. It moves v· complex to AG Rs". This mo 'e me nt proceeds in our 

cycles. The first cycle moves v· to AGRo"; the second cycle moves AGRo" to ASP·: the d 
cvcle moves ASP" to Cs': and the foun .. i-i cycle moves Cs" to AGR.s". Accordingly, no affix is left • 

stranded at Svstrucrure in accordance wnh Chomsky ( 1989). 

3.4.2. \'erb lnrt1rporotion 
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OBJ v: 

AGRo· VP 

AG Ro' 

AGRoP 

SPF.C t 
ASP' 

• • _ausat1ve P..SPP 

t 
OBJ Causative (Cs') 

SPEC 
\ 

Causative lCs') 

Base 

form 
Causative 

affi.x 

v . 

Cs. 

SUBJ 

srEC 
GRs' 

AGRsf> 

3.5.: s-structurc 
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• re words in languages such as Arabic BJ c deri ved from t adical b c: f 

iii) The causative verb in has been regarded as derived from th anne anon f the •c- 

affix. to a base form of the z.::10 level category. Thi i different from cd u· 
( 1991) for morphological causatives and from the enerall y he Id and onal 

nt p1 edicates, one, two, or three ar 

iii) This study has also shown that the process of cau ativiza o 1 

process of increasing the number of arguments in the pie-die te t e 
generative grammarians such as J. Bresnan (1981); nor is it a p of 
th~ syntax as assumed by G. Saad (1982) As the c usati e c bs in 

variable phenomenon, it 111ay be unified by the general explanatory principl u 

causative affix in the morphologically derived coven causati -e verb to e·c,71 - 

control in the sense that it assigns to its subject the 0 role CAUSER.. It is in l'i11,. - 

causazivization in CEA is basically subject conuol, rather simply co plemcni n 
the base fo: 1:1 from which the causative verb is derived is a verbal f o he f 

causarivizarioa changes Lio: external argument AGEN 1·· SUBJECT to a CA SER BJ 
But when it is a nominal base fox 111, then causativization is the e ternalization of 1 

from 'l'HE:.1'ffi SUBJECT to a CAUSER SUBJECT. Thi basic propcrt of the u -e 
predicate (i.e. subject control) distinguishe between the cau an e p die ate i., net · 
whether of one, two or three argument predicates and the non causati c h 

r 

because the former causan es dis lay r u1 t O 

behav our i.e. Lhe ) n C and e S m . Th Iauer c u u 
i.t2eg11l?r synucnc and semann ha 1our but also tr o 
from base fot tits &~t 1xi1 · be a noun, an adjective or an e p 

r generated in the lexicon. This di tin con be ecn 

c u ced int ii) These cuasan e erbs in CEA oiJ be 

The Io: ,11a a,c complex ·c bs g n l 

I n c 
n u .... hn. 

r 11 I I \ l l I 

• • I 

! 

u d 
1 the d.J C'. n 

E h ele i i 

4. n lus i n 
1 11u rud ·) 

ll f la 1 \ 

ec nd 11 
aad 19 _), 
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( 
rung to 0 'l 

l l 

rive predicate with no 
ic U al 501.JCtUfC fer the 

iated 1th the c u nvc 

n 

( • 
lt n mer • ie number of its 2-guments; lfl 

l I IC di l • • ber of its arguments. ,.. n tnc nu - 
• l e u •u n le a scp te projection above VP 

ch a parallelism is found ' the VP. ons • : J 
d n th 

cc with Cnr • n n 

con; • 

ative in CEA also takes place in the lexicon, i.e. at 
e ,,,a:, king is also at zn LF in the lexicon. As for Li: 

cture levels of of representation in the lexicon for the genei arion of 

e if we wish to maintain Chomsky's (1982a) assumption that at 

u nt occupies 8 9 position and each 9 position is occupied by 8.Il 

re, the D and S- structures of Chomsky (1982a) in the syntax arc 
or ,,.. . eneraiion of the e non productive causanves, use the)' a,c 

in the le · con. lr also folio s that the cas~ assignment of the NPS 
11 I 

( 

.lo mt O 01 r rn ie syniacuc component. This is reinf creed by the fact that 

;... can be n:gardcd as a verbal category of level V'. Funhennorc, 

10 the eneranon of causatives in leads to L'Y.: impllcarion that c 

r 

r u ~ d in u,is ,,,.,. !)· ,~ iha: of an eclectic approach not only as regards 
n I th I the pr~u~11vc causo.u cs Pie generated in the syntax and the non 

e :rirrated in the lexicon but also the ind1visib1l1ty of the 

n 

-..i. [or rhe dcri"'auon of the cauvative verb in CEA have h«n 

er e nt yni tic bcha,·1ow of the different causative predicates 

011,1 which are of different cate gorial taiuses. 
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