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1 Introduction

In HPSGgrammardgor English(PollardandSag,1987,p.214—-218)andin LFG (Bres-
nan,1982),the passve is analyzedasa lexical rule. For Germanmary authorsfol-

lowed Haider (1986a)and analyzedthe passve as object-to-subject-raisingKathol,
1991,1994; Heinz and Matiasek,1994; Lebeth,1994; Pollard, 1994; Miller, 1999).
The advantageof the raisinganalysisis that one entry for the participleis sufficient.
Theauxiliary for the perfect(1a), passve (1b), or dative passie (1c) attractsthe argu-
mentsof the embeddedarticiplein a way thatis appropriatefor the constructionat
hand.

(1) a. DerMann hat denBall demJungen geschenkt.
the manNom hasthe ball-acc the boy-DAT given

‘The mangave the ball to theboy.’

b. DerBall wurdedemJungen geschenkt.
the ball-Nom was the boy-DAT given

‘The ball wasgivento theboy.

c. DerJunge bekamdenBall geschenkt.
the boy-NOM got  the ball-Acc given

‘The boy gottheball asa present.

In thepassie in (1b) theaccusatie objectbecomeshe subjectandthelogical subject
of the main verbis suppressedln the dative passie a dative objectis promotedto
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subject. The situationis similar for bareinfinitivesin future tenseconstructionsmid-
dle constructionsandthe causatre passie, andfor so-calledmodalinfinitives,i.e.,
infinitiveswith zu See(Muller, Submitted Chapter) for ageneraldiscussionModal
infinitiveswill bediscussedbelow.

However, noneof the proposedbject-to-subject-raisingnalysess without prob-
lems. | will discussboth the lexical rule-basedapproachto the Germanpassve and
the object-to-subject-raisingnalysesand suggesthat the first is bettersuitedto ex-
plain the empiricalfacts. The decisionfor lexical ruleswill have consequencdsr the
analysisof (derivational)morphology since-bar-derivationis a passve-like process.

2 Object-to-Subject-Raising

Therearefour proposaldor object-to-subject-raisingnalysedor the Germarpassie.
Theonethatwill bediscussedirst wassuggestetby Pollard(1994)andelaboratedy
mein my 1999book! This analysisassumes separatespecificatiorof subjectsand
othercomplementgor non-finiteverbsasis assumedn this article also. The second
analysiswasoriginally developedby Haider(1986a)in the GB framework andpartly
transferredo HPSGby HeinzandMatiasek(1994). HeinzandMathiasekassumehat
bothsubjectandcomplementarealwayslistedonthesubcalist. Theirapproactwill
be discussedn section2.2. Thethird approachwassuggestedy Lebeth(1994)and
is alsobasedon Haiders ideas. It will be discussedn section2.2.1. In a subsection
Kathol (1994, Chapter7.3.3) discusses further variantwhich will be examinedin
section2.2.2.

2.1 Designating the Accusative

Pollard(1994)designateshe argumentthathasthe propertiesof anaccusatie object.
For unegative verbsthattake anaccusatie object,the designatecdrgumentis the di-
rectobject,for ergative verbsit is thesubject.(2) shavsthelexical entryfor gesdhenkt
asit is usedin theanalysisof all threesentences (1).
(2) gesthenkt(‘'given’ participleform):
suBJ ( NP[str] >
HEAD  |acc >
verb
SUBCAT < NP[str], NP[Idat]>
cat

Pollard assumeshat the subjectof non-finite verbsis not representean the subcat
list, but asthevalueof a specialffeaturesuBJ. | assumehedative to bealexical case.

Ipollards proposalis an elaboratiorof Kathol's ideas(1991). Kathol introduceda featurenamederG to
singleoutthecomplementhathasaccusatie properties Thisfeatureis alsousedby Pollard.In hispaper
heunifiesthe analysedor the personalindimpersonapassie andalsodiscussesheremotepassie. In
whatfollows | will usethefeaturenameacc insteadof ERG sincethisis moreappropriate.
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For the majority of verbsnominative and accusatie are structuralcases. str is the
abbreviation for structuralcase.For ajustificationof this lexical/structuraldistinction
see(Mdller, To Appear),for caseassignmensee(Meurers,1999). The following list
givessomeexamplesfor ergative verbsandothernon-egative verbs:

3) SUBJ ACC  SUBCAT
a. anlommen(ergative):< NP[str]> < > 0
b. tanzen(non-egative): < NP[str] > () ()
c. auffallen (ergative): < NP[str]> < > <NP[Idat] >
( (E) (NPt

e. helfen(non-egative): < NP[str] > () < NP[ldat] >

d. lieben(non-egative): ( NP[str] >

For emative verbs like ankommen (‘arrive’) the Acc value is identical with
the suBJ value. For non-egative verbs the Acc value is identical to the di-
rect object if there is one and the empty list if thereis no accusatie object,
as for instance helfen (‘help’).  (4) shows the lexical entry for the passie
auxiliary which is similar to the one that was suggestedby Pollard (1994)?2

(4) werden(passie auxiliary non-finiteform):

SUBJ 1
HEAD ACC

verb
SUBCAT

VCOMP V[ppp LEX+, SUBJ< NP[str],ef> ,ACC [1],
SUBCAT @ [2], vcomP ()]

cat

The @ standsfor the concatenatiorof two lists. The lexical entry accountgor both
the personaland the impersonalpassive and blocks the passie with ergative verbs.
The impersonalpassve is formedwith verbslike tanzenandhelfen The Acc value
is the emptylist, it canbe subtractedrom the subcatlist of the embeddedrerb, the
resultbeingthe original subcatlist. In the caseof an emptyAcc valuethe subjectof
the embeddedrerbis suppressediothingelsechanges.If verbshave an elementin
Acc, the personalpassie results. The Acc elementis promotedto subjectandit is
subtractedrom the subcatlist of the embedded/erb, whereit waslisted asobjectat
thefirst position.

Sentencebke (5) areproblematidor object-to-subject-raisingnalysesTheagent
in passve constructionswhichmaybeexpressedy avon-PR hasto berepresenteds
a complemenbf the passie auxiliary, sinceit is not presentin the subcatlists of the

2pollard doesnot usevVCOMP. VCOMP is a valancefeaturethat was introducedby (Chung,1993) for
Koreanandby Rentier(1994)for Dutch for the selectionof verbsthatform a complex with their head.
Seealso(Miller, 1997)for ananalysisof Germarnverbalcomplees. In (Miller, Submitted) suggested
selectingall complementshatarepartof acomple predicatevia vCoMmP.
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participles(see(2) and(3), but alsothevalancdists discussedh the next section)® As
I mentionedn (Mdiller, 1999,p. 376),it cannotbe explainedwhy the PPcanbefronted
togetherwith the participle. See(Muller, Submitted,Chapter4.2.1.1.8)for a similar
examplewith the middle construction.

(5 a. VonGrammatilernangefuhrt werdenauchFalle mit demPartizip
by grammarians mentionedget  also caseswith the participle
intransitver Verben
intransitve verbs

‘Grammariansalsomentioncaseswith the participleof intransitve verbs.

b. VonRiemsdijkentdecksindnunDaten,die zeigendaResmdglichist, eine
W-Phrasehinterglaubenzu haben.

‘Riemsdijk hasnow discovereddatathat demonstratehatit is possibleto
have a W-phrasefollowing glauben’

SinceGermanis assumedo be a V2 languageyon Grammatilern angefuihrt should
be onephrase.lf the vonPPis not a complemenof the mainverbbut a complement
of theauxiliary, the sentence (5) would have two constituentsn the positionbefore
thefinite verh If oneassumes lexical rule for passve, thelexical rule canchangehe
subjectof averbinto a PPcomplementindthe PPis thena complemenbf the main
verbandcanbe frontedtogethemwith themainverh

Anotherproblemfor Pollard’s approachs thatoneneedghe participleswith pas-
sive agumentstructureanyway to accountor sentencesk e thosein (6).

(6) a. weil erdieApfel gewascherifit.
becausdetheappleswashed eats

‘becausehe eatstheappleswvashed’

b. Solangegilt die 39-Jahrigealsnichtsuspendiert.
so long countsthe39yearold as not suspended

‘The 39 yearold womanis regardedassuspendetbr this period.

For (6) a passve participleis neededhat canbe usedasa predicatedirectly. In (6a)
gewasdenis a participlethatfunctionsasa depictive secondarypredicateandin (6b)
geltenselectsals + predicate Thereareno auxiliariesin (6) thatcoulddo anobject-to-
subject-raising.

2.2 Designating the Nominative

The alternative to Pollard's approachwasfirst suggestedby Haider (1986a)andlater
formalizedby HeinzandMatiasek(1994)andLebeth(1994)in anHPSGstyle. Later
this analaysiswas extendedto the causatie passie with lassenby Gunkel (1999).
Haidersuggestedesignatingopneargumentasthe externalargument.This designated
argumentis the subjectof non-egative verbs.Ergative verbsdo not have a designated
argument.Thefollowing list givessomeexamples:

3An alternatve would beto assumehatthe PPis anadjunct,but thenonehadto explain haw thethematic
linking is establishedIn lexical rule-basedpproacheto passie the PPis alwaystreatedasanoptional
complement.

250


kathol
250


@) DA SUBCAT

a. ankommen(ergative): () NP[str] )

o)

NP[str], NP[Idat] )
[1], NP[str] >

e. helfen(non-egative): < NP[str]> < [t], NP[ldaf] >

Haidersuggests blocking of the designatecargumentfor participles. The external
argumentis blocked and cannotbe realizedin a phrasalprojection. Only the perfect
auxiliary candeblockthis agument. Heinz and Mathiaseksuggest lexical rule that
produceghelexical entriesin (8) for participles.

(

b. tanzen(non—egative):< NP[str]>
(0

d. lieben(non-egative): < NP[str]>

c. auffallen (ergative):

P I N

(8) DA SUBCAT

)

a. angelommen(ergative):

—~

NP[str] )

(

NP[str]> < >

( NP[str], NP[Idat] )
(

NP[str] > [1], NP[str] >
e. geholfen(non-egative):< NP[str]> < [z], NP[ldat] >

The designatedirgumentis containedn the DA valueof the participle,but notin the
subcatlist. The passve auxiliary takesover the subcatlist, but doesnot reactvatethe
designatecirgument. In contrastthe perfectauxiliary appendghe bA valueandthe
subcatwalueandthereforecontainghedesignateérgumenif theembeddegbarticiple
in its subcatlist.

This approachhasthe advantagethat participlesalways have a passve argument
structure.They maythereforebeinputto adjective formationlexical rulesthatproduce
adjectveswhich canbe usedin ananalysisof (6).

However, the approacthreally getsinto difficulties whenit comesto modalinfini-
tivesasin (9).

b. getanztnon-epgative):

S~

c. aufgetllen(ergative):

)

d. geliebt(non-egative):

S

(9) a. Die Angeleggenheitist voneuchzu erledigen.
the matter is by you to settle

‘The matteris to be settledby you!

b. Ihr habtdie Angelegenheitzu erledigen.
you have thematter to settle

‘Y ou have to settlethe matter

In generalfor every active sentencéhereis a sentencavith the zuinfinitive andhaben
andfor every passve sentencehereis a sentencavith the zuinfinitive andsein(Bier-
wisch,1963,p.72).
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HeinzandMathiasekdo not discusghis constructionput they areentirelyparallel
to the passive casesand this was also notedby Haider The lexical entriesfor the
infinitivesareshavn in (10).

(10) DA SUBCAT
a. anzulommen(ergative): () ( NP[str] )
b. zutanzen(non-egative): ( NP[str] ) ()
c. aufzufallen(ergative): () ( NP[str], NP[Idat] )
d. zulieben(non-egative):  ( NP[str] ) ( NP[str] )

e. zuhelfen(non-egative): ( NP[str] ) ( NP[Idat] )

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

(11) a. Erbehauptetspatanzulommen.
heclaims late to.arrive

‘He claimsto arrive late!

b. Erbehauptetnichtgern zutanzen.
heclaims not with.pleasurd¢o dance

‘He claimsto notlike dancing.

c. ErbehauptetFrauen selten aufzufallen.
heclaims  womenbAT seldomto.attract.attention

‘He claimsto seldomattractthe attentionof women.

d. Erbehauptetsie zulieben.
heclaims herto love

‘He claimsto love her’

e. ErbehauptetBlindenzu helfen.
heclaims blind to help

‘He claimsto helpblind peopl€.

Sincethe subjectof the embeddedrerb is not representedn a uniform way for the
controlledverbsin (11), the controlling verb hadto distinguishbetweenergative and
non-egative embedded/erbs. Heinz and Mathiasekproposean analysisof control
werethe first elementof the subcatlist of the embeddedrerb is coindexed with the
subjector an oblique complemenbf the matrix verb, but this analysisonly works, if
no designatedargumentreductionis assumedor infinitives. But suchan argument
reductionis necessarpecausef the modalinfinitivesdiscussedbove.

One could try to save this approachby stipulatinga suBJ featurethat contains
the subjectof both ergative and non-egative verbsand that is usedto establishthe
controlrelationonly. The problemof thisapproachs thenotionof phraseThecontrol
verb (in incoherentconstructionsan neitherselectfor an infinitive with one single
elementon the subcatlist, aswassuggestedby Heinz and Mathiaseknor canit select
for afully saturategrojectionof aninfinitive. Thefirst optiondoesnotwork sincethe
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designatedrgumentof non-egativeverbsis blockedandthereis eithernothingleft on
thesubcatlist (tanzen or the elementghatareleft have to bereailizedin a projection
of theinfinitive (lieben helfer). The secondption doesnotwork sincethe subjectof
ergative verbsstill is amemberof thesubcatist. Theapproachwrongly would predict
thatsentencegk e thosein (12) aregrammatical.

(12) a. * Erbehaupteter spatanzulommen.
heclaims helate to.arrive

b. * Erbehaupteter Frauenselten aufzufallen.
heclaims hewomenseldomto.attract.attention

Sotheonly solutionto this problemseemsdo be to stipulatespeciallexical entriesfor
infinitivesin incoherentontrolconstructionsSeeGunkel (1999,p. 144-145¥or such
an approach.But with this stipulationone hasagaina proliferationof lexical entries
andavoidanceof thiswasoneof themainpurpose®f shiftingtheactive/passiechange
into theauxiliaries.

2.2.1 Lebeth’'s Approach

Lebethalsoassumeadesignatedirgument.The designatedrguments notcontained
in the subcatlist of basdexical entries.It is introducednto the subcatist by thetem-
pusmorphemej.e., it is a memberof the subcatlist only for finite verbs. With this
approacmo argumentreductionlexical rule is neededo licensethe participle, since
the designatedargumentwas not listed in the subcatlist in the first place. Lebeths
approactsuffers from the sameproblemthat Heinz andMathiaseks approachsuffers
from: sincethe logical subjectof ergative and non-egative verbsis representediif-
ferently, control relationscannotbe establishedn a uniform way and the notion of
maximalprojectionis notclear

2.2.2 Kathol’sApproach
Kathol (1994,Chapter7.3.3)suggestshefollowing representatiofor participles:

(13) EXT SUBJ SUBCAT
a. angelommen(emative): < NP[nonj > < > ()
b. geschlafer{non-egative): < NP[nomnj > 0] 0]

c. geliebt(non-egative): < NP[noni > < NP[acq > ()

The logical subjectof all participlesis representediniformly, but note that geliebt
doesnothave ary elementsn the SUBCAT list. This falselypredictsthatthe participle
cannotbe combinedwith any complements.

(14) SeineFraugeliebthat er nie.
his wife loved hashenever

‘He neverlovedhis wife.
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Sincein Kathol's approactthe auxiliary hat deblocksboth the externalagumentand
the suBJ element,seineFrau in (14) dependon the auxiliary andit is unclearwhat
licensesthis NP togetherwith the participlein the Vorfeld. Apart from this problem
this approactcannotaccountfor incoherentinfinitival constructionsit hasthe same
problemthatHeinzandMathiaseks andLebeths approachebave.

2.2.3 Conclusion

In concludingthis sectionaboutobject-to-subject-raisingpproachest mustbe said
that neitherthe objectto subjectraising approachof Pollard (1994) and the exten-
sionsthat| suggestedh (Muller, 1999,Chapterl5) nor the HPSGimplementatiorof
Haider's approachoy HeinzandMathiasek Lebeth,andKathol aresatisfying. While
thefirst approacttannotprovide a unifiedtreatmenbf passvizationandadjectie for-
mation,thelatterfail comepletelyin accountingor modalinfintitve constructionsnd
for incoherentonstructionwvith zuinfinitives.In whatfollows | will provideanalter
native analysisthat useslexical rulesto derive several lexical entriesper verbthatall
reflecttheargumentstructurethatlater surfacesin the sentence.

3 Lexical Rules

Proponentsf lexical rule-basednalysesverenotableto explainthe so-calledremote
passvein asatisfyingway: Kiss (1992)doesnotaccounfor it atall, andHinrichsand
Nakazava (1998)stipulatea specialpurposdexical rule.

(15) weil derWagenoft [[zu repariererversuchtjwurde].
becaus¢hecar often to repair tried was

‘becauseat wasoftentriedto repairthecar’

In remotepassve constructionshe objectof averbthatis embeddedinderthe passie
participlebecomesubjectof theclause.This wasexplainedby theassumptionthatzu
reparieen (16) andversudt (17) form a verbalcomplex (18), andthe objectof this
verbalcomplex is promotedo the subjectof the completeverbalcomplec by its head,
theauxiliary werden

(16) reparieen(entryfor baseform andzuinfinitive):
suBJ ( NP[str] >
HEAD ACC >

verb

SUBCAT < NP[str] >

VCOMP ()
cat
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(17) versuen(entryfor baseform andzuinfinitive):

(18) zureparieenversudt:
SUBJ NP[str]>

SUBJ < NP[str] >
HEAD ACC

verb

SUBCAT

VCOMP <V[inf, LEX+, SUBJ< NP[str] > , ACC , SUBCAT ] >

cat

HEAD ACC

verb

SUBCAT < NP[str] >

VCOMP ()
cat

@)

In what follows, | will proposea lexical rule that canaccountfor the personaland
impersonalariantsof the normalpassve andfor theremotepassie aswell. Therule
usesthefeatureAcc to designatehe accusatie element. This featureis eqivalentto
Pollards Acc feature?

(19)

SYNSEM|LOC|CAT

stem-verb

SYNSEM|LOC|CAT

lexical-sign

ACC
SUBCAT )

[ NP[str
HEAD |:SUBJ < [ ].1 ,ef>]
—

VFORM passive-par
HEAD SUBJ
ACC

| suBcAT ® < (PP[von-duch] )>

| follow Krieger and Nerbonne(1993), Copestak and Briscoe (1992) and Meurers
(1995; 2000, chapter4) in assumingDescriptionLevel Lexical Rules(DLR). Such
lexical rulesarefully integratedinto the HPSGformalism. DLRs aresimilar to unary
branchingdominanceschemata(19) canbe rewritten as(20):

4A lessgeneratule thatproducessimilar resultswassuggestedy Kathol (1998,p. 255). Kathol doesnot
usethe Acc featurein hisrule. His rule doesnot extendto the casegliscussedbelaw.
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VFORM passive-par

HEAD  |SUBJ
SYNSEM|LOC|CAT ACC

SUBCAT @ < (PP[von-duch] )>
SUBJ < NP[str] [2] ref > ]

HEAD
SYNSEM|LOC|CAT ACC

SUBCAT &)

(20)

LEX-DTR

stem-verb

| passive-lrderived-leical-sign ]

Notethat (20) differsfrom (19) in thatthelexical rule hasa type (passive-lrderived-
lexical-sign). Thereforeit is possibleto capturegeneralizationsverlexical rules. See
section6.
Theoutputthis rule producedor (16) is shovnin (21).
(21) repariert(passve participle):
SUBJ <NP[str]>
HEAD ACC
verb
SUBCAT ()
VCOMP ()
_cat ]
The passie auxiliary is a raising verb that selects a passie par
ticiple and raises both its subject and its complements (Kiss, 1992).
(22) werden(passie auxiliary):
SUBJ
HEAD ACC
verb
SUBCAT
VCOMP <V[pass-par1 SUBJ [1], SUBCAT [2]] >
| cat i
Theresultof anapplicationof (19) to theentryfor versudenis shavnin (23).

(23) versudt (attractionversion,passve participle):

SUBJ
HEAD |: :|

verb

SUBCAT @ < (PP[von-duch] )>

i NP[str
- V[inf, LEX+,SUBJ< [ ] >
ACC [2], SUBCAT [2] @ [5] ]

cat
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Theinterestinghing aboutthisresultof therule applicationis thatthe Acc valueof the
verbthatis embeddedinderversudt is subtractedrom the embedded/erb’s subcat
list andonly theremaindeof thislist is raised.Theaccusatie objectof theverbthatis
embeddedinderversudt is thesubjectof thepassie participle. After thecombination
of (23) with (16) onegets(24).

(24) zureparieenversudt (verbalcomplex):

SUBJ < NP[str] > ]

verb

HEAD

SUBCAT < (PP[von-duch]) >
VCOMP ()
cat

The objectof zureparieen in (16)) is subtractedrom the completesubcatlist
of theembeddedrerh Sincethe embedded/erb hadonly oneelementon its subcat
list, the result(2] in (23)) is the emptylist. The only elementin the subcatlist of zu
reparieenversudt is the optionalPPfor theagent.

Thepreliminaryrule in (19) cannotaccountfor thesentences (25).

(25) a. KeineZeitung wird ihr zulesenerlaubt®
no newspapemwas herto read allowed
‘Sheis notallowedto readarny newspapers.

b. DerErfolg wurdeunsnichtauszulstenerlaubt®
the successvas us not to.enjog permitted

‘We werenot permittedto enjoy our success.
Thereasoris thaterlaubenis anobjectcontrolverbthattakesa dative object.
(26) erlauben(entryfor baseandzuinfinitive):
SUBJ < NP[str] >
HEAD ACC

verb
SUBCAT NP[dat]> @

vcomp { V[inf, LEX+, SUBJ< NP[str] > , ACC , SUBCAT ] >
cat

Sincethe dative objectis at thefirst positionin the subcatist of erlauben a possibly
raisedobjectof theembeddederbcannotbe subtractedrom thebeginningof thislist.
Therulein (19)is generalizedo (27).

5Stefan Zweig. Marie Antoinette Leipzig: Insel-\erlag. 1932,p.515, quotedfrom (Bech,1955,p.309).
Thatthisis aninstanceof remotepassie wasnotedby Askedal(1988,p.13).
6(Haider,1986b,p.110)
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i [ NP[str
HE |:SUBJ < [ ]ref>]
-

SYNSEM|LOC|CAT ACC [
@)
SUBCAT
| stem-verb
I I [VFORM passive-par}
HEAD
SYNSEM|LOC|CAT SuBJ

| suBCAT ([3]© )®< (PP[von-duch] ) >

| lexical-sign

The'e’ in Ac B = C standdor arelationwereC is equalto A, iff B is theemptylist.
OtherwiseC is thelist thatdeleteghefirst partin A thatis identicalto B. (28) liststhe
caseghatarerelevantfor the presentliscussion.

(28) (ab,c) ©() =(ab,c)
(a,b,c> @(a) :<b,c>
(ab,c) ©(b) =(a,c)

(29) erlaubt(attractionversion,passve participle):

SUBJ
HEAD |:

verb

SUBCAT ((< NP[daf] >es e z)e < (PP[von-duch] —) >
VCOMP <V[inf, LEX+, SUBJ< NP[str] > , ACC [2], SUBCAT [3] ] >

cat

In therule (27) the subcatist of theinputis not split by @ asin (19), but insteads is
usedin the outputto subtracthe Acc value,possiblycomingfrom anembeddedign.
Theentry for auszukstenhasthe samesyntacticfeaturesasthe onefor zureparieren
whichwasgivenin (16). Thecombinationof (29) with this entryyields(30).

(30) auszubstenerlaubt (attractionversion,passve participle):
SUBJ < NP[str] > ]

HEAD
verb

SUBCAT < NP[daf] >®< (PP[von-duch]) >
VCOMP ()
cat

This is exactly whatis neededo analyze(25). Notethattherule in (27) doesnot
apply to emgative verbsalthoughermative verbsare unifyable with the left handside
of therule. Therule doesnot producea result,sincethe subtractionin the right hand
sideof therule fails. Thisis evenclearerif (27)is givenin DLR notation: © is justa
constrainiattachedo afeaturedescription.
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After having shavn how a lexical-rule-basedaccountworks, | will now discuss
someputative algumentsagainstiexical rules.

4 Binding Data

Binding principlesin HPSGare formulatedwith referenceto the relation (local) o-
commandPollardandSag,1994,Chaptei6). Thedefinitionsareasfollows:

Def. 1 LetY andZ be synsenobjectswith distinctLocAL values,Y refeential. Then
Y locally o-commandg€ justin caseY is lessobliquethanZ.

Obliguenesss definedin referencedo thefollowing hierarchy:

SUBJECT=> DIRECT => INDIRECT => OBLIQUES=> GENITIVES => OBJECTSOF
OBJECT OBJECT COMPARISON

Def. 2 LetY andZ be synsenobjectswith distinctLocaL values,Y refeential. Then
Y o-commandZ justin caseY locally o-command¥X dominatingZ.

Usingthesedefinitionswhat'binds’ meansanbedefined.

Def. 3 Y (locally) o-bindsZ just in caseY and Z are coindexedand Y (locally) o-
commandg. If Zis not (locally) o-boundthenit is saidto be (locally) o-free

Thebinding principlesareasfollows:

Principle 1 (HPSG Binding Theory)
Principle A A locally o-commandea@naphomustbelocally o-bound.

PrincipleB A personapronounmustbeo-free.
Principle C A nonpronoummustbeo-free.

In Miller (1999, Chapter20) | have shown thatthe HPSGBinding Theoryasit
is hassomefundamentalproblems. Evidencefrom binding datashouldthereforebe
treatedwith care: In the absencef a working Binding Theory, binding datahasthe
samestatusascoordinationdata.

In what follows | will neverthelesdiscusssomebinding datathat was usedby
Kathol (1994,p.252)to arguefor anobject-to-subject-raisingnalysis.

(31) Ottowird vonsichselbstgeliebt.
Ottois by self loved

‘Otto loveshimself’

He assumeghat the von-PPis an argumentof the auxiliary. Sincein an object-to-

subjectraisinganalysisthe subcatlist of the embeddedrerbis still presentit is also

relevantfor Binding Theory: The logical subjectof geliebt locally o-commandghe

object(Otto). Thelogical subjectis realizedby the von-PPwhich is anobliquecom-

plementof the matrix verb. The subjectof the auxiliary is the objectof the embedded
verh
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(32) a. geliebt:NP;, NP;
b. wird geliebt:NP;, PR

So, sinceall phrasedocally o-commandeachother, we have a contradiction.Kathol
claimsthatthis is the reasonfor (31) beingungrammatical.l do not agreewith his
judgementsince(31) canbe utteredin anappropriatecontext. And (33) indeedis an
instanceof ananalogougonstruction.

(33) Dasschon, aberichwill michvon mir bessewerstanderfiihlen’
thatalreadybut | wantme from me better understoodeel

‘Yes,but | wantto feell understananyselfbetter

This meansthat Kathol's exampleactuallyseemso supportthe lexical rule analysis.
To analyzethe phrasethat expresseshe logical subjectasan adjunctis not a solution
sincein Germanadjunctsarenot excemptfrom Binding Theoryasin English.

5 The Accessibility of the Argument Structure

The sentencef (34), which arediscussedn (Miller, Submitted Chapters) in more
detail, shav that depictive predicatescanrefer to the logical subjectof a passvized
predicatesvenif thisis notrealizedby a PP

(34) a. DasBuchwurdenackt gelesen.
the bookwas nakedread

‘The bookwasreadnaked:

b. DasBuchist nackt zulesen.
the bookis nakedto read

‘The bookhasto bereadnaked:

Subjectspbjects,andothercomplementsre possibleantecedentfor depictive predi-
cates.Sincetheseelementamay be non-overt, they mustberepresentedt someplace
wherethey canbe accessedby the depictive predicate. This suggestghat the com-
pleteargumentstructureis still presentin syntax. Hencean object-to-subject-raising
analysisseemdo bethebetteralternatve here,asall dependentarerepresenteth the
lexical entryfor the participle.In alexical rule-basedpproactonehasto useafeature
that containsthe completeargumentstructureor analyzeadjunctsascomplementso
allow referencdo thelogical subjectof apassve participle. However, theadvantageof
the object-to-subject-raisingnalysisis only anapparenbne. Considerexampledike
thosein (35).

(35) a. Jedemackt geputzteFenstermul extra bezahliwerden.
every nakedcleaned window mustseparatelypayed get
‘Everywindow thathasbeencleanechalkedhasto be paid separately

b. dasnackt zulesendeBuch
the nakedto read book

‘the bookthatis to bereadnaked’
"HelgeSchneiderSpiael, 30/99,p.176
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Theadjectval formsarederivedby alexical rule or by a headaffix combination.The
resultis alexical entrythathassuBJ andsubcatvaluesthataredifferentfrom theinput
of the rule or from the embedded/erbal stem, respectiely. The logical subjectof
the verb stemis neitherrepresenteéh the susJ, norin the subcatlist in the resulting
sign. This meansthat the object-to-subject-raisingnalysisalso hasto representhe
argumentstructureseparatelyrom valenceandsuBJ representation$ Suchaseparate
representationvas suggestedndependenthyffor variousreasons.The featurefor the
representatioof theargumentstructureis calledARG-ST.

So the possibility of depictive predicatedo referto non-overt materialdoesnot
provide agumentdor eitheranalysis.

6 Generalizations

In auxiliary basedapproacheso passie, the generalizationgboutpassie arerepre-
sentedn the partof thetype hierarchythatdescribedexical entriesfor auxiliaries.

(36) Supertypeof all passie auxiliaries:

ACC
HEAD |: :|

verb

V[non-fin LEX+, SUBJ < NP[str > , ACC )
VCOMP< [non-fin [strres >

SUBCAT [2], vCOMP () ]
cat

A =EEe

Thetypein (36) containsthe generalizatiorthat all passve auxiliariesform a verbal
complex with theverbthey embed Whateverthevalueof Acc is hasto besubtractable
from the subcatlist of the embeddedrerh In this generaltype, the resultof the sub-
tractionis not coreferenwith any othervaluein the description. Thereforethetagis
empty

Thetypein (37) is the supertypeof the auxiliariesfor the normalwerdenpassie,
the stative passie formedwith sein the modal infinitive formed with sein and the
lassenpassie.

(37) Supertypeof all passie auxiliariesexceptthe dative passie:
suscaT [ & @<(PP)>
VCOMP <V[SUB.] < NP > . ACC [1], SUBCAT [4]] >

cat
Nl =[d 6
Togethemwith the constraintdhatareinheritedfrom (36), this correspondso (38).

8Thisis nottruefor theanalysighatuseghedesignatedrgument.But thisanalysisvasdismissedecause
of problemswith modalinfinitivesandincoherentonstructions.
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(38) Supertypeof all passie auxiliariesexceptthe dative passie + inheritedconstraints:

ACC T
HEAD [

verb

SUBCAT [ ]@® €B<(PP)>
_fi NP[str
veomp <V[non fin LEX+, SUB.]< [ ] > ,ACC >

SUBCAT [4], vCOMP () ]

| cat
Al =14 © [2]

This type hasa subtypefor the first threevariantsof passve wherethe emptytagis
instantiatedas the emptylist andthe suBJ valueis identicalto the Acc value. The
subtypeof this type arethe typesthat describethe actuallexical entriesfor the var
ious passve forms. Thesesubtypesnly addinformationaboutthe vVFORM value of
the embedded/erbalcomple, the PFORM valueof the prepositionthat expresseshe
logical subject.andinformationaboutthe semanticsn the caseof the modalinfinitive
constructionln the caseof thelassenpassie, theemptytagin (38) correspondso the
Acc value.lasserhasits own subject.

In the lexical rule-basedapproach,generalizationsan be capturedin a similar
way. The generalizationsire not expressedn a hierarchyfor lexical entries,but in a
hierarchyof lexical rulesthat licenselexical entries. (39) shavs the supertypeof all
lexical rulesfor the passie.

(39) Supertypeof all lexical rulesfor the passve:

VFORM non-fin i
SYNSEM |LOC|CAT|HEAD

ACC
|:SUBJ < NP[str] et > ]

LEx-DTR SYNSEM|LOC|CAT ACC
SUBCAT
stem-verb
| passive-Ir i
r=@e

Thistypecorrespond$o (36).
Thesupertypeof all lexical rulesthatareneededor thewerdenpassie, the statve

passve formedwith sein the modalinfinitive formedwith seinandthelassenpassie
is shavn in (40).

262


kathol
262


(40) Supertypeof all lexical rulesfor the passve exceptthe dative passie:

VFORM non-fin

HEAD SUBJ

SYNSEM|LOC|CAT ACC
SUBCAT ([z] © )ea< (PP)>

SUBJ <NP[SU] >
ACC

SUBCAT

HEAD
SYNSEM|LOC|CAT

LEX-DTR

stem-verb

| passive-lracc

Notethatthelexical rule for thelassernpassie differsfrom therulesfor the othersorts
of passie only in its vFORM value.In theauxiliary basedapproactanadditionaltype
wasneededsincethe valencepropertiesof the passie lassendiffer from thoseof the
passve auxiliaries.

If onewantsto capturethe generalizatioraboutpassie in a uniform way, onehas
to treatmorphologicalprocesseshatyield lexical entrieswith a passie-like valence
in away thatcorrespondso the treatmentn syntax. So, if oneassumesn auxiliary
basedapproacho passive, onehasto assumehat-bar in (41b)is anaffix thatfulfills
thefunctionof the passie auxiliaries. The descriptionof the affix is a subtypeof the
type(37), whichis ageneralizatiorof all headghatdo a object-to-subject-raisingith
theargumentof theverbthatis embeddedinderthe head.

If oneassumeshatpassie is analyzedwith lexical rules,onealsohasto assume
lexical rule-basedpproacHor derivationalmorphology Thelexical rule thatlicenses
lesbaronthebasisof les is a subtypeof (40).

(41) a. Erliest denAufsatz.
hereadsthe essay

b. DerAufsatzistlesbar
the essay is readable

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

7 Summary

In this papera lexical rule-basedanalysisfor the passve in Germanwas developed
which alsocoversthe complicatedremotepassie cases.The analysisusesa feature
to designatehe accusatie elementhatis equivalentto the onethatwasintroducecdby

Kathol (1991)andPollard(1994)who suggestednobject-to-subject-raisingnalyses.
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Binding datathat hasbeenusedfor arguing againstiexical rule-basednalyseof
passve hasbeendiscusse@ndit hasbeenshavn thatthe premisedor theargumenta-
tion donot hold.

It wasshawvn thatthedecisionto uselexical rulesin syntaxmakestheuseof lexical
rulesin morphologynecessarginceotherwisegeneralizationsould not be captured.
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