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1 Goals

i [llustrate transitivizer abiguities in Pima
i Jllustrate the affects of causativization on argument structure

1 Show that both effects can be handled by syntactically decomposing the “agent”

2 Introduction

Pima is a Uto-Aztecan language spoken in central Arizona. It is closely related to
Tohono O’odham (Papago), which is more extensively discussed in the literature.®
3 Transitivizers

3.1 Pima

Pima has a variety of valency increasing suffixes, three of which will be focused
on today. The language has a (partially) idiosyncratic truncation pattern to mark
perfectivity, so the suffixes each have two forms.

Perfective ‘ Imperfective
-cud -C
-jid -j
-id -i

Caution: Due to a word final devoicing process, the perfective forms of -cud and
-jid are often very difficult to distinguish. Some forms below may be mistranscribed.

The arguments introduced by each of the transitivizers may be interpretted in
variety of ways. The most common interpretation is as a causer (1), but other
possibilities are benefactive (2) and goal (3).2

'T am grateful to Virgil Lewis, who has taught me about his language. My understanding of
Pima would not be possible without the help of Pamela Munro and the members of the 2000-2001
Field Methods class and attendents of the American Indian seminar. This research was made
possible by a grant from the Institute of American Cultures.

I am a bit suspicious of (3b), because it is one of two examples of -cud attached to a stem
ending in sh, the other of which has been given with the suffix -id. However, it is my only example
of -cud introducing a goal. I would instead expeit this verb to take -id.



(1) a. Heekig -cud!
happy -TRNS

‘Make him happy!’

b. ’iiya ’o heva -jid heg Jello.
here Aux:3:IMP chill -TrNS DET Jello
“They chill the Jello here.’

c. Jiosh ’o juuk -id.
God Aux:3:IMP rain -TRNS
‘God makes it rain.’

(2) a. Sally o ‘e- vaila -cud heg Billy.

Sally Aux:3:IMP REFL- dance -TRNS DET Billy
‘Sally dances for Billy.’

b. Shel ’an i kukpi -’ok -id  heg kuupadag heg ’uvi.
often Aux:1s INCEP PL,close -un -TRNS DET door DEeT girl
‘T usually open the door for a young woman.’ (lit. ‘T usually unclose the
door for a young woman.’)

(3) a. M an ‘aag -id  heg ’ali heg ’aaga.

Dx Aux:1s say -TrNS DET child DET story
‘I was telling the child a story.’

b. Billy o kupish -cud heg Sally.
Billy Aux:3:IMP blink -TRNs DET Sally
‘Billy blinks at Sally.’

These suffixes appear to be in complementary distribution with each other, and
are probably best considered allomorphs of each other. The conditions governing
which form to use are not fully known yet, but there are general guidelines.

3.2 Argument Structure and Transitivizers

The transitivizers can be added to a verb stem of any valency, as long as there are no
other valency increasing morphemes already attached: (4a)? is unaccusative, (4b)
is unergative, (4c) is transitive, and (4d) is ditransitive.
(4) a. Haag-id  heg cino 'oag!
melt -TRNS DET butter
‘Melt the butter!’
b. John ’ant giku  -id.
Sally Aux:1s:PF whistle -TRNS
‘I whistled at Sally.’

c. ’ali ’ant hug -c heg paan.

child Aux:1s:PF eat -TrRNsS(PF) DET bread
‘I force-fed the child bread.’

?

3For your amusement: The word cino ’oag ‘bgtter’ is literally ‘chinaman’s brain’.



d. Gogs ’ant nolav -c¢ heg Eric.
dog Aux:1s:PF buy -TrRNS(PF) DET John

‘I bought a dog for Eric.’

The above four sentences also show that transitivizers can attach to stems re-
gardless of whether they can have an agent or not (a vs. b-d). The introduced
argument can be a causer, regardless of whether the stem typically has an agent or
not (c vs. b,d). However, the introduced argument need not be agentive (a,c vs.

b,d).

4 Causatives and Agentivity

The transitivizers interact with agentivity in interesting ways:
e A transitivizer attached to an agentless stem is always a causative.
e A causee cannot have any control over the event. (Zepeda, 1987)

A good example of this is the verb hug ‘eat’. This typically requires a volitional
subject (5a). However, when you add the transitivizer -cud (5b), the ‘eater’ no
longer has any control over the action: the resulting verb is interpretted as ‘force-
feed’, not the ‘feed’ you would use with guests.

(5) a. ’ali ‘’at huu heg paan.
child Aux:PF eat(PF) DET bread

‘The child ate the bread.’

b. ’ali ’ant hug -c heg paan.
child Aux:1s:PF eat -TRNS(PF) DET bread

‘T force-fed the child bread.’

A more interesting example is the verb him ‘go, walk’. In the bare form, this
verb requires an animate subject (6a,6b). When the causative -cud is added, the
underlying subject no longer needs to be animate (7b). In fact, once the causative
is added, the underlying subject can no longer be in control of his actions; in (7a),
John must be unable to walk on his own. (Note, (7a) is technically Tohono O’odham
rather than Pima. The facts are basically the same for the two languages.)

(6) a.  John ’at hii.
dog Aux:PF go(PF)
‘John walked.’

b. fHoa ’at hii.

basket AUX:PF go(PF)
‘The basket went.’

(7) a. Bill ’at him -cud heg John.
Bill Aux:Pr go -TRNS DET John

‘Bill made John walk.’ (Zegeda, 1987, p. 354)



b. Hoa ’ant him -c.
basket AUX:1s:PF go -TRNS(PF)

‘T moved the basket.’

These examples tells us that volitional control of the event is not an inherent
part of the meaning of the verb stem, but rather it is a property determined by
the structure of the sentence. However, the fundamental role that the underlying
subjects play in the events are always the same: the child is the one injesting food,
the basket and John are what change locations. I suggest we take this seriously.

I follow the proposal by Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998) that there are two
aspects to verb meaning: the idiosyncratic root and the event structure. These
two are independent, but get integrated with each other in actual syntax. The
idiosyncratic portion of the verb will assign an “event participant” role in a local
configuration, i.e., in the VP. The event participant role is unique to each verb (or
perhaps semantic classes of verbs); it is what makes the “agent” of walk distinct
from the “agent” of eat.

Following suggestions by Jackendoff (1987), Dowty (1991), and others, the re-
maining notions of “agent” should be seperated from each other. Notions such as
event control and volition should assigned by the structure external to the VP. The
event controller is always mapped to the subject position, so should be the highest
role assigned by the extended verbal projection.

The following structures illustrate this view.

(8) a. EvConP
DP; EvCon’
P
hoa  yp EvCon
/\ |
DP V (%}

| |
t; him



b. EvConP

/\

EvCon’

_
1sg

TransP EVCon

/\ Q
Trans’
| /\
b VP Trans
/\ |
DP vV  -cud

—_ |
heg hoa him

Why should we believe that the causative has an Event Control phrase domi-
nating it?

5 Applied Transitivizers

Recall that the same transitivizers also introduce indirect arguments in some con-
texts. (9) shows the introduction of a benefactive, (10) the introduction of a goal.
Given the total lack of control the causee can have, what would these verbs even
mean with a causative interpretation? Would I actually be the one extinguishing
the fire if I could not move on my own? How could I say anything if I can no control
at all?

(9)

&

Cuush heg naada!
extinguish DET fire

‘Extinguish the fire!’

b. Hen- cuus -id  heg naadal
1s- extinguish -TRNS DET fire

‘Extinguish the fire for me!’

(10) a. M an ‘aag heg ’aaga.
Dx Aux:1s say DET story
‘T was telling a story’

b. M an ‘aag -id heg ’ali heg ’aaga.
Dx Aux:1s say -TRNS DET child DET story
‘T was telling the child a story.’
Given the total lack of control on the part of the causee, what would these verbs even

mean with a causative interpretation? Would I actually be the one extinguishing
the fire if I could not move on my own? ng could I say anything if I had no control



at all? Some simple verbs just have to have a subject that is in control of the event.
A transitivizer added to these verbs cannot introduce a causer without violating the
basic meaning of the verb stem.

All the pieces are here for a simple syntactic analysis. The argument in Spec,Event
Control is the highest argument, so gets mapped to the subject; the argument in-
troduced by the transitivizer is the second highest, so gets mapped to the indirect
object.

(11) EvConP
DP; EvCon’
s
TransP EvCon
|
/\ .
DP Trans’
—_
heg ali
VP Trans
|
/\ "
DP Vv’
_ /\
t DP A%
]

heg ’aaga ’aag

The problem is getting the semantics to work. I propose that the transitivizers
carry a very vague meaning of “motivation”: the argument it introduces directly or
indirectly motivates the event to occur. A motivator who has control is a causer, but
a motivator without control is the individual on who’s behalf the controller performs
the action. With most verbs, this end up with a benefactive interpretation. With
verbs of communication this gives a goal interpretation: the person you talk to is
usually responsible (perhaps not voluntarily) for you talking in the first place.

5.1 Previous Analyses

Saxton et al. (1983) attribute the entire phenomenon to allomorphy and homophony.
There are two morphemes, one causative, the other benefactive. Both morphemes
have multiple allomorphs, which happen to be homophonous.

Hale (2000) proposes a structural account very different from this one. (See
also Hale and Keyser (2002).) Pima and Tohono O’odham have a suffix -t which is
added to a noun to mean “make X”. When the transitivizer -cud is attached, the -t

disappears, and the introduced argumentGis a benefactive.



(12) a. kil -t "afl.
house -make AUX:1S
‘T am building a house.’
b. Hem- kii -cud ’an.
2s-  house -TRNS AUX:1s
‘I’'m building you a house.’

He assumes (following most the literature) that the external argument is merged
outside the VP, in spec,vP. The -t suffix does not introduce a specifier for the
subject, because it is a V, and only v introduces agents. Causatives are v’s; thus,
if you added a causativizer, the agent of -t couldn’t be merged, and there would be
no causee, ergo, these verbs cannot be causativized (13).

(13) * v
DP v
| TN
agent v v
PN |
N V -cud
|
ki: -t

However, if the phonological form -cud is semantically empty, it could pick up
the semantics of any node it gets associated with. If we placed it in V instead and
gave V the meaning “have”, then use a null causative (14), sentences like (12b)
would be well-formed with the meaning “I am making you have a house.”

(14) v
DP v
|
Isg v v
N |
DP A% 1%}
| N
2sg N A%
| |
ki: -cud

There are lots of problems with this, but Avelino (2001) fixes many of them.
However, one remains which I mention here: This doesn’t account for why (12b)
means [ am building the house, rather than buying it, stealing it, or conjuring it
with magic. It also does not extend to verbs like wailacud ‘to dance for’, since it
does not make much sense to reinterpret this as causing someone to own a dance.

Since I do not require that all agents merge high, they simply move there, Hale’s
original problem with -¢ being underlyingly present is not a problem at all. I note
that we have no examples (that I am awa,?e of) where a final dental stop is retained



before -cud, so the loss of ¢ is probably a morpho-phonological oddity of the suffix.
My structure for (12b) is:

(15) EvConP
DP; EvCon’
1sg / \
TransP EvCon
|
A 5
DP Trans’
P
2sg VP Trans
_ |
DP Vv’ -cud
| P
t; N V
P——— |
kii -t

In support of this structure, I point to two related languages that do the exact
same thing, where both morphemes are visible on the surface, Hopi (16a) and Co-
manche (16b). Just like Pima, in both languages the boldfaced suffix is also used as
a causative.

(16) a. Nui- ti -mu-y kii -toy -na.
I  1s- child -PL -Acc house -make -TRNS
‘T provided my children with a house.” (Hale and Keyser, 2002)

b. tsaa -uu u kahni -’a Patty -’a  kahni -"ai -ki  -7i
nice -ADV he house -77 Patty -OBJ house -make -TRNS -CMPL

‘He built a nice house for Patty.” (Charney, 1993)

5.2 Another Alternative

This alternative is based on the theory of causatives and applicatives proposed by
Pylkkénen (2002). (I simplify things in ways that do not affect the argument.)
Assume that agents are always merged in VoiceP, the highest projection in the
extended verbal structure. Causatives in Pima are “verb selecting”, so they can
select a unergative verbs, but the stem verb cannot have its own agent.

As suggested by Saxton et al. (1983), there are homophonous causatives and
“high applicatives”. (Or perhaps they are just semantically very bleached, a la Hale
(2000) and Hale and Keyser (2002).) The causative would be able to merge with
any verb lacking an agent, such as heekig ‘happy’ (17). However, the causative
would not be able to merge with verbs like cuush ‘extinguish’ or ’aag ‘tell’, because

8



they have an agent. The applicative versions would merge with these, below the
projection introducing the agent (18).

(17) VoiceP
Voice’
Causer VP Voice
|
DP A -id

|
Theme heekig

(18) VoiceP
D Voice’
Agent /\
ApplP V01ce
@
DP Appl’
|
Benefactive VP/ \Appl

DP \Y% -id
Theme cuush

This avoids the problems that plague Hale, but has problems of it’'s own. Re-
call that hug ‘eat’ is agentive, but can be causativized; the same was true of him.
The “agent” looses its agent-like properties in these contexts, but why can’t cuush
‘extinguish’ and ’aag ‘tell’ do the same? My explanation of the semantics could
be applied here too, so this isn’t very damning. To accomodate the non-agentive
theta role, a lower argument position would have to be introduced, just as I suggest
anyways. If we need to have it in some contexts, why not use it in other contexts?

A worse problem is that hug ‘eat’ and him ‘go, walk’ can be agentive. As such,
they should be able to take the benefactive applicative. They cannot. This is
contrary to the predictions of such a theory.
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