A SYNTACTIC APPROACH TO UDMURT CAUSATIVES

Orsolya Tanczos

Abstract: Causative constructions in Udmurt evince crucialtagtic properties, like double-objects or
alternation in case-marking pattern. Following Mdrés (1997 and 2001) distributive morphology aatou
and Pylkkanen’s (2002 and 2008) complement selgci@usatives, | claim that these contradictory astit
properties derive from the fact that the complevsedive predicates are formed in the syntax. Thelud
causatives, just like the Hungarian ones, are mansal but bi-eventive constructions, as revealeddope
tests, e.g. negation or low adverbials.
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1. Introduction

Causative verbs and constructions seem to be pressersally across languages;
causativization is referred to in the literatureaagslence-changing process (Reinhart and
Siloni 2005), a grammatical function changing psscéBaker 1985) or an argument-
structure-altering phenomenon (Pylkkédnen 2002).eReh on this topic has focused
mainly on whether these constructions are builhénsyntax or in the lexicon, i.e. if these
processes take place in the lexicon or in the gynta

According to the lexical analysis of causativess firocess changes the argument
structure of the verb in the lexicon by giving amdra argument to the verb’s structure,
namely the causer. Thus, the lexicon is not jusetof words, but it also contains
information on the verb’s argument structure. Raibland Siloni (2005) argue that the
lexicon is an active lexicon, which allows arity esptions, and since a syntactic
component cannot manipulate tldegrids (the lexicon interface guideline) causative
operation can apply only in the lexicon. The causahead merged with the base-verb
creates a new predicate, and the arity operatids ad Agent role to thé-grid of the
base-verb.

Syntactic analyses interpret the extra argumeret,céiuser, as the specifier of a
CauseP projection attached to the VP or the vPerlipg on the root (Pylkkénen 2002
and 2008) and propose that all derivations (suotaasation) are executed in the syntax
(Marantz 1997and 2001).

In this paper, following Pylkkénen’s (2002, 200§ntactic analysis, | propose an
analysis for Udmuft causative constructions. These constructions tewgarently
contradictory syntactic properties which can be lared only in syntactic terms.
Pykonnen (2002, 2008) argues that the only posaifiteunt of the different properties of
causatives cross-linguistically is the bi-eventore. Following Marantz’s (1997, 2001)
morpho-syntactic account, she assumes a Causeftiwnj different from VoiceP. Her
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account offers an adequate analysis of the lexicdlof the productive causatives across
languages.

The universal bi-eventive characteristic of thesadives has been proved but the
clausality of these constructions is still in gimst Periphrastic constructions like those
in English are undoubtedly bi-clausal, but the ymetof the morphological constructions
is messy. Based on tests of Horvath and Siloni @R@hd of Bartos (2011), such as
negation, binding and scope of adverbials, | preptigat the productive causatives
marked by the causative morpheme are monoclauddtdimurt like in Hungarian and
unlike in Japanese.

It is a crosslinguistic fact that the causee iskearby the accusative morpheme if
the base verb is intransitive, but languages diffigh respect to the marking if the base
verb is transitive. Comrie’s (1981) hierarchy sugjgethat the causee is encoded with
some oblique case, mainly with the dative or with instrumental. Accusative case as
the marker of the causee is available for the @irseéhe so-called real double-object
languages Udmurt is not a real double-object language, twicially the complex
causative predicate formed a transitive verb caigagwo accusatives to its arguments.

Following Pylkbnnen’s (2008) idea, | assume herat tthe different syntactic
properties of the Udmurt causatives, e.g. the doab|ect construction, derive from the
length of the CauseP’s complement in the v-domairddmurt the complement — root,
either VP or vP — is responsible for the case-magrkpattern of the causee, and the
alternation of the encodings is determined onlgyaytactic factors.

The paper is organized as follows: in section 2vé gome short background on
Udmurt causative constructions with focus on tleiecial syntactic properties; | discuss
the encoding properties of the causee, with th#fierént case marking pattern. In section
3 | present Bartos’ (2011) approach to Hungariamsatives, following his argument
against Horvath and Siloni’s (2010) lexicalist ameband | analyze the Udmurt causative
constructions starting from Bartos’ tests of mowersus bi-clausality and eventivity. In
section 4, following Marantz’'s syntactic approacid éPylkkanen (2008) complement
selection analyses | claim that in Udmurt the ciusaconstructions have VP/VP and
CauseP projections independently, and | presentsthdactic derivation of these
constructions. Section 5 closes my paper with tnelusions.

2. Causatives in Udmurt

Causativization across languages can appear atinegsee different ways, in the
form of lexical (1a), morphological (1b) or syniaactausatives (1c):

(2) a. Lisa broke the window.
b. Tarooga yasai 0 kus-ase-ta.
Taro NOM vegetablenCC rot-CAUS-PAST
‘Taro caused the vegetable to rot.’
C. John made Mary sing a song.

2 Real double-object languages (Baker 1985): non-eériditransitive verbs have two objedh their
argument structure.
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If we have a look at the examples in (2a-c), we sa@ that all of these causatives are
found in Udmurt:

2) a. SaSa pitran-ez  bergati-z. (lexical)

SashanOM recordAcCcC rotatePAST-3SG
‘Sasha rotated the record.’

b. MasSa SaSa-ez nifa-jez kdz+-ti-z. (morphological)
MashanoM Sashaacc book-AcC read€AUS.PAST-3SG
‘Masha made Sasha read the book.’

C. Masa SaSa-ez nifa-jez kdz--n+ koSi-z. (syntactic)
MashanoM Sashaacc bookAccto-read ordePAST-3SG

Although, the lexical and the syntactic causatiarns not part of the discussion
here, in the next section | sketch their most attarestic properties, focusing mainly on
the argument structures of the constructions.

2.1 Lexical causatives: Transitive-inchoative altaration

The lexicalized causative verbs can be divided itieee different groups in
Udmurt based on their form:
(i)  The alternating verbs do not have any histéracanorphological relationship; they
are different verbs just like the Englikiti-die.

3) a. kutk-n+
‘to die’

b. VU--n=
‘to kill’

(i) The transitive-inchoative alternation verb$etinchoative verb is anticausative,
because it is derived and marked by s+ morpheme.

(4) a. Si+-n+
‘to eat *(something) (transitive)’
b. si+-sk+-n+

‘to eat (*something) (intransitive)’

These anticausative verbs are typically unergativiés only the agent argument. The
causative morpheme cannot adjoin to these derimetyative verbs (5):

(5) * si+-sk+-t+--n+
eatuNERG-CAUS-INF
*to feed (intransitive)
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(i) Verbs with a causative suffix; but in theserk forms the suffix is only “historical”
and not transparent for the native-speakers.

(6) a. berga-ni
‘to roll’
b. berga-t-ni
‘to rotate’

In the following it will be shown thatt- is the productive morphological marker of the
causative in Udmurt.

In the remainder of the paper | use the term “l@xaausative” for transitive verbs
with or without the “historicalt- morpheme, which select a theme and an agent is the
arguments (7).

7 Sasggentpitranez.emebergatiz.
Glosses/translation missing

Udmurt does not contain transitive-intransitiveealating verbs likepenin English.
2.2 Syntactic causative: The influence of Russian
Syntactic causatives in Udmurt can appear with different verbs (8a-b). The

difference between the two types is not entirelgacl at the moment, further
investigations are needed, but it is sure thadifierence is based on their semantics.

(8) a. ke+n+ ‘to order’:
Masa SaSa-ez niga-jez kdzn+ kosz.
MashaNOM SashaacCc bookAccto read ordepPAST.3SG
b. lez+n+ ‘to let”:
Masa SaSa-ez niga-jez kdz+n+ leziz.

Mashanom Sashaacc bookAccto read |eRAST.3sG
‘Masha made Sasha read the book.’

Periphrastic causatives in Udmurt behave just fiiee ones in English: they are
predicates selecting a clause as their complement.

Among the different causatives (e.g. lexical or tagtic) the morphological
causatives present the most interesting propeiffites.rest of this paper will concentrate
on these properties.

% These periphrastic constructions probably appeardtie language because of the influence of Russian
Russian has only periphrastic constructions to essprausativity, except of course for lexical causat
anticausative pairs likgity-poity.
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2.3 Morphological causatives: Special syntactic pperties

In Udmurt, complex causative predicates are makiked causative morpherae.
This morpheme can be attached both to intransfflag and transitive verbs (9b) (GSUJ
1962, Kozmécs 1994):

9) a. Masa SaSa-jez uza-t-iz.
MashaNoM SashaacC work-CAUS-PAST.3SG
‘Masha made Sasha work.’

b. Masa SaSa-jez niga-jez kdva+-t-iz.
MashaNoM Sashaacc book-ACC read€AUS-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha made Sasha read the book.’

As can be seen, in both cases the complex predioatdves an additional
argument, the causer of the base event, and tls@n-core argument. In the case of
(9a), the base intransitive verb became a traesdive, and the original argument — the
agent — is marked as a direct object withabe, following the syntactic encoding rule of
the direct object in Udmurt. This is a universabgerty of the causative form of an
intransitive verb.

The transitive base morphological causatives haweesspecial properties, which
do not characterize the lexical or the syntactigsatives, not even the intransitive base
productive causatives; among these properties dee marking of the causee plays the
main role.

2.3.1 Double-object constructions: Only for causades

Cross-linguistically, in the argument structure aotransitive base causative the
causee is encoded with an oblique (hencefarth) case (Comrie 1981) — mainly with
DAT Or INST — as, for instance, in Hungarian:

(10) Péter fel-olvas-tat-ta a konyv-et Meail-
PetemoOM up-readeAUS-PAST.3SG.DEF the bookACC Mary-INST
‘Peter made Mary read the book.’

This is consistent with Comrie’s (1981) hierarcl8ubject §) > Direct Object H0) >
Indirect Object 0) > Obliqgue Object @¢BL). According to his hierarchy, we could
assume that the new argument in the structure takesost prominent, empty syntactic
position, which is in the case of a transitive vehbi0 and as amo it is assignedAT
case. But, contrary to Comrie’s hierarchy, in Udirttansitive based causatives yield a
double-object argument structure:

(11) Masa SaSa-jez niga-jez kdz--t-iz.
MashaNoM Sashaacc book-ACC read€AUS-PAST.3SG
‘Masha made Sasha read the book.’
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According to Baker (1985), in true double accusatanguages ditransitive verbs
can assign structural case to more than one NPhvthiey govern, and both NPs have
object-like behavior. Since in these languagesdenived verbs can assign twac, it is
not surprising that in a transitive based causdheg can do the same. But Udmurt is not
a true double accusative language, since this deafject structure is not well-formed in
the case of a non-derived predicate, even though at ditransitive verb, e.gotn+
‘give’, as in (12):

(12) Sasa MasSa-l /*MaSa-jez kiga-jez Sot-iz.
SashanoM MashabAT /  MashaAcC bookAcCC givePAST.3SG
‘Sasha gave Masha the book.’

However, there are two sentence types for whiclcrg@isze grammars assume two
objects in one clause. Kondratjeva (2002 and 2a@h@)Salminen (2006) mention in their
works that double-object constructions can appeadddmurt with verbs likebaSt-n+
‘take’ in (13):

(13) Sasa MaSa-jez +Eno bast-iz.
SashayoM MashaAcc wife-NOM takePAST.3SG
‘Sasha married Masha.’

Following Baker’s (1985) analysis, | would call ghunmarked object, which always
occurs directly on the left side of the verb, ndmicorporation in these sentences rather
than a true double accusative.

Transitive sentences are the other sentence typeewke can find double-object
constructions with predicates like eSg-n+ ‘call, say’, etc., as in (14):

(14) Alita shur-ez tuganaj shuo. (Salmi2®06:10)
now this riverAcc tuganajNOM sayPRES3PL
‘Now this river is called Tuganaj.’

Following Matushansky (2012) | assume that theselkiof constructions are small
clauses, not true double accusatives, and in teewsdl clauses the predicate assigns
nominative case to the NP.

2.3.2 The order of the arguments

Besides the case-marking of the arguments in dsmasabnstructions, there is
another interesting property, namely the ordehefttvo accusatives. If the thematic roles
of the arguments are clear the order is variabtezacs 1994), just like in the following
example, where the patient is [+animate] and teenthis [-animate], as in (15):

(15) Sasa Kiga-j€Zheme; MaSa-j€Ratieny |+ dZ+-t-iZ.
Sashanom bookAcc MashaaCcC  readeAUS-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha made Masha read the book.’
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The thematic roles are still clear even when wenghahe order of the arguments (16):

(16) Sasa MaSa-j@zien kniga-jezineme) I+dz+-t-iz.
Sasha Mashaec bookacc readzAUS-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha made Masha read the book.’

This derives from semantics and pragmatics, bec#luse+/—animate] value of the

arguments make the situation clear, the [+animaiébe the patient and the — animate
the theme. But unlike in the case of argumentsedaldifferently, their order cannot be
changed if we have two [+animate] roles in the eece (17a-b).

17 a Sasa MaSa-jfdeny IVaN-eZneme ZUG--t-iz.
SashanoM MashaAcc IvanACcC  hit-CAUS-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha made Masha hit Ivan.’
b. *Sasa Ivan-@#mejMasa-jegateny ZUG--t-iz.

Since the semantics of the arguments does notusdip specify the thematic roles
of the arguments, the order of arguments is prgbtid only option to determine the
proper roles: the furthest from the verb is alwtyes patient and the theme is next to the
verb.

2.3.3 Neutralization of the case-marked/non-casearked object alternation

The third syntactic property which occurs only wegiusatives of transitive verbs is
the neutralization of the case-marking alternatimnthe object which has the causee
function in the construction (Kozmécs 1994).

In Udmurt, non-specific objects are morphologicallynarked (18a) and specific
ones are marked by the accusative morph&xniez(Kondratjeva 2002 and 2010):

(18) a. SaSa niga [+dz-iz.
SashanoM bookNOM readPAST.3SG
‘Sasha read a book.’
b. SaSa rkga-jez kdz-iz.
SashanoMm bookAcCC readPAST.3SG
‘Sasha read the book.’

But, as mentioned above, in double-object causatbanstructions this
characteristic of Udmurt does not appear. The maigsubject of the base predicate is
always case-marked, even if it is non-specificardipss of the embedded verb being
intransitive (19a) or transitive (19b):

(19) a. SaSa *pinal / pinal-ez uza-t-iz.
Sashavom child-Nom/child-AcC work-CAUS-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha made a/the kid work.’
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b. SaSa *pi / pi-jez niga-jez kdz--t-iz.
SashavomMm boy-NoM/boy-AcC bookACC read€AUS-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha made a/the boy read the book.’

However, the unmarked vs. marked alternation Istiltls for the internal argument of the
base predicate. Of course, in the case of tranpsitivbs (20a-b) and as with non-derived
predicates, the alternation is based on the spiégifif the embedded object:

(20) a. SaSa pi-jez nlga E-dz+-t-iz.
Sashavom boy-AcC book-NOM read€AUS-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha made the/a boy read a book.’
b. Sasa pi-lez nlga-jez kdz+-t-iz.
Sashanom boy-AccC book-ACC read€AUS-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha made the/a boy read the book.’

2.3.4 Case-marking patterns: A new observation

Crucially, theacc is not the only case with which the causee caenoeded in the
argument structure of transitive base causativee. Gausee of the complex predicate
displays an ACCUSATIVE—OBLIQUE case-alternation, where theBL is the en,
instrumental morpheme (21a-b):

(21) a. SaSa MaSa-jez /*MaSa-en pinal-ez
SashanoM MashaAcc/ *MashaiNsT babyAcc
bab-t+-t-iz.

rock to sleepcAUS-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha had Masha rock the baby sleep.’

b. Sasa *ldan-ez / kitan-en pinal-ez
SashavyoMm *songACC SONgWST babyAcc
bab-t+-t-iz.

rock to sleepEAUS-PAST-3SG
‘Sasha made the baby rock to sleep with a song.’

This case-pattern is available for non-derived atius verbs as well, e.gvast-n= ‘dry’,
as in (22a-h):

(22) a. Sasa MaSa-jez /*MaSa-en =rpi-jez kvast-iZ.
Sashavom Mashaacc/ *MashaiNST hair-ACC dry-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha made Masha dry his hair.’
b. Sasa *Sund--jez / Suné-en frsi-jez kvast-iz.
SashavyoM *sun-ACC / SUNNST hair-ACC dry-PAST.3SG
‘Sasha let the sun dry his hair.’

4 The index “x” has the only function of making thiuation clear, i.e. the hair is Sasha’s and nasha’s.
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The alternation depends on the argument of the eéddskpredicate of the causatives. It
follows that the different encoding of the causemes from the manipulation effect of
the causer (Alsina 1992; Ackerman and Moore 1999):

(23) Affectedness hypothesis: when a causee argumeiititsxé semantic alternation,
then an alternant with a more affected interpretatwill be realized as a
grammatical relation that is higher on the Relalddierarchy 60 > 10 > OBL)
than the relational encoding of the non-affecte@rabnt; the more affected
argument of the base predicate is encodesdayand the less one hiysT.

In (21a) the causee is manipulated and affectethéycauser, the argument is encoded
with ACC case, unlike in (21b) where the causer cannot podaie the cause; rather, the
causer lets the causee do something, as we carr@methe English translation.
According to the Affectedness hypothesis it musebeoded witloBL case. The causee
encoded with thacc is more in the domain of the complex predicatenttiee causee
encoded with theNsT (Alsina 1992, Ackermann and Moore 1999). These gnatital
alternations are cross-linguistically well-knowmorr the literature and most of the times
they are based on transitivity (Ackermann and Md®@9):

(24) Transitivity Hypothesis:
(1) intransitive base predicate direct object causee
(ii) transitive base predicate indirect object or oblique object

As we have already seen, Udmurt does not seem ticelgnconform to the
Transitivity Hypothesis, because the alternatiobdsed on the transitive predicate, but
the alternation is not between the indirect obgea the oblique object, but between the
direct object and the oblique object.

3. Morphological causatives: Domains and events

Periphrastic and lexical causations clearly diffem productive causations if we
have a look at the domains and the events which t¢betain. Lexical causatives are
typically bi-eventive and monoclausal, and syntacthusatives are not problematic —
they are bi-eventive and bi-clausal. The bi-clatisd clear in the latter case, since the
construction contains two different lexemes, onfighe cause event and one is for the
base event. But the answers to these clausalityegutivity questions are not so easy if
we are talking about productive causatives. Theolbgical classification of
morphologically marked causatives is based on vérdtiey are mono- or biclausal, and
whether they involve two events or just a single.on

There are different types of tests which one cantasanalyse the clausality and
the eventivity of these structures. In what follow will present these tests following
Horvath and Siloni (2010) and Bartos (2011).
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3.1 Tests for mono- vs. bi-clausality

Horvath and Siloni (2010) use several diagnosticshow the clausal difference
between morphologically marked causatives, likes¢him Japanese, where they have bi-
clausal properties, and those in Hungarian, whegns to have mono-clausal productive
causatives.

In the next section, | show two of their tests -gateon and condition B, and |
apply their analyses to Udmurt, which seems toltigec to Hungarian than to Japanese.

3.1.1 Negation

Negation is one of the diagnostics which can sheac#y how many clauses the
causative construction involves. If the basic evantl the causation can be negated
separately, we can talk about bi-clausality (Hdmeatd Siloni 2010, Bartos 2011).

In Japanese, the negation test shows exactly thelause domains in causatives,
as we can see in the following examples (25a-b):

(25) a. Toruwa Yokoo ik-ase-nakat-ta
ToruTOPYOKO ACC gO-CAUS-NEG-PAST
‘Toru did not make Yoko go.’
b. Toruwa Yoko-o ik-anaku-sase-ta
ToruTOPYOK0-aCCGO-NEG-CAUS-PAST
‘Toru made Yoko not go.’ (examples from Horvath &@ibni 2010)

The order of the morphemes determines which evetiteocomplex predicate is in the
domain of negation. In (25a) the order of the &$iX:AUS-NEG) gives the meaning of the
construction, because the causation is not in dineaih of negation. But if we change the
order, as in (25b), the causation comes into tigatien domain, and as we can see from
the English translation, it is not the base evientthe cause event which is negated.

This is not the case in Hungarian. Unlike in Jaganahere negation is affixal, in
Hungarian, negation is formed analytically with them particle (26a) in causative
constructions as well:

(26) a. Nem énekel a gyerek.
not SiNgPRES3SG the childnom
‘The child does not sing.’
b. Nem énekel-tet-t-em a gyerekek-et.
not SiNgEAUS-PAST-1sGthe childPL-ACC
‘| didn’t make the children sing.”, NOT ‘I made tlehildren not sing.’
(examples from Horvath and Siloni 2010)

As can be seen from the translation, the only algl interpretation of the sentence is
where the cause event is in the domain of negaliaa.not possible to negate the base
event separately. As mentioned by Bartos (20113, difference may result from the
different nature of the negation in the languagekraot from the nature of causation.
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3.1.2 Condition B

Even though the negation (test) cannot show ex#tatlylausal difference between
Japanese and Hungarian, because of the differantte itype of negation, Condition B
can. In monoclausal causation, a pronominal argtimietne base verb cannot be bound
by the causer (Bartos 2011) and this is exactlytwha be found in Hungarian causatives
(27a-b):

27 a. Lacj ir-t néhany sor-t magarol / *rél-a,

Laci writePAST-3PL a few linesacc himself-about / abouts®
‘Laci wrote a few lines about themselves.’

b. Lacj, ir-at-ott a fidk-kal néhany sor-t magardl/
Laci write-CAUS-PASTthe boyiNsTa few linesacc himself /
*réla,
about-3G
‘Laci had the boys write a few lines about himxdmples from Bartos
2011)

As the examples in (27) show, the subject of theesese Laci cannot bind the pronoun
réla either with a simple predicate (27a) or with a pter predicate (27b), which means
that the pronoun and the antecedent are in the skamse domain.

In Japanese, the binding domains are different witim-derived or derived
predicates (28).

(28) a. Torywa Kitahargni karet /*jo syookai si-ta.
Toru TorPKitahara DAT he [ Accintroduction doPAST
‘Toru introduced him to Kitahara.’
b. Torywa Kitahargni karg/*;o  syookai s-ase-ta.

Toru ToPKitahara DAT he ACC introduction docAUS-PAST
‘Toru made Kitahara introduce him'. (examples freforvath and Siloni
2010)

In (28a) kare cannot be coreferential with eith@oru (external argument) dfitahara
(internal argument), because they are in the sdause, but in (28blkare can be bound
by the subject/topidoru, which empirically shows that the pronoun and tiygic DP
must be in distinct clauses. The explanation fag ihto assume that the base event and
the causation event are distinct, too (Shibata@D18artos 2011).

Based on these two diagnostics, negation and Gondt we can conclude that in
Hungarian the productive causation is mono-claasdlin Japanese it is bi-clausal.

3.1.3 Mono-clausal Udmurt causatives

| this subsection | show how the Udmurt data camtedyzed on the basis of the
diagnostics presented above. First let us haveladbnegation.
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Negation in Udmurt is not affixal like in Japaneges analytic like in Hungarian,
but in a different way, because instead of a negatiarticle Udmurt has an inflected
negation verb. | assume that causatives in Udnrarirmno-clausal, as negation cannot
scope over the embedded verb of the constructsoim &9):

(29) Mon pinaljos-ti  §j kila-t-i.
[-NOM (the) kidSACC not-PAST.1SG Sing-CAUS.PRT
‘I didn’t make the kid sing.’, NOT ‘I made the kiwbt sing.’

Although negation is expressed by the negation werdlmost all tenses, there is one
tense in Udmurt, the Perfect, where negation igalfflike in Japanese, as in (30):

(30) a. uzakem
WOrk.PERE1SG
‘I had worked’
b. uzaki-mte-e

WOTrkPERFNEG-1SG
| had not worked’

This verb form can properly show, just like it wslsown in Japanese, the domains of
negation in an Udmurt causative form:

(31) Sasa pinaljos-ti Kia-t--mte.
SashaNyoM kids-ACC  Sing-CAUS-NEG.3SG
‘Sasha had not made the kids sing.’, NOT ‘Saslibnede the kids not sing.’

As expected, there is no difference regarding ffigah and the analytic constructions,
because in both cases the whole predicate is irddingain of negation, and it is not
possible to separate them from each other, notiévemchange the order of the suffixes,
which is not an option in Udmurt Kir /a-mte-t *sing-NEG.3SG-CAUS).

The second test, the Condition B, works exactlyhia same way as we saw in
Hungarian. The personal pronoun argument of trerriat predicate cannot be bound by
the causer.

(32) D-+Seti§ pinaljos-ti goztet goZt-t-iz *co-leg / as-les.
teacheNoM kidsAccC letterNoM write-CAUS-PAST him-ABL / of-himself
‘The teacher had the boys write a few lines albaut’

Based on these tests we can conclude that produtivsatives in Udmurt behave
exactly like causatives in Hungarian, i.e. theyramnoclausal.
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3.2 Tests for mono- versus bi-eventivity

The second issue which is always in the focus efdkamination of causatives
cross-linguistically is whether they are mono- areentive. Here are two of the
diagnoses used by Bartos (2011) for testing Huagarausatives’ eventivity.

3.2.1 Subijects of participials

If the causation contains two subject roles, it ngethat the clause involves two
different events (Bartos 2011), as we can see imgliian (33a) and in Japanese (33b):

(33) a. Lacia foldon fek-ve énekel-tet-t-e Mari-t.
Laci the ground-onlieTCcsing-CAUS-PAST-3SG.DEF Mari-ACC
‘Laci made Mary sing lying on the ground.” (ambigso either Laci or
Mary was lying on the ground) (Bartos 2011)
b. Taroo wa arui-te  Hanakoo ik-ase-ta.
Taro ToPwalk-PTCHanakoACC go-CAUS-PAST
‘Taro made Hanako go, walking.” or ‘Taro, walkingade Hanako go.’
(Horvath and Siloni 2010)

Since both in Hungarian and in Japanese both theecaand the causee can be a
controller, the sentence has two different readingsich means that there are two
different events with two different potential sutig

3.2.2 Low adverbial modifiers

Just like in the case of negation, in the claug#dists low adverbials can help as to
analyses the eventivity of a productive causathegause if the basic event and the
causation event can be modified separately we atknabout a bi-eventive causation
(Bartos 2011):

(34) a. A tanar kétszer irat-t-a le Laci-val
the teacher two-times writeAUS-PAST-3SG.DEF down LacitNST
a vers-et.
the poemacc

‘The teacher made Laci write down the poem twit@mbiguous: ‘twice
made/caused’ or ‘twice wrote’)

b. Jonwa muriyarisono ko ni sono kittus  ooyorokobi de
Jontoprforcibly that childbAT that sock AcCcC greatjoy INST
hak-ase-ta.

put ONEAUS-PAST
‘Jon forcibly made the child put on his socks(,ppidy.” (ambiguous: Jon
or the child was happy)
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Based on the ambiguous reading of the low advenhialifiers (34a-b) and the subject of
participials, we can draw the final conclusion. Md#yn both in Hungarian and in
Japanese the causatives are bi-eventive.

3.2.3 Udmurt causatives are also bi-eventive

Using Bartos’s (2011) diagnostics for testing bémtity in causative constructions
we find that Udmurt causatives also involve toorgse- the core event and the causing
event. Both events can be modified by low advesbil#te k+k pol ‘twice’ in (35a), and
with participle clauses they result in ambiguitg, ithe causer and the causee both can be
the subject of the participle, likauzjem ¥l+n k+ll=-ca‘lying on the ground’ in (35b):

(35 a. D:3eti§  SaSajez odigkin-ez kk pol kifa-t-iz.
teachemoM SashaCcone songxCCtwice SINgEAUS-PAST
‘The teacher made Sasha sing a song twice.” (arobgu ‘twice
made/caused’ or ‘sing twice’

b. SaSa muzjemHsn kil +ca keria-t-iz Masa-jez.
Sashavowm ground on lying  singAaus-PASTMashaAcc
‘Sasha made Masha sing lying on the ground.’

As these examples show, productive causative aatigins behave like causatives in
Hungarian, i.e. they are mono-clausal but bi-ewventi

4. The syntactic structure of the causative constations

In the last part of my paper | try to sketch threigure of productive causatives in
Udmurt. Following Marantz (1997 and 2001), | assuraee that relevant linguistic items
are syntactic entities with their own projectiomsthe structure, and in the structure
CauseP is the projection of the causation evenichuakes the embedded verb/event’s
position — vP or VP — depending on the transitiafythe verb, as its complement. Both
the CausP (causer) and the vP/VP (causee) havediei external argumentsThis
yields the ambiguity of the constructions with paples.

Based on the data | assume the following strucifitbe causatives in Udmurt:

(36) [CausP NPcauser [Caus [vP NPcausee [V’ v [VP téRif...]]]11]

The negation as a functional projection is on #fe periphery, higher than the CausP,
which is an affixal projection, and if negationalso affixal, it is lower in the structure

than the CauseP. In both cases negation cannevénte between the CausP and the
vP/VP that is the reason why it is not possibl@égate the base event separately from

® Maranz (1997) and Kratzer (1996) suggest Voicefead of vP for introducing an external argumerihéo
structure. In this analysis | follow Chomsky (1995 assume VP for transitive verbs.
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the cause event. The low adverbial modifier caratt@ched both to the vP/VP and the
CausP and it result in ambiguity.

Pylkkénen (2002 and 2008) argues in her analysisttle CauseP can select three
different complements, namely root-selecting Calsb-selecting Cause and Phase-
selecting Cause. This classification can accounttifie different properties of the
causative. In Udmurt | propose that the double-@bgnstructions are typical Verb-
selecting causation and only phase-selecting CaceseBppear with case-alternation.

5. Conclusions

The special properties of Udmurt causative constmms suggest that a syntactic
analysis can account for the data better thaniedkst one. The double-object argument
structure, the strict word order of these intelarguments with a [+animate] feature and
the Acc case marking neutralization of the causee areeptiegs which cannot belong to
the lexicon. Only the case-pattern of the caudeeatc-INST alternation, is determined
by semantic factors, namely the affectedness ofdlisee by the causer.

This grammatical encoding alternation of the causmeradicts Comrie’s (1981)
encoding hierarchy, which says that in tkeT > DAT > AcCC hierarchy the least effected
argument is assignextc case and the most one wiNsT. In Udmurt, as we have seen,
it is exactly the opposite, because the least &ifeargument in the construction is
marked by thensT.

The analysis of causatives in Udmurt should alsdres$ the question why the
causee is always marked with thec morpheme. Is it a realcc or does it have a
different function? Even though | leave this quastopen in this paper, | assume that in
causative constructions the causee is not markhdawealAcc, but it is assigned some
kind of quirky case, just like, for example, thdrgy nominative in Icelandic.
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