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Abstract

The treatment of argument realization is rather straightforward forgukge like English, but
for a language with relatively free word order, such as Dutch, it is aptexrmatter. It is not
surprising then that the devices which are commonly used to deal withvit alimigh degree of
computational complexity. They typically include movement, as in transdtiomal grammar,
or the dissociation of order-in-the-representation from the surfader,oas in certain types of
monostratal grammar. For the purpose of natural langdegeiption these devices are cer-
tainly convenient, but for the purpose of natural langupgEessing they are less attractive.
For this reason, | propose an alternative treatment of argumentagatizwhich is consistently
monostratal and surface-oriented. Its cornerstone is theEBALIZED ARGUMENT REAL-
IZATION PRINCIPLE. It is a generalization of the Argument Realization Principle which is
proposed in (Ginzburg and Sag 2000) to deal with English.

1 Theargument realization principle

The lexical entries of argument taking words commonly idelinformation about the
number and the kinds of arguments which they select. Intreaserbs, for instance,
select onenp and transitive verbs two. This information is useful for &gatic and
semantic processing, on condition that it is complementigd wformation on how
the arguments are realized in sentences. For a languagea wathatively rigid word
order, such as English, the constraints on argument réalizare relatively straight-
forward. In an active English clause, for instance, the filsargument is realized as
the subject and precedes the verb, whereas the other artpufolbow the verb in a
fixed order.

(1) They gave her a bike.
* Gave they her a bike.
* They her a bike gave.

d. * They gave a bike her.

o T W

To spell this out in formal terms EAD-DRIVEN PHRASE STRUCTURE GRAM-
MAR employs two kinds of features. There is theG(UMENT)-ST(RUCTURE) fea-
ture, which specifies the syntactic and semantic propestighe arguments which
a word selects, and there are the valence featares ECT), SP(ECIFIE)R and
COMP(LEMENT)S, which spell out how these arguments are realized. The leak b
tween them is defined by theRSSUMENT REALIZATION PRINCIPLE (Ginzburg and
Sag 2000, 23§.

1Throughout the text, the boxed alphabetic characters $taridts of objects, whereas the boxed integers
stand for individual objects, usually of tyggnsem. @ is a concatenation operation on lists.

89



20 Frank Van Eynde

(2) word = |ARG-ST @ @

SUBJ
SYNSEM|LOC| CAT |SPR (B]
COMPS

In words, the list of arguments is divided in three sublisite members of the first
sublist are realized as subjecig]), those of the second one as specifiéry @nd
those of the third one as complemeritg])( Subsets of words are associated with
more specific constraints. Verbs, for instance, have aaiogsuBJlist and an empty
spPRlist, which means that they take one subject and no specitfier, 22). When
applied to the ditransitivgive, this yields the following result.

(3) [arc-sT < NP 2] NP 3] NP>

SUBJ <>

SYNSEM| LOC| CAT | SPR < >

COMPS < >
The first argument is realized as a subject and the remaimgwreents as comple-
ments. These requirements interact with the constraint&eaded phrases: the combi-
nation of the verb with its complements is subsumed by the gpd-comps-phrase,
yielding a VP, and the combination of the with the subject is subsumed by the type
head-subj-phrase, yielding a fully saturated clause, as in (4).

4) S[SUBJ < >, COMPS < >]
-
AN VP[SUBJ <[i>, COMPS < >]

| - U
they V[SUBJ <[il>, COMPS< [2],[3] >] N NP
I | .
gave her abike

The distinction between the subject and the complementsti®mly motivated by
their position (preverbal vs. postverbal), but also by ofiaetors. The subject, for
instance, can be separated from the verb by a modifier, bebtin@lements cannot.

(5) a. They never gave her a bike.
b. * They gave never her a bike.
c. *They gave her never a bike.

Similarly, in the case of raising, it is only the subject o ttmbedded verb which is
affected, not any of its other arguments.

(6) a. She seems to like her bike.
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b. * She seems her bike to like.

In sum, the distinction between subject and complementssig ® draw in a language
like English. Dutch, by contrast, is a language with rekdiivfree word order, and
this seriously complicates the treatment of argumentzatitin. First, there is the
variation betweersvo andsov order, which implies that the complements can either
follow or precede the verb.

(7) a. Ze gavenhaareenfiets.
theygave her a hike

b. ... dat ze haareenfietsgaven.
... thattheyher a bike gave

Second, the mutual order of the arguments is not fixed. Inigmtfe indirect object
NP invariably precedes the direct objegt, and this is also a possibility in Dutch, as
illustrated by (7), but the alternative order is also pdssémd sometimes obligatory,
for instance, when the direct object is a weak pronoun, satiatait’.

(8) Wegevenhethaarmorgen.
we give it her tomorrow

Third, vpP-adjuncts are routinely interleaved with the complementb@ften separate
them from the verb, both isvo andsov clauses.

(9) a. Ze gavenhaarelk jaar eennieuwefiets.
theygave her everyyeara new bike

b. ...dat ze haarelk jaar eennieuwefiets gaven.
... thattheyher everyyeara new bike gave

Fourth, raising is not restricted to subjects, as will besiltated in section 5. The
modeling of argument realization is, hence, considerabdyentomplex for Dutch
than it is for English. To deal with this complexity there aiesically two approaches.

One approach is to separate the issues of argument reahizatd linear order.
More specifically, one can use the same general constraingsgument realization
as for English, and add a proviso that they only hold for allefsyntactic structure
in which the constituents do not necessarily occur in théasarorder. This approach
is typical of multistratal models, such as those of transftional grammar, which
postulate a level of structure, at which the relation betwiée selected arguments
and their realization is straightforward (deep structurd-structure), but at which the
order of the constituents does not correspond to theirdineger in the clause. The
resulting gap is bridged by movement operations, such amgaand scrambling. A
similar approach is taken in certain variants of monostgremmar. Dowty’s distinc-
tion between tectogrammatical and phenogrammaticaltsreidor instance, has—in
this respect—roughly the same function as the distinctiawéen deep and surface
structure, and has inspired a strandHefsGin which the order of the words in the
syntactic representation does not necessarily correspdhdir order in theHoNOL-
OGY value. This approach was pioneered in (Reape 1994) ancefultveloped in
(Kathol 2000).
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The alternative approach is to modify the constraints onraent realization. For
instance, in order to account for the interleaving of argut®@nd adjuncts in Dutch,
(Van Noord and Bouma 1994) adds the adjuncts tacthePslists of the verbs, so that
there is no longer any need for scrambling operations. Thpgsal to be presented
in this paper is another instance of this approach, but dpgeat in another direction.
Instead of obliterating the distinction between argumantsadjuncts, | will preserve
it and argue in favor of making some finer-grained distinctetween different kinds
of arguments, depending on how they are positioned witheasi the adjuncts.
The approach is similar in spirit to the one proposed for Negian in (Hellan and
Haugereid 2004).

2 The generalized argument realization principle

The cornerstone of the proposal is theNERALIZED ARGUMENT REALIZATION
PRINCIPLE (GARP).2

(10) word = |ARG-ST ®

SYNSEM| Loc | caT |- ARCS
COMPS

In words, the arguments which some given word selects alieedas either comple-
ments or |(eft)-argumentsThe complements are those arguments which are adjacent
to their head in SOV clauses and which cannot be separatedtifigir head by means

of adjuncts. The I(eft)-arguments, by contrast, are tharaents which can be sepa-
rated from their head by adjuncts. This can be captured ifotineula [L-Arg* - Adj*

- Comp* - Head], in which * is the Kleene star. When applied tb)(1t turns out that

the subject and the indirect object are I-arguments, sieeltoth precede the adjunct
elk jaar.

(11) ...dat ze haarelk jaar eennieuwefietsgaven.
... thattheyher everyyeara new bike gave

If the head takes the leftmost position, as in SVO clausedoifmula reads as follows:
[Head - L-Arg* - Adj* - Comp*]. Notice that it is only the posdiin of the head which
changes; the mutual order of the arguments and the adjude isame as in the
head-final sequence. In (12), for instance, the prortman ‘her’ is an l-argument,
justasin (11).

(12) Ze gavenhaarelk jaar eennieuwefiets.
theygave her everyyeara new bike

The termleft-argument is not only chosen because it applies to the arguments which
remain after the complements have been subtracted but etsmge the l-arguments

2This is a preliminary version. The final version will be giversiection 5.
3For the reasons given in (Van Eynde 2003) | do not employ a aepsalence feature for the selection of
specifiers. I, hence, dragprfrom the inventory of valence features.
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invariably occur to the left of the complements, both in héadl and head first con-
structions.

As compared to the familiar distinction between complemmant subjects the one
between complements and l-arguments is more general. Medgfigally, the former
can be derived from the later if one adds the constraint teattaArRGslist contain at
most one member. This extra constraint may well be apprapita some languages,
such as English, but for a language like Dutch it is too strfgtthe same time, the
differentiation between complements and I-arguments ittbis not entirely without
constraints either. In fact, there is a number of factorstvkieer the partitioning. One
such factor concerns the properties of the selecting wandgther one concerns the
properties of the arguments themselves, and a third faotarerns the constraints on
information packaging. The first two factors are discussetlibustrated in sections
3 and 4 of this paper; the third one is explored in (Van de Cthigsvolume).

3 Predicate selectors

To illustrate the role of the selecting words in the partitig of the arguments | take
the verbs which select a predicate. Such verbs take at lsashrguments. One is
the predicate, which denotes a property, and the other careNg which denotes the
entities to which the property is attributed. The adjedtiydicate of the copula in
(13), for instance, denotes a property which is attributethé individual denoted by
Patrick.

(13) ... datPatrickelke morgenvoor zes uurwakkeris.
* .. datPatrickwakkerelke = morgenvoorzesuur is

‘... that Patrick is awake before six every mornning.’

As illustrated by the starred clause, the predicate canaaelparated from the verb
by the temporal adjuncts. This implies that it must be realias a complement. To
express this | introduce a specific lexical type for the wantiéch select a predicate,
to be calledpred(icate)-sel (ector), and assign it the following properties:

(14) [pred-sdl
ARG-ST & <> @ <> @

L-ARGS &) <NPZ->
SS|LOC | CAT

COMPS < {LOC|CONT|NUCL|THEME |}> @

In words, the property denoting argument of a predicatectmienust be realized as a
complement[§]) and the argument to which the property is attributed musehbzed
as a left argumenti().

Besides the fact that it must be realized as a complement Hre no syntactic
constraints on the predicate. Its part of speech, for itgtaneed not be adjectival,
but can also be nominal, prepositional or adverbial, as%j. (1
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(15) a. ... dathijlater dokterwordt.
* ... dathij dokterlater wordt

... that he’ll become a doctor later.’

b. ... datzijn geduldnuwellicht op geraakt.

* ... datzijn geduldop nu wellicht geraakt

‘... that his patience is probably running out by now.’
c. ... dathij nog nietwegis.

* ... dathij wegnogniet is
‘... that he is not away yet.’

The predicate may also be phrasal, as illustrated in (16).

(16) a. ...datzijnrapportblijkbaar[vol fouten] staat.
* ... datzijn rapport[vol fouten]blijkbaarstaat
‘... that his report is apparently full of mistakes.’
b. ... datdie boekenvolgenshem niet  [voor kinderen]zijn.
* ... datdie boekenvoor kinderen]volgenshem niet zZijn

‘... that those books are not for children according to him.’

In these clauses the predicate denotes a relation betweaeftrent of its external
argument and the referent of its own complement. The asgutl in (16a), for
instance, denotes a relation between the referert§rofapport andfouten, and the
prepositionvoor in (16b) denotes a relation between the referentdi@boeken and
ons.

The only restriction on the predicate is a semantic one: sgtrdenote a relation
(with arity equal or greater than one) in which the role ofntigeis realized by the
external argument. The relevance of this constraint istitated by (17).

(17) a. ..dat ze zichzelf nietmeerzijn.
... thattheythemselvesiot moreare

‘... that they are not themselves anymore.’
b. ...dat dat Osamanietis.

... thatthatOsamanot is

‘... that that is not Osama.’

In contrast to the predicate nominal in (15a), the reflexik@npun in (17a) and the
proper noun in (17b) precede the negation marker, whichignghat they are I-
arguments, rather than complements. This, however, is violaion of thepred-sel
constraint, for since thaps in (17) denote individuals, rather than properties or re-
lations, they are not subsumed by the constraint. Furthideege for the semantic
nature of the constraint is provided by (18).

(18) ... dathijsinds die tijd Osamaheet.
* ... dathij Osamasindsdie tijd  heet.

‘... that he is called Osama since then.’
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In this clause Osama does not denote an individual, but a name, and since names
can be attributed to individuals, they are subsumed byptke-sel constraint. This
accounts for the fact th&sama must precede the temporal adjunct. Employing the
distinction betweerrompPsandL-ARGS, (18) is analyzed as follows:

(19) S[L-ARGS < >,COMPS < >]
///\
[N VP[L-ARGS <[1]>,COMPS < >]
[ -
hij PP VP[L-ARGS <[>, COMPS < >]
e -
sinds dietijd [2IN V[L-ARGS < [1]>,COMPS <[2]>]
[ [
Osama heet

The verb takes the name as its complemieltand the subject as its left argumemni)
The lowervp has an emptyompslist and combines with thep adjunct yielding
the highervp which then combines with the I-argumelmj ‘he’. In this example,
the distinction between complement and left argument éd@scwith the distinction
between complement and subject. This, however, is not @ty case. In (11), for
instance, the indirect object sides with the I-argumentsl, the same holds for the
reflexive pronoun and the proper noun in (17).

As for the external argument of the predicate, the only iegin is that it be an
NP with a referential index. ThisiP can be the subject, as in the examples above, but
it can also be the direct object, as in (20).

(20) ... datzehemelke morgenvoor zes uurwakkermaakt.
* ... datzehemwakkerelke  morgenvoorzesuur  maakt.

‘... that she wakes him before six every mornning.’

In this clause, the adjectival complement of the causatvb maakt ‘makes’ denotes
a property which is attributed to the individual denotedhegn ‘him’. To model this
instance of object oriented predication we do not need toenaaly changes to the
constraint on predicate selectors, since (14) foreseésith@xternal argument of the
predicate may be preceded by other argumérts (n the case ofmaken, (x]is a list
which contains onelp (the subject); in the case of the copula, it is the empty list.

As the reader can verify, the constraint also foresees thsilpitity that the predi-
cate complement is followed by other argumetd) ( The relevance of this addition
will become clear in the next section.

4 Minor arguments

It is not only the properties of the argument selecting wavtiich influence the par-
titioning between complements and l-arguments. Equalpoirtant are the properties
of the selected arguments themselves. To demonstrate wilk iow discuss two
classes of arguments which share the property that theyiaiha consist of a single
word, i.e. the particles and the weak pronouns.
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41 Particles

Particles are closely tied to the verb, both semanticalty symtactically. In the or-
thography this is sanctioned by the convention to treat themerbal prefixes, as in
(21a).

(21) a. ...dat ik ze onmiddellijk opbel.
... thatl herimmediatelyupcall

‘... that | call her immediately.

b. Ik bel ze onmiddellijk op.
| call herimmediatelyup

‘| call her immediately.’

c. ...dat ik ze onmiddellijkopzal bellen.
... thatl herimmediatelyupwill call

‘... that | will call her immediately.’

In spite of its intuitive appeal, though, the affixal treatrhef the particles is not
satisfactory, since it is only applicable in those cases hictwvthe particle happens
to immediately precede the verb. If this condition is nofifigld, as in (21b) and
(21c), the particle must be treated as a separate fvdrsl.a consequence, since the
contribution of the particle is the same in (21a) as it is ihk(Rand (21c), it makes
more sense to treat it as a separate syntactic unit, also ivseadjacent to the verb.

To model the distribution of the particles, | start from tlss@amption that they are
on theArRG-sTlist of the verbs to which they are related. This is motivadeal by the
fact that their presence may influence the rest of the verplsnaent structure.achen
‘laugh’, for instance, is intransitive when it is not accaanped by a particle, but when
it is accompanied by the particlét, it is transitive. Converselyjen ‘see’ is transitive
when used without a particle, but when it is accompanied byptrticleaf, it has the
meaning of suffering and in that sense it is intransitive.

As for the realization of the particles, they invariably ocefter the adjuncts, both
in sov andsvo clauses.

(22) a. ...datik zeonmiddellijkop zalbellen.
* .. datik zeop onmiddellijk zal bellen
b. Ik belzeonmiddellijk op.
* |k belzeop onmiddellijk

This demonstrates that they are complements. To exprads formal terms | employ
the following constraint:

4Some of the particles are homophonous to prefixes, but it is teadigtinguish them, since the prefixes
cannot be separated from the verb, whereas the particles €ampare, for instance, the prefix ij
overdrijft altijd ‘he always exaggerates’ with the homophonous particleliinsteekt de straat over ‘he
crosses the street'.
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(23)

. minor
ARG-ST nelist @ LOC| CAT
HEAD — p-noun

SYNSEM|LOC | CAT | COMPS & <>

In words, the particles are the most oblique arguments. a@heyreceded by at least
one other argument and must be realized as complementsdeRBetieir rightmost
position on theaRG-ST list, there is one other characteristic which distingusstie
particles from the other arguments, i.e. the fact that thheynainor. The distinction
between major and minor words, introduced in (Van Eynde L9%%iferentiates the
words which can take local dependents from those which d¢anfbe former are
major and can head a branchirg; the latter are minor and lack this possibility. This
differentiates a.o. the prepositions which are used adgatdcomplements from the
homophonous prepositional particles.

(24) a. ...dat de voorraadhu [helemaalbp]is.
... thatthestock  now/[entirely up]is
‘... that the stock is entirely finished now.

b. *... dat hijje morgen [helemaabp]zal bellen.
* ... thathe youtomorrow[entirely up]will call

While the prepositional predicate in (24a) can take a mouiifyadverb and project a
PP, the particle in (24b) cannot. Another difference betweejomand minor words
is that the former can be stressed and topicalized, whenedatter cannot. Compare,
for instance, the predicate complement in (25a) with thégarin (25b).

(25) a. Opis hetnogniet,maarwe moetemu wel zuinig zijn.
up isit not yet, but wemust now  economicabe

‘It is not finished yet, but we have to be economical now.

b. * Opmoetje hemnietbellen.
* up mustyou him not call

Since the major/minor distinction is applied to the valuéxat(EGORY), it is or-
thogonal to the part of speech distinction, and, hencejegipé to all parts of speech.
This is the way it should be, since the particles can also ttaéedorm of adjectives,
common nouns and adverbs.

(26) a. ...dat ze dit niet(*bijzonder) goedzal keuren.
.. thatshethis not (*particularly) goodwill deem

b. ...dat hetconcertvorigeweek(*een)plaatshadmoetenvinden.
.. thattheconcertlast week(*a) place hadmust find

‘... that the concert should have taken place last week.’

c. ...dat hij die bloemkool niet (*ver) weg hadmoetengeven.
.. thathe thatcauliflowernot (*far) awayhadmust give

‘... that he should not have given away that cauliflower.
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The impossibilty of adding a dependentdoed, plaats and weg demonstrates that
they are minor, and the fact that they cannot be topicalipedirens this.

(27) a. *Goedzal hij hetnietkeuren.
* good will heit not deem

b. * Plaatszal hetmorgen vinden.
* place will it tomorrowfind

c. *Weg zal hij hetnietgeven.
* awaywill heit not give

The only part of speech to which the particles cannot belsritpé one of the pro-
nouns® A justification for this exclusion will be given in the nextctin.

If a verb takes both a predicate complement and a partigesdhstraint requires
that the former precede the latter. This follows from the that the particle is the
rightmost member o€ompPsin (23) and from the fact that the predicate complement
can be followed by another complement in tined-sel constraint, see’]in (14). The
correctness of this prediction is illustrated by (28).

(28) ... datwe hemvanmorgerdoodaan hebbergetroffen.
* ... datwe hemvanmorgeraan doodhebbergetroffen

‘... that we found him dead this morning.’

The adjectival predicatel¢od) and the particledan) are both complements gétrof-
fen and must occur in that ordér.

4.2  Weak pronouns

Most of the Dutch pronouns come in two kinds. Besides thengtforms, such awij
‘we’ and dat ‘that’, which have a clear vowel, there are the weak formshsaswe
‘we’ andhet ‘it’, which have a mute vowel. Syntactically, the strongrfea behave like
major words, whereas the weak forms behave like minor warkds.strong forms, for
instance, can take local dependents, whereas the weak ammst, as illustrated by
the following examples, quoted from (Model 1991, 287).

(29) Wij/*we allenhebberdaaraanmeegewerkt.
we all have thaton collaborated

‘We all have contributed to that.’

(30) Wij/we hebberallendaaraanmeegewerkt.
we have all thaton collaborated
‘We have all contributed to that.’

5The part of speecp-noun contrasts witte-noun. The former subsumes all of the pronouns and most of the
proper nouns; the latter subsumes the common nouns and a sttbeepmper nouns. For a motivation of
this distinction, see (Van Eynde 2003).

6The particles and the predicates are not the only argumendhwiust be realized as complements. Other
such arguments are the® objects of measure verbs, asviff euro kosten ‘to cost five euro’ andirie kilo
wegen ‘to weigh three kilos’, and the arguments which are part obndatic expressions, as de benen
nemen ‘to take the legs’, i.e. ‘to escape’.
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Since verb-second clauses can only have one constituemrtebibie verb, theup in
(29) must be branching and its head must, hence, be a nomimeth wan take local
dependents. This accounts for the fact that the strong feijncan be used in this
position, whereas the weak fonve cannot. In (30), however, both forms can be used,
for since the quantifier is in postverbal position, the sabje is nonbranching and
may, hence, also consist of a pronoun which cannot take aay ttependents. The
minor status of the weak pronouns is confirmed by the facttiggtcannot be stressed
or topicalized.

(31) Dat/*hetzou ik nietdoen.
that/*it wouldl not do

‘That | wouldn't do.’

Returning now to the issue of argument realization, theeedenspicuous differ-
ence between the major and the minor pronouns. Both teneétede the/p adjuncts,
but while the major ones can also be realized after the atfjuhthey receive stress,
the minor ones cannot.

(32) Ze willennu eersten vooral Jou*je ondervragen.
theywant nowfirst andforemostryou interrogate

‘They first want to interrogatgou now.’

Arguments which take the form of a minor pronoun must, hebeerealized as left
arguments. In other words, they must be assigned tathrGs list of the selecting
word.

33
(33) minor

ARG-ST ® LOC| CAT
HEAD p-noun

)o@

SYNSEM| LOC | CAT | L-ARGS @ <>

There are no constraints on the relative position of the quann theARG-ST list:

it may but need not be preceded by other argumértsdnd it may but need not be
followed by other argument§1)). There are also no constraints on the part of speech
of the selector.

4.3  Summing up

Arguments which take the form of minor words are subject tmespecific con-
straints: when they are pronouns, they must be realizeadagiinents, and when they
belong to another part of speech they must be realized asleorapts.

5 Argument raising

In all of the examples discussed thus far the argument sadeatord was a verb.
Verbs, however, are not the only words which select syrdastjuments. Adjectives
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and prepositions are argument selectors as well, and aneghalso subsumed by
the GENERALIZED ARGUMENT REALIZATION PRINCIPLE. This implies that their
arguments can also be differentiated in complements, oorthéhand, and left argu-
ments, on the other hand. Tire argument of the adjectivieewust ‘aware’ in (34),
for instance, is separated from its head by the adzestb‘very’, and the pronominal
argument of the prepositioonder ‘under’ in (35) is separated from its head tpak
‘right’.
(34) ...dat weonsvandat probleem[zeerbewust]waren.
... thatweus of thatproblem [very aware] were
‘... that we were very aware of that problem.’
(35) ...dat hij daar[vlak onder]stond.
... thathe that [right under]stood
‘... that he stood right under that.’

This demonstrates that they are both left-arguments. Merethe left arguments of
the adjective and the preposition can also be separatedtfreimhead by adjuncts
which belong to the verb, such as the negatiog niet ‘not yet’ in (36) and the
temporaltoen ‘then’ in (37).

(36) ...dat weonsvandat probleemnognietbewustwaren.

..thatweus of thatproblem still not aware were
‘... that we were not yet aware of that problem then.’

(87) ...dat hij daartoenvlak onderstond.
.. thathe that thenright understood

‘... that he then stood right under that.

To model this, | assume that theARGS requirements of the adjective, c.q. prepo-
sition, are inherited by the verb which selects the adjectivqg. preposition. More
specifically, I introduce a lexical tydearg-raiser with the following properties:

(38) |[l-arg-raiser
ARG-ST ® <[LOC|CAT|L-ARGS ]> ®
SYNSEM|LOC | CAT | L-ARGS ®

The words which belong to this type add theRGS requirements of their arguments
to their ownL-ARGS list. When applied to thep in (37), this yields the following
structure:

(39) VPL-ARGS <[1],[2]>, COMPS< >]
A

Adv VP[L-ARGS <[1],[2]>, COMPS< >]
| -

toen PP[L-ARGS< [2] >] V[L-ARGS <[1]> ¢ <[2]>, COMPS<[3]>]
e |

vlak onder stond
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The verb takes theras its complements) and inherits its. -ARGS requirement[g]),
which is appended to its own-ARGS list (I)).” This analysis of I-arg raising also
accounts for the contrasts in (40).

(40) a. ..datzehet hiernog steedsietgewoon is.
* ... datzehiernogsteedsiiet [hetgewoon]is.

‘... that she is still not used to it here.

b. ...datzeer toennogniettegen was.
* ... datzetoennog niet[er tegen]was.

‘... that she was not yet against it

The pronominal arguments of the adjectigaoon ‘used to’ and the prepositiciegen
‘against’ are realized by minor pronourt®&{ ander), and must, hence, be realized as
[-arguments. Moreover, since the copula is an |-arg-raiberL-ARGS list of the
predicate is appended to thearRGs list of the copula, which implies that the minor
pronouns must precede thie adjuncts.

A consequence of this treatment of argument raising is tlslector may have
elements on it -ARGS list which do not correspond to any of the elements on its
ARG-STlist. Theprin (34) and the accusative pronouns in (35) and (40), foaims,
are l-arguments of the verb, but do not figure onAikss-sT list. This implies that
we have to revise the formulation of theeGERALIZED ARGUMENT REALIZATION
PRINCIPLE as follows:

(41) word = |ARG-ST ®

L-ARGS @

SYNSEM|LOC| CAT
| | |FOMPS

This version allows the -ARGS list of a selector to include arguments which do not
figure on its ownaRG-ST list (X]). This is not only useful to capture the intuition
that the raised arguments have another status than thes\wvh’ arguments, it also
provides an account of the contrast between (42) and (43).

(42) ...dat hij elke morgen (doorhaar)wakkerwordtgeschud.
... thathe eachmorning(by her) awake is shaken

‘... that he is shaken awake (by her) every morning.’

(43) *...dat dezeomgeving niet(doorhem)gewoongeraaktvordt.
*... thatthis environmennot (by him) used-togotten is

As illustrated by (42), the external argument of an objearded predicate can be-
come the subject of a passive clause. This can be made maificjpeterms of the
lexical rule which standardpsGemploys to model passivization. This rule maps the

It may be worth stressing that this analysis does not invahyeraovement; the pronominal argument of
onder ‘under’ is not moved out of ther. Instead, the link between its surface position and its oaab (or
semantically ‘natural’) position is defined in terms of thersingof selection requirements. Constraints on
movement, hence, become constraints on the sharing of seleetjairements.
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stem of a transitive verb onto its passive participle forrd egorders itARG-ST list
in such a way that thePp in the first position £NP;, NP;, ...>) is demoted to a more
oblique position and realized as an optioratomplement{Np;, ..., PAP + NP;]),
...>). An automatic consequence of this reshuffling is that thgirally second ar-
gument becomes the first and gets realized as the subjeaingurow to (43), we can
account for its ungrammaticality, if we assume that tiredeze omgeving is not on
the ARG-ST list of the verb, for in that case it cannot be promoted to it fhosition.
Interestingly, this assumption need not be stipulated &ey®; since it automatically
follows from the fact that it is a raised argument, so thahiydigures on the -ARGS
list of the verb and not on itaRG-STlist.

Summing up, the distinction between complements and lgétraents is not only
useful to model linear order in thep, it also provides a way to identify those argu-
ments which can undergo raising. For a language like Englise arguments only
include the subject, since the other arguments are compbsimigut for a language
like Dutch in which most of the arguments are left argumenatising can be applied
to a much wider range of arguments.

6 Conclusion

For a language with relatively free word order, such as Duitich relation between
argument selection and argument realization is consitierabre complex than for
a language like English (section 1). The devices which amnsonly employed to
deal with this problem involve movement, as in transforovad grammar, or the dis-
sociation of order-in-the-representation from ordetkia-clause, as in certain types
of monostratal grammar. While these devices are convenierihé purpose of lan-
guage description, they are less appealing for the purpbnguage processing.
From a computational point of view it is more attractive tlsto the monostratal
surface-oriented approach of eadpsG This, | claim, is possible, if one draws the
distinction between the different kinds of arguments intkaoway than is commonly
done in currenHPSG Taking the surface order as a criterion, rather than astartlis
ing nuisance, | replace the distinction between complesnamdl subjects with a more
general distinction between complements and left argusndifite resulting treatment
of argument realization is modeled in terms of thENERALIZED ARGUMENT RE-
ALIZATION PRINCIPLE (section 2), supplemented with a number of constraintshwhic
apply to specific types of argument selecting words (se@joand specific types of
arguments (section 4). Further evidence for the genethlimatment of argument
realization is provided by the phenomenon of raising (sach).
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