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Abstract

In this paper | want to discuss Goldberg's claim that phr&atstruc-
tions can be regarded as underspeci ed statements abolunadooe and that
therefore my claim that she would have to assume 218 Conistngdo ac-
count for resultative secondary predication in German angr | will discuss
earlier HPSG approaches to particle verbs, which are gittlaesultatives
in many respects.

In addition to this | will provide more data against a surf@sed phrasal
solution.

1 Introduction

The main topic of this paper is resultative constructioke the one in (1).

(1) weil niemand denTeich leer scht

becauseobody,om the pond,.c empty shes
“because nobody shes the pond empty'

Resultatives involving unergative verbs usually consist main verb that selects
for a subject, a secondary predicate (in German, adjectiBPpand an accusative
object. The secondary predicate predicates over the at®iskn some cases the
accusative can be interpreted as an argument of the main merrlas (1) shows,
this is not necessarily the case.

(1) has a meaning that involves more than the predicatgstyandto sh: The
action of shing stands in a causal relation to the resultrate. The question of
interest here is: Where does this additional meaning coomaZr There are two
main ways of answering this question.

Answer 1 ltis there since the NP[nom], NP[acc], Pred and V are usedcirtain
phrasal con guration.

Answer 2 It is there since a special lexical item selects for NP[noNip[acc],
Pred and contributes the appropriate meaning.

TThis paper was presented at the Worksiamstructions and Grammatical Theomhich was
part of the HPSG conference that was organized in conjumetith the 2007 LSA Linguistic Insti-
tute. This paper address a number of issues raised by Adédb&q in the class she and Michael
Tomasello gave at that institute.

| want to thank lvan Sag and Gert Webelhuth for the invitatmthe workshop and the audience
for discussion and comments on the talk. During the ingtitubad a lot of discussion that was
connected to the preparation of the talk. | want to thankéiaAckerman, Doug Arnold, Emily
M. Bender, Jurgen Bohnemeyer, James Blevins, Adele Gaidtieetter Haugereid, Gerald Penn,
Ivan Sag, Thomas Stolz, Michael Tomasello, Gert Webeltarhl, Shravan Vasishth for the discus-
sion of different perspectives on phrasality, morpholqugtiphrasis, underspeci cation, iteration,
and other connected topics.

Thanks to Petter Haugereid for the discussion of his phiasallysis and to Frank Richter, Ivan
Sag, Manfred Sailer, Gert Webelhuth and Stephen Wechsi@ofoments on an earlier version of
this paper. | thank Philippa Cook for proof-reading.

IThere are different versions of the lexical analysis thditlve discussed below.



The phrasal approach was suggested by Goldberg (1995) a@dlbdiperg and
Jackendoff (2004). The respective authors suggest theafioiy phrasal con gu-
rations:

(2) a. [SUBJ[V OBJOBL]] (Goldberg, 1995, p. 192)
b. VP! V NP AP/PP (Goldberg and Jackendoff, 2004)

In both approaches the semantics is associated with theevaljct, that is with
[SUBJ [V OBJ OBL]] or with the VP, respectively.

Lexical analyses were suggested by Simpson (1983),45, Verspoor (1997),
Wechsler (1997), Wechsler and Noh (2001), and Miller (2p@@aEnglish, Ger-
man, and Korean. The authors assume a lexical rule thaesefaé lexical item
with the resultative semantics to the lexical item of thebvirat is used in con-
structions without a result predicate.

As was discussed in Muller, 2006, the difference betweenvtibeapproaches
is rather small. This can be seen by looking at the picturégnré 1. While in the
syntactic analysis the lexical item is inserted into a éenpéarase structural con g-
uration which provides the resultative meaning, in thedakiule-based approach,
the lexical item is mapped to another lexical item that pilesithe resultative read-
ing. Under one view of lexical rules, lexical rules are egigwt to unary branching
rules (Krieger and Nerbonne, 1993, Chapter 7.4.1; Copesial Briscoe, 1992;
Meurers, 2001).

phrasal approach approach using lexical rules
syntax [SUBJ [V OBJ OBL]] [NPfhon][NP[acd [ PredV ]
schen(X) &
become(pred(Y))
D E
words in V[suBCAT NPIstr]r, NPIstr], Pred ,
the lexicon CONTENT schen([1]) & become(predg])) |
E
listed schen(X) V[suBCAT NPIstr]y ,

CONTENT schen([@) ]
Figure 1: Phrasal vs. Lexical Rule-Based Analyses

The gure shows that the differences between the two analgssesmall. How-
ever, as | pointed out in Muller, 2006 the consequences aresdf one takes a
closer look at the interaction of the resultative constactvith other phenomena
in grammar. Depending on the assumptions one makes, one A&8dConstruc-
tions to account for different ordering patterns and foeiattions with valence



changing processes like active and passive. If one is wgitlinabstract away from
local reorderings one still needs to stipulate 32 Condtinst

A possible counter argument to this view might be that a @ir@snstruction
does not make any claims about the order of the constructiots pand that it is
only the interaction with other constructions that detexesithe actual order of the
material?

In her lecture, Goldberg discussed the Ditransitive Caometitsn, which con-
sists of subject, verb, obj1, and obj2:

(3) V SUBJOBJ1 OBJ2

She claimed that this construction is phrasal but does nkéraay statement about
the constituent order. The constituent order facts follownrf the ways this con-
struction interacts with other Constructions. For simgetences with ditransitive
verbs (3) interacts with the Subject-Predicate Conswaciind with the VP Con-
struction (Kay and Fillmore, 1999, p. 8, p. 13). Assuming eafj@l treatment for
the Resultative Construction, it should have the form inrgther than the one
given in (2a).

(4) V SUBJOBJOBL

The rest of the paper will be structured as follows: | willadiss the prob-
lems that one runs into if one assumes that phrasal Constmacire simple form-
meaning pairs that connect a dominance constraint to a mgavithout making
reference to internal structure. The alternative to an@agr that does not refer
to internal structure is approaches that make internattsirel available to higher
nodes in the tree (constituent order approaches relyinglditienal features like
DOMAIN (Reape, 1994) or approaches that collect all words that angrchted
by a certain node (Riehemann, 2001)). | will start discugsionstituent order in
Section 2. Sections 4 and 5 deal with two other phenomenaathgtroblematic
for phrasal analyses: control constructions and valenemgihg processes like
passive.

Before | start discussing the various points, | want to sunmaahe basic as-
sumptions Goldberg makes: She assumes that there are sfotraations (Gold-
berg 1995, p.7; 2006, p.205), a view that is shared by evesyleorking in
constraint-based theories. Furthermore she does not &iowmpty elements
(Michaelis and Ruppenhofer, 2001, p. 49-50; Goldberg, 20080).

2 Constituent Order

In this section | want to look at the interaction between tlom€truction in (4) and
other Constructions in a local context. The rst part dealthwhe problems that

2Goldberg (lecture at the LSA institute and presentatiorhatWorkshop orConstructions in
Grammatical Theoryn 2007 in Stanford).

3Constructions are form-meaning pairs. Both (3) and (4) aseciated with a meaning. Since
the details of the meaning representation are irrelevatspresent context, they are omitted here.



arise if one does not assign any internal structure to ph€astructions.

2.1 Descriptions without Reference to Syntactic Structure

Linguistic objects are usually described by feature valaiesp Construction Gra-
mar (CxG) and HPSG share the view that both syntactic andre@aoperties of
linguistic objects have to be described in the same reptatsem of the linguistic
object. CxG and all variants of HPSG share the view that sreical items (lex-
emes, words) are form meaning pairs and are described byeahed description.
The constraints on possible lexical items can be repredenta type hierarchy
in a non-redundant way. By making use of a type hierarchyegdizations over
linguistic objects are captured.

Similarly we can describe the properties of mother nodesofdex linguistic
objects by feature descriptions and we can use the typertigréo organize the
respective constraints. The relations of the mother noite immediate daughters
can also be represented by feature value pairs and the a@intstcan be grouped
in the hierarchy. Depending on the assumptions one makedseirtheory, it is
possible to describe complex trees of arbitrary depth aongesties of parts of
such trees. Accessing the internal structure of complgxilstic objects should be
avoided where possible, but it might be needed for the aisabfsdioms (Sailer,
2000). Sign-Based CxG (Sag, 2007b,a) and some versions ®GHBag, Wasow
and Bender, 2003) try to exclude the last option explicithsbtting up the feature
geometry in a way that makes it dif cult to access the intéataicture of linguistic
objects?

After these introductory remarks we can now look at the stinecin Figure 2.

S
/\
NP VP
/I\
\Y, NP AP
He st|1es the|pond elmpty

Figure 2. The Resultative Construction in Interaction wite Subj-Pred and VP
Construction

If (4) is a form-meaning pair, it has to be a constraint on th&e since only
this node contains the subject and the assumption is thi @phrasal construc-
tion. If we assign the meaning to the highest node that camt@i material that is
part of a Construction, we get a problem with the compositiatetermination of
the semantics of utterances. For example consider the eatimigeof the VP under
a modal as it is depicted in Figure 3. To get the right comjmsd semantics for

4See Miller, 2007a, Section 12.3 for discussion.



NP VP
\% VP
\% NP AP

He should sh the pond empty

Figure 3: Auxiliaries and modals may intervene

sentences like the one in Figure 3, the meaning of the Résaltaonstruction has
to be present at the VP node that is embedded under the madtha consequence
is that there has to be some VP node in the description of tisellRéve Con-
structions since the phrasal approach refuses to assigegbkative semantics to
the V node. Therefore one has to assume a more structuredptiesc namely
[SUBJ [V OBJ OBL]] which is the representation that was sigjge in Goldberg,
1995, p. 192 Once one refers to nodes in more complex linguistic objens,
necessarily reduces the degree of freedom in constitueler.oiThe statement in
(2a) involves the two linguistic objects Subj and [V OBJ Olndaif one ignores
analyses that assume discontinuous constituents suctemsta leaves only two
possibilities for constituent order: Subj [V OBJ OL] and \MBQOL] Subj.

Note that a VP seems to be necessary for another reason: Tienation of
the verb with the accusative element and the predicate Haes lioensed syntacti-
cally. Since neither the NP nor the secondary predicate &gument of the verb
in (4), there is nothing that licenses the two elements inctireguration in Fig-
ure 2. If one allows a VP node, the two elements could be legis a special VP
con guration in the spirit of Goldberg, 1995, p. 192.

If one wants to do without a VP node in the Resultative Comwsitin, one
would have to represent the constraints on the semanticilootion in an under-
speci ed way. This could be done by using a semantics fosmalike Minimal
Recursion Semanti¢€opestake, Flickinger, Pollard and Sag, 2005) or a semanti
description language like CLLRS (Penn and Richter, 200#any case one has to
make sure that the resultative semantics is introduced ata below the modal/

51t is possible that one can nd ways to encode the semanticesgmtation by making use of
elaborated pointer mechanisms and similar semantic @ntgy but the analysis in whickhould
embeds the content of the VP (modulo quanti ers) will alwagssimpler and therefore preferable.

6Note also that neithethe pondnor emptyare arguments of the base vesh in sh the pond
empty There has to be a way to ensure that these components ofsthitative construction (and
no other constituents) are present in the VP node. Since thato lexical item that selects these
elements, the assumption of a special VP node that ensaiethih material appears together in the
VP seems to be the most straightforward solution.

"However, see Section 2.2 for a discussion of approacheashame discontinuous constituents.



auxiliary, which is not straightforward without any additial machinery.

One could suggest not specifying the subject as part of thesphcon gura-
tion. This is basically the approach that Goldberg and Jad (2004) suggest.
Note that this approach is similar to the valence based apprsince the subject
slot of the VP is open and the constraints on subjects wouldepeesented as
valence features in the description of the VP.

| want to turn to German now. The example in (5) involves aneaohthat
scopes over the resultative meaning:

(5) weil niemand denTeich absichtlich leer scht
becauseobody,m the pond,c. deliberatelyempty shes
"because nobody shes the pond empty deliberately’

In a transformational framework one could assume deat Teich leer schforms
a VP and thatabsichtlich modi es this VP.den Teichwould be scrambled out
of the VP in a later step of the derivation of (5). Since Camdion Grammar
does not allow transformational derivations and sincedesangs like the one in
(5) are usually not modeled in a way that uses the devicesatkadnalogous to
movement in transformational theories ASH), the resultative meaning has to be
present at the node féeer scht. The consequence would be that the resultative
construction involves reference to a predicate complexém@n while it refers
to a VP in English. In the lexical treatment, English and Ganrfand Korean) are
parallel, the differences follow from the general syntactnstraints that hold for
the respective languages but not from the stipulationshbet to be made with
respect to the resultative constructfon.

A way to avoid this difference might be the assumption of aligimuous con-
stituents, a proposal | turn to in the next section.

2.2 Discontinuous Constituents

A suggestion to x the problems that were touched on in thevipres section may
involve discontinuous constituents. Discontinuous dauresits would allow us to
talk about the relationships that have to hold between thehiad linguistic ob-

jects: There has to be a predicative element of a certaig@atat predicates over
an object, and the verb comes together with a subject. Slmcednstruction can
be discontinuous, we predict that parts of the construcjgpear in other parts of

8See for instance Riehemann, 2001 for an analysis of idiofing 04RS. The event variable and
pointers to the semantic contribution of idiomatic constiens are provided at lower nodes, but the
semantic contribution of a Construction is stated higheinupe tree. In order to apply this technique
to the case at hand one would have to make sure that the evatilgebelonging to the resultative
semantics is introduced at the node of the embedded VP,ghetference to this node would be
necessary.

9As Gert Webelhuth pointed out to me, this argument is pdrdléhe argument by Perimutter
and Postal (1977, Section 2.1) against the Chomskian tianafional theory of passive: The trans-
formations that were suggested for the English passive higidy language speci ¢ and did not
capture the general properties of the phenomenon.



the sentence and are not necessarily adjacent to each Gthisrwould give us

enough exibility to talk about the relations among the ditagnts in a certain

well-de ned syntactic environment and would allow us to@act for the sentence
in Figure 3, provided we allow for the respective discontiasi constituent.

Everything | have said thus far on this issue has involvetestants about
possible suggestions and those were rather vague. In ardet more concrete, |
would like to discuss proposals that were made in the liteeat These proposals
deal with particle verbs, which are similar to resultativenstructions in many
respects. For instance some particles license argumeatitard not arguments of
the base verb. In the cases where particle frontings arégp@sthey have to obey
the restrictions that hold for partial frontings of restiltas. See Miiller, 2002a
for a detailed discussion of the data. In what follows | désclinearization-based
analyses of particle verbs.

Kathol (1995, p.244-248), Booij (2002, Section 2), and BI@005) sug-
gested phrasal analyses of particle verbs in the framewbt#R5G, CxG, and
LFG. These analyses come with the following claim: Parsiddannot be fronted
without their verb. This claim is sometimes restricted taaia types of particle
verbs. Kathol, for instance, distinguishes between gdartierbs with a frontable
particle and those that do not allow for particle fronting.

The general claim that particles cannot be fronted is notigcafly valid: Both
German and Dutch allow particle fronting (Hoeksema, 19%hims, 1991; Lidel-
ing, 1997, 2001; Muller, 2002a,b, 2007a). The data is ratberplicated and even
for the particle verbs that are said to be non-compositifneedting examples can
be found. The following is an example involving Kathaisfwachen

(6) Nach einigen Zlgen, ,die irgendwie komisch schmecktarien dem Inter-
viewten die Augen zuAuf wachte der ,39jahrige Mitarbeiter des Mitropa-
Fahrbetriebes, Mitglied der SED. Glicklich verheirataiKinder” erst
wieder im Westen — gerade rechtzeitig, um ,einen Packen kMNaheine
auf dem Tisch* des ,gewissenlosen Schleppers* zu séhen.

Kathol suggested the lexical item in (7) fanfwachen

(7) aufwacher(following Kathol (1995, p. 246)):
...JHEAD [M verb
...jvcomp hi

2 3 2h fi >
auf i "
hwacheni o _ FLIP P
DOM ...j:HEAD g SYNSEM[Z] ...JHEAD sepref
...jvcomp h[Zi

VC

TheboMAIN feature has as its value a list of domain objects that desthib parts
of the particle verb. The order of the elements in a domaircésresponds to their
surface realization. is Reape's shuf e operator (Reape, 1994). As far as (7) is

10Die Menthol-Affare, taz, 03.11.2004, p. 17.



concerned, the combination of the two lists containivechenandauf allows for
both orders in (8):

(8) a. weil eraufwacht
becausdie up.wakes
‘because he wakes up'

b. Wachter auf?

wakesheup
‘Does he wake up?'

In (8a) the particle is serialized to the left of the verb, &b it is the other way
round. (8b) is an example of the discontinuous serialipatibthe particle verb:
When bigger structures are built, constituent order domaie unioned, which al-
lows for the serialization of objects that are higher up imtifee between the parts
of the word. This analysis of particle verbs is attractiveceithe phonology of the
particle is constrained in the lexical item. One does nothawefer to phonolog-
ical properties of the particle in the valence represemmaif the verb (Crysmann,
2002, Chapter 4.2). However, examples like (6) cannot blyzed with the lexical
entry in (7) since the particle is speci ed to appear in theba¢ cluster Yc) and in
(6) it appears in the Vorfeld. One could try to x this by disgtively assigning the
particle to the verbal complex or the Vorfelde( vf) and by assuming a lineariza-
tion analysis for short frontings (Nunberg, Sag and Was®@941 Kathol, 1995,
Crysmann, 2002}t Crysmann's account of the reordering of particles works for
sentences like (6) in which the particle is the only elemanthie Vorfeld, but it
fails for more complex examples like the ones in{9):

(9) a. L [mf DenAtem][vc an]] hielt die ganzeJudenheit?
the breath PART heldthewhole Jewish.community
"The whole Jewish community held their breath.
b. [ [mt Wieder][vc an]] tretenauchdie beidenSozialdemokrateft!
again PART kick also thetwo social.democrats
“The two Social Democrates are also running for of ce again.

C. [vf [vc LOS] [nf damit]] geht esschon am 15. April.*®
PART there.withwentit alreadyat.thel5 April
"It already started on April the 15th.

The problem with the data in (9) is that the Vorfeld is compl&ke particle con-
stitutes the right sentence bracket in the complex Vorfidah, Atenandwiederare

serialized in the Mittelfeld of the complex Vorfeld amtdmitis serialized to the
right of the particle in the Nachfeld of the complex Vorfelfl(9) were analyzed as

11see also Gunkel, 2003 for an analysis of German clauses wdtially at structure.
125ee also Milller, To Appear; 2007a, Section 18.3.1.

13 ion Feuchtwangerjud SuRp. 276, quoted from Grulsit, 1965, p. 56.

14taz, bremen, 24.05.2004, p. 21.

15%taz, 01.03.2002, p. 8.



simple reordering, the verbs and the particle would be irsttmee ordering domain
and the order constraints would enforce an order in whichptiréicle would be
realized to the right of the verb and the constituents thaihaairkednf for Nach-
feld would be realized to the right of the particle at the tigeriphery of the whole
clause. The data in (9) demonstrates that a more complexidarbjgct is needed
that has an internal structure and that allows for sepaopi@dgical elds inside
the Vorfeld that do not interact in terms of linearizatiomstyaints with the rest of
the sentence. In order to license this type of complex \dréele would have to
have relational constraints that select a subset of the ithoofigects in the clause
and construct a new domain object that is placed in the \thri¢athol and Pollard
(1995) suggested relational constraints for the formatibnew domain objects
for extraposition. The constraints that would be neededdses like (9) are much
more complex and they are not needed at all if one relies omtladysis of the
verbal complex and partial fronting that is usually assuimgdPSG (Hinrichs and
Nakazawa, 1989, 1994; Kiss, 1995; Meurers, 1999; Kathd@81Miller, 1996,
1999, 2002a, 2007a). If this analysis is combined with artyaigaof verb move-
ment that relies on an empty verbal head, cases of multipigifrgs and complex
frontings like (9) can be accounted for (Muller, 2005a,b).

The fact that particle verbs and resultative constructsivase a lot of properties
should be captured by an analysis. Since the domain-basdygsEnhas problems
with data like (9), particle verbs have to be analyzed in &edght way, which
means that the domain-based analysis should not be usextdtatives either if an
analysis is available that explains both particle verbsrasdltative constructions
in similar ways. The analysis developed in Muller, 2002ataags the similarities
of the two constructions by assuming that both the partictéthe result predicate
are selected by the verb.

2.3 Constraints on Dominated Words

Riehemann suggests another way to analyze particle vdrbsievelops an analy-
sis of idioms in which she assumes that a bag of all the woratsatte dominated
by a certain node is accessible at this node. For the pawuizleeinschalten(‘to
switch on') she assumes the following representation:

(120) Sinschalteg‘.to switch on’) Riehemany (2001, p. 292): #9 3
% ...LzT hempty_rel < .LZT hschalt_reli E
...COMPS hNPI verb 2
WORDS _ " #
...LZT hempty _rei E
ein_sep_pref ;
C-CONT hswitch_on_rel

schalt_ein_spv



The value ofwoRDsIin (10) is a bag containing two elements: a form of the verb
schaltenand the patrticlesin. u stands for default uni cation. Riehemann uses
defaults to capture the fact that the verb in therDs bag is similar to the nor-
mal verbschalten The semantic contribution of the verb and @smpslist are
overridden. The verb does not contribute semanti¢élig-coNT is a feature that
is used in Minimal Recursion Semantics (MRS) to represemiasgic information
that is contributed by a Construction as a whole rather tlyahé individual parts
(Copestake, Flickinger, Pollard and Sag, 2005). MRS usedare (handles) to
refer to parts of the semantic contribution. The relationtdbuted inCc-CONT has
the same handle as the verb in therbDsbag (which is not shown in (10)). There-
fore the problem that was discussed in Section 2.1 does ©at at Riehemann's
account: Although the semantic contribution is introdueed higher node, it can
be interpreted at the word node.

Riehemann's approach does not have problems with the exanpl9) since
it does not involve statements about the Vorfeld, it just tioers the words that are
part of the Construction. However, Riehemann's proposabtsvithout problems
either: the question to be asked is: Whaséhalt_ein_spwa constraint on? (11)
shows local environments that contain the two elementseofibrDS bag.

(11) a. Einschalten!
on.switch
“Switch it on!"
b. Schalteter dasRadioein?
switchedhethe radio on
‘Does he switch the radio on?'
c. Einhater esnichtgeschaltet.

on hasheit not switched
"He did not switch it on.'

In (11a) we have the particle and the verb in a word or—depgneln the analysis—
in ahead-cluster-phrasg11b) is an example of a verb rst claudeead-argument-
phrasg and (11c) is a verb second clausedd- ller-phrasg. This means that all
three phrase types have to be compatible wiboNT hi and withc-conTh. . . i.
The c-coNT would be the empty list in cases were no particle verb is joitessed
a list containing (at least) the particle verb relation isegmwere a particle verb is
part of the dominated words. The case in whicltoNT is the empty list must not
apply in cases in which a particle verb is present. To endusedne has to either
extend the type system by a typen_patrticle_verb_phrasand crossclassify all
phrases with respect to particle verbs and this additioy@e br one has to have

18] think that this is the wrong analysis einschalten einschalteris very similar to resultative
constructions in syntax and meaning and thereéimshould be treated as a predicate andsitteal-
tenthat is part ofeinschaltenshould be analyzed as the intransitive version of the getialten
However there are other particle verbs which are non-coitippal and Riehemann's analysis could
be used to account for them in a way analogous to (10).



negative constraints on the word bag which rule out partields in it. Note that
this is not trivial since multiple particle verbs can ocauan utterance:

(12) ErschaltetedasRadio,dasich ausgeschaltdiabe wiederein.
he switchedthe radio thatl off.switched have again on
"He switched the radio that | switched off on again.'

The semantic contribution of all the particle verbs coulddoatributed at ev-
ery dominating node which leads to a high amount of spurignbiguities (see
Sailer, 2000, p. 315 for a similar point regarding an eartlemm analysis of Riehe-
mann's).

One way to reduce the spurious ambiguities is to use the idioabysis that
Riehemann developed in other parts of her th&sign this analysis the idiom
constraints attach to the root node. At the root node it isi@tsthat all parts of
idioms are found in the bag of words. One would have to nd a waintroduce
the constructional semantics at this level (since neglbaltennor ein contributes
meaning in Riehemann's analysis, the contribution has todye construction-
ally8), which is not straightforward since one does not know howyrzarticles
are present in an utterance. Therefore no statement al®letnitth of thec-CONT
list should be made at the root node.

Note that Riehemann's proposal for particle verbs cannaended to resul-
tatives straightforwardly. In order to be licensed in hesgument phrases, both
the object and the resultative predicate have to appear alemee list. Further-
more, the semantics of the resultative construction whiohezls the semantics of
the base verb has to be available at the node where the vesbdsmthe syntactic
structure. For example, in (13) the resultative semantsad be present below the
modal verbwill (‘wants'), which is in turn embedded under the assertionaipg
glauben('to believe"), and the negation.

(13) Leer glaub' ich nicht,dasser denTeich schenwill.
emptybelievel,omnot  that he,omthe pondc sh wants.to
"I do not believe that he wants to sh the pond empty.

A semantic representation for (14a) in the framework of MREId be (14b):

(14) a. deMManndenTeichleer scht
the man the pond empty shes
b. hl:man(x), h2:pond(y), h3:empty(el,y), h4: sh(e2,x),
h5:cause(e3,h4,h6), h6:become(e4,h3)

In order for the MRS mechanics to work, the handle h5 and teatevariable e3
have to be present belowill ('want') in (13). This means that the handle of the
description in theworDS bag that refers to the verb would have to point to the

17see Sailer, 2000, p. 316 for criticism of this analysis.

180f course one could stipulate thethaltencontributes the relation faginschalterin this partic-
ular Construction, but this would require a lexical entrgttis exactly likeschalten except that it
meansinschalten See Section 6 on implausible verb senses.



causerelation, that is, the pointer to the relation of the mainbvér4) had to be
overridden. At the same time the meaning of the whole cocttr has to refer
to the meaning contributed by the main verb (h4) since h4 iargaoment of the
causerelation. This is impossible without the use of auxiliaratigres.

3 Haugereid (2007)

Haugereid (2007) suggests an analysis in which the meariimg otterance is
determined by the argument slots that are lled. He assumasoaDavidsonian
semantic representation together with slots for argumehtsh he numbers argl
to arg5. In the case of resultative constructions argl éstihjarg2 (object), and
arg4 (secondary predicate) are lled. According to Haugef@007, p.c.), the
sentence in (15a) gets the semantic interpretation in (15b)

(15) a. deMManndenTeichleer scht
the man the pond empty shes
b. hl:man(x), h2:pond(y), h3:empty(e), h4: sh(e2), hdHK), hd:arg2(y),
h4:arg4(h3)

The representation is an MRS representation. Each elemggardication comes
with a handle. The only argument of trgh relation is an event variable and there
are other relations that express the argumentstaf The fact that the arguments
belong to a certain predicate is expressed by the identboabf the handles. In
(15b), the argl, arg2, and arg4 relations have the sameéhandhesh relation.
According to the de nitions given in Haugereid, 2007 thisans that the arg2
is the patient of the event. This makes the wrong predictinrsases like (15a)
since the accusative element is not a semantic argumeneah#in verb. It is

a semantic argument of the secondary predicate and raista tobject of the
resultative construction. Depending on the analysis osarass, the accusative
element is a syntactic argument of the verb, but never a sremgument that
lIs an argument role in the relation of the main verb. In atilth to this problem,
the fact thatemptypredicates over the object is not captured in (15b). Haidjere
(2007, p.c.) suggests that this is implicit in the represot and follows from the
fact that all arg4s predicate over arg2s.

The lexical rule-based analysis allows for a much more mnahted semantic
representation that allows one to specify the actual semiatations between the
involved elements and it also accounts for the fact that tcasative element does
not necessarily stand in a thematic relation to the main.verb

Haugereid sketches the syntax of German clauses and délagctive/passive
alternations. However, he does not explain how other pdutiseogrammar work.
In particular it is not straightforward to account for momemplex sentences in-
volving Acl verbs likesee The arguments of embedded verbs and matrix verbs
can be permuted in such constructions. Haugereid (2007, pssumes special
grammar rules that allow the arguments of an embedded vdrb $aturated. That



is, there is a special rule for an arg2 argument of an argunieorder to combine
das Nilpferdwith futtern helfen laRthe would have to assume a special grammar
rule that combines an argument of a verb that is embeddedetvets| deep:

(16) weil HansCeciliaJohndasNilpferd futtern helfenlafit.
becausddansCeciliaJohnthe hippo feed help let
"because Hans lets Cecilia help John feed the hippo.’

As was argued in Maller (2004, p. 220), several complex-fogmpredicates can
be combined in German clauses; it is only performance thoatkislmore complex
clusters. Verbal complexes with more than four verbs arélhacceptable in
German. However, as was pointed out by Evers (1975, p. 58h&%3ituation is
different for Dutch where complexes with ve verbs are mooeeptable. Evers
suggests that this is due to the different branching of thielbwerbal complex and
the higher processing load for German verbal complexes.gétaid would have
to assume that there are more rules for Dutch than for Gerirfaa.would just be
a stipulation and not an explanation of the unacceptallityery complex verbal
complexes.

Note also that the problem of proliferation of Constructiameeps in again:
Haugereid has to assume ve Constructions that combine d Wwith one of the
arguments (argl—arg5). In addition, Constructions forrtfadization of the argu-
ments of embedded heads have to be stipulated. Haugeraidesspecial extrac-
tion Constructions for each of the arguments. Respectitra@ion Constructions
would have to be stipulated for arguments of embedded heaggla This would
result in a combinatorial explosion that is similar to thexdhat was criticized in
Mdiller, 2006. In comparison, the approach suggested in dviil002a assumes
one Head-Argument Schema and Predicate Complex formation.

Until now, | have been dealing with constituent order pheapanand ways
that might be suggested to save a phrasal analysis witheuwtitsulation of lots of
Constructions for the various surface patterns that camberved. In what follows
| want to address other phenomena that are problematic dophinasal approach
under certain assumptions.

4 Control Constructions

Control constructions are problematic for a phrasal apgraince the subject of
the resultative construction is not realized at the surféLg) gives an example for
such a control construction. The subjeciadr zu schenis not visible in (17):

(17) Peter zwingtdenMann, denTeich leer zu schen.

Petefom forces the man,c the pond,cc emptyto sh
“Peter forces the man to sh the pond empty.'

As Hohle (1983, Chapter 6) has shown, the subjec&iai nitives have nomina-
tive case (see also Muller, 2002a, p. 49-53 for a publicaifahe data in English).



Since the case of the subject is hominative, the subjectatdreidentical talen
Mann, which is accusativé?

Therefore one either has to assume an empty element as tjgetsobden
Teich leer zu schemr admit that at least the subject is represented as a valdnt a
is not part of the phrasal Construction. Since the lexickd-hased analysis treats
subject, object, and predicate as valents, it does not hav@mblem with data
like (17) and does not have to assume an empty element, butseatine standard
analysis of control (Pollard and Sag, 1994).

Assuming that subjects are not part of the Resultative @actsdn as was sug-
gested by Goldberg and Jackendoff (2004) would not helpedine object is part
of the Construction, and passive in nitives can be embeddw®ter control verbs:

(18) DerkrankeMannwinschtesich, tot geschossemuwerden.
the ill man wished SELFdeadshot to be
“The ill man wanted to be shot dead.'

The new subject ofot geschossen zu werdennot expressed in (18). To avoid
empty elements in control constructions, all subjects loé@htrollable Construc-
tions have to be valents.

5 Open Issues for the Phrasal Analysis

As was pointed out in Mller, 2006, p. 867-868, the valenderaling or valence
reducing variants of Constructions cannot be modeled bgritance hierarchies.
The reason is that multiple inheritance from the same detsani does not add new
information. | explained the problem with data from Yukatdlya that involve
passivization, causativization, and passivization. HmreJirgen Bohnemeyer
informed me that this pattern is not productive in currentafec Maya. There
are some other cases in the language, so it might have begunctiv@. However,
there are other languages that allow for similar thingsIZgS®003). An example
is Turkish, which allows double and even triple causatioewls, 1967):

(19) Ol-dir-t-tiir-t-
“to cause somebody to cause somebody to kill somebody'

Thet andtir is the causative morpheme (-t-/-d- after vowels or songrantl -tVr-
/-dVr after consonants, where V stands for a vowel in vowefrizay).

One could argue that Turkish data is not relevant for Englisit there is an-
other problem for the inheritance-based analysis of dgiassive alternations: The
interaction of various Constructions does not follow fronything. As was shown
in Miller, 2006 the algorithm that was suggested by Kay (2@86Zompute possi-
ble interactions between Constructions is not without f@wois. Even if it can be

19See also Hennis, 1989; Andrews, 1982; Neidle, 1982; Bresh@8? for similar conclusions
regarding subjects in control constructions based on data fcelandic, Russian, Malayalam.



made to work, it cannot be applied to Goldberg's grammarsesée relies on de-
faults and the overridings cannot be solved automaticalllicases. The problem
is the following: Once a learner has acquired the parts ahgrar that are needed
for passive, he or she can apply this knowledge to new iteraméEello, 2000).

In the inheritance-based view the interaction betweemealehanging Construc-
tions and other Constructions has to be stipulated, th#testheory predicts, that
the interaction has to be learned for all Constructions.

Goldberg suggested that GPSG-like metarules could be wsexlate active
and passive variants of Constructions. However, there isigat difference be-
tween the GPSG metarules and the metarules that Goldbergl weaed: GPSG
metarules applied to context free rules, that is to locaidtré&oldberg's rules would
have to apply to complex trees or to dominance constrainishvheans that these
rules would be much much more powerful. In essence, theymefbrmation§?
which Goldberg does not want to be part of her theory.

6 Implausible Verb Senses

Goldberg argues against lexical rule-based approaches girse have to assume
what she calls “implausible verb senses”. According to hirimplausible to as-
sume thatsh meansause to become Pred by shinigut note that this is not what
is claimed by the lexical analysis. The lexical analysisustioather be understood
as making the following claim: If the wora@h is used together with a subject, an
object, and a predicate, then the sentence means X's stanged Y to become
Pred.

| want to point out here that Goldberg's argument can be tiareund: She
claims that certain words have a certain meaning when theyused together.
However, if we look at the words that occur in the utteranbeytsometimes have
a meaning outside of the idiom. Sometimes the words are ambgand it is
not clear syncronically which of the verb senses actuabiyl I the formation of
the idiom. In such cases assuming one of the available serséd be a stipula-
tion. An example would béarstellen(‘represent’), which hastellenas the main
verb, which can be translated as “provide' or “put’. Riehemaddressed this is-
sue by overriding the semantic contribution of used wordsheyempty rel but
this amounts to saying that there are lexical entries fdosérat do not mean any-
thing. Instead of stipulating lexical items for verbs with meaning contribution
or assuming arbitrary verbs inside of idiomatic expressibprefer to have lexical
items in the grammar that correspond to statements of treerygntioned above:
If this word is used with the speci ed arguments (includingrtain modi ers), it
means whatever it means.

20with the possible difference that the trees they map lackitel nodes.



7 Conclusion

It is very dif cult to come up with all possible suggestiortsat could be made to
save a certain account and | have probably failed to achld@segbal. A partici-
pant of the workshop commented that the only thing | can sayftathe phrasal
approach is that it is not worked out in detail. This is prdidtue, but | never-
theless hope that this paper has some value, even if the igdingited to having
shown that some analyses in the spirit of Goldberg that hetveaby been worked
out have empirical or technical problems.

In comparison to Goldberg's suggestions, there is a fullyked out analysis
for resultative constructions and particle verbs thaeeebin lexical rules (Muller,
2002a). It can account for valence alternations (actissipa/middle/free datives),
local constituent order, partial fronting and nonlocal elegencies (V2, relatives,
interrogatives), interacts with derivational morpholagyd is compatible with re-
strictions on locality (Sag, 2007a). It has none of the pold that phrasal ac-
counts have. It works for German, English, and Korean, antighly some other
languages as well. The particular syntax of the languadisslibut the resultative
construction is described in the same way. Therefore thergénations regarding
resultative constructions are captured.

One aspect of CxG that is very attractive is the languageisitign research
that is connected to the framework. The idea that childramlpatterns and gener-
alize from them is straightforward, very intuitive, and poged by evidence from
experiments (Tomasello, 2006). However, if one looks atewomplex utterances,
it is clear that adjacency is not required for a Constructmhe recognized. What
children have to learn is that an utterance has a certaininge#rtertain material
appears together in an utterance. This is what Goldberg toiesave by saying
that Argument Structure Constructions do not make any reeté about linear
order. But this is exactly what is expressed in the valerase approach: If a
head appears together with its arguments, the respectimbication has a certain
meaning.

Finally, I would like to repeat a point that | made in MulleQ@b, p.878: | am
not claiming that all observable patterns should be trelgbeadally. Especially in
cases in which one cannot treat one part of a phrase as affuagiorasal analysis
seems to be more appropriate than a lexical one. Examplesufihr cases are
certain date expressions (Muller and Kasper, 2000), werdtibn (Stolz, 2006),
or fully xed expressions. While phrases likey and largecould be assigned an
internal structure, this does not seem to be very enlighteand simply listing
them as full phrases in the lexicon is probably the analysisshould be preferred
over an analysis that makesd (or any other word) the functor selecting for the
remaining words.
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