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NOTATION

I) VOCALIC PHONEMES:

/V and AV high front, unrounded shonm and long vowels respectively.
/w/ and /uw/ high back, rounded short and long vowels respectively.
/e/ and /ee/ mid front, unrounded shon and long vowels respectively.
/o/ and /oo/ mid back, rounded shon and long vowels respectively.
/a/ and /aa/ low central unroundad shon and long vowels rt:pccm«'cl)'

There are a great vanety of allophonic realizations of each phoneme but they are not ous
concern 1n tus study.

I1) CONSONANTAL PHONEMES:
1) Stops

/t/ voiced bilabial stop

/V and /d/ voiceless and voiced apical dental stops.
/k/ and /g/ voiceless and voiced velar stops.

[?/ voiceless gloual stop.

/g/ voiceless uvular swop.

ii) Fricarsives :

/i/ voiceless labiodental fricatve.

/s/ and /z/ voiceless and voiced dental grooved fricatves.
/&/ and /h/ voiceless palatal ang glotial fricaaves.

/x/ and /g /voiczless and voiced uvular fricatives.

o/ end /] / voiceless and voiced pharyngeal fricatives.

i) Emphancs
fA/ and /d/ voiceless and voiced dental apical emphatic stops.
/s/ dental emphatic fricative.

(iv) Resonants
fr/ and /l/ tlled and lateral resonants.

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

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

It is to be noted that /g/ has been regarded as a phoneme in CEA because there are some
awords in this dialect of Arabic that can only have /g/ and not /?/; for example, / gaahira/ "Cairo”

and / gurv?aan/ "Quran”.

' is paper wishes 10 express her grattuda to 7 HOGKS"’G A Zrbi -Hertz, L. Mara'czand J
guwe;: ie;r‘:'h‘eh:rlides tht have been given 1o her and the va_luablo dgcussnns we have had through our
cormespondances. They have been most Wluminating to her in the writing out of this paper.
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SATIVIZATION IN CAIRENE
o EGYPTIAN ARABIC

This s a study of morphological causativizaton in educaied middle-class Cairene Cgypuan
Arabic (1.c. CCA) in the light of the framework of generative grammar. 1t 1s noped that in the
light of the investigation undertaken in this study along with those underaken carlicl: op
Causativization cross linguisucally, we could gain insight into the nature of the hinguistic
universals that are responsible for this phenomenon. In the collection of data for this study, the
Invesugator's intuitior; as well as her famuly’'s have been made use of in addition to a Corpus

composed of phonemic transcripuon of the speech of those characters in some of the TV series
lelevized in Egypt speaking the dialect in question.

This phenomenon (i.e. causativization) has been discussed by Jackendoff (1975) as
regaras English. He discussed the relation between transitive Causative verbs and their
homophonous intransitive counterparts such as Bill opens

le-ac S 1he door opens. He
regards it as involving a lexical rule, indicaung that lexical rules are not limited to derivational
morphology.

Lapoinie (1977) assumes that word formation can be accounted for
done in terms of the X-bar system,; 1.¢. denived words
and categorial information of the head
projecton changes.

out he feels that it is
In morphology are projected from heads
Is carried over in the projection but only the level of the

Chomsky (1982a) believes that causativization

morphological process that "assigns a
inflection”

is a lexical cperation as it is a

new © role uniformiy (1982a:126). Whereas "passive
blocks 8 role uniformly" (1982a126), “other morphological process (e.g.

morphological causative) may assign new 6 roles in a uniform manner” (1982a:126). He

that the causative verb is a three argumeni predicate that takes a "clausal Complement as a lexical
PIOpETy, assigning 1o it the appropriate © role and accion: '
verd” (Chomsky, 1982a:128). Taking the Japanese language
Causauves, Chomsky (1982a) discusses

only differentiated in their passivized forms; i.e. the

“4sc system GA - O or GA - NI” depending on whe

verb is passivized” (Chomsky, 1982a:132). But th
“onstructon is only that of GA |




- (1) Momphologicaly Der

Saad (1982)
h incorporates the Causative

(1982) analysis of Classical

ansformaton whic

1982:81). Moreover, Saad's

1S added 10 a ransitve vero. the '

car that the causativized verb / ?asmaYay
| CCusauve case; i.¢. both / Zaydan/ and / sawtan/take the
Accusanv? Case marker /-a-/ in the suffix / - a.n/l Therefore, the case system of Classical Arabic is
not only different from that of Japanese but

by Chomky (1982a).

also from that of the Romance languages, as shown

In his descripton of Classical Arabic. Saad (1982) also differs from Chomsky (1982a) in

that the former linguist shows that it is only the overt causative constructions that are clausally

complex constructons but not the covert causative construcaons, which he regards as not being

“clausally complex but rather simplex sentences in the deep structure” (Saad, 1982:79). Of the
two Kinds of covert causative constructions i.e. morphologically derived covert causatives and
prepositnonally derived covert causatives, Saad (1982) basically deals with morphologically
denved covert causatives and he regards these causatives as "decomposable into a base verb
which belongs to the P component and a feature (+causative) which belongs to the Q component”
(Saad, 1982:82). These various types of causatives in Classical Arabic are represented by the
following sentences with the tree structure for the morphologically derived covert causatives:

3.2,
() O

AV onsSuctions:

/ja%ala zaydun hindan tajlisw/
Zayd made Hind sit down.

(li) '11 €, u ”n l % riv OVCTT Lausdiiv

/xaraja zaydun bihindin/
Zayd went out with Hind

_ | - @ VYT
a)/ ?ajlasa zaydun Yamrar/
Zayd made Aror sit down

G — B I-N suffix is a nunational inflection. It is found in Classical Arabxc in prepausal position.

| '*"*:-'- . ] '-_

" Ea a2 more detailed discussion of nunation in Modem Literary Arabi seo D. Cowan (1982)
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+ causanve V
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In providing further evidence of the difference between over: and covern causatives whether

at the surface or the deep level, Saad (1982) says that "oveni causatve consoucaons are noi
paraphrases of covert constructions. The former may indicate indirect causation and can express a
chain of causaton (through successive embedding), but the latter 2y not” (Saad, 1982:§6).
rurthermoore, "whereas most transitive verbs... may not be causaiivized covertly... they may
overty” (Saad, 1982:82). He goes on 10 say that the ‘non-causadvizability is the common factor
betwesn transitives and causatives and betewen three piace causatives and aoubly transitve
verds”. This is why "zll intransitive verbs are causativizable” and "the syniactic eifect of
causanbvizaton is that it increases by one the number i objects which the causativized verb can
ake” (Saad, 1982:68).

In his concentration on the morphologically derived covert causauves, Saad (1982) says
that they are not associated with the idea of accompaniment associated with the preposiaonally
cenved covert czusatives and that they adhere to cenain patterns, which may be demonstaied as
follows:

.
1) Form 1 C: sanves dernived by Intema ywel Modificanon

The causanves of this pattern are denived from Form 1 verbs in sccordance with the
foliowing rule:

2)/ famala J—> HMamala/

famila
famula

b) Aaznina / —> /hazana/
1o be sad o cause someone o be sad

-t
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Causauves of this pattern are denved from F

a) /tam { . } la/---->/ fammala/
i
a

b) / gasura /--->/ $assara/
1o be shor o be shonened
Not only verbs but alsc nouns may be causanvized by this rule

orm | verb in accordance with the {ollow INg

rule

¢) /sababun/ —--> /sabbaba/
cause (N) 10 cause

11) Form IV causanves/ ? afmala/

These are denved from Form | verds in 2ccordance with the following rule:-

a) fam ) la/) ----> [?afmala/
u
a
b) /sami%a/ —> Nasma9q a/
to hear (sometning) to make (someone) hear (something)

In disanguishing between Form II and I'V causanves 1n Classical Arabic, Saad (1982) says
that "intensity or persistency seems to be a feature distinguishing between form Il and Form IV
causative verbs"”. (Saad, 1982:72), as shown by the semandc difference between/ Qallama/ “10

teach” and / ? aY9lama/ "to inform "in Classicai Arabic. However, he gocs on to say that it is not
always possible to make a distinction between two covert causanves dernived from the same verb
nor is it possible to denve more than onc causative verb form from every causauvizable verb in
the language. It is in this respect that the various dialects of Arabic differ from one another as

CEA does not make use of all these patterns of morphologically denived covert causanves.

~ J. Bresnan (1981) is in agreement with Saad (1982) in her belief that causauves involve
the addition of an argument to the predicate structure. But she, along with all the above
mentioned generative grammarians such as N. Chomsky (1982 - 1989), R. Jackendoff (1975)
as well 2s those of T. Hoekstra, H. Hulst, and M. Moortgat (1981), differs from Saad (1982) in
the belief that causatives belong to the realm of the lexicon. G. Carlson and T. Racper (1981)
also believe in a lexical treatment of the causatives In English; but.lhcy djvic?c the causatives in
- English into productive and non-productive. For them, the product.wc causatives are dcn?fed by
" means of affixation from related simple verbs and show a regularity in their subcategorization
T ﬁams. i.e. their complcmcnts are "Limited to noun phrase” (Carlson and Raeper, 1981:130). The

5 f- non-productive causatves are nol derived from other verbal forms; therefore they are just listed in

~ the lexicon as distinct lexical items.
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rescatzsion providing the correet.

inserted in different syntanc levels ... 1nto an
environment for their inserton is met” (Borer,

Ssyntacac approach, as edvocated by Pollock (19§9). B
head movement! does exist” (Borer, 1991:135) in morp

the adequacy of morpbemes W

"

rphology s which 1s "a

model which aliows the lexicor &s

1591:155). For him, “these autonomous modules arc available simulmncous}y. in a parallel
fashi;n"-(Borc:r, 1991:135). Accordingly, he says that t.hc‘ causadves in English are caprured
presyntacucally whereas the inchoatives are capiured syntactcally.

M.T. Guasd (1991) proposes that "jtalian causatves {which) are denved by s-ynmctic
incorporation (arc) on par with morphological ones ... (and) excorporatuon of the causanvF vctrb
from the complex verd"” (Guasn, 1991:215). It is in tus respect that Guasno (1991) mantains
thai there 1s . similarity between morphological causauves, as represented by Beker's (1988)
analysis of Chichéwa, and analytical causatives, as represented by her study of ltahan.
Furthecrmore, she maintains both rypes of causadves involve Grammetical Functuon (GF)
Change; the subjact of the base verd acts &s & direct ot &n indirect object of the complex verb and
the direct object of the base verb acts as a direct object of the complex verb. Accardingly, the case
system for the Romance languages may be GA.NI-Oinstzad of GA-GA-Oasin 8 lsnguag::
of the Japanese type, as discussed carlier in Chomsky (19822).

CEA. on th= other hand, has a Case system ¢cf GA - O - O on the &nalogy to the case
system of Classical Arabic, which has overt Case markers> . As such a case system presents
difficulty to the G.B. Theory, Y.N. Falk {1991) resolves this difficulty by assuming that after "V
- 10 - l movement, the V - ] complex seems to inhent from 1ts V complement the ability to essign
Accusadve Case" (Falk, 1991:71). In our discussion of causuves in CEA, we have not only
made use of Falk's resoluton as regards the case system with two Accusetive Case objects, but
also of his pelief that "detailed study of phenomenon like causauvization draw(s) the two
approaches together” (Falk, 1991:77) :.c. the lexical and the syntectic approaches. It 1s in this

recpect that we have differed from Chomsky (1989) in his belief that derivanonal morphology is
part of the lexicon.

"With respect to word formaton, there are two major categories where the question of X°
movement arises : complex predicates (causatuves, noun incorporauon, etc.) and inflectional
morphology, ... 1 am assuming a sharp and prnincipled distinction between inflectonal

1. For a discussion of the head - 10 - head movememnt rule in relation to the Arabi
: Cc lanquane H.
GHALY (1994). P

2. The nghtimost element In @ morphological string determines the ' ectl
- catlegon
dominating it goncal type ot projection

3. See Saad (1982) for further discussion in this respect.

He also rejects an exclusively

hich is required in order for the morpholc;gical opcranons to
apply.” (Borer 1991:138) such as the Righthand Rule of William's (1981e).¢ Itisin this nspect ,.._
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perhaps subject 10 such pripe Y derivatonal morphology, part of the lexicon,

headedness in the sense of Edwin Williams and

| . gically
Bt i £ th ‘Ph0n010g1c ' 1m) » L.€. 1t involves the
gctmr..ﬂon Ol the second radical of the sSimple verb form (i.e. form [). Form I ca
Internal vowel modifica

The few examples th remely rare.
| 3 2 by the native speaker to be borrowed fro
Classical Arabic. : wed from

.. usagaves with
aon are not foun

in view of the fact that a "lexical tcatment... (as in lexical morphology) is inherently,
non-cxplanatory and that there is no need 0 ban this from the domain of syntax . (T. Hoekstra
1593: personal communicadon). Moreover, the product

regulanity of syniactic behaviour to warrant 2 syntactic treatment, i.e.. they do aot involve a
categenal change from their base forms: subsume to a syntactc consiraint that requires an
increase in the number of arguments in the predicate structure; and a semantic constraint that
requires the causanvized forms to be semanncaliy related to their non-causativized forms (ie. the
Dase farms). As for the latter causadves (i.e. the non-producave causatves in CEA), they belong
to the realm of the iexicon since they involve a categorial change from their base forms and may
not subsume to the above mentorned syntactic and semantic constraints. It is in this respect that

the invesngator of this study has held a more eclectic approach as regards a phenomenon like
causatvizagon.

1 Productve satv

The producuave causatives in CEA are of two types : causativization of intransitive verbs
and that of tansinve verbs.

he Causapvizanon g nransip STt R o |
The CEA inransitive verbs may undergo the operaton of causuvizaton in which case they
hecome transitdve verbs with a CAUSER SUBJECT. This 1s exemplified by the following
sentences. in which the (b) sentences have causative predicates denived from intransigve verb

- base forms whose forms are identcal with those of form I verbs, as shown by the non
caustivized predicates in sentences (a):-




b) fxaddibow/
They caused him to be 2

dishelieved ham.
b) /dahhak innaas/
W caused the people to lacgh

b) fxarag ilkald/
He caused ths dog 10 g0 Out

b) /daffaZ innaas latis/
He caused the people to pay 2 lot

b)/ '?aqq ad ilbint/
He caused the grl o sit GOWI.

b) fwa?? 29 ?Zinnaa</
He cansed the people to fall.

b) lakidl iiwalad/
He czused the boy o eat.

Tm::h m‘:mmmbt;::;:bf panng seniences (b) with those of (a),vﬁdw

'_- h-"" causalfive predicates of the (b) sentences mdaivd-ll'ﬁ'-‘



Ay -

the Sem C. 1s only respected when the

; o S_\’n Cis rcspcctcd and as 1n the causauwvization of
IngansIuve verds as base forms the Syn C

s respected, the Sem Cis also respected

‘erb form which is an ingransitve verb. This view is different from
held that words in languages such as Arabic are derived from radicals. Thus is
the view held by Guasa (1991) as she feels that the base form from which the morphological
causauve 1s denved is of the level V - 1: i.e. below the zero level The reasons why the wnt& of
this study has differed from the traditonally held point of view will be expounded in full in the
course of this study. It is sufficient to Say here that there are different types of causative verbs in
CEA displaying different types of syntacuc behaviour and that such differences are oniy

with a different categonal status.

that taditonally

Scntences 2.1.1.1. also demonstrate that the causative predicate differs from the
non-causanve predicate which is the base form from which it is derived in its subject 8 marking
Whereas the causauve predicate 8 -marks its subject as CAUSER SUBJECT, the noncausative
predicate 9 marks 1ts subject as AGENT SUBJECT. This is clear to see if we assume that the

base forms of the causanve predicates of the 2.1.1.1. (b) sentences are of form I intransitive
veros, as shown 1n the (3) sentences.

2 1.2: The Causatvization of Transiove V

In spite of the fact that in Classical Arabic, Saad (1982) believes that "it would be
appropriate to claim that, in general, transigdve verbs are not causanvizable™ (Saad, 1982:71), this
is not the case in CEA. This is exemplified by the following sentences wath transiuve verbs as
base forms that may be causativized becoming ditransiave verbs:

2.1.2.1. Nop-Causativized Form Causativized Forms
Form 1 Form 11
e V..
1) a) /katab kitaab/ b) Aarub ilwalad suk/
He wrote a book He made the boy write a check
| ii) a) X ahat Yiwayyit b) Aahhat ilgiraan !iwayyit sukkkar/
~ He begged (for) some He caused the neighbours to have begged

(for) some sugar 1.e. He gave the
neighbours some sugar.

b) akkil ilwalad i17akV

He caused the boy to cat the food i.e. he
fed the boy.
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iv) 8) kb  1lhosaan/ b) frakiab ilwalss
He rode the horse He caused the boy to nde
ilhosaan/the horsc.
v) a) Ailim bilxabar/ b) /qaujm INNaas i]ﬁ;ur?azn/
He lcamed of the news 1.c. He caused the people 10 learn the Quran,
Fie Wiz injormed of Whe news i.e. He taught the pcople the Quran.

In sentences 2.1.2.1.. it is assumed that the (b) sentences have causauve predicates that are

derived from transitive verbs as their base forms. These transiuve verbs are of form I and are
identical in form to the verb forms of the predicates of the (a) sentences, which arc sentences with
noncausative predicates. Accordingly, 1n the causatvizauon of tansitive verbs as base form, we
denive three argument causatve predicates. This also applies to sentence 2.1.2.1. (V) (b); 1t 1s a
three argumecnt causatve predicate in the sense that 1t 1s denved from an intansiave verd that
obligatorily subcategorizes for a PP complement. Therefore, sentences 2.1.2.1. (b) demonstrate
that the causatvization of transitive verbs as base forms or two argument predicates with an
Intransitive verb and an obligatory subcategonzed PP complement also subsumes to the Syn C.
as well as the Sem. C. The causanve predicate not only has an addigonal argument associated
with 1t but 1s also semanncally related to i1ts base form. Sentences 2.1.2.1. also demonstrate that
the causanve predicate takes a CAUSER SUBJECT, whereas, its base form iakes an AGENT
SUBJECT . Therefcre, both the causativizaton of intransitive and transitive base forms lead to s

different subject 8 making.

1t 1s the fact that both the causativization of the inransitive and the transitive verbs as base
forms subsumes to the Syn C. and the Sem. C that has allowed the Invesngater io group them
together into one class that has been called the productive causatives in CEA It 1S such regulanty
of syntactic behaviour that has enabled us to regard them as Involving syntactic rules, rather than
lexacal rules. They are different from the other group of causatives in CEA in that the latter gToup

—

Hidy not ony wiolate the Syn C. and the Sem. C but also involve a Categonal change in their

2.2.: The Non-Productiv ausatives

The non-productive causatives of CEA display a highly irregular complement structure that
ranges from a subcategorization frame in which we may have transitive verbs to intransitive
verds. It is this variability of the complement structure of the non-productive causatves that
displays that they do not subsume to the Syn C. and in tum violate the Sem C. There are different
types of non productive causatives in CEA. The first subclass

@t dF:S not subsume to the Syn C nor to the Sem C. in its Cdusativizanon. The second subclass

seniences are denved




1) 2)/ zaar Qaxuuly
He visited his brother

1) a) /kasar ilbaab/
He broke the door

b) /kassar ilbaab/

He smashed the door 10 pieces

i) a) / 7afal ilbaaby/

b) affil Yala - ImawduuQ
He closed the door

He hushed up on the subject, i.e. he kept it @
SCLTEL.
iv) a) Rayal ilbiny b) / ¥ayyal ilbiny

He made the girl fall for him He got a job for the girl.

v) a) fyasal 1lhiduum/ b) fyassi gism ilmayyit/
He washed the clothes He cleansed the dead body

45

2.2.2. : Non-Prod

om Noming Fon

atives Denved

\

2221 - n-Yrody Ve ] satives Denv oL O INOUr
1) a) /xuraafa/ b) /xarraf/
absurdity He talked nonsense
*c) /xarraf 1lwalad/
He talked nonsense to the boy
ii) a) Aixiir/ b) Kaxxar/
SNonn He snored
? *c) /:um ilwalad/
He snored to the boy
b) fakkar/
mth)i:])dfﬁhn / He thought
; %c) /fakkar ilwalad/

He thought of the boy
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1v) a) /kamaal/ b) /xammul/
periecaon He continued
¢) fkammu kalaamu/
He continued his speech or went on speaking
v) a) /nuur/ b) /nawwar/
Light He or it it up
¢) /nawwar ilbeet/
He lit up the house
vi) 2/ 5id? / *b) /sadda? /
honesty He believed

c) /sadda? kelaamu/
He bzlieved his words or He believed hum.

vii) a) /kalaam/ *b) /kalum/
words or speech He spoke to

¢) /kallim UbinyY

He spoke to 1thc girl
vii) a) /sigill/ *b) / saggl/
regiscy He rcgistered

c) /saggil ismu/

He registered his name

s Nob D i <) m_Adiective Form
Adjective [orms Causative Forms
1) a) /71lwalad kibiir/ b) /kabbar (iibeet)/
The boy 1s big

He caused (the house) tc be bigger

1) a) ?ilwalad latiif/ b) /lantaf (lgaw)/

The boy 1s nice He caused (the weather or environment) to be

nicer.
) a) /iwalad pxiin/ b) ftaxxan (ilbest)/
The boy 1s fat He caused (the house) to be thicker
iv) a) /?ilwalad sugayyarll b) /sayyar (ilbeet)/
The boy 1s small. He caused (the house) to be smaller
v) a) [Niwalad haziin/ *b) /hazzin ilbiny
The boy 1s sad He caused the girl to be sad.

1. 115 10 be ncted that the diminutive form is also found in CEA. See D. Cowan (1982) tor a discussion of
the diminutive form in Arabic.
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vi) a) nilwala.d saqm, Itas “'dd"‘ms e sometung causes us 10 be sad

. b) * /594 i)
The boy is happy o
The boy caused the gul w0 be happy

¢) /xalla - Ibimt saYdw

He caused the gurl 10 be happy

b) * Na”7um ilbiny

He caused the girl 1o be sly

¢) /7 it%allim illu? ov

He learmed slyness, e 10 be sly as if it has
become a subject of study

d) /xallah ba”a la7unv

He made hum become sly

vii) a) / TUwalad 1a2iimy
The boy 1s sly

2 3 ‘. Pre hai g 3 -__ .y &
: e ]
Active Participle Forms
1) 2) /huwwa faakir/ b) /fakkar ilwalad/
He remembers He reminded the boy
c) */ fakkar/
He reminded
1i) a) /dah kaamil/ b) /kammul MUV
This (masc. sing) is complete He went on (speaking)
iii) a) /dah waasi4d / b)/wassaq (ilbeet)/ '
This (masc. sing.) 1s Spacious He made the house 10 be more spacious
iv) a) /dah waali4 / b) fwalla (ilbeet)/
?21 This (masc. sing.) is it up Hcol/j:l up 'lhc housc.
v) a) /huwwa 9 aalim/ b) */4 allimy/
] holar
He1sasc -
He caused the people to be leamed
b) */sadda 7/

ummmummmn&nmmn
noun does. It is also introduced by a definfte article. N is also a

cmall pro as s subject. Nt Is only the verbal predicate that can lake a

for a discussion of small pro, and see also H. GHALY (1688) and
distrioution of small pro In Arabac.

MW
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¢) /sadda? il walad/

He believed the boy
Vi) a) /dah maywny ' b) * / mawwiy/
IThis (masc. sing.) one is dead ¢) /mawwat ilwalad/

He caused the boy to te dead i «.
rle killed the ooy.

Sentences 2.2.1. (b) represent non productive causatives that are derived from z verbal
base form. The 2.2.1. (a) sentences represent non-causative predicates that have verb forms
idenucal in form to the assumed base forms of the cansarive predicates of the (b} sentences. Both
predicates i.e. the causanve predicate and the base form from which the causative pregicate is
cenved take an external argument as subject. But the external argument for the (a) sentences and
the base forms of the (b) sentences is an AGENT SUBJECT: while the cxtemnal argument for the

L el

Dreo)

predicates of the (b) sentences is a CAUSER SUBJECT. The non producave causatives derived
from verbal base forms are similar to the productve causadves in this respect. However, wey
duffer from the productve causatives in that they neither subsume to the Syn C. nor the Sem C;
1.€. the causadvizaton of the base forms which are identiczl in form to the verbs in the (a)

stniences coes not lead to an increase in the number of arguments associated with that nredicaic

[

NOr does it maintain the semantic relatedness of both predicates. Both the (b) as well as the (a)

seriences, which have verbs identical in form to the base forms ffom which the (b) seniences are

denved, havs rwo drgument precdicates even in 2.2.1. (1) (db): in which we nNave an intansidve

Causauve predicate with a subcategorized PP compiement. It is this vicladon of the Syn. C. that
als0 leads o the violation of the Sem C. as shown by the tanslatons cf

seniences 2.2.]. (a) and
(D).

Sentences 2.2.2. represent non productive causatives that are denived from norunal

forras; therefore the process of causativization for these causaiive predicates
Change since the causanve predicate in CEA

base
involves a categorial
1s always a verbal one. This is Decause it invoives
the annexation of the verbal causauve affix; i.e. the geminadon of the sccond radical. It is
assumed that the process of causativization applics to categorics, rather than simply o radicals. In

2.2.1. sentences represent causative predicates derived

(D) 2.2.2.2. sentences represent causanve predicates derived from
adjecuve base forms, and the (b

acuve paruciple base forms.

{TOm noun base forms: the

) 2.2.2.3. sentences represent causatve predicates derived from



the causativization of 2n adjecuve base form, as represented by the (b)
of 2.2.2.2., subsumes to the Syn C. and the Sem C. This

of the base forms from which the causanve

sentences
is indicated by the semantic relatedness
predicate is derived and the causative predicate itself.

10 the verb form of the non-czusative predicates in the (a) sentences and
the latier are illusoated by the (b) sentences. The

The former are identcal

Increase in the number of arguments associated
with the causanve predicate demonstrates that the Syn C. is also respectied. This increase in the

number of arguments may either be overtly or covertly realized in the sense that the direct object
of the causative predicate may be at both the D and S - structure levels of representanon or it may

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

Sentences 2.2.2.2. (vi) demonstrate that not all adjecoves may be causativized deriving
morphologically covernt causatives. This 1s Ulustrated by the ill-formedness of sentence 2.2.2.2.
(vi) (b). Sentence 2.2.2.2. (vi) (¢) demonstrates that this particular adjective has an idiosyncranc
property that only aliows it to causanvize by means of the overt causative structure. It is to be
noted that such idiosyncratic propertics associated with different lexical items differ in each
dialect of Arabic; for example this syntactuc restmcton on the adjective/sa4 iid/ is only found in
CEA., and not in Classical Arabic. Such a syntatic restncton 1s different from the semantc
restriction imposed on the iexical item / la?iim/ "sly" of sentences 2.2.2.2. (vii). The
ill-formedness of the (b) sentence of 2.2.2.2. (vi) 1s because of a semantic restricton that
requires that morphologically covert causanves imply a nanurally acquired causative concept But
e lonhcovmmvcmymbcmmnquujnfi.nﬂmitmayb?lcamcdmxs
why sentence 2.2.2.2 (vii) (d) 1s well-formed because the notion of slyness /?illu?m/ h&?.bmn
learned as a subject of siudy, as shown by the well - formedness of sentence 2.2.2.2. (vii) (¢).
That the covert cansativization of the adjective Na%iim/ is indeed scman@y rtsu-icited is shown
by the ill-formedness of sentence 2.2.2.2. (vii) (b) in bollt CF-A and Classx'ca] Arabic. However,
whether the causativization of an adjective base fm:fn is cither syntactically restricted as in
2.2.2.2. (vi) or semantically restricted as in 2.2.2.2. (vu), these scntctfccs show that the syntactic
behaviour of causative predicates derived from different base categories is indeed different. This
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different This jusafies the belief that the causanve predicate is indeed denived from 2 base form
that 1s of a z=ro level category 1.e. x° and not (x - 1).

Sentences 2.2.2.2. (v) also demonsaate that indeed different causadve predicales denved
rom duiferent base categonies show different syntactic behavicur. These causatives cnly allow
their direct object to be overty manifested at the D-soucture leve! of representanon. This i1s not
tic case with causatives derived from acave paruciple base forms, as shown by senlences
2.2.2.3. The CAUSER SUBJECT in sentence 2.2.2.2. (v) (c) is  /seeVie something that
c2used us w0 be sad The direct object is "us” and it is only overdy manifested at the D-stucture
ievel of represent=don. Whenever the direcs object is cverdy mamiested at the S-smucture level of
Tprscotanen, e sentence is Wl-formed, as shewn by 2.2.2.2. (v) (b).

1The causanvizadon of the actove parnciple base form aiso invoives a lexical rule because it
involves a categornial change since active parucipies in CEA are nominals in soucture ! This is
%Ny 1t has been regarded as forming a non producuve causaave. This causadvizaton also
sudsumes to the Syn C and the Sem C.; but again it displays a differeni syntactic Sehaviour from
©10se wath noun or adjectve base forms. For ¢xamp.c, the causanive predicates of senteaces
2.22.3.(v) - (viil), derived from an acnve paruciple base form, require that their direce cdjects
5c overily manifested; i.e. generated at both the D znd S- sgucture levels of Tprzssartion. On
tie other band, causative predicates of seatences 2.2.2.2. (v), derived from 21 adjectve base
[orm, require their direct objects 1o be coverly manifesteg: j.e. gencrared eonly a: the D. squcturs
icvel of representadon. It is only the causative predicates of sent Ices 2.2.2.3. (ii) and (1) that
jectve base forme. They stbsume 1o
e Syn C. and the Sem C. They also allow their direct
menifesied.

e o

-
(b
-

SN0W 2 similar syntactive behaviow 1o those denived from ad

oDjects 1o be OpGonally overtly

The causauve predicate derived {Tom an acdve paruciple base form is also different from
that derived from a noun base form. This is demonsmared Dy sentences 2.2.2.3. (1), in which the
(B) sentence has a causative predicate that is derived from zn active paruciple base form idearical
nce. This causative predicate j o of 222.3. (1) (b) is a

{ predicate, as shown by the weli-formedness of the (b) sentence and the
ui-formedness of the (c) sentence. This | !

formedness of the
(C) sentence. Moreover, the fact that

the causatve
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-.=.2.3. (1) (b) is derived from an dthve paruciple base form is
relatedness of each causanve predicate 10 its base

10 the predicates of the (a) se

indicated by the semanuc

form, which 1s assumned 1o be identcal in form
ntences. The noun denved causatve predicate of sentences 2.2.2.1
(ui) (b) means "io think” from "thoueht"

» Whereas the acove paruciple derived causatve predicale
of sentence 2.2.2.3. (1) (b) means “to remind" from ‘reonember”.

It 1s such differences berween the causative predicates that can only be accounted for if we

assume that they are denved from base forms of the zero level catcgory. Apan from the above
semanuc differences berween both causatve predicates of sentences 2.2.2.1. (ui) (b) and
2.2.2.3. (1) (b), the syntactc difference between them is also accountable due 1o the fact that they
are denved from different categones as their base forms. As the base form in the former predicate
1S 2 noun that hzs been predicanzed, it 1s 2 one argument causative predicate. But as the base form
in the later predicate 1s an acave paruciple that is already a one argument predicate, it becomes a
fwo argument causanve predicate. This not only shows that the Syn C. and the Sem C. are
respected in the causanvizanon of base forms with acave parnciples, but also that the base forms

f all these causanve predicates must indeed be of the zero level category. Moreover, it 1s this

variability of the complem=nt stucture cf the non producuve causaaves in genera! that indicates
that they involve lexical rules, rather than synmacuc rules.

The noton that the Tansitive/intransigve disuncuon ! in verbs is a syntactic matter and not
just a lexical onc has been diccussed in the literanmre by Grimshaw (1982). She demoastaies that
ingensidvizaton in French 1s syntactcally marked by the intransitive marker s¢. In a2 ssmular
respect, Saad (1982) has showr that tansidvizaton 1n Classical Arabic 1s syntactncally marked by
ke transidve marker, i.e. the geminaoon of the second radical (1.e. form I) as well as the
phonological changes involved in form ! and Form IV verbal forms. Thus ‘U'ar%'sidﬁvmuon only
applies in CEA to the productive causztves only by means of the g.crmnanoc}. buf not to the
nonproductive causanves. This is understandable because the productive causatives in (EA ere

DS; ctve causatves are sumple verbs.
complex veros, whereas the nonpredu

In keeping with Carlson and Reaper's (1981) belief that vcrbs that "tzke a wide variety of
complements ... 8¢ simple verbs (but) if their complements are limited, they are complex verbs
(1983 : 157), we have regerded the producuve causatves in CEA as complex verbs whereas the

n - producuve causatves are simple verbs. The limitaton of the complement structnn: of tb:c
. ) ssarives in CEA is that they subsume 10 the Syn C., requiring the regular increase in
K"d“:::;c:f ggruments associated with the predicate. In other words, they “create rather than

cn

B

kstra (1984) and Hoekstira and Mulder (1990) for a discussion of the distinction between
1. See Ti{wH;;:‘ ive. showing that it is @ symtactic matter.
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inhent the subcategonzauon” (Carlson and Raeper, 1981: 133) frame of their base forms. On the

other hand, the non-producave causatves CEA are sumple verbs, with a varnicty of complement

structures depending on the idiosyncratc properties of the lexical items in quesuon. This is why
Wie causauwvizanon for the productive causatves in CEA may be viewed as an operaton of

tansiavizaaon but no: for the non producave causauves, ¢specially as the generation of the
producuve causanves takes place in the syntax, and not 1n the lexicon.

Having seen that there are different types of causatve predicates in CEA 2nd that they have

different complement structures, it can be said thai the general underiying explanatory principle

periaining to both causaaves in CEA is the assignung of the causative predicate its subjzct a

differcnt @ role from that assigned 10 the subject of the base form from which the causative

predicaie is denved. All the causadve predicates whether productve or non productve o7 whether

denived from verbal or nominal base forms assign their subjects the 8 -role CAUSER. On the

other hand, their verbal base forms generally 2ssign their predicates the € role AGENT ang thelr

nomunal base forms generally assign their subjects the § role THEME. Therefore, the

Causanvizaooen of the verbal base form involves the assigung of a different external argrurent to

Its subject because the AGENT SUBJECT is also an external argument. But that of the cominzl

base form involves the externalizatoa of its subject since the THEME SUBJECT is an internal
argument It is in this respect that causativizaticn in CEA should te viewed s being ma1nly
subject conmol, rather than complemsnt conaol

That indeed the CAUSER S

JBJECT of the causative predicate is an extemal argument c2n
bz demonstr2ted by the passivi

2ability of its predicats. In a former study H. GHALY (1964)

showed that passivizaton in CEA is a process of deagentvization in which the SYNIACTC sudiact

of the passive predicate cannot be 2n AGENT SUBJECT. It follows that the passivization of the

iIn CEA is a process of decausativization now that we have disdnguished
between the non causative active precicates an

d the causative active precicates. This is
de

@onstrated by the following passive sentences in CEA, in which the former group cf seniences
show the

deagentivization of their sebject and the latter group of sentences show a

decausanvization of their subjects.

7 3 ¢y




i) /Missigaara it wallaQiy

The cigarette has been Caused to be lit
) /7ikitaab Zirageaq /

The book has been caused o be returmed
v) Milwalad 2ithawwil/

The boy has been caused 1o be ransformed 1.e. ransferred

3.2.; Fassive sentences with D :
1) 7illataab Zitsara?/
The book has been stolen.
1) /7Udwalad 7iddarab/
The boy has been beaten
1i) /?ilwalad ?it?al/
The boy has been killed

In both groups of passive ser:tences the subject 1s no longer a CAUSER SUBJECT nor an

AGENT SUBIJECT because passivizatnon has allowed the subject to have the internal 6 role
PATIENT, instcad.l

The fact that causativization is one of subject control as regards its assigning it a specific
external 6 role 1.e. CAUSER also zllows us to differentaie between non causative intransiove,
—r=nsitve and ditransitive verbs and caucsative intransiave, transiive end ditransiave verts. This
is why in CEA the double object constructions of Chomsky (1982a) and the causauve
constructons are noi similar, as they are for the Romance languages. They assign different 6
roles 1o their subjects even though they may be similar in the number of arguments associated
with them. This thematic difference of these predicates is also reflected by their different case

assigning properues, as to be shown in the discussion of the denvation of the causative sentences
in CEA.

3. The
e
In order to derive the above mentioned types of causauve sentences in CEA in the light of

the framework of gencrative grammar, we have assumed the following D-structure representation

for these causative sentences, some of which have been repeated here for clarity of exposition:

anisatives ©

ol &

/

&

1. See H. GHALY (1994) for further discussion on the matier and the distinction between the iemnal ar-
: coment PATIENT SUBJECT assigned by the passive predicale and that assigned by the ergative

predicale.
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% . cative S
1 ik Praductive Ci o
1) /Axaddib Uwalad/ He has caused the boy to be a harae.
He disbelieved hum
u) xamb Uwalad ks
He has caused the boy 10 wnite 2 cheque.
th non-Produ
1) /kassar Ubazb/
He has cavsed the door to be smashed 1o pieces.
1) /xarrat/

He has caused absurdity 1.e. commutted an absurdity.
) /sahhul (Uwaagb)/
He has caused the homework 1o be easy
v) /wassald (ilbeet)/
He has caused the house to be bigger
v) [7aml innaas/
He has caused the people to be dead 1e. He has kolled the people.

The productive causatves are represented here by a rwo argument predicate derived from
an intransiuve verbal base as in 3.1.1. (1); and a three argumsnt predicate derived from a
transinve verbal base as in 3.1.2. (1). The non-productive causatives are represeated here by a
two argument predicate denved from a transinve verbal base as in 3.1.2. (i); a one argument
predicate derived from a noun base as in 3.1.2. (1); 2 two argument predicate derived from an
adjecuve base as in 3.1.2. (11); a two argument predicate denived from an acgve paruciple base as
in 3.1.2. (iv); and a two argument predicate derived from an active paruciple base that does not
allow the deleton of its object at S-structure as in 3.1.2. (v). Despite the vanety of the causatve

precicates of form II in CEA and the variety of the base forms from which they are denved they
may be denved Jom the following D-structure representation:-







v LKV

) - ure 32 makes the following presupposition;

. P

33.1. AGR has been split into AGRs and ARGo. For a discussion of this splt sce Chomsky
(1989), Mardcz (1991), and H. GHALY (1994).

1372 CEA does not have a Tense Projecdon. Instead, it has an Aspect Projecuon i.c. ASPP. It
's assumed that the Arabic verb in general has got Aspect inflecuon, raiher than Tense
aflection. This is because tirne is basically indicated in the Arabic sentence by 1ts
adverbial s;),':;tctn.l We have also made the ASPPabove the VF in accordance with
Chomsky (1986 and 89); and Pollock (1989), who have convincingly argued that

Funcvonal Projections are located above the lexical projecton VP.

333, : D-stucture 3.2. has the causaave atfix as a (v - 1) because 1t 1s a verbal affix in CEA.
The base forms from which the causanve verbs are denved are considered of the zero
level category and as they have been shown to be of different categonal statuses, they are
regarded as represenung an x°. Such a base form when annexed with the causaave affix in
the syntax generates complex verd forms that have been cailed producave causanves. But
when annexed with the causaave affix in the lexicon, they generate simple verd forms that
have been called non producuve causatives. The base form for the geaeration cof
producave causanves 1s always o the V' category; whereas that for the generatica of nicn
productve causaaves may be either a V', an N°, an AJ® (adjecave); or 2n Actve Part *
(Acuve Paruciple).

We have followed Lapointe (1977) and Guasu (1991) in that affixes are regarded as

Categones below the zero level and that they represent the head that determines the calegary as a

whole. However, we have differed from Guasd (1991) in that the base forms of the

words. Sut according to the above evidence in CEA it seems to be the casa that some words are

denved from radicals and there are some other words that are derived from words and the

annexauon of affixes as is the case in the derivaton of the covert causauves of form II. It is a
process of embedding at the word level; i.e. the process of causatvizaton in CEA denives verbal
forms that are denived from zero level base forms and the causanive affix

m

1. See M. GHALY (1988) for a discussion of how lime is ind -
| wlime Is indicated in the Arabic la -
ddverbial system and a discussion of the aspec inflection ca nguage by mears of ts

amedb |
GHALY (1994) tor turther discussion of the Arabic verd form. YY1 A Ve o S 880
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3.3.4.: The subject is VP . internal in D-structure 3.2 along the
and Sportiche (158R) an

lines proposed by Koopman
d the linguistic facts of CEA. The verd form in CEA not only

nal inflecton but also subject pronomunal
. v
in the CEA sentence /safiny

cames object pronomu

inflecuon. For example,

She saw him”, we have the subject pronominal inflection /-it-

/
ic "She” and the object pronormunal inflecuon /-u/i

/

€. "hum”. Moreover, since both affixes
arc pronominal infiectons carmied by the verb form., it may be said that the sentence in

CEA may be of the level V°. This is reminiscent of Halle's (1978) base rule for the

Japancse sznience and Chomsky's (19822) discussion of it. It is in this respect thai
Chomsky's (1989) split of AGR into ARGs and AGRo has been found 10 be convenient

in the analysis of the sentence of CEA. Therefore, in D-structure 3.2., the object is VP
internal and the subject is AGROP internal in the sense that the non causative base form
has 1ts subject AGROP - internal and the causadvized verb has its subject CsP - internal:
both arguments of which are indicated by the inflectons carried by the verb form It is in

this respect that indeed in the analysis of the Arabic sentence as exemplified by CEA
morphological operanons cannot be d:vorced from the syntacuc ones.

3.3.5.: This D-structure also assumes that the causative affix has a projecuon of its own that is
located ebove VP. The causative affix is regarded as being parallel to the passive affix " in
CEA in the sense that the laner affix basically leads 10 a decrease 1n the argument structure
of the predicate and the former affix leads 1o an increase in the argument stucture of the
predicate. It is in this respect that in the analysis of both sentence types in CI?A ‘(i.c.
passive and causative sentences) these affixes have been regarded as forming projecnons
above VP despite the semantic differences berween them.

This analysis of the causative affix not only shows the parallelism between both affixes but
also points to the fact that the causative sentence in CEA 1s not b‘lclausa] atthe D - strucrurc‘ level
This is not in agreement with Chomsky (1982a) and Gaust (1991). However, dc.spu‘c the
non-biclausal soucture of the cansative sentence in CEA at the D-structure level, the 6 cntenoa of

Chomsky (1982a) at LF 1s not violated: and this "D structure is a representaton of the 6 -rolc
assignment” (Chomsky, 1982a: 39). This is because "at D-structure... cach ug.umcnt occupices a

.- o~ and each 6 position is occupied by an argument” (Chomsky, 1982a: 39) a.s-a rcsu?xiof
?hcpo;::joozﬁon Principle. Accordingly, the subject of the productive causatin with an intransitive
base form, as exemplified by sentence 3.1.1. (1) and with D-stmc.t\m: 3.2 ‘15 base -'gcncrau.:d at
SPEC of CsP and 6 marked CAUSER by its governor Cs'. The ob)cf,'l of this causative pmdu::au:
is base generated &t OBJ of Cs” and 6 marked PATIENT by Cs’. It is to be noted that the object

-———-—-—‘_-'_-—_-—- £ B - Emrn' Aram'
1. See H. GHALY (1994) for an analysis of passivity in Cairene . |
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of the causauve predicate 1s base-generated at OBJ of Cs'. and not at OBJ of VP. because 1ts base

form 1S an intansiave verb.

siuve base form, as cxemplified by

The subject of the productive causabve with a oan
rated at SPEC of CsP and 6 marked

sentence 3.1.1. (ii) with D-soucture 3.2, is also base gene | | ‘
CAUSER by its governor Cs'. The first object of this three argument causatove predicate is base

gencrated at OB)J of Cs'; and the second object as OBJ of VP. The fcrmer object 1s © marked

TARGET by Cs"; and the latier object ic @ marked PATIENT by V.

The subject of the non productive causanve with a transitve base form, as exemplified by
sentence 3.1.2. (i) with D-stucture 3.2., is also base generated ai SPEC of CsP and 8 marked
CAUSER by Cs” Its object is base generated at OBJ of Cse an.d 8 marked PA)TIENT by Cs".
This differentiates between the object of the non-causatve precdicate €.g/kasar/ and that of the

non-producuve causanve/kassar/.

The assumpaon that at the D-strucrure leve! the causanve predicate has a separate projection
above the VP allows us to distanguish betwecn the causative predicate, on the one hand, and the
non-causative transitive and intransiive pred:cates, on the other hand. The subject of the latter
predicates is base generated as the SPEC of AGRoP and @ marked by AGRo'. The cbject of
these predicates is base generated as the OBT of VP and 6 marked by V°. Moreover, in the
generation of three argument causative predicates, as we have scen, poth OBJ positons sre
required for their 8 marking. This is basically why in the derivation of causative predicates these
b positions are found at the D-structure level. But in order not to violate the 6 critzmion, 1t 1S
assumea that the semantically null © positions 2t LF are deleted on the analogy of Chomsky
(1589) tha: semantically null NPS are deleted at LF.

Ihe subject of the non productive cauvsative with & noun base form, as exemplified by
scntence 3.1.2. (i) with D-structure 3.2, is also base gencrated at SPEC of CsP and @ marked

CAUSER by Cs'. Being a one argument causative predicate, the semantically null 6 positions are
again deleted at LF.
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The subject of the non-producove causative with an active participle base form, as

exemphified by sentences 312 (1v) and (v) wath D stucture 3.2,

. 15 base generated at SPEC of
CsP and 6 marked CAUSER by

Cs'. Again as causativization transforms

the one argument
acove paruciple predicates into two ergument causanve predicates,

the object of the causative
predicate is base penerated at OBJ of Cs' and 6 marked PATIENT by Cs*

34 . The semanucally null
O positons are also deleted at LF, in the manner shown above.

Therefore, the assumpuon that the D. saucture of the causative predicate has a separate

projection that is located 2bove VP and that has a separate OBJ has not only maintained that there
1S no violation of the 8 criterion at LF bui also shown that there is no need for the assumption that

the D-structure of the causative predicate has to be biclausal Moreover, the syntactic behaviour
of the object of the cauvsatve predicate is different from that of the non causative predicate to
warrant the need for a separate OBJ made for its generation. For ¢cxample, the object of the
causauve predicate may be deleied at the S-structure level, as shown by the optionality of the
object 1in sentences 3.1.2. (ii1) and (1v). When the object 1s overtly realized in these sentences. it
1s said 1o be present at both the D and the S-structure levels of representation: but when it is

coverudy realizeg, it 1s said to be only present at the D-structure level of representation. This
deletability of the object NP is not possible with the non causative predicates: and it is the fact that
such NPS in the causative predicate can be dlclucd that points to the fact that they are objects,
rather than subjects of an embedded clause . This again provides further venfication of the

non-biclausal structure of the cavsanve sentence of CEA at the D-structure level even for three
argurncni causatve predicales.

3.3.6. : D-structure 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 associated with the causative predicate in Arabic in
gencral is of special importance as it disinguishes between the ditransitive non causative
predicate, i.c. the double object constructions of Chomsky (1982a), and the three
argument causative predicate. Whereas the ditransitve non causative predicate has a

- dadve and an accusative case; the three argument causative predicate has two accusative
cases. This is built on the assumpaon that CEA is analogous to the case system of
Classica! Arabic as described by Saad (1982), with its overt case markers. It is also
demonstrated by the fact that the non-causative double object predicate in CEA has a PP
and an NP in its complement structure. it 1s in this respect like that of classical Arabic. in
which the dative case is assigned to the NP governed by P and the accusative case is

1. According to Chomsky (1982a) objects are more easily deleted than subjects.
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assigned by its governor V. Similarly, in CEA in the seatence with a “On'faﬂs'jltivc
nredicate such as /idtaralha beet/ "Be bought for her & housc™, the NP "hct“ 1e/ha/is |
assigned datve case by 1ts govemort Pie. /]l (3)/ "for and. the NP "housc" 1.e. I'be‘cu is
assigned accusanve case by its governor V. Accordingly, 1‘1 foll?ws that the NPs in the
complement structure of the three argWTent CAUS2UVE precucate in CEA.‘ as exemplified
by sentence 3.1.1. (i) are both assigned accusanve €asc. The first direct object 1.¢.
/-.; Jwalad/ is assigned accusative case by its governor Cs”; and the second direct object is
assigned accusative case by its governor V. Therefore, D-stuciure 3.2., with the
posiulazion that there 1s an ORJ a1 Cs' in addigen 0 that at VP denves an S-soucture that

ailows both objects 1n the three argument causatve 10 be assigned accusative case. This
not only resolves the difficulty of assigning bomlobjccts saccusanve case within the GB
theory without resortng te V - to - 1 movement but also bnngs out the distinctoon in
CT A berween ditransitive non-causatve predicates (1.e. the double object constuctons)
and three argument causatve predicates.  As for the case assignment of the object NP in
a1l of the other sentences of 3.1., it proceeds in the regular manner; 1.c. they are
assigned accusative case by Cs’ since these are ihe objects of causatve predicates and
the node [NP, VP] is deleted at LF, as shown earlier.

The case assignment of the subject of the causative predicate, on the other hand. does
require NP movement from SPEC of CsP tc SPEC of AGRsP, where it is assigned nominanve

case by its governor AGRs’. Therefore, in order i0 denve an appropnate S-soucture for the
above casc marking, the following movement rules are reguired:-

ent Ru auired for the Derivation of the Causafiv nfen
o n '\_ A nvert 21 t- P 'f' S8 o

1his movement rule is for the nominative case assignement of the syntacac .subjf:'.":"t"2 of ine

Causabove predicate. The subject of the causative predicate, basc-gencrated as the SPEC of CsP,

needs 1o be moved to the SPEC of AGRsP, where it may be assigned nominative case by its
governor AGRs”,

1hus movement rule does not violate the locality conditions of the Minimality Condition of

Chomsky (1986) and the Relativized Minimality of Rizzi (1990)3 because the trace of the moved
subject at SPEC of CsP is antecedent governed by

the moved subject at SPEC of AGRSP.
1. Falk (1591) resolves this difficulty of assigni

NINQ accusat
Causalives predcates within the GB vy S "

a559ned accusative case by V and the seco
compiex afler movement.

2 Nis 1o be noted that 2ll term “syntaciic subiect®
nOMNative case le 2 praBand

the subject att qned
afier k has been moved 1o the SP after it has besen assig
S-structure. h differs from the base generated subject Eﬁr?; éa%ﬂsgt?v:ipredwe

3. For a discussion of these condilions see and Rizzi (1930). For their application 10
. For their a

g two objects in three a l_JfT:f:
v ¥ " 10 - movement. The fwst 0O)°
otyect is also assigned accusative case by the V - |

Cho
Arabe see H GHALY (1994) ety (9ee)



g9 ey ncorpor

Since "items lexically idenufied as affixes (must) be properly “attached at S-structure ™

(Chomsky, 1589:8) and since “lexical affixes (Causavves) are incorporauon miggers”. (Guass

1691:216), the movement rule of verb Incorporation is necessary for the derivation of the

appropnate S-structure for the above discussed sentences with causauve predicates. This
movement rule duffers from that of the former movement rule in that the

L

former movement rule is
a head movement rule of X°. It moves V' complex 10 AGRs". This movement proceeds in four

cycles. The first cycle moves V* 1o AGRo"; the second cycle moves AGRo" to ASP*: the third

cycle moves ASP’ to Cs*; and the fourth cycle moves Cs® 1o AGRs”. Accordingly, no affix is lefi
sganded at S-struciure in accordance with Chomsky (1989).

This movement rule also subsumes to the locality conditons of Chomsky (1986) and Rizzi
(1990) 1n all of its four cycles. The tace in V' is both antecedent and head governed by the wrace
in AGR0’; the mace in AGRo0' 1s antecedent and head governed by that in ASP’, the oece in ASP”
in twn 1s antecedent and head governed by that in Cs®; and lasdy the gace in Cs® is both
antecedent and head governed by the verb complex in AGRs.




EC/] ‘

OB]
ASP- N /\
/\ ausative" A'SPP
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1
\
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4. Conclusions
1) Thus study has shown that CEA has a Causanve verd form that is p
11 of Classical Ara

honologically sumilar w jonn

bic as discussed by Saad (1982); i.e. it involves the

Fciunanon of the
second radical. Of the duverse coven causanve forms found in

Classical Arabic as shown by
Saad (1982), CEA has selected form 11 for IS morphologic

ally denved coven Clusanve
form, which

IS not a paraphrase of the oven Causanve consoucgon T
morphologically denved covent causanve construcuon in CF
D-structure level.

us Jusalies thar thus

ASnot  bi< lassical st the

) These cuasanve verbs in CEA may be divided into producuve and non-productve causas

The former are complex verbs ecncrated in the syntax and the latter
generated 1n the lexicon. This distinction berween the two lypes

ves

AT sumple verbs

of causatives 1o CEA is
because the former causauves display a regulanry of syniactic behaviowr and semantic

behaviour 1.e. the Syn C and the Sem C. The latter causatives may not only di
uregular syntacuc and semantc behaviour but also a catcgonal change 1n th

from base forms that may be a noun, an adjective or an active parucip

splay an
U CLunNIZanon

e

u1) This study has also shown that the process of causativization in CEA is not simply the
process of increasing the number of arguments in the predicate structure as assumed by

generanve grammanans such as J. Bresnan (1981); nor is it 2 process of ransitivization in
the syntax 2s assumed by G. Saad (1982). As the causative verbs in CEA represent 8
variable piicnomenon, it may be unified by the general explanatory principle that allows the
causanve 2ffix in the morphologically denived covert causatve verbs to exerciss subject

conwrol 1n the sense that 1t assigns 1o 1ts subject the 6 role CAUSER. It is in this respect that
causatvizadon in CEA 1s basically subject control, rather simply complement control. When
the base form from which the causanve verb 1s denived is a verbal form. the process of
causativizaoon changes the external argument AGENT SUBJECT to a CAUSER SUBJECT.
But when it is a nominal base form, then causaovizaton is the externalizauon of its subject
from THEME SUBJECT to 2 CAUSER SUBJECT. This basic property of the causative
predicate (i.e. subject control) distinguishes between the causatuve predicates in general

whether of one, two or three argument predicates and the non causative predicates whether of
one, two, or three argument predicates.

iii) The causatve verb in CEA has been regarded as derived from the annexation of the causanve
affix to a base form of the zero level category. This is different from that assumed by Guasu
(1991) for morphological causauves and from the generally held and vaditional view tha
words in languages such as Arabic are derived from radical base forms. The reasons for




A "I:“'\- 1.. .'l i
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holding such a different view for the derivation of the coniinl mgx

" gtifgé}%r":';- '~ '
shown 10 be due to the different syntactic behaviour of the different ¢ ﬂ*;;
derived from different base forms which are of different categonal W.w :-(fi A

iv) The general approach upheld in this study is that of an eclecuc approach notonly as
the assumption that the producuive causauves are generatled in the syntax and t

productive causatives are generated in the lexicon but also the indivisibility ‘f ._
morphological component from the syntacuc component. This is reinforced by the &qm 3
even the sentence in CEA can be regarded as a verbal category of level V'. Furthermore
such an eclectc approach to the gcncranon of causanves in CEA leads 1o the unphcanon ﬂ‘a
there are also D and S-structure levels of of representzuon in the lexicon for the generanon of
non-productve causatives if we wish to maintain Chomsky's (1982&) assumption that at
D-swucture each argument occupics a 8 position and each 8 position is occupied by an
argument Therefore, the D and S- stuctures of Chomsky (1982a) in the syntax are
vacuously epplied for the genecration of these non producove causatives, because they are
identcal w the S strucrwre in the lexicon. It also follows that the case assignment of the NPS

associated with the non productve causatives in CEA also takes place in the lexicon, i.c. at
the S structure in the lexicon; and the © marking is also at 2n LF in the lexicon. As for the

gencranon of the productive causatves in CEA, these are generatad in the syntax withe D
and S - structure in the syntax in accordance with Chomsky (1982a).

v) 1o show the parallelism berween the causative affix and the passive 2ffix in CEA both have
been regarded as gencrating maximal pr “jections above the VP. Such a parallchism is found
in that the former affix allows its predicate an increase in the number of its 2-guments,
wherecas the later affix allows its predicate a decrease in the number of its argumenis.
Moreover, the assumption that the causative affix gencrates a scparate projection above VP
aliows the proper 8 marking of the arguments associated with the causative predicate with no
violation of the @ criterion and there is no need to assume a biclausal structure for the

“dusative construcuon at D-structure. It also allows the NPS associated with the causanve

predicate 10 be case assigned in accordance with Chomsky (1982a) without resorung 10
V-1o-1 movement, as proposed by Falk (1991).
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