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1 Introduction

In HPSGgrammarsfor English(PollardandSag,1987,p.214–218)andin LFG (Bres-
nan,1982), the passive is analyzedasa lexical rule. For Germanmany authorsfol-
lowed Haider (1986a)andanalyzedthe passive asobject-to-subject-raising(Kathol,
1991,1994;Heinz andMatiasek,1994;Lebeth,1994;Pollard,1994;Müller, 1999).
The advantageof the raisinganalysisis that oneentry for the participleis sufficient.
Theauxiliary for theperfect(1a),passive (1b),or dativepassive (1c) attractstheargu-
mentsof the embeddedparticiplein a way that is appropriatefor the constructionat
hand.

(1) a. Der
the

Mann
man-NOM

hat
has

den
the

Ball
ball-ACC

dem
the

Jungen
boy-DAT

geschenkt.
given

‘The mangavetheball to theboy.’

b. Der
the

Ball
ball-NOM

wurde
was

dem
the

Jungen
boy-DAT

geschenkt.
given

‘The ball wasgivento theboy.’

c. Der
the

Junge
boy-NOM

bekam
got

den
the

Ball
ball-ACC

geschenkt.
given

‘The boy got theball asa present.’

In thepassive in (1b) theaccusativeobjectbecomesthesubjectandthelogical subject
of the main verb is suppressed.In the dative passive a dative object is promotedto

†I gave talksabouttheGermanpassive in Tübingenat theSeminarfür Sprachwissenschaftandin Ilmenau
atKonvens2000.I thankTübingenfor theinvitation andtheaudiencesof bothtalksfor discussion.
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subject.Thesituationis similar for bareinfinitivesin futuretenseconstructions,mid-
dle constructions,andthe causative passive, andfor so-calledmodal infinitives, i.e.,
infinitiveswith zu. See(Müller, Submitted,Chapter4) for ageneraldiscussion.Modal
infinitiveswill bediscussedbelow.

However, noneof theproposedobject-to-subject-raisinganalysesis without prob-
lems. I will discussboth the lexical rule-basedapproachto the Germanpassive and
the object-to-subject-raisinganalysesandsuggestthat the first is bettersuitedto ex-
plain theempiricalfacts.Thedecisionfor lexical ruleswill haveconsequencesfor the
analysisof (derivational)morphology, since-bar-derivationis apassive-likeprocess.

2 Object-to-Subject-Raising

Therearefour proposalsfor object-to-subject-raisinganalysesfor theGermanpassive.
Theonethatwill bediscussedfirst wassuggestedby Pollard(1994)andelaboratedby
mein my 1999book.1 This analysisassumesa separatespecificationof subjectsand
othercomplementsfor non-finiteverbsasis assumedin this articlealso. Thesecond
analysiswasoriginally developedby Haider(1986a)in theGB framework andpartly
transferredto HPSGby HeinzandMatiasek(1994).HeinzandMathiasekassumethat
bothsubjectsandcomplementsarealwayslistedonthesubcatlist. Theirapproachwill
bediscussedin section2.2. The third approachwassuggestedby Lebeth(1994)and
is alsobasedon Haider’s ideas. It will bediscussedin section2.2.1. In a subsection
Kathol (1994,Chapter7.3.3) discussesa further variantwhich will be examinedin
section2.2.2.

2.1 Designating the Accusative

Pollard(1994)designatestheargumentthathasthepropertiesof anaccusativeobject.
For unergativeverbsthat take anaccusative object,thedesignatedargumentis thedi-
rectobject,for ergativeverbsit is thesubject.(2) showsthelexical entryfor geschenkt
asit is usedin theanalysisof all threesentencesin (1).

(2) geschenkt(‘given’ participleform):�������� HEAD

����
SUBJ � NP[str] �
ACC � 2 �
verb

� 		

SUBCAT � 2 NP[str] , NP[ ldat] �
cat

��������
Pollardassumesthat the subjectof non-finiteverbsis not representedon the subcat
list, but asthevalueof a specialfeatureSUBJ. I assumethedative to bea lexical case.

1Pollard’s proposalis anelaborationof Kathol’s ideas(1991).Kathol introduceda featurenamedERG to
singleoutthecomplementthathasaccusative properties.Thisfeatureis alsousedby Pollard.In hispaper
heunifiestheanalysesfor thepersonalundimpersonalpassive andalsodiscussestheremotepassive. In
whatfollows I will usethefeaturenameACC insteadof ERG sincethis is moreappropriate.
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For the majority of verbsnominative and accusative are structuralcases. str is the
abbreviation for structuralcase.For a justificationof this lexical/structuraldistinction
see(Müller, To Appear),for caseassignmentsee(Meurers,1999). Thefollowing list
givessomeexamplesfor ergativeverbsandothernon-ergativeverbs:

(3) SUBJ ACC SUBCAT

a. ankommen(ergative): � 1 NP[str] � � 1 �����
b. tanzen(non-ergative): � NP[str] � ��� ���
c. auffallen(ergative): � 1 NP[str] � � 1 � � NP[ ldat] �
d. lieben(non-ergative): � NP[str] � � 1 � � 1 NP[str] �
e. helfen(non-ergative): � NP[str] � ��� � NP[ ldat] �

For ergative verbs like ankommen (‘arrive’) the ACC value is identical with
the SUBJ value. For non-ergative verbs the ACC value is identical to the di-
rect object if there is one and the empty list if there is no accusative object,
as for instance helfen (‘help’). (4) shows the lexical entry for the passive
auxiliary which is similar to the one that was suggestedby Pollard (1994).2

(4) werden(passiveauxiliarynon-finiteform):������������
HEAD

���
SUBJ 1

ACC 1

verb

� 	

SUBCAT 2

VCOMP � V[ppp, LEX+, SUBJ � NP[str] ref � , ACC 1 ,

SUBCAT 1 � 2 , VCOMP ��� ] �
cat

� �����������
The � standsfor the concatenationof two lists. The lexical entry accountsfor both
the personaland the impersonalpassive andblocks the passive with ergative verbs.
The impersonalpassive is formedwith verbslike tanzenandhelfen. The ACC value
is the empty list, it canbe subtractedfrom the subcatlist of the embeddedverb, the
resultbeingtheoriginal subcatlist. In thecaseof anemptyACC valuethesubjectof
the embeddedverb is suppressed,nothingelsechanges.If verbshave an elementin
ACC, the personalpassive results. The ACC elementis promotedto subjectandit is
subtractedfrom thesubcatlist of theembeddedverb,whereit waslistedasobjectat
thefirst position.

Sentenceslike(5) areproblematicfor object-to-subject-raisinganalyses.Theagent
in passiveconstructions,whichmaybeexpressedby avon-PP, hasto berepresentedas
a complementof thepassive auxiliary, sinceit is not presentin thesubcatlists of the

2Pollard doesnot useVCOMP. VCOMP is a valancefeaturethat was introducedby (Chung,1993) for
Koreanandby Rentier(1994)for Dutch for theselectionof verbsthat form a complex with their head.
Seealso(Müller, 1997)for ananalysisof Germanverbalcomplexes. In (Müller, Submitted)I suggested
selectingall complementsthatarepartof acomplex predicatevia VCOMP.
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participles(see(2) and(3), but alsothevalancelistsdiscussedin thenext section).3 As
I mentionedin (Müller, 1999,p.376),it cannotbeexplainedwhy thePPcanbefronted
togetherwith the participle. See(Müller, Submitted,Chapter4.2.1.1.8)for a similar
examplewith themiddleconstruction.

(5) a. Von
by

Grammatikern
grammarians

angeführt
mentioned

werden
get

auch
also

Fälle
cases

mit
with

dem
the

Partizip
participle

intransitiver
intransitive

Verben
verbs

‘Grammariansalsomentioncaseswith theparticipleof intransitiveverbs.’

b. VonRiemsdijkentdecktsindnunDaten,diezeigen,daßesmöglichist, eine
W-Phrasehinterglaubenzu haben.

‘Riemsdijk hasnow discovereddatathat demonstratethat it is possibleto
haveaW-phrasefollowing glauben.’

SinceGermanis assumedto be a V2 language,von Grammatikern angeführt should
beonephrase.If thevon-PPis not a complementof themainverbbut a complement
of theauxiliary, thesentencesin (5) wouldhavetwo constituentsin thepositionbefore
thefinite verb. If oneassumesa lexical rule for passive,thelexical rule canchangethe
subjectof a verb into a PPcomplementandthePPis thena complementof themain
verbandcanbefrontedtogetherwith themainverb.

Anotherproblemfor Pollard’s approachis thatoneneedstheparticipleswith pas-
siveargumentstructureanyway to accountfor sentenceslike thosein (6).

(6) a. weil
because

er
he

die
the

Äpfel
apples

gewaschen
washed

ißt.
eats

‘becauseheeatstheappleswashed’

b. So
so

lange
long

gilt
counts

die
the

39-Jährige
39 yearold

als
as

nicht
not

suspendiert.
suspended

‘The 39 yearold womanis regardedassuspendedfor this period.’

For (6) a passive participleis neededthat canbe usedasa predicatedirectly. In (6a)
gewaschenis a participlethatfunctionsasa depictivesecondarypredicate,andin (6b)
geltenselectsals+ predicate.Therearenoauxiliariesin (6) thatcoulddoanobject-to-
subject-raising.

2.2 Designating the Nominative

Thealternative to Pollard’s approachwasfirst suggestedby Haider(1986a)andlater
formalizedby HeinzandMatiasek(1994)andLebeth(1994)in anHPSGstyle. Later
this analaysiswas extendedto the causative passive with lassenby Gunkel (1999).
Haidersuggesteddesignatingoneargumentastheexternalargument.This designated
argumentis thesubjectof non-ergativeverbs.Ergativeverbsdo not havea designated
argument.Thefollowing list givessomeexamples:

3An alternative wouldbeto assumethatthePPis anadjunct,but thenonehadto explainhow thethematic
linking is established.In lexical rule-basedapproachesto passive thePPis alwaystreatedasanoptional
complement.
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(7) DA SUBCAT

a. ankommen(ergative): ��� � NP[str] �
b. tanzen(non-ergative): � 1 NP[str] � � 1 �
c. auffallen(ergative): ��� � NP[str] , NP[ ldat] �
d. lieben(non-ergative): � 1 NP[str] � � 1 , NP[str] �
e. helfen(non-ergative): � 1 NP[str] � � 1 , NP[ ldat] �

Haidersuggestsa blocking of the designatedargumentfor participles. The external
argumentis blockedandcannotbe realizedin a phrasalprojection. Only the perfect
auxiliary candeblockthis argument.HeinzandMathiaseksuggesta lexical rule that
producesthelexical entriesin (8) for participles.

(8) DA SUBCAT

a. angekommen(ergative): ��� � NP[str] �
b. getanzt(non-ergative): � 1 NP[str] � � 1 �
c. aufgefallen(ergative): ��� � NP[str] , NP[ ldat] �
d. geliebt(non-ergative): � 1 NP[str] � � 1 , NP[str] �
e. geholfen(non-ergative): � 1 NP[str] � � 1 , NP[ ldat] �

Thedesignatedargumentis containedin the DA valueof theparticiple,but not in the
subcatlist. Thepassive auxiliary takesover thesubcatlist, but doesnot reactivatethe
designatedargument. In contrastthe perfectauxiliary appendsthe DA valueandthe
subcatvalueandthereforecontainsthedesignatedargumentof theembeddedparticiple
in its subcatlist.

This approachhasthe advantagethat participlesalwayshave a passive argument
structure.They maythereforebeinput to adjectiveformationlexical rulesthatproduce
adjectiveswhich canbeusedin ananalysisof (6).

However, the approachreally getsinto difficultieswhenit comesto modalinfini-
tivesasin (9).

(9) a. Die
the

Angelegenheit
matter

ist
is

von
by

euch
you

zu
to

erledigen.
settle

‘The matteris to besettledby you.’

b. Ihr
you

habt
have

die
the

Angelegenheit
matter

zu
to

erledigen.
settle

‘Youhave to settlethematter.’

In general,for everyactivesentencethereis asentencewith thezuinfinitiveandhaben
andfor every passivesentencethereis a sentencewith thezu infinitiveandsein(Bier-
wisch,1963,p.72).
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HeinzandMathiasekdonot discussthisconstruction,but they areentirelyparallel
to the passive casesand this was also notedby Haider. The lexical entriesfor the
infinitivesareshown in (10).

(10) DA SUBCAT

a. anzukommen(ergative): ��� � NP[str] �
b. zu tanzen(non-ergative): � NP[str] � ���
c. aufzufallen(ergative): ��� � NP[str] , NP[ ldat] �
d. zu lieben(non-ergative): � NP[str] � � NP[str] �
e. zuhelfen(non-ergative): � NP[str] � � NP[ ldat] �

The designatedargumentis blocked and can only be reactivetedby the haben. In
connectionwith seinit staysblocked.Theproblemnow is thatall infinitvesin (10)can
beusedin controlconstructions:

(11) a. Er
he

behauptet,
claims

spät
late

anzukommen.
to.arrive

‘He claimsto arrive late.’

b. Er
he

behauptet,
claims

nicht
not

gern
with.pleasure

zu
to

tanzen.
dance

‘He claimsto not likedancing.’

c. Er
he

behauptet,
claims

Frauen
women-DAT

selten
seldom

aufzufallen.
to.attract.attention

‘He claimsto seldomattracttheattentionof women.’

d. Er
he

behauptet,
claims

sie
her

zu
to

lieben.
love

‘He claimsto loveher.’

e. Er
he

behauptet,
claims

Blinden
blind

zu
to

helfen.
help

‘He claimsto helpblind people.’

Sincethe subjectof the embeddedverb is not representedin a uniform way for the
controlledverbsin (11), the controlling verbhadto distinguishbetweenergative and
non-ergative embeddedverbs. Heinz andMathiasekproposean analysisof control
werethe first elementof the subcatlist of the embeddedverb is coindexed with the
subjector an obliquecomplementof the matrix verb,but this analysisonly works, if
no designatedargumentreductionis assumedfor infinitives. But suchan argument
reductionis necessarybecauseof themodalinfinitivesdiscussedabove.

One could try to save this approachby stipulatinga SUBJ featurethat contains
the subjectof both ergative andnon-ergative verbsand that is usedto establishthe
controlrelationonly. Theproblemof thisapproachis thenotionof phrase:Thecontrol
verb (in incoherentconstructions)canneitherselectfor an infinitive with onesingle
elementon thesubcatlist, aswassuggestedby HeinzandMathiaseknor canit select
for a fully saturatedprojectionof aninfinitive. Thefirst optiondoesnotwork sincethe
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designatedargumentof non-ergativeverbsis blockedandthereis eithernothingleft on
thesubcatlist (tanzen) or theelementsthatareleft have to bereailizedin a projection
of theinfinitive (lieben, helfen). Thesecondoptiondoesnot work sincethesubjectof
ergativeverbsstill is amemberof thesubcatlist. Theapproachwronglywouldpredict
thatsentenceslike thosein (12)aregrammatical.

(12) a. * Er
he

behauptet,
claims

er
he

spät
late

anzukommen.
to.arrive

b. * Er
he

behauptet,
claims

er
he

Frauen
women

selten
seldom

aufzufallen.
to.attract.attention

Sotheonly solutionto this problemseemsto beto stipulatespeciallexical entriesfor
infinitivesin incoherentcontrolconstructions.SeeGunkel (1999,p.144–145)for such
an approach.But with this stipulationonehasagaina proliferationof lexical entries
andavoidanceof thiswasoneof themainpurposesof shiftingtheactive/passivechange
into theauxiliaries.

2.2.1 Lebeth’s Approach

Lebethalsoassumesadesignatedargument.Thedesignatedargumentis notcontained
in thesubcatlist of baselexical entries.It is introducedinto thesubcatlist by thetem-
pusmorpheme,i.e., it is a memberof the subcatlist only for finite verbs. With this
approachno argumentreductionlexical rule is neededto licensethe participle,since
the designatedargumentwasnot listed in the subcatlist in the first place. Lebeth’s
approachsuffersfrom thesameproblemthatHeinzandMathiasek’s approachsuffers
from: sincethe logical subjectof ergative andnon-ergative verbsis representeddif-
ferently, control relationscannotbe establishedin a uniform way and the notion of
maximalprojectionis notclear.

2.2.2 Kathol’s Approach

Kathol (1994,Chapter7.3.3)suggeststhefollowing representationfor participles:

(13) EXT SUBJ SUBCAT

a. angekommen(ergative): � 1 NP[nom] � � 1 � ���
b. geschlafen(non-ergative): � NP[nom] � ��� ���
c. geliebt(non-ergative): � NP[nom] � � NP[acc] �����

The logical subjectof all participlesis representeduniformly, but note that geliebt
doesnot haveany elementsin theSUBCAT list. This falselypredictsthattheparticiple
cannotbecombinedwith any complements.

(14) Seine
his

Frau
wife

geliebt
loved

hat
has

er
he

nie.
never

‘He never lovedhis wife.’
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Sincein Kathol’s approachtheauxiliary hat deblocksboth theexternalargumentand
the SUBJ element,seineFrau in (14) dependson the auxiliary andit is unclearwhat
licensesthis NP togetherwith the participle in the Vorfeld. Apart from this problem
this approachcannotaccountfor incoherentinfinitival constructions:It hasthe same
problemthatHeinzandMathiasek’sandLebeth’sapproacheshave.

2.2.3 Conclusion

In concludingthis sectionaboutobject-to-subject-raisingapproaches,it mustbe said
that neither the object to subjectraising approachof Pollard (1994) and the exten-
sionsthat I suggestedin (Müller, 1999,Chapter15) nor theHPSGimplementationof
Haider’s approachby HeinzandMathiasek,Lebeth,andKathol aresatisfying.While
thefirst approachcannotprovideaunifiedtreatmentof passivizationandadjectivefor-
mation,thelatterfail comepletelyin accountingfor modalinfintitveconstructionsand
for incoherentconstructionswith zu infinitives.In whatfollowsI will provideanalter-
native analysisthatuseslexical rulesto derive several lexical entriesperverb thatall
reflecttheargumentstructurethatlatersurfacesin thesentence.

3 Lexical Rules

Proponentsof lexical rule-basedanalyseswerenotableto explain theso-calledremote
passive in asatisfyingway: Kiss (1992)doesnotaccountfor it atall, andHinrichsand
Nakazawa(1998)stipulatea specialpurposelexical rule.

(15) weil
because

der
the

Wagen
car

oft
often

[[zu
to

reparieren
repair

versucht]
tried

wurde].
was

‘becauseit wasoftentried to repairthecar.’

In remotepassiveconstructionstheobjectof averbthatis embeddedunderthepassive
participlebecomessubjectof theclause.Thiswasexplainedby theassumptionthatzu
reparieren (16) andversucht (17) form a verbalcomplex (18), andthe objectof this
verbalcomplex is promotedto thesubjectof thecompleteverbalcomplex by its head,
theauxiliarywerden.

(16) reparieren(entryfor baseform andzu infinitive):�����������
HEAD

����
SUBJ � NP[str] �
ACC � 2 �
verb

� 		

SUBCAT � 2 NP[str] �
VCOMP ���
cat

�����������
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(17) versuchen(entryfor baseform andzu infinitive):����������
HEAD

���
SUBJ � NP[str] �
ACC 2

verb

� 	

SUBCAT 3

VCOMP � V[ inf , LEX+, SUBJ � NP[str] � , ACC 2 , SUBCAT 3 ] �
cat

����������
(18) zureparierenversucht:�����������

HEAD

����
SUBJ � NP[str] �
ACC � 2 �
verb

� 		

SUBCAT � 2 NP[str] �
VCOMP ���
cat

� ����������
In what follows, I will proposea lexical rule that can accountfor the personaland
impersonalvariantsof thenormalpassiveandfor theremotepassiveaswell. Therule
usesthe featureACC to designatethe accusative element.This featureis eqivalentto
Pollard’s ACC feature.4

(19)

������ SYNSEM  LOC  CAT

�����
HEAD

��
SUBJ � NP[str]

1 ref �
ACC 2

�

SUBCAT 2 � 3

� 			

stem-verb

������"!�������� SYNSEM  LOC  CAT

������ HEAD

���
VFORM passive-part
SUBJ 2

ACC 2

� 	

SUBCAT 3 �#� (PP[von-durch]

1
) �
� 				


lexical-sign

��������
I follow Krieger and Nerbonne(1993), Copestake andBriscoe(1992) and Meurers
(1995; 2000,chapter4) in assumingDescriptionLevel Lexical Rules(DLR). Such
lexical rulesarefully integratedinto theHPSGformalism.DLRs aresimilar to unary
branchingdominanceschemata.(19)canberewrittenas(20):

4A lessgeneralrule thatproducessimilar resultswassuggestedby Kathol (1998,p.255).Katholdoesnot
usetheACC featurein his rule. His rule doesnot extendto thecasesdiscussedbelow.
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(20)

�������������������
SYNSEM  LOC  CAT

������ HEAD

���
VFORM passive-part
SUBJ 2

ACC 2

� 	

SUBCAT 3 � � (PP[von-durch]

1
) �
� 				


LEX-DTR

������� SYNSEM  LOC  CAT

�����
HEAD

��
SUBJ � NP[str]

1 ref �
ACC 2

�

SUBCAT 2 � 3

� 			

stem-verb

� 					

passive-lr-derived-lexical-sign

� ������������������
Notethat (20) differs from (19) in that the lexical rule hasa type(passive-lr-derived-
lexical-sign). Thereforeit is possibleto capturegeneralizationsover lexical rules.See
section6.

Theoutputthis rule producesfor (16) is shown in (21).
(21) repariert (passiveparticiple):����������

HEAD

���
SUBJ 1 � NP[str] �
ACC 1

verb

� 	

SUBCAT ���
VCOMP ���
cat

� ���������
The passive auxiliary is a raising verb that selects a passive par-
ticiple and raises both its subject and its complements (Kiss, 1992).
(22) werden(passiveauxiliary):����������

HEAD

���
SUBJ 1

ACC 1

verb

� 	

SUBCAT 2

VCOMP � V[pass-part, SUBJ 1 , SUBCAT 2 ] �
cat

� ���������
Theresultof anapplicationof (19) to theentryfor versuchenis shown in (23).

(23) versucht (attractionversion,passiveparticiple):�����������
HEAD $ SUBJ 2

verb %
SUBCAT 3 � � (PP[von-durch]

1
) �

VCOMP � V[ inf , LEX+, SUBJ � NP[str]
1 � ,

ACC 2 , SUBCAT 2 � 3 ] �
cat

�����������
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Theinterestingthingaboutthisresultof theruleapplicationis thattheACC valueof the
verb that is embeddedunderversucht is subtractedfrom the embeddedverb’s subcat
list andonly theremainderof this list is raised.Theaccusativeobjectof theverbthatis
embeddedunderversucht is thesubjectof thepassiveparticiple.After thecombination
of (23)with (16)onegets(24).
(24) zureparierenversucht (verbalcomplex):��������

HEAD $ SUBJ � NP[str] �
verb %

SUBCAT � (PP[von-durch] ) �
VCOMP ���
cat

��������
The object of zu reparieren ( 2 in (16)) is subtractedfrom the completesubcatlist
of the embeddedverb. Sincethe embeddedverb hadonly oneelementon its subcat
list, the result( 3 in (23)) is the emptylist. Theonly elementin thesubcatlist of zu
reparierenversucht is theoptionalPPfor theagent.

Thepreliminaryrule in (19) cannotaccountfor thesentencesin (25).

(25) a. Keine
no

Zeitung
newspaper

wird
was

ihr
her

zu
to

lesen
read

erlaubt.5

allowed

‘Sheis not allowedto readany newspapers.’

b. Der
the

Erfolg
success

wurde
was

uns
us

nicht
not

auszukosten
to.enjoy

erlaubt.6

permitted

‘We werenot permittedto enjoy oursuccess.’

Thereasonis thaterlaubenis anobjectcontrolverbthattakesa dativeobject.

(26) erlauben(entryfor baseandzu infinitive):�����������
HEAD

���
SUBJ � NP[str] �
ACC 2

verb

� 	

SUBCAT � NP[dat] � � 3

VCOMP � V[ inf , LEX+, SUBJ � NP[str] � , ACC 2 , SUBCAT 3 ] �
cat

� ����������
Sincethedative objectis at thefirst positionin thesubcatlist of erlauben, a possibly
raisedobjectof theembeddedverbcannotbesubtractedfrom thebeginningof this list.
Therule in (19) is generalizedto (27).

5StefanZweig. Marie Antoinette. Leipzig: Insel-Verlag. 1932,p.515,quotedfrom (Bech,1955,p.309).
Thatthis is aninstanceof remotepassive wasnotedby Askedal(1988,p.13).

6(Haider,1986b,p.110)
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(27)

������ SYNSEM  LOC  CAT

�����
HEAD

��
SUBJ � NP[str]

1 ref �
ACC 2

�

SUBCAT 3

� 			

stem-verb

� ����� !������ SYNSEM  LOC  CAT

����
HEAD $ VFORM passive-part

SUBJ 2 %
SUBCAT & 3 ' 2 ()� � (PP[von-durch]

1
) �
� 		


lexical-sign

������
The‘ * ’ in A * B + C standsfor a relationwereC is equalto A, if f B is theemptylist.
OtherwiseC is thelist thatdeletesthefirst partin A thatis identicalto B. (28) lists the
casesthatarerelevantfor thepresentdiscussion.

(28) � a,b, c � *,��� = � a,b, c �� a,b, c � * � a � = � b, c �� a,b, c � * � b � = � a,c �
(29) erlaubt(attractionversion,passiveparticiple):���������

HEAD $ SUBJ 2

verb %
SUBCAT &�& � NP[dat] � � 3 (-' 2 (�� � (PP[von-durch]

1
) �

VCOMP � V[ inf , LEX+, SUBJ � NP[str]
1 � , ACC 2 , SUBCAT 3 ] �

cat

���������
In therule (27) thesubcatlist of theinput is not split by � asin (19),but instead* is
usedin theoutputto subtracttheACC value,possiblycomingfrom anembeddedsign.
Theentry for auszukostenhasthesamesyntacticfeaturesastheonefor zureparieren
whichwasgivenin (16). Thecombinationof (29)with thisentryyields(30).

(30) auszukostenerlaubt(attractionversion,passiveparticiple):��������
HEAD $ SUBJ � NP[str] �

verb %
SUBCAT � NP[dat] � � � (PP[von-durch] ) �
VCOMP ���
cat

��������
This is exactly what is neededto analyze(25). Note that the rule in (27) doesnot

apply to ergative verbsalthoughergative verbsareunifyablewith the left handside
of therule. Therule doesnot producea result,sincethesubtractionin theright hand
sideof therule fails. This is evenclearerif (27) is givenin DLR notation: * is just a
constraintattachedto a featuredescription.
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After having shown how a lexical-rule-basedaccountworks, I will now discuss
someputativeargumentsagainstlexical rules.

4 Binding Data

Binding principlesin HPSGare formulatedwith referenceto the relation (local) o-
command(PollardandSag,1994,Chapter6). Thedefinitionsareasfollows:

Def. 1 Let Y andZ besynsemobjectswith distinctLOCAL values,Y referential. Then
Y locally o-commandsZ just in caseY is lessobliquethanZ.

Obliquenessis definedin referenceto thefollowing hierarchy:

SUBJECT.0/ DIRECT .0/ INDIRECT .0/ OBLIQUES .1/ GENITIVES .1/ OBJECTSOF
OBJECT OBJECT COMPARISON

Def. 2 Let Y andZ besynsemobjectswith distinctLOCAL values,Y referential. Then
Y o-commandsZ just in caseY locally o-commandsX dominatingZ.

Usingthesedefinitionswhat‘binds’ meanscanbedefined.

Def. 3 Y (locally) o-bindsZ just in caseY and Z are coindexed and Y (locally) o-
commandsZ. If Z is not (locally) o-bound,thenit is saidto be(locally) o-free.

Thebindingprinciplesareasfollows:

Principle 1 (HPSG Binding Theory)
Principle A A locally o-commandedanaphormustbelocally o-bound.

Principle B A personalpronounmustbeo-free.

Principle C A nonpronounmustbeo-free.

In Müller (1999,Chapter20) I have shown that the HPSGBinding Theoryas it
is hassomefundamentalproblems.Evidencefrom binding datashouldthereforebe
treatedwith care: In the absenceof a working Binding Theory, binding datahasthe
samestatusascoordinationdata.

In what follows I will neverthelessdiscusssomebinding datathat was usedby
Kathol (1994,p.252)to arguefor anobject-to-subject-raisinganalysis.

(31) Otto
Otto

wird
is

von
by

sich
self

selbstgeliebt.
loved

‘Otto loveshimself.’

He assumesthat the von-PP is an argumentof the auxiliary. Sincein an object-to-
subjectraisinganalysisthe subcatlist of the embeddedverb is still present,it is also
relevant for Binding Theory: The logical subjectof geliebt locally o-commandsthe
object(Otto). The logical subjectis realizedby thevon-PPwhich is anobliquecom-
plementof thematrix verb. Thesubjectof theauxiliary is theobjectof theembedded
verb.
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(32) a. geliebt:NPi , NPj

b. wird geliebt:NPj , PPi

So,sinceall phraseslocally o-commandeachother, we have a contradiction.Kathol
claimsthat this is the reasonfor (31) beingungrammatical.I do not agreewith his
judgement,since(31) canbeutteredin anappropriatecontext. And (33) indeedis an
instanceof ananalogousconstruction.

(33) Das
that

schon,
already

aber
but

ich
I

will
want

mich
me

von
from

mir
me

besser
better

verstanden
understood

fühlen.7

feel

‘Yes,but I wantto feel I understandmyselfbetter.’

This meansthatKathol’s exampleactuallyseemsto supportthe lexical rule analysis.
To analyzethephrasethatexpressesthe logical subjectasanadjunctis not a solution
sincein Germanadjunctsarenot excemptfrom BindingTheoryasin English.

5 The Accessibility of the Argument Structure

Thesentencesin (34), which arediscussedin (Müller, Submitted,Chapter5) in more
detail, show that depictive predicatescanrefer to the logical subjectof a passivized
predicateevenif this is not realizedby a PP.

(34) a. Das
the

Buch
book

wurde
was

nackt
naked

gelesen.
read

‘The bookwasreadnaked.’

b. Das
the

Buch
book

ist
is

nackt
naked

zu
to

lesen.
read

‘The bookhasto bereadnaked.’

Subjects,objects,andothercomplementsarepossibleantecedentsfor depictivepredi-
cates.Sincetheseelementsmaybenon-overt,they mustberepresentedat someplace
wherethey canbe accessedby the depictive predicate.This suggeststhat the com-
pleteargumentstructureis still presentin syntax. Hencean object-to-subject-raising
analysisseemsto bethebetteralternativehere,asall dependentsarerepresentedin the
lexical entryfor theparticiple.In alexical rule-basedapproachonehasto useafeature
that containsthecompleteargumentstructureor analyzeadjunctsascomplementsto
allow referenceto thelogicalsubjectof apassiveparticiple.However, theadvantageof
theobject-to-subject-raisinganalysisis only anapparentone.Considerexampleslike
thosein (35).

(35) a. Jedes
every

nackt
naked

geputzte
cleaned

Fenster
window

muß
must

extra
separately

bezahlt
payed

werden.
get

‘Everywindow thathasbeencleanednakedhasto bepaidseparately.’

b. das
the

nackt
naked

zu
to

lesende
read

Buch
book

‘the bookthatis to bereadnaked’
7HelgeSchneider, Spiegel, 30/99,p.176
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Theadjectival formsarederivedby a lexical rule or by a headaffix combination.The
resultis a lexical entrythathasSUBJ andsubcatvaluesthataredifferentfrom theinput
of the rule or from the embeddedverbal stem,respectively. The logical subjectof
theverbstemis neitherrepresentedin the SUBJ, nor in thesubcatlist in theresulting
sign. This meansthat the object-to-subject-raisinganalysisalsohasto representthe
argumentstructureseparatelyfrom valenceandSUBJ representations.8 Suchaseparate
representationwassuggestedindependentlyfor variousreasons.The featurefor the
representationof theargumentstructureis calledARG-ST.

So the possibility of depictive predicatesto refer to non-overt materialdoesnot
provideargumentsfor eitheranalysis.

6 Generalizations

In auxiliary basedapproachesto passive, the generalizationsaboutpassive arerepre-
sentedin thepartof thetypehierarchythatdescribeslexical entriesfor auxiliaries.

(36) Supertypeof all passiveauxiliaries:��������
HEAD $ ACC 1

verb %
VCOMP � V[non-fin, LEX+, SUBJ � NP[str] ref � , ACC 1 ,

SUBCAT 2 , VCOMP ��� ] �
cat

��������2
= 2 * 1

The type in (36) containsthe generalizationthat all passive auxiliariesform a verbal
complex with theverbthey embed.Whateverthevalueof ACC is hasto besubtractable
from the subcatlist of theembeddedverb. In this generaltype, the resultof thesub-
tractionis not coreferentwith any othervaluein thedescription.Thereforethe tag is
empty.

Thetype in (37) is thesupertypeof theauxiliariesfor thenormalwerdenpassive,
the stative passive formed with sein, the modal infinitive formed with sein and the
lassenpassive.

(37) Supertypeof all passiveauxiliariesexceptthedativepassive:���� SUBCAT � 2 �3� (PP
3

) �
VCOMP � V[ SUBJ � NP

3 � , ACC 1 , SUBCAT 4 ] �
cat

����2
2 = 4 * 1

Togetherwith theconstraintsthatareinheritedfrom (36), this correspondsto (38).

8Thisis nottruefor theanalysisthatusesthedesignatedargument.But thisanalysiswasdismissedbecause
of problemswith modalinfinitivesandincoherentconstructions.
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(38) Supertypeof all passiveauxiliariesexceptthedativepassive+ inheritedconstraints:�����������
HEAD $ ACC 1

verb %
SUBCAT � 2 � � (PP

3
) �

VCOMP � V[non-fin, LEX+, SUBJ � NP[str]
3 � , ACC 1 ,

SUBCAT 4 , VCOMP ��� ] �
cat

�����������2
2 = 4 * 1

This type hasa subtypefor the first threevariantsof passive wherethe emptytag is
instantiatedas the empty list and the SUBJ valueis identical to the ACC value. The
subtypesof this type arethe typesthat describethe actuallexical entriesfor the var-
ious passive forms. Thesesubtypesonly addinformationaboutthe VFORM valueof
theembeddedverbalcomplex, the PFORM valueof theprepositionthatexpressesthe
logical subject,andinformationaboutthesemanticsin thecaseof themodalinfinitive
construction.In thecaseof the lassenpassive,theemptytagin (38)correspondsto the
ACC value.lassenhasits own subject.

In the lexical rule-basedapproach,generalizationscan be capturedin a similar
way. The generalizationsarenot expressedin a hierarchyfor lexical entries,but in a
hierarchyof lexical rulesthat licenselexical entries. (39) shows the supertypeof all
lexical rulesfor thepassive.

(39) Supertypeof all lexical rulesfor thepassive:�������������
SYNSEM  LOC  CAT  HEAD $ VFORM non-fin

ACC 1 %
LEX-DTR

������� SYNSEM  LOC  CAT

����
HEAD $ SUBJ � NP[str] ref �

ACC 1 %
SUBCAT 2

� 		

stem-verb

� 					

passive-lr

� ������������2
= 2 * 1

This typecorrespondsto (36).
Thesupertypeof all lexical rulesthatareneededfor thewerdenpassive,thestative

passive formedwith sein, themodalinfinitive formedwith seinandthe lassenpassive
is shown in (40).
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(40) Supertypeof all lexical rulesfor thepassiveexceptthedativepassive:�������������������
SYNSEM  LOC  CAT

������ HEAD

���
VFORM non-fin
SUBJ 1

ACC 1

� 	

SUBCAT & 2 ' 1 (-� � (PP

3
) �
� 				


LEX-DTR

������� SYNSEM  LOC  CAT

�����
HEAD

��
SUBJ � NP[str]

3 �
ACC 1

�

SUBCAT 2

� 			

stem-verb

� 					

passive-lr-acc

� ������������������
Notethatthelexical rule for the lassenpassivediffersfrom therulesfor theothersorts
of passiveonly in its VFORM value.In theauxiliarybasedapproachanadditionaltype
wasneededsincethevalencepropertiesof thepassive lassendiffer from thoseof the
passiveauxiliaries.

If onewantsto capturethegeneralizationaboutpassive in a uniform way, onehas
to treatmorphologicalprocessesthat yield lexical entrieswith a passive-like valence
in a way thatcorrespondsto the treatmentin syntax. So, if oneassumesanauxiliary
basedapproachto passive,onehasto assumethat -bar in (41b) is anaffix that fulfills
thefunctionof thepassive auxiliaries.Thedescriptionof theaffix is a subtypeof the
type(37),which is ageneralizationof all headsthatdoaobject-to-subject-raisingwith
theargumentsof theverbthatis embeddedunderthehead.

If oneassumesthatpassive is analyzedwith lexical rules,onealsohasto assumea
lexical rule-basedapproachfor derivationalmorphology. Thelexical rule thatlicenses
lesbaron thebasisof les- is a subtypeof (40).

(41) a. Er
he

liest
reads

den
the

Aufsatz.
essay

b. Der
the

Aufsatz
essay

ist
is

lesbar.
readable

A lexical rule-basedapproachto morphologywassuggestedby Orgun(1996),Riehe-
mann(1998),AckermanandWebelhuth(1998),andKoenig(1999).See(Müller, Sub-
mitted,Chapter7.2.5)for somediscussion.

7 Summary

In this papera lexical rule-basedanalysisfor the passive in Germanwasdeveloped
which alsocoversthe complicatedremotepassive cases.The analysisusesa feature
to designatetheaccusativeelementthatis equivalentto theonethatwasintroducedby
Kathol (1991)andPollard(1994)whosuggestedanobject-to-subject-raisinganalyses.
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Binding datathathasbeenusedfor arguingagainstlexical rule-basedanalysesof
passivehasbeendiscussedandit hasbeenshown thatthepremisesfor theargumenta-
tion donot hold.

It wasshown thatthedecisionto uselexical rulesin syntaxmakestheuseof lexical
rulesin morphologynecessarysinceotherwisegeneralizationscouldnot becaptured.
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