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Chapter 1. Introduction 

The passive has received a lot of attention from syntacticians working in different 

frameworks
1
. Chomsky (1957), for instance, uses this type of construction to illustrate 

transformations claiming that passive sentences are produced from active sentences via a 

transformation rule. An important milestone in the analysis of the passive was Jaeggli’s 

paper (1986), which will be the starting point of my discussion.     

The passive voice is a peculiar construction: the agent is often optional, unlike in 

active sentences. When it is present, it is accompanied by the preposition by in English and 

von in German. Secondly, even if the agent is absent, the passive sentence is interpreted as 

agentive. Also, it seems that it is not the same set of verbs which undergo passivization in 

different languages, e.g. a wider set of German verbs passivize than in English. In addition, 

while English uses only the auxiliary be, German makes use of two auxiliary verbs, i.e. 

sein and werden. To my knowledge, the issue of why these auxiliaries are selected in these 

languages has not been addressed. 

In the present dissertation, I am going to discuss these problems within the 

framework of Syntax First Alignment (Newson, 2010, 2012; Newson and Szécsényi, 

2014), which assumes no constituent structure and operates with a limited set of 

constraints. I claim that the present model accounts for many phenomena that other, 

structure-based theories do not.  

The dissertation has the following structure. Chapter 2 focuses on the most 

important background assumptions. I introduce Jaeggli’s ideas - some of which I adopt – 

as well as their shortcomings as pointed out by Baker et al (1989) and Baltin and Postal 

(1996). The second half of the chapter describes the characteristics of verbal and adjectival 

passives. However, in order to give a straightforward analysis, adjectival passives will be 

split into two types: resultative and stative passives. I argue that the former contains an 

implicit external argument, whereas the latter does not. Furthermore, I investigate those 

verbs which can appear in these constructions. Finally, I deal with the by-phrases in stative 

passives. I argue that they are completely different from the by-phrases in verbal passives. 

In chapter 3, those frameworks will be reviewed which played a crucial role in the 

development of Syntax First Alignment, i.e. Optimality Theory and Alignment Syntax, and 

                                                 

1
 For example, the Minimalist framework (e.g. Collins’s (2004) Smuggling Approach) and 

Optimality Theory (e.g. Legendre et al. (1993), Ackema & Neeleman (1999) and Kiparsky (2013)).  
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I point out the theoretical problems with them. Then the architecture of Syntax First 

Alignment will be introduced including input elements, i.e. conceptual units/features, the 

definition of domains, the relevant constraints (precedence, subsequence and adjacency) 

and their interaction. I also lay special emphasis on late lexical insertion, which is one of 

the central components of the present system. The principles which determine lexical 

insertion will also be discussed in detail as well as further background issues, for example, 

predicate decomposition. The rest of the chapter concentrates on basic word order 

phenomena in English and German from the perspective of Syntax First Alignment, e.g. 

the position of the verb in German matrix and embedded sentences. These sections rely on 

Newson (2013). Although I adopt many ideas from him, I have to modify some of them, 

simply because I make different assumptions about the members of the argument domain 

and the definition of constraints. 

Chapter 4 is devoted to an analysis of nominal and pronominal arguments in 

German. It is needless to say that these arguments play an important role in passive 

constructions as well, which necessitates their discussion. However, I deal only with 

German, because the order of these arguments is more flexible in this language than in 

English and has not been dealt with yet in the Syntax First framework. I argue that the 

arrangement of nominal arguments is influenced by many factors, e.g. their argument, 

animacy, and information status. These also influence the arrangement of pronominal 

arguments, with the exception of animacy status. My account provides an explanation for 

this observation. 

Chapter 5 presents a detailed analysis of the passivising constructions in English 

and German. I investigate the nature of the passive morpheme and the possibility of its co-

occurrence with the overt external argument. The features which are present in verbal and 

resultative passives will be introduced along with the constraints which are responsible for 

their arrangement. Then I account for the selection of the auxiliaries and the preposition 

sitting in front of the external argument (i.e. by and von) in both languages after identifying 

the relevant features and constraints. It will be shown that stative passives are completely 

different from other passive constructions in spite of the morphological similarities 

between them. The last section of the chapter puts under scrutiny those verbs which can 

undergo passivization. I will argue against the generally accepted claim that more verbs 

allow passivization in German than in English and provide an alternative account. 
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In the last chapter I will summarize the main findings of the dissertation, both in 

terms of an analysis of passivization and in the development of Syntax First Alignment as 

a syntactic model.  
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Chapter 2. The passive: background issues 

In the first part of this chapter I review some previous accounts of the passive construction. 

Even though they treat passivization from a structural point of view, it is possible to adopt 

and integrate ideas and assumptions originating from them into my analysis. First, I will 

deal with Jaeggli’s analysis in detail, moving on to highlight the main problems it faces. 

Then I will review Baker, Johnson and Roberts’s (1989) proposal that aimed to solve these 

problems. In addition, I will also discuss Baltin and Postal’s (1996) ideas. 

A further aim of this section is to establish a clear-cut distinction between verbal 

and adjectival passives, which will form the basis of the present analysis. A comparison of 

passive participles and adjectives will follow this. Although there are many differences 

between verbal and adjectival passives, they have some common properties as well. First 

of all, they share morphological similarities including the use of the passive 

participle/passive morpheme in both English and German. Furthermore, in English the 

same auxiliary, i.e. be, appears in both constructions. This, however, does not hold for 

German, which combines the passive participle with sein ‘be’ in case of adjectival passives 

(1a), whereas verbal passives use the inflected form of the auxiliary werden ‘become’ (1b): 

  

(1) a. Die Tür ist jetzt geöffnet. 

  the door is now opened 

  ‘The door is opened now.’ 

 

 b. Die Tür wird jetzt geöffnet.  

  the door becomes now opened  

  ‘The door is being opened now.’ 

 

In addition, I investigate the properties of verbs which can appear in adjectival passives. 

Then the differences between event tokens and event kinds will be highlighted. This will 

be followed by a section which argues that not only verbal passives but resultative passives 

also contain an implicit external argument. The last section concentrates on stative passives 

and the role of by-phrases in these constructions.  
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2.1. Jaeggli (1986)  

Building on the analysis of Chomsky (1981), Jaeggli (1986) argues that in a passive 

sentence like (2), the passive morpheme absorbs the external theta role of the predicate and 

the passive verb is unable to assign (accusative) case to the internal argument.  

 

(2) The rat was killed by the cat. 

 

Jaeggli adopts the external/internal argument distinction of Williams (1981) and claims 

that external arguments are assigned a theta-role listed in the lexical entry of the predicate, 

though this theta-role is unlinked, i.e. it is not associated with a subcategorization feature. 

The theta-role of internal arguments, on the other hand, is linked in the lexical entry of the 

predicate. Absorption can be defined as feature assignment to a bound morpheme. To put it 

another way, the passive suffix absorbs the external theta-role by being assigned it. This is 

possible because the external theta-role is unlinked, so the linking conventions are not 

violated. Jaeggli also assumes that the passive morpheme is obligatorily assigned this θ-

role.  

From this perspective, passive can be defined as the absorption of the external 

argument. This is consistent with the well-known fact that only those predicates can 

undergo passivization which have an external θ-role. Verbs which have only an internal 

argument, e.g. unaccusatives such as arrive, appear or depart, cannot be passivized as 

there is no external argument to be absorbed.  

The examples below support the claim that the external theta-role in passive 

sentences is present: 

 

(3) a. They decreased the price [to help the poor] / willingly. 

 b. The price was decreased [to help the poor] / willingly. 

 c. *The price decreased [to help the poor] / willingly. 

 

As we can see passive sentences just like active sentences allow purpose clauses, which 

indicates the presence of agentivity. Note that purpose clauses are incompatible with 

unaccusative constructions (3c), simply because there is no implicit agent involved. 

Secondly, it can be observed that both active and passive sentences allow agent-oriented 
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adverbs like willingly as opposed to unaccusative constructions. Jaeggli concludes that the 

external theta-role is realized on the passive morpheme. 

According to Jaeggli, the sentence John was killed has the following underlying 

structure: 

 

(4) [e] was killed John. 

 

The reason why the subject position in (4) cannot be filled with an expletive it, i.e. *It was 

killed John is that John sits in a caseless position. So this phrase has to move into subject 

position to be assigned nominative case yielding the correct word order. It is proposed that 

the passive morpheme is responsible for this phenomenon, because it absorbs (‘is 

assigned’) not only the external theta-role but also the objective case. Jaeggli claims that 

the assignment of the accusative to the passive morpheme is obligatory.  

But this cannot be the whole story, as the sentence in (5) is grammatical despite the 

fact that there is an NP following a passive predicate, which presumably is assigned Case 

by the verb: 

 

(5) John was given a book by Bill. 

 

Jaeggli suggests that in this case the NP a book is assigned inherent case, claiming the fact 

that such NPs are thematically restricted to support this. 

 In English, according to Jaeggli, intransitive verbs do not assign accusative case, so 

they cannot be passivized. But as the example in (5) indicates passivization of intransitive 

verbs with an external argument is possible in German:  

 

(6) Es wurde bis spät in die Nacht getrunken. 

 It was till late in the night drunk 

 ‘Drinking went on till late at night’ 

 

Jaeggli’s answer to this is that German and English intransitive verbs have different 

properties. Unlike in English, German intransitive verb are structural case assigners so 

objective case can be assigned to the passive morpheme. 
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The third property of the passive construction is that it can optionally have a by-

phrase. This is interpreted as identical to the external argument of the passivized predicate: 

 

(7) a. Bill was killed by Mary. 

 b. The package was sent by John. 

 c. The letter was received by Bill. 

 d. That professor is feared by all the students. 

 

Jaeggli claims that the passive morpheme can transfer its external theta-role onto the NP in 

the by-phrase and proposes that “the argument structures of both the verbal head and the 

passive suffix percolate to the branching node dominating them.” (Jaeggli, 1986, p. 600) 

The relevant theta-role is first assigned to the PP, then it percolates to the head of the 

phrase and from there it is assigned to the complement.  

The optional prepositional phrase is also assumed to be subcategorized for by the 

passive suffix. If the by-phrase is present, the passive suffix has to theta-mark it. If the by-

phrase is missing, the sentence is still interpreted as agentive as the external theta role is 

present on the passive suffix, as discussed above. The optionality of the by-phrase is 

different to that of optionally subcategorized complements, as the latter are associated with 

an optional theta-role marked as such in the predicate’s lexical entry. By contrast, the 

passive morpheme does not have a theta-role to assign in the lexicon, as it gets such a role 

after it attaches to the verb. Therefore, the passive by-phrase is not linked to a theta-role in 

its lexical entry.  

Although this proposal is fairly straightforward and can account for a lot of 

phenomena, there are some theoretical problems with it. First of all, Jaeggli does not 

discuss how a suffix can be assigned a theta-role and case. This issue, however, is 

addressed at least in analyses of pro-drop languages (e.g. Italian or Portuguese), where it 

has been proposed that the T-head can satisfy the EPP-feature instead of a DP in the 

specifier position. For instance, Barbosa (1995) and Pollock (1997) argue that functional 

heads with subject agreement have a nominal specification, i.e. +D, valued -features 

and Case. As a result, they have the status of a pronominal affix on the verb raised to I. 

Remember that these endings very often grammaticalize from personal pronouns.  

 A second problem for Jaeggli’s account of the passive is that it violates Baker’s 

(1988) Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH). According to this, a 
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particular theta-role must be assigned to a unique position. However, in Jaeggli’s analysis 

the external theta-role
2
 is assigned to a variety of places: the standard ‘subject’ position in 

active structures and a post-verbal morpheme and complement of a preposition in passives. 

The only way to make Jaeggli’s analysis compatible with the UTAH would be to assume 

that the external argument and the passive morpheme originate in the same structural 

position and then by movements of various sorts they end up in their respective surface 

positions.  

Thirdly, there are a number of problems concerning the assumptions Jaeggli makes 

about case assignment. One has to do with his assumption that the English intransitive 

verbs cannot undergo passivization because they cannot assign accusative case. However, 

some intransitives appear to be able to assign accusative case to cognate objects, e.g. die a 

gruesome death or smile a happy smile. Though it might be argued that as cognate objects 

are not arguments, they do not need case, the fact that unaccusative verbs cannot take 

cognate objects would argue that they actually do. An alternative way to save Jaeggli is to 

claim that the case assigned to a cognate object is inherent. This would solve the problem, 

but it is rather stipulative and circular: the only reason why we have to assume that English 

intransitives assign inherent case is because they do not passivise – but that is the very 

thing we are trying to account for.  

As Woolford (2006, p. 113) states, inherent case may not occur on themes/internal 

arguments, which are typically assigned structural case, but on external arguments and on 

(shifted) goal arguments. In German, for example, dative case, being inherent, is inherently 

associated with ditransitive goals: 

 

8. Ich gab dem Mann das Buch  

 I gave the man(dat) the book (acc). 

 ‘I gave the man the book.’ 

 

                                                 

2
 It may be a mere terminological problem, but Jaeggli uses the notion external theta-role, which he 

borrowed from Williams (1981), who says that external arguments “must be specified in a position 

external to the verb phrase”. It is odd, therefore, that in passive sentences the external theta-role is 

realized on an argument which is inside the VP - the passive morpheme being VP internal, 

governed by the verb. 
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Thus, inherent cases tend to be ‘quirky’ in that they represent a deviation from the cases 

which are standardly assigned to the arguments structurally. From this perspective, 

Jaeggli’s claim that certain themes are inherently assigned accusative case, as in example 

(5) above, is rather odd, as themes are typically assigned this case.   

Another case-related problem for Jaeggli is that it is uncertain why the passive 

morpheme should absorb case if it is able to pass on its theta-role to the argument of the 

by-phrase. If case assignment is dependent on theta-role assignment, as required by 

Chomsky’s (1986) Visibility Condition, then this provides an explanation for Jaeggli’s 

claim that the passive morpheme absorbs both a theta role and a case. Assuming the 

requirement that the passive morpheme receive a theta role to be basic, then it follows that 

it must also be case marked. Yet such an account disintegrates if the passive morpheme 

then passes its theta-role to the by-phrase. Given that the preposition is capable of 

assigning case, the passive morpheme is no longer required to absorb the verb’s case to 

make the theta role visible. But this seems not to be correct as the object of the verb still 

moves to subject position even in the presence of the by-phrase. 

The by-phrase in passive sentences behaves like an adjunct. Grimshaw (1990), for 

instance, claims that the principled optionality of by-phrases is evidence against the 

assumption that they are arguments of the verb. Zubizarreta (1985 in Grimshaw (1990)) 

adds that by-phrases behave like adjuncts as far as anaphora and extraction from wh-

islands are concerned. However, in the theory that Jaeggli adopts only complements are 

subcategorized for. Therefore, the assumption that the passive suffix can optionally 

subcategorize the by-phrase is dubious. 

Lastly, as Baker et al. (1989) point out, Jaeggli’s assumption that German 

intransitive verbs can assign accusative case, while English intransitive verbs cannot, i.e. 

there is parametric difference between the two languages, is not only ad hoc, as there is no 

independent motivation for this but also hard to maintain - see the cognate object argument 

above. I will deal with these problems in the next subsections.   

 

 

2.2. Baker, Johnson and Roberts  

Baker et al.’s (1989) analysis is based on Jaeggli’s ideas but they try to offer solutions to 

some of the problems discussed above. They support the claim that the passive morpheme 

must be case and theta marked by arguing that the passive morpheme is actually an 
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argument. The Visibility Condition (Chomsky 1986), which requires that all arguments get 

case in order to receive a theta-role, is satisfied under this assumption. They present some 

arguments in favour of the hypothesis that the passive argument behaves like any other 

argument; such as strong crossover effects and arbitrary reference.  

Baker et al. argue that the passive morpheme behaves like arbitrary PRO with 

respect to its referential properties, which suggests that the passive morpheme is also an 

argument similar to PRO. They highlight the parallel between sentences such as (9a) and 

(10a) and (9b) and (10b): 

 

(9) a. ?*This privilege was kept to themselves. 

 b. Such privileges should be kept to oneself. 

 

(10) a. ?*To shave themselves is fun. 

 b. To shave oneself can be fun. 

 

The feature-agreement requirement on anaphor binding and the requirement that arbitrary 

pronouns lack features mean that arbitrary pronouns can only bind other arbitrary 

pronouns, as demonstrated by (9) and (10). 

The same explanation holds for the examples below: in (11a) the non-arbitrary 

pronoun and the passive morpheme cannot be interpreted as coreferential with a referential 

pronoun, and as (12a) demonstrates, neither can arbitrary PRO. However, in (11b) and 

(12b) coreference is possible, as the arbitrary pronouns do not require feature-agreement. 

 

(11) a. *Hisi mother was see+eni. 

 b. This is the kind of show that onei’s children shouldn’t be take+eni to. 

   

(12) a. *PROi to abandon hisi children is irresponsible. 

 b. PROi to abandon onei’s children is irresponsible 

 

According to Baker et al., the contrasts between these examples indicate that a passive 

argument is present.  

They also propose that the passive morpheme is base-generated under the head of 

the IP, as in (13) below. If we assume that the passive morpheme is an argument, this 
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means that the head must be a θ-marked position. Therefore, [spec,IP] is a nonthematic 

position, so the object NP can move to it later in order to get nominative case. 

 

(13) [S/IP NPi [I’ –en [VP  V ti]]] 

 

Although the UTAH is still violated under these assumptions, this representation is a step 

forward as the external argument, i.e. the passive suffix, is indeed external to the VP. The 

hypothesis that –en is an argument explains the phenomenon of implicit arguments in the 

passive construction (see above).  

Turning to “long” passives, that is, passive sentences with a by-phase, Baker et al. 

suggest that the passive morpheme behaves like a clitic – an argument category realized as 

adjoined to a head - and forms a chain with a full NP. This is similar to clitic-doubling in 

languages such as Italian and Spanish. The NP will be the coda of the chain, which can be 

realized as a by-phrase or can remain covert yielding a “short” passive. The difference 

between English and Italian/Spanish is that in English –en is a clitic syntactically but an 

affix phonologically, whereas in these Romance languages clitics behave as clitics 

phonologically as well. 

Baker et al. also criticise Jaeggli’s treatment of German impersonal passives as not 

straightforward enough. According to Jaeggli, although intransitive verbs do not assign a 

theta-role to an accusative object, they are able to assign accusative case to the passive 

morpheme in German, but not in English, which means that there is a parametric difference 

between languages in this respect. This difference is responsible for the fact that the former 

allows impersonal passives, whereas the latter does not. Baker et al., however, say that 

Jaeggli’s hypothesis cannot account for the so-called transitive passives, where the theme 

can bear accusative case as in Welsh, Polish or Ukrainian – see (14) below: 

 

(14) Cerkv-u bul-o zbudova-n-o v 1640 roc’i. 

 church-acc/fem was-imp built-pass-imp in 1640 year 

 ‘The church was built in 1640.’ 

 

Obviously, the verb cannot assign accusative case to the passive morpheme as it is the 

theme that bears it. Therefore, they propose to modify the principles which govern the 

structural conditions of case assignment, hence preserving the Visibility Condition: “an 
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element (here the passive morpheme) can receive case from some item that does not 

(minimally) govern it” (Baker et al, 1989, p. 236). In German nominative case can be 

realized on elements inside the VP provided the subject bears ‘quirky’ case, e.g. dative in 

the following example: 

 

(15) dass [IP meinem Bruder [VP deine Musik nicht gefällt]] 

 that my brother (dat) your music(nom) not likes  

 ‘that my brother does not like your music’ 

  

In their analysis the passive morpheme is also an argument within the VP at S-Structure, so 

it can receive nominative case from the finite inflection on the auxiliary, which is, 

however, not possible in English: 

 

(16) [IP ─ [I’ [VP getrunk+en] wurde]] 

                                  nom 

 

Baker et al. rule out the D-Structure where the auxiliary be, heading its own VP, is 

between the passive morpheme and the main VP: 

 

(17) [IP [I -en [VP be [VP  V NP]]] 

 

The problem with this analysis is that either the passive suffix has to lower through two 

maximal projections or the main verb has to move upward through them. The issue is even 

more complicated with more auxiliaries, e.g. John has been kissed. Therefore, following 

Stowell (1981), Couquaux (1981), etc., they propose that be takes a clausal complement 

whose head is the passive inflectional element (18a): the main verb can raise to the passive 

suffix and merge with it, while the auxiliary be moves to the head of the upper inflectional 

element. The NP complement of the main V lands at the beginning of the highest IP. This 

yields the structure in (18b): 

 

(18) a. [IP e [I’ Infl [VP be  [IP[I -en [VP  V NP]]]]] 

 b. [IP NPi [I’ bej + Infl [VP tj [IP[I Vk+-en [VP  tk ti]]]]] 
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Again, as in the previous proposal the NP has to raise to subject position to get case, as the 

main verb has already assigned accusative case to the passive morpheme.  

The main shortcomings of Baker et al.’s analysis besides the fact that UTAH is still 

violated and the claim that the movement of the object to [spec,IP] is motivated by case, 

which I will argue against in the next subsection, concerns the claim that the inflectional 

head is a clitic argument. The supposed status of the passive morpheme as both an 

inflectional head and a clitic is in conflict. Other clitic arguments do not head structures 

which contain the verb itself. Furthermore, it is pointed out by den Dikken (2006) that 

clitic-doubling constructions and and “long-passives” are not subject to the same 

restrictions such as definiteness, specificity and pronominality. In addition, Baker et al. 

(1989) do not offer independent support for the claim that the passive morpheme receives 

nominative case in German, but accusative case in English.    

Lastly, there are at least two problems with the hypothesis that the passive 

morpheme is base-generated under the head of the inflectional phrase. First, if the 

assumption is correct, how is it possible that the passive morpheme is the one nearest to the 

verb and furthest away from the tense when aspectual morphemes are also present? 

Secondly, if all of the inflections associated with verbs are of the same category, i.e. I, then 

why do they not have the same distribution? Anything that selects an IP complement ought 

to be able to select any phrase headed by one of these inflections. But obviously this is not 

the case. In other words, stipulations have to be made not only about the order of 

inflections but also about the selection of phrasal complements. 

 

 

2.3. Baltin and Postal 

According to the previous two analyses, the movement of the object to subject position is 

motivated by case. As the passive morpheme absorbs accusative case, the verb is unable to 

assign case to the object, so it has to move to be case-marked by another element, i.e. I. 

One indication that this approach might not be on the right track concerns the behaviour of 

prepositional passives
3
. Consider, then, constructions where the complement of the 

preposition, not the complement of the verb undergoes passive movement:  

                                                 

3
 This construction will not be analysed in this dissertation, but are introduced here solely to 

investigate the correctness of the case driven approach to passives. 
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(19) Emmai was shouted at ti. 

 

On the simplest assumptions, Emma is not in a caseless position, as it should receive case 

from the preposition at. As there is no motivation for the object to move, economy would 

predict that the sentence should be ‘*It was shouted at Emma’, which is obviously 

ungrammatical. 

If we want to insist on the assumption of case-driven movement, a possible solution 

would be the reanalysis/incorporation approach: the preposition is incorporated to yield a 

complex verb, i.e. they form a single unit, which takes the NP as its object. It must be 

further assumed that the preposition cannot assign case anymore, as it is deprived of its 

case assigning property by the passive suffix. Therefore, the NP has to move. This analysis 

was first put in these terms within the GB framework by Horstein and Weinberg (1981). 

Supporters of the reanalysis approach, e.g. Radford (1988), argue that reanalysis is 

optional and passivization can take place only if incorporation has applied. On the other 

hand, if an intervening element, e.g. an adverb, blocks incorporation, passivization is 

impossible, as predicated by the approach (Radford, 1988): 

 

(20) a. Mary shouted angrily at John. 

 b. *John was shouted angrily at by Mary. 

 

Secondly, Radford (1988) demonstrates that reanalysis is indeed optional. The following 

two possible passive constructions are the results of the optionality of the incorporation of 

the preposition: 

 

(21) a. Advantage1 was [V taken] t1 of John. 

 b. John1 was [V taken advantage of] t1. 

 

In (21a) no reanalysis takes place; therefore, the DP advantage has to move, while in the 

second example, where take advantage of is considered a single unit, John has to do so. 
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Van Riemsdijk (1978) and Williams (1980) remark that unless we analyse (22a) as 

(22b), i.e. where the preposition is incorporated with the verb, there would be a binding 

problem, as (22a) would not allow the reflexive to be bound by Bill.
4
  

 

(22) a. John talked [PP to Bill1] about himself1. 

 b. John [V talked to] Bill1 about himself1. 

 

This assumption is supported by the existence of pseudopassives like (23) below (Baltin 

and Postal, 1996): 

 

(23) Billi was [talked to] ei about himself by John. 

 

While it seems that the reanalysis approach is appealing and can account for a number of 

phenomena, Postal (1986), and Baltin & Postal (1996) counter that the reanalysis view 

faces many problems of its own. They point out a number of arguments against this 

approach including the non-linear adjacency between the verb and the preposition. A 

preposition can be shared by several verbs (see 24a), and a complex verb can be shared by 

more than one preposition - see (24b) and (24c) (Baltin and Postal, 1996): 

 

(24) a. Communism was talked, argued and fought about. 

 b. Fascism was fought for by Goebbels and (then) against by De Gaulle. 

 c. The bridge was flown (both) over and under. 

 

This is how ordinary prepositions behave and not incorporated ones. Secondly, Postal 

(1986) notes that NPs following transitive verbs can undergo heavy NP shift (25a), but, for 

some reason, this is not possible with putative ‘complex’ verbs, where the verb and the 

preposition could form a single unit (25b): 

 

 

                                                 

4
 Note that this proposal appeared before Larson’s VP Shell Hypothesis (1988, 1990) and 

Pesetsky’s Cascade analysis (1995). These structural assumptions overcome this problem without 

the need of preposition incorporation/ reanalysis.  
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(25) a. I discussed t1 with Lorenzo - [the problems he was having with deliveries]1. 

 b. * I argued with t1 about such problems - [the drivers’ union leader]1. 

 

Also, Baltin and Postal (1996) point out that there is a theory-internal problem with the 

reanalysis view. In (22b), the preposition moves to V, but the trace which is left behind is 

still part of the PP and thus the complement of the first preposition cannot c-command the 

complement of the second preposition. Therefore, it is assumed, following Ross (1966), 

that the projections of the incorporated preposition have to be pruned, yielding the 

structure in (26): 

 

(26) [VP [V’ [V talk to] [DP Bill] [PP about himself]] 

 

This solution is difficult to accept for two reasons. First, there is no principle offered at all 

that determines under what circumstances pruning is possible. Secondly, this assumption is 

a clear violation of Chomsky’s Projection Principle, i.e. that a feature must be projected at 

each syntactic level of representation, namely D-structure, S-structure and Logical Form.  

In addition, there are further problems with Radford’s analysis concerning the 

optionality of preposition incorporation with examples like take advantage of. Firstly, apart 

from passivization data, there is no evidence that take advantage of is a single unit. It is not 

easy to say what kind of incorporation is involved – obviously not just preposition 

incorporation, but also incorporation of the idiomatic object. This is problematic, because 

objects do not normally incorporate in English. Secondly, it is not entirely clear why 

advantage should move to subject position in (21a) where John is case-marked. As (21b) 

demonstrates, advantage does not require case at all, so it seems odd that it needs case in 

(21a). 

Lastly, if Van Riemsdijk (1978) and Williams (1980) were right and we should 

analyse (22a) as (22b) in order to avoid a binding problem, we would also expect the 

grammaticality of (27): 

 

(27) *John talked to Bill1 about him1. 

 

Here incorporation would not take place and hence the object of to should not bind the 

object of about and so a pronominal should be acceptable. As the sentence is not 
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grammatical, the prediction is confounded. Therefore, either incorporation is not optional, 

or the sentences are structured in such a way that the observations are irrelevant for the 

issue under discussion.   

The overall conclusion is that prepositional passives remain problematic and unless 

a more convincing account of them can be proposed, they question the validity of the case 

based approach. It might be better therefore to follow a different path which rejects the 

case motivation of passive object movement and accounts for this by other factors. This 

will be discussed later.  

 

 

2.4. Summary  

Jaeggli (1986) proposes that, if present, the passive morpheme must receive the external 

theta-role, which is the reason why verbs which cannot assign this theta-role cannot be 

passivized. He also claims that the passive morpheme absorbs accusative case, so the 

underlying object has to move to subject position to get case. This idea is, however, 

extensively criticized by Baltin and Postal (1996). They list a number of arguments against 

the assumption that the movement of the object is motivated by case. They reject the 

reanalysis approach as well arguing that there is no evidence that prepositions incorporate 

into verbs. As we will see it in chapter 5, the claim that case does not play a role in passive 

constructions is in harmony with the analysis proposed in this dissertation.  

It was pointed out as well that Jaeggli’s analysis of German intransitive verbs with 

respect to passivization is dubious. In addition, by-phrases are also problematic under his 

assumptions. Again, in chapter 5, I will provide a more straightforward analysis of these 

issues.  

 While the identification of the I head as the host of the passive morpheme may be 

mistaken, there are useful insights in Baker et al’s (1989) clitic approach. Therefore, I will 

be adopting the proposal that the passive morpheme is an argument (similar to a clitic) 

with PRO-like properties and is responsible for the fact that there is an implicit external 

argument present in passive sentences. 
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2.5. Verbal passives vs. adjectival passives 

2.5.1. Similarities 

Emonds (2001) argues that “though formed from a verbal stem, passive participles are all 

adjectives” (p.2.). He supports his claim with three pieces of evidence. Firstly, in French, 

adjectival and verbal passives have the same inflections as adjectives. French passive 

participles just like adjectives agree in all positions, see (28) below. In (28a) the adjectival 

passive repeintes has the same feminine plural ending as the adjectives jolies and grises. 

Similarly, the verbal passive repeinte in (28b) shares the same feminine agreement as the 

adjective jolie. However, in (28c), in case of composed past, this kind of agreement does 

not hold (Emonds, 2001):  

 

(28) a. A mon arrivée, ces jolies portes semblaient déjà {repeintes/grises}. 

  At my arrival, those pretty doors seemed already {repainted/grey} 

 

 b. Cette jolie porte était vita repeinte par le locataire pendant ma visite. 

  That pretty door was quickly repainted by the renter during my visit 

 

 c. Cette femme a tout de même peint(*e) seulement par nécéssité. 

  That woman(fem) has all the same painted(*fem) only by necessity 

  ‘That woman painted only out of necessity after all.’ 

 

In German adjectives and passive participles behave the same way, i.e. they agree in case, 

number and gender with the following noun:  

 

(29) a. ein großes Fenster  ein geschlossenes Fenster 

  a big(neuter) window  a closed(neuter) window 

 

(30) b. den jungen Schüler  den verlobten Schüler 

  the young pupil(masc.acc)  the praised pupil(masc.acc) 
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Emonds’ second piece of evidence for his claim is that the distribution of adjectives and 

passive participles share many similarities. For instance, passive participles can be selected 

by verbs which subcategorize either for an AP, e.g. act, appear, be, become, feel, look, 

remain, seem, smell, sound, stay or taste or for a DP and an AP
5
, such as find or consider:  

 

(30) She {felt/ seemed/ sounded/ found him/ considered Bill} {ill/ betrayed/ cared for} 

 

Verbal passives can also appear in a similar context, although this is more restricted: they 

can only be complements of those verbs which are semantically not so specific, e.g. be or 

get in English or become (‘werden’) in German.   

The last argument that Emonds mentions is the distribution of adjectives and 

passive participles in adjunct and other positions. For example, both can occur as adjuncts 

of sentences (31a) and verb phrases (31b), as attributive modifiers of nouns (31c) and with 

the prepositional copula as (31d): 

 

(31) a. {Desolate/ Unwanted/ Rejected}, the child turned to crime. 

 b. The child spent his school years {hungry, uncared for, bullied}. 

 c. Church bells {silent/ rung} at noon reflect the status of the clergy. 

It’s patients {unable to pay/ left to wait/ examined too hastily} that leads to 

problems. 

 d. He {struck us/ treated them} as {intelligent/ ill/ experienced/ undernourished} 

 

Based on the arguments mentioned above, Emonds concludes that there is no difference 

between adjectives and passive participles as far as their categorical status is concerned. 

Note, however, that Emonds’ second argument is actually an argument against his own 

assumption. If it were true, verbal passives would have the same distribution as any other 

adjective, but obviously, this is not the case. In the next section, I will concentrate on the 

differences between adjectives and passive participles. 

 

 

                                                 

5  Emonds (2001, p.3 and 4) uses the notation DP^(AP), which is a mistake, as the AP cannot be 

optional in these instances. 
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2.5.2. Differences 

Adjectival passives differ from verbal passives in a number of aspects. Emonds (2001) 

claims that verbal passives express ongoing activities and are eventive while adjectival 

passives describe completed activities and are stative in nature. This difference is 

responsible for the fact that adjectival and verbal passives do not behave in the same way. 

In (32a) painting is interpreted as a complete action, whereas in (32b), which exemplifies a 

verbal passive, as it is compatible with the progressive tenses (see later), only the 

incomplete reading is possible: 

 

(32) a. The door looked (un)painted. 

 b. The door is being (*un)painted. 

 

Second, as already pointed out by Siegel (1973), adjectival passives can follow most 

linking verbs like become, remain, look, seem etc., and can be prefixed with un- in 

English
6
. In this respect they are like any other adjective.  

 

(33) a. John seemed satisfied/friendly. (adjectival passive / underived adjective) 

 b. John is unsatisfied / unfriendly. (adjectival passive / underived adjective) 

 

Third, degree adverbs such as very, too, so, how etc. are restricted to adjectival passives 

and cannot modify verbal passives (Emonds, 2001): 

 

                                                 

6
 This holds for German as well, as noted by Rapp (1996): 

(i) Die Aufgabe ist ungelöst. (adjectival passive) 

 The task is unsolved.   

       

(ii) *Die Aufgabe wird ungelöst. (verbal passive)  

 The task becomes unsolved.    

 intended: ‘The task is being unsolved.’ 
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(34) a. The garden seemed too overplanted. / How spotted did those clothes look? 

 b. The garden is being (*too) overplanted. /*How pressed did the clay feel against 

the sides? 

 

Fourth, only verbal passives have the full internal structure of VPs, which makes them 

compatible with the double object construction, which is not tolerated with adjectival 

passives (Emonds, 2001): 

 

(35) a. Ann was given the letter. / Peter was forgiven his sins. 

 b. *Ann seemed given the letter. / *Peter’s sins stayed forgiven him. 

 

Fifth, only verbal passives have an overt by-phrase or understood structural subject inside 

VPs. It is generally assumed that clauses of purpose can indicate the presence of an 

(implicit) agent (Jaeggli, 1986, p. 611) through the control of their PRO subject. Similarly, 

adverbs of intentionality like intentionally, deliberately or willingly are compatible 

semantically with sentences which have an agent subject
7
 (Jackendoff, 1972). Without an 

agent argument, purpose clauses and adverbs of intentionality are unlicensed:  

 

(36) a. Johni broke the vase PROi to make a loud noise./ John broke the vase deliberately. 

 b. *The vase broke PRO to make a loud noise. / * The vase broke deliberately.  

 

As John in (37a) is an agent, the sentences are acceptable. However, the vase in (36b) is a 

patient, and as there is no implicit agent in these examples, the sentences are 

ungrammatical. Using these diagnostic tests, we can conclude that verbal passives, as 

opposed to adjectival passives, do have an understood external argument: 

 

(37) a. This corn has been grown voluntarily to stave off famine. 

 b. Our workers are better paid intentionally. 

 

                                                 

7
 Therefore, these adverbs are often referred to as agent-oriented adverbs as well. 
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(38) a. We judge the corn fully grown (* to stave off famine). 

 b. Our workers remain better paid (* intentionally).
8
 

 

Lastly, as noted by Emonds, passivization of idiomatic object nouns is possible only in 

verbal passives: 

 

(39) a. A great deal {was/ *sounded} made of your visit. 

 b. No attention {is being paid/ *seems paid} to minor officials. 

 

Bruening (2012) adds that progressive tenses can be used only with verbal passives and 

never with adjectival passives
9
. 

 

(40) a. John is being beaten by Mary. (verbal passive) 

 b. * John is being unbeaten. (adjectival passive) 

 

Also, Grimshaw (1990) notes that by-phrases (or with-phrases) can be added freely to 

verbal passives in English (41a), while their distribution varies with adjectival passives: in 

some cases they must be obligatorily absent (41b), yet in others they must be obligatorily 

                                                 

8
 These phenomena are also observed in German. Compare the examples given by Gehrke (2011): 

 

(i) ??? Der Reifen war aufgepumpt, um  die Fahrt fortzusetzen.  

  the tire was inflated in order the journey to continue  

  ‘The tire was inflated in order to continue the journey.  

 

(ii) ??? Das Buch war mit Absicht geschrieben.  

  The book was with purpose written  

  ‘The book was written on purpose.’ 

 

9
 Newson (personal communication) doubts the usefulness and reliability of this test saying that 

although most adjectives are incompatible with the progressive, there are some adjectives which 

are not, e.g. John is being silly. This is rather a test of some property of adjectives which makes 

some of them more like verbs than others. Note that this property cannot be attested in German 

because of the lack of a progressive form in the language. 
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present (41c); otherwise, the sentence cannot be interpreted. As the following examples 

demonstrate, this is true of German as well: 

 

(41) a. The house was built (by John).  
 

Das Haus wurde (von John) gebaut. 

the house became from John built 
 

 

 

 

 

b. 

 

 

The house was well-built (*by John). 

 

Das Haus ist (*von John) gebaut. 

the house is   from John built 
 

 

 

 

 

c. 

 

The house is surrounded *(by trees). 

 

Das Haus ist *(von Bäumen) umgegeben. 

the house is   from trees surrounded 
 

 

Furthermore, Gehrke (2014) claims that comparative morphology in German is compatible 

with adjectival passives, while it is ungrammatical with verbal passives: 

 

(42) a. Diese Region ist noch gefährdeter.  

  this region is even endangered-er  

  ‘This region is even more endangered.’ 
 

 b. *Diese Region wird noch gefährdeter.     

  this region becomes even endangered-er     

  intended:‘*This region is being even more endangered.’  

 

Table (43) summarizes the discussed properties of verbal and adjectival passives. 
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(43)  verbal passives adjectival passives 

 type of activity ongoing completed / stativity 

 prefixation with un- not possible possible 

 degree adverbs not possible possible 

 comparative morphology not possible possible 

 by-phrases free either obligatory absent  

or obligatorily present 

 full internal structure of VP possible not possible 

 

 

2.6. Passive participles vs. adjectives 

As opposed to Emonds (2001), Gehrke (2014) concentrates on the differences between 

passive participles and adjectives. First of all, adjectival passives exist along with genuine 

adjectives which have more or less the same meaning, which may argue that there is some 

difference between them:
10

 

 

(44) a. Das Fenster ist geöffnet/ offen.  

  the window is opened/ open  

  ‘The window is opened/ open.’  
 

 b. Der Briefkasten ist geleert/ leer. 

  the mailbox is emptied/ empty. 

  ‘The mailbox is emptied/ empty.’ 

 

Secondly, genuine adjectives do not appear with instruments, by-phrases or manner 

adverbials as opposed to some adjectival passives. The following examples are borrowed 

from Kratzer (1994): 

 

                                                 

10
  True lexical synonymy is rare in English and German. Note that the difference between open 

and opened or offen and geöffnet is not merely stylistic. 
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(45) a. Die Zeichnung ist von einem Kind {angefertigt/ *schön}.  

  the drawing is by a child produced/ beautiful  

  ‘The drawing is {produced/*beautiful} by a child.’ 
   

 b. Der Brief war mit einem Bleistift {geschrieben/* schön}.  

  the letter was with a pencil written beautiful  

  ‘The letter was {written/*beautiful} with a pencil. 
 

 c. Das Haar war ziemlich schlampig {gekämmt/ *fettig}.    

  the hair was rather sloppily combed greasy    

  ‘The hair was {combed/ *greasy}in a rather sloppy way.’  

 

Based on these arguments, the overall conclusion is that there are differences between the 

participles and adjectives in spite of their common categorical status. Secondly, verbal and 

adjectival passives are also distinct categories. 

 

 

2.7. Different types of adjectival passives 

In the previous section I separated verbal passive from adjectival passive constructions. 

However, I will now argue that the verbal/ adjectival passive distinction is too coarse-

grained. If we take a closer look at adjectival passives and at their possible classification in 

particular, we will see that adjectival passives do not form a single homogenous class in 

spite of their morphological similarities, i.e. the use of the auxiliary be (sein in German) 

with the passive participle.  

McIntyre (2013) distinguishes three classes of adjectival participles which are part 

of this type of construction: resultative participles, eventive-verb-related pure stative 

participles (abbreviated as e-statives) and situation-in-progress participles, a class which is 

rarely discussed in the literature. 

Resultative participles, which are basically the same as the participles in German 

Zustandspassive constructions, express states which are the results of a previous event 

denoted by the verb: 

 

(46) The car is scratched. 
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E-statives, as opposed to resultative participles, do not entail prior actions although they 

are related to eventive verbs
11

:  

 

(47) a. The bars are bent because the craftsman moulded them that way. 

 b. After the landmine accident he was lucky that his legs were still attached. 
12

 

 

As far as the third class is concerned, the time reference of the participle and the situation 

described by the verb is the same, hence the name situation-in-progress participle: 

 

(48) The flute seems well-played, from what I can hear amidst the surface noise. 

  

Embick’s (2004) categorization of adjectival passives is similar to McIntyre’s, though he 

distinguishes only two types of stative participles: stative and resultative, dispensing with 

McIntyre’s third class. The former can be regarded as the equivalent of McIntyre’s e-

stative. I will adopt Embick’s classification and integrate it into my analysis.  

Embick illustrates the three types of construction, i.e. eventive (verbal) passive, 

resultative participle and stative with the following examples: 

 

(49) a. The door was opened. (Someone opened the door) 

 b. The door was opened. (The door was in a state of having become open 

resulting from an event) 

 c. The door was open. 

 

                                                 

11
 It seems that the difference does not lie with the verbs, but the situations that are described here. 

For instance, we can consider the situation in which attachment is the result of some prior action:  

The weight is attached to stop the balloon from floating away. 

12
 Actually, the difference between the examples (47a) and (47b), as given by McIntyre (2013), is 

rather subtle and not easy to make. Bent can be considered more resultative than attached, as the 

craftsman did something which resulted in the bars being bent irrespective of whether any bending 

took place in the process, while, as far as (47b) is concerned, nobody attached the legs of the victim 

before the accident or did anything which has this result. The subjects are assigned different theta-

roles, which can account for the different degrees of resultativity.  
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In most cases the stative and resultative participles have identical forms, so it seems 

difficult to differentiate them. To put it another way, these identical forms are 

morphophonologically ambiguous. However, in some cases, though limited in number, the 

allomorphy patterns do differ. This supports the statives/resultative distinction from a 

morphological point of view. Tableau (50), from Embick (2004, p. 358) demonstrates 

different participial allomorphs: 

 

(50) Root Stative Resultative Eventive passive 

 √BLESS bless-èd bless-ed bless-ed 

 √AGE ag-èd ag-ed ag-ed 

 √ROT rott-en rott-ed rott-ed 

 √SINK sunk-en sunk-Ø sunk-Ø 

 √SHAVE (clean)-shav-en shav-ed shav-ed 

 √OPEN open open-ed open-ed 

 √DRINK drunk-en drunk  drunk 

 

Embick (2004) mentions diagnostic tests which can distinguish stative and resultative 

participles. Only the former can function as a resultative secondary predicate, the latter is 

unable to do so: 

 

(51) a. The heat turned the meat rotten/*rotted. 

 b. John kicked the door open/*opened.  

 

Another test is the use of the prefix un-. It was claimed above that this affix can attach to 

adjectival passives as opposed to verbal passives but if we take a closer look at these 

constructions, it turns out that actually it attaches mainly to resultatives and not to statives: 

 

(52) a. *un-rott-en, unrott-ed 

 b. *un-bless-èd, un-bless-ed  

 

Note that under this distinction the differences between geöffnet ‘opened’ and offen ‘open’ 

in (44a), and geleert ‘emptied’ and leer ‘empty’  in (44b) are straightforwardly accounted 

for. Furthermore, the incompatibility of genuine adjectives with the syntactic structures in 
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(45a), (45b) and (45c) is explained too. For instance, angefertigt ‘produced’ and schön 

‘beautiful’ belong to two different classes, so it is not surprising that their distribution is 

not the same. 

All the participles in (45), i.e. angefertigt ‘produced’, geschrieben ‘written’ and 

gekämmt ‘combed’ are obviously resultatives. Hence they are compatible with manner 

adverbials (among others, under special circumstances
13

, which we will discuss in the 

following section) as they are in some respect, more “eventive” in nature. Gehrke (2014) 

attributes this to the fact that there is an underlying event, though not overtly realized. 

Adjectives, on the other hand, do not share this property; they are stative. Therefore, the 

grammatical versions in (45) are considered as resultative passives requiring resultative 

participles. Genuine adjectives do not appear in these environments. 

In order to avoid confusion, in the remainder of the present dissertation I am going 

to use the terms verbal passive, resultative passive and stative passive. Verbal passive is 

the same as what is traditionally referred to as Vorgangspassiv or often as werden-Passiv in 

German linguistics. Resultative passive is used to cover the German terms Zustandspassiv 

or sein-Passiv, while stative passive is the equivalent of McIntyre’s e-stative, which is 

called allgemeine Zustandsform in German. The table below summarizes the differences 

between resultative and stative passives. 

 

(53)  resultative passives stative passives 

 eventivity more eventive: previous event  

not overtly realized 

no prior event, 

stative 

 manner adverbials possible not possible 

 prefixation with un- possible not possible 

 as resultative secondary predicate not possible possible 

    

 

2.8. Possible verb classes in adjectival passives 

The next question to answer is what kind of verbs can appear in adjectival passives in 

general. I am going to borrow examples from Gehrke (2014), who discusses German 

adjectival passives. She claims that only verbs with internal (theme or experiencer) 

                                                 

13
 This will be discussed in more detail in the following section. 
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arguments which are associated with scalar change can turn up in these constructions. 

Therefore, for instance, result verbs or process-result verbs, such as öffnen ‘open’, 

schließen ‘close’ or einreichen ‘submit’, where the internal argument undergoes a change 

of state involving the operator BECOME, are good input verbs: 

 

(54) a. Die Tür ist geöffnet/ geschlossen. 

  the door is opened/ closed. 

  ‘The door is opened/ closed.’ 
 

 b. Der Antrag ist eingereicht. 

  The application is submitted. 

  ‘The application is submitted.’ 

 

Secondary resultative predicates, for example, adjectives, prepositional phrases
14

 and 

particles which form a complex predicate with the verb, can make even unprefixed verbs 

of consumption and activity verbs totally acceptable as well, exemplified by (55a), (55b) 

and (55c) respectively.  

 

(55) a. Die Teekanne ist *(leer)-getrunken.    

  the teapot is empty-drunk    

  ‘The tea in the pot is finished.’ 

          (Kratzer, 2000) 
 

 b. Das Brett ist ?(in zwei Teile) gesägt. 

  The plank is in two parts sawn 

  ‘The plank is cut in two pieces.’ 

         (Welke, 2007) 

                                                 

14
 Goldberg and Jackendoff (2004) share a similar view concerning English. An AP or a PP can add 

a resultative character to the predicate. This is exemplified in (i) and (ii), respectively: 

 

(i) They drank the pub dry.  

(ii) The critics laughed the play off the stage. 

 

Note the unacceptability of the resultative-passive reading of the sentences derived from (i) and (ii) 

without the AP and PP: *The pub was drunk. /  *The play was laughed.  
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 c. Die Katze ist ??(genug/fertig)
15

 gestreichelt.  

  the cat is enough/ready petted  

  ‘The cat has been petted enough.’ 

         (Rapp, 1996) 

 

In addition, some verbal prefixes can be considered as secondary resultative predicates, too 

(Gehrke, 2014). Therefore, verbs such as überfluten ‘flood’, erbaut ‘build’, can form 

adjectival passives (56a), (56b), while the verbs without the prefixes über- and er- are 

unacceptable input elements out of context (57a), (57b):  

 

(56) a Das Feld ist über-flutet. 

  the field is over-flooded 

  ‘The field is flooded.’ 
 

 b. Das Gebäude ist er-baut.  

  the building is constructed  

  ‘The building is constructed.’  

 

(57) a ?? Das  Feld   ist    geflutet. 

   the field is flooded 
 

 b. ?? Das  Gebäude   ist       gebaut.
16

 

   the building is built 

 

Moreover, according to Gehrke (2014), there are two types of stative verbs which can 

appear in adjectival passives. The first class is comprised of experiencer psych verbs: they 

also express scalar change even though there is no causer. These verbs also take part in the 

causative-inchoative alternation. When they are used in adjectival passives, they are closer 

to the inchoative version semantically. A relevant example can be seen in (58). 

 

                                                 

15
 Although genug and fertig are not necessarily resultative predicates, according to Gehrke, their 

role is similar. They can indicate that a given action has been completed.  

16
 Note, however, that (55a) and (55b) are grammatical under the job-is-done reading.  
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(58) Marie ist genervt/ amüsiert. 

 Marie is annoyed/ amused 

 ‘Marie is annoyed/ amused.’ 

 

However, subject experiencer (psych-) verbs, such as such as lieben ‘love’, fürchten ‘fear’ 

cannot undergo adjectival passivization, see (59) below: 

 

(59) *Er ist geliebt. (adjectival passive) 

  he is loved   

 ‘He is loved.’   

 

The second class of stative predicates is made up of verbs which have not only an event 

(60a) but also an extent reading (60b). To put it another way, these predicates are 

associated with two different event structures. 

 

(60) a. Das Haus ist von Polizisten umgeben.
17

 

  The house is by policemen around-given. 

  ‘The house is surrounded by policemen.’ 
 

 b Das Haus ist von Bäumen umgeben. 

  the house is by trees around-given 

  ‘The house is surrounded by trees.’ 

 

I classify the participle in (60a) as a resultative passive, as there is an underlying event 

involved. On the other hand, this is not the case in (60b), which can be considered as a 

stative passive. The second difference between them is that (60a) is “derived” from a verb 

which is associated with an external argument, i.e. (60a) entails that somebody surrounded 

the house, while in (60b) trees is obviously not an external argument. 
18

 

                                                 

17
 Gehrke (2014) claims that the event reading is sometimes lexicalized or preferred by different 

verbs. In this specific example, therefore, umstellt ’around-positioned’ and alternatively umzingelt 

’enclosed’ are used. However, umgeben is also considered perfect here. Compare: Eine Gruppe am 

Brandenburger Tor ist von Polizisten umgeben. ‘A group at the Brandenburg Gate is surrounded by 

policemen’. (www.morgenpost.de, 2.5.2013).    

18 
Gehrke adds two other examples which are supposed to illustrate a similar difference: 

http://www.morgenpost.de/
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Gehrke (2014) remarks that what Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2010) call manner 

verbs, e.g. pet or cite, do not appear in adjectival passives, because the predicate BECOME 

is absent. Also, most unprefixed verbs of creation and consumption are not so acceptable 

out of context: 

 

(61) ? Der   Brief     ist  geschrieben. 

  the  letter         is written 

  ‘The letter is written’ 

 

Grimshaw (1990) also discusses adjectival passives and comes to the conclusion that they 

cannot be formed from verbal passives, contrary to Levin and Rappaport (1986). Her first 

argument is that the external argument in adjectival passives should be suppressed as well 

just like in verbal passives, so theoretically there would be no adjectival passives with 

obligatory by-phrases, which act like normal arguments. This is, however, not true, as 

demonstrated by the examples below, where by-phrases are not optional. 

 

(62) a. The mountain was capped *(by snow). 

 b. The house was surrounded *(by mature trees). 

 c. The volcano was rimmed *(by craters). 

                                                                                                                                                    

 

(i) Das Kind ist mit einer Decke bedeckt. 

 the child is with a blanket covered 

 ‘The child is covered with a blanket.’ 
 

(ii) Der Berg ist von Schnee bedeckt. 

 the mountain is by snow covered 

 ‘The mountain is covered by snow.’ 

 

The problem with these examples, however, is that the difference between them is subtle. The only 

difference seems to be that snow is deposited by natural forces while blankets are not. This is 

similar to the difference between weather verbs and others – weather verbs are associated with a 

quasi argument subject, i.e. it, which is different from pleonastic it, for instance, in raising 

constructions. 
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These examples are quite similar to the one cited by Gehrke (2014) in (60b) and so are 

statives as well. The fact that the by-phrases are obligatory in these cases will be explained 

in section 11.  

Secondly, there are adjectival passives which have no corresponding verbal 

passive: unaccusative verbs (63a) as well as psychological causative verbs (63b) like 

frighten or depressed, for example:  

 

(63) a. a fallen leaf, a frozen lake 

 b. the frightened man, the depressed patient 

   

These kinds of verbs are considered to lack an external argument in the sense of Grimshaw 

(1990), i.e. an argument which is most prominent both thematically and aspectually. In 

other words, adjectival passives are blind to thematic hierarchy effects. It also means that 

in case of adjectival passivization, there is no suppression. 

Frighten-type verbs can also form the basis of adjectival passives. On the other 

hand, there is a debate whether unaccusative verbs are also possible in these constructions. 

It seems that they are not ideal input verbs, because, although they can appear in 

prenominal positions (64a), most of them cannot be used predicatively (64b): 

 

(64) a. the (recently) {departed/ escaped} people (from McIntyre, 2013) 

 b. *The people are (recently) {departed/ escaped} (from Gehrke, 2014) 

 

An alternative proposal for structures like those in (64a) is that they are reduced relative 

clauses of verbal constructions (Rapp, 2001).
19

 An argument in favour of this analysis is 

                                                 

19
 In German, participles with the full argument projection of the underlying verb can be used 

attributively irrespective of whether this verb is transitive (i) or unaccusative (ii). Needless to say, 

they can also appear as normal relative clauses with a relative pronoun following the modified 

element. See below: 

(i) das von Maria gemalte Bild   (ii) der eingefahrene Zug 

the  from  Maria  painted  picture   the  arrived          train 

‘the picture painted by Maria’    ‘the train which has arrived’ 

(Rapp, 2001)    (Helbig and Buscha, 1999) 
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that time modifiers cannot modify the event in adjectival passives. This will be discussed 

in detail in the next section. 

 

 

2.9. By-phrases and event kind modification in resultative passives 

Another difference between verbal and adjectival passives in general, according to Gehrke 

(2014), is that the former can appear with any kind of event-related modifier, e.g. by-

phrases or manner modifiers (65), while their use is highly restricted with the latter. 

Compare (66a) (Rapp, 1996), where the presence of the by-phrase leads to 

ungrammaticality, with (66b) (Kratzer, 1994) and (66c) (Rapp, 1996), where it is 

acceptable: 

 

(65) Der Mülleimer wird (von meiner Nichte/ langsam) geleert.   

 the rubbish bin becomes  from my niece slowly emptied   

 ‘The rubbish bin is being emptied by my niece/ slowly.’ 

 

(66) a. Der Mülleimer ist (*von meiner Nichte/ langsam) geleert.  

  the rubbish bin is   from my niece slowly emptied  

  ‘The rubbish bin is emptied (*by my niece/ slowly).’ 
 

 

 b. Die Zeichnung ist von einem Kind angefertigt  

  the drawing is from a child produced  

  ‘The drawing is produced by a child.’ 
 

 c. Er ist von der Musik beeindruckt. 

  he is from the music impressed 

  ‘He is impressed by the music.’ 

 

Gehrke (2014) concludes that the by-phrases in (65), (66b) and (66c), for example, have 

distinct properties. (65) involves event tokens, whereas (66b), which exemplifies a 

resultative passive, involves event kinds – see below. The by-phrase in (66c), which is an 

instance of a stative passive, modifies a state token. This kind of construction will be 

addressed shortly. 

                                                                                                                                                    

← das Bild, das von Maria gemalt wurde   ← der Zug, der eingefahren ist 
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Another noteworthy observation is that temporal and spatial modifiers cannot 

modify the underlying event in adjectival passives, only the result state associated with this 

event. Adverbials like seit ‘since’, which are related to states, are allowed, while adverbials 

like vor ‘ago’, which are typically related to events, are unacceptable: 

 

(67) a. *Der Computer ist vor drei Tagen repariert.  

  the computer is before three days repaired  

  intended: ‘The computer is repaired three days ago.’ 
 

 b. Der Computer ist seit drei Tagen repariert.       

  the computer is since three days repaired       

  ‘The computer has been in a state of being repaired for three days.’(from Rapp, 1996) 

 

According to Gehrke (2011), the cause of this phenomenon is that these passive 

constructions with a present copula are statements about the present, which is the reason 

why it is incompatible with the past tense adverbial vor drei Tagen (‘three days ago’). 

In addition, spatial modifiers typically locate events and cannot generally modify 

states either. The sentences in (68a) and (68b), however, are only marginally acceptable: 

 

(68) a. ?? Die Reifen sind in der Garage aufgepumpt.     

   the tires are in the garage inflated     

   intended: ‘The tires are in an ‘inflated’ state in the garage.’ 
 

 b ?? Das Kind war im Badezimmer gekämmt.   

   the child was in the bathroom combed   

   intended: ‘The child was combed in the bathroom.’ 

 

As far as event kinds are concerned, Landman and Morzycki (2003) compare so-anaphora 

in the nominal and verbal domains: 

 

(69) a so ein Hund (wie dieser)  

  so a dog (like this)  

  ‘such a dog like this one’ 
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 b. Er hat so getanzt (wie Maria) 

  he has so danced (like Maria) 

  ‘He danced like Maria’ 

 

So (or such) refers back to a particular kind of entity (a kind of dog or a kind of dancing 

event). In addition, the sentences in (69a) and (69b) share the property that both of them 

can be followed by an additional clause of comparison beginning with wie (‘like’). 

Landman and Morzycki regard the adverbial so as anaphor to event kinds. In other words, 

so denotes a property of events that realise a kind.  

It was demonstrated above that temporal and spatial modifiers are incompatible 

with adjectival passives. However, if they create a new (or sub-) kind, they are acceptable. 

In the later case, so-anaphora is possible, as demonstrated by (70a). On the other hand, if 

the modifiers specify the time or the location of an event, so-anaphora is ruled out, 

compare (70b) and (70c) (Landman and Morzycki, 2003): 

 

(70) a Maria schläft in einem Schlafsack, und Jan schläft auch so.  

  Maria sleeps in a sleeping bag and Jan sleeps also so  

  ‘Maria sleeps in a sleeping bag and Jan does so, too.’ 
 

 b. *Maria hat am Dienstag getanzt, und Jan hat auch so getanzt. 

  Maria has on Tuesday danced and Jan has also so danced 

  ‘Maria danced on Tuesday and Jan did so, too.’ 
 

 c. *Maria hat in Minnesota gegessen, und Jan hat auch so gegessen. 

  Maria has in Minnesota eaten and Jan has also so eaten 

  ‘Maria ate in Minnesota and Jan did so, too.’ 

 

The modifier in (70a) does not describe the location of a particular sleeping event, but 

rather helps to create a new subkind of sleeping event, i.e. sleeping in a sleeping bag. 

Therefore, it is regarded as a kind of manner modifier rather than a spatial modifier. 

Gehrke’s analysis is worth taking into consideration and I will integrate it into my 

own; however, I am going to make some slight modifications.  

Now let us turn to adjectival passive constructions with by-phrases (71a) below, 

with-phrases (71b) and spatial modifiers (71c). Although these event-related modifiers are 

restricted, they show that an underlying event is still accessible in resultative passives.  
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(71) a. Die Zeichnung ist von einem Kind angefertigt.    

  the drawing is from a child produced    

  ‘The drawing is produced by a child.’  

(from Kratzer, 1994) 
 

 b. Der Brief ist mit roter Tinte geschrieben.   

  the letter is with red ink written   

  ‘The letter is written in red ink.’ 

(from Kratzer, 1994) 
 

 c. Die Suppe war in einem Edelstahltopf zubereitet/ gekocht/ gegart. 

  the soup was in a stainless steel pot prepared/ cooked/ refined 

  ‘The soup was prepared/ cooked/ refined in a stainless steel pot.’ 

(from Landman and Morzycki, 2003) 

 

These examples are all grammatical because the modifiers, i.e. von einem Kind, mit roter 

Tinte and in einem Edelstahltopf, derive a subkind of event and do not specify an event 

token.  The sentences in (71) are all examples of event-related modification which is 

possible only if it relates to the consequent state. The modifier by a child in (71a), with red 

ink in (71b) and in a stainless steel pot in (71c) relate to an event participant that has an 

impact on / is still visible in the consequent state. In (71a), the by-phrase does not refer to a 

specific drawing event carried out by a given child, but to a “state that could be described 

as the result of a drawing-by-a-child-event kind, i.e. a childish drawing” (Gehrke, 2014, p. 

25). The same holds for (71b) as well, in red ink also names an event subkind without 

referring to a given participant in the underlying event: “there is an established event kind 

of letter-writing in ink” (Gehrke, 2014, p.27). Rather than giving information about the 

place where the cooking event takes place, in a stainless steel pot in (71c) describes the 

manner of cooking. In (66a), on the other hand, the by-phrase and the manner modifier do 

not name event kinds, as there are no event kinds of emptying rubbish bins by nieces or 

slowly. In other words, the event participant that is described by the modifier is not visible 

during the consequent state. Therefore, the sentence is ungrammatical. 

There are some syntactic differences between the by-phrases/ with-phrases in 

adjectival and verbal passives. Firstly, the complements of these phrases must be either 

indefinite NPs or bare nouns with adjectival passives; otherwise, the sentence is 
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unacceptable. This restriction, however, does not hold for verbal passives. Compare (72a) 

and (72b): 

 

(72) a. *Der Brief ist mit der roten Tinte geschrieben. 

  the letter is with the red ink written 

  ‘The letter is written with the red ink.’ 
 

 b. Der Brief wird mit der roten Tinte geschrieben.  

  the letter becomes with the red ink written  

  ‘The letter is being written with the red ink.’ 

 

Secondly, verbal passives can introduce a discourse referent, which may serve as the 

antecedent of a pronoun. In (73a), for instance, einem Kind and es can be co-referential. 

This is, however, ruled out in adjectival passives (73b): 

 

(73) a. Die Zeichnung wird von [einem Kind]1 angefertigt. Es1 hat rote Haare.  

  the drawing becomes from    a child produced it has red hairs  

  ‘The drawing is being produced by a child. He/she has red hair.’ 
 

 b. Die Zeichnung ist von [einem Kind]1 angefertigt. *Es1 hat rote Haare. 

  the drawing is from    a child produced it has red hairs 

  

Based on these observations, Gehrke (2014) concludes that the complements of by-phrases 

and with-phrases in these environments are “weakly or non-referential and have a rather 

generic flavour” (p.10). On the other hand, this property does not hold for the complements 

of such phrases in verbal passives. Gehrke, therefore, suggests that these event participants 

are not realized but remain in the kind domain.  

Lastly, following Gehrke, I am going to discuss the conditions under which event-

related modification is possible with adjectival passives. The first one is that nominals in 

modifiers must be weakly or non-referential in nature, as mentioned above. This does not 

exclude spatiotemporal modifiers locating event tokens in space or time. The second 

condition is that the derived event subkinds have to be well-established.  

Weak definiteness plays an important role. We have already seen above that 

definiteness has an effect on the acceptability of adjectival passive constructions. Consider 
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(74), for example, where pencil is non-referential and takes narrow scope with respect to 

the universal quantifier all. 

 

(74) Alle Briefe waren mit (einem) Bleistift geschrieben.  

 all letters were with a pencil written  

 ‘All (the) letters were written with a pencil.’ 

         (Gehrke, 2014) 

 

The sentence in (75) illustrates an example with a proper name spatially modifying an 

event. Interestingly, it is acceptable despite the fact that proper names are obviously 

strongly referential: 

 

(75) All diese Waschmaschinen haben zwar ein ‘Made-in-Germany’- Zertifikat 

 all these washing machines have though a Made in Germany certificate 

 

 sie sind aber in China produziert. 

 they are but in China produced 

 

 ‘All these washing machines have a ‘Made in Germany’ certificate, but they are  

produced in China!’ 

 

Gehrke argues that we speak about event kinds here as well. In this sentence there is a 

German production event kind contrasted with a Chinese production event kind, and it is 

not about locating the production process spatially.  

 

 

2.10. The external argument in resultative passives 

Resultative passives differ from stative passives with respect to the external argument. All 

verbs that take part in resultative passivization are originally agentive, e.g. break, build, 

destroy, etc. In resultative passives there is an implicit general doer, i.e. an external 

argument, who carries out the process which will have a result. Gehrke (2014) refers to this 

argument as the initiator, i.e. the agent or the cause. For example, the semantics of the 

sentence the door is closed is given in (76) with the variables x, e, s. The initiator of an 
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event e is represented by x, while s is a state which is the result of the event e. The term Xk 

refers to events or arguments staying in the kind domain: 

 

(76) λsek, xk [close (ek) ^ BECOME (s) (ek) ^ closed (the door, s) ^ Initiator (xk, ek) ] 

 (Gehrke, 2014, p. 23) 

 

This assumption seems to be problematic because the general claim made by many 

scholars is that adjectival passives lack external arguments. First of all, it is often argued 

that adjectival passive constructions are incompatible with purpose clauses, as opposed to 

verbal passives, because they lack the implicit agent which would control the PRO subject 

of the purpose clause. Secondly, adjectival passives permit reflexive interpretation (77a), 

whereas verbal passives do not (77b): 

 

(77) a. John seemed very dressed up. (co-reference possible) 

 b. John was being dressed up. (disjoint reference)  

 

According to Baker et al. (1989), co-reference in verbal passives is not possible because 

raising the internal argument over an implicit external argument would lead to a crossover 

violation
20

 if the two arguments are co-referential. Therefore, as co-reference is possible 

with adjectival passives, they cannot contain implicit external arguments. 

Clearly, there is a contradiction. McIntyre (2013) and Bruening (2012) argue that 

the diagnostic tests introduced above are not reliable; consequently, they cannot indicate 

the presence or absence of an external argument. McIntyre (2013) demonstrates that 

purpose clauses can actually follow some adjectival passive constructions, c.f. (78a, b). 

(78c) is another example given by Newson (personal communication). 

                                                 

20
 I agree with Den Dikken (personal communication), who remarks that it is far from obvious that 

crossover (in the technical sense of the word) could be involved here, as crossover is standardly 

taken to arise only in cases of A-bar movement. However, raising of the internal argument over an 

implicit external argument in the passive cannot be considered A-bar movement. The point is, 

however, that Baker et al. (1989) assume a set of conditions which rule out structures of the form 

Xi Yi ti (where X c-commands Y and Y c-commands t and there is movement from t to X). 

Therefore, the understood subject cannot be interpreted as coreferential with the S-Structure 

subject. 
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(78) a. The bags remained closed in order to keep the modified atmosphere intact. 

 b.  The investigation launched by the prosecution remained limited in order to 

protect the police. 

 c. Unopened since the murder in order to preserve the crime scene, the room soon 

began to stink.  

 

Furthermore, as Williams (1985) remarks, purpose clauses can be preceded by clauses 

which obviously lack an external argument: 

 

(79) Grass is green to promote photosynthesis. 

  

In addition, Bruening (2012) shows that the second standard test is also unreliable. As the 

following examples illustrate, there are verbal passive constructions which do allow co-

reference: 

 

(80) a. The children are being sorted. (They are doing it themselves.) 

 b. The children are currently being named. (They are choosing their own names.) 

 c. The children are being divided into groups. (They are doing it themselves.) 

 

Admittedly, the non-anaphoric interpretation is still primary in these examples, but they are 

compatible with an anaphoric one as well. If it were the presence of the external argument 

which blocks co-reference as Baker et al.  (1989) state, the anaphoric interpretation would 

be completely impossible. Moreover, there are adjectival passives which are not 

compatible with the reflexive action at all: 

 

(81) a. The children are abandoned. 

 b. The children are adopted. 

 c. The children are neglected. 

 

It can be assumed that co-reference and disjoint reference in these cases are not 

syntactically determined. Instead, they can be considered as pragmatic observations. Thus, 
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the overall conclusion is that resultative passives do involve implicit external arguments as 

well. In tableau (82), the properties of the three types of passives can be seen. 

  

(82)  verbal passives resultative passives stative passives 

 eventivity ongoing event previous event with a result no event 

 implicit argument present present absent 

 spatial modifiers yes no no 

 event related 

temporal modifiers 

yes no no 

 by-phrases involve event tokens event kinds state tokens 

 

 

2.11. Stative passives and by-phrases 

While event kind modification has a role with resultative passives, stative passives involve 

state-related modification, which modifies the adjectivised participle, i.e. the AP (Gehrke, 

2011): 

 

(83) a. Er ist von der Musik beeindruckt. 

  he is from the music impressed 

  ‘He is impressed by the music.’ 
 

 b. The building is surrounded by walls / a fence. 

   

The event participants described by the by-phrase belong to the state described. Rapp 

(1996) points out a difference in word order between resultative and stative passives in 

German. Extraposition is possible with stative passives, while it leads to ungrammaticality 

with resultative passives. Compare (84a,b) and (85a,b), respectively:  

 

(84) a. weil die Dresdner Bürger von solchen Problemen unbeeindruckt sind    

  because the Dresden-citizens from such problems unimpressed are    

  ‘because the citizens of Dresden are not concerned with such problems.’ 
 

 b. weil die Dresdner Bürger unbeeindruckt von solchen Problemen sind. 
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(85) a. weil der Brief von einem Experten/ mit roter Tinte geschrieben war. 

  because the letter from an expert with red ink written was 

  ‘The letter was written by an expert/ in red ink.’ 
 

 b. *weil der Brief geschrieben von einem Experten / mit roter Tinte war. 

 

This also supports the claim that the by-phrases in stative and resultative passives are of a 

different nature. The by-phrases in (83) cannot denote an event subkind, as there is no 

underlying event at all and consequently no external argument either.  

Along with Gehrke (2014), I assume that the by-phrase is an argument of the 

participle / adjective. In case of most stative passives, e.g. surrounded in (83b), two 

arguments are involved (i.e. the building and walls/ a fence), while most adjectives are 

related to only one argument, i.e. the subject, see (86a) below, as predicted by their 

semantics. Note, however, that the adjective fond (86b) behaves exactly like surrounded 

(86c) as it requires two participants as well. If one of them is missing, the sentence is 

uninterpretable:  

 

(86) a. John is tall/ nice / rich.  

 b. *John is fond. 

 c. *The building is surrounded. 

 

Grimshaw (1990) points out that adjectival passives can appear with a wider range of 

prepositions than verbal passives. Besides by, at and about are also possible, see the 

relevant examples in (87).  

 

(87) a. Mary was frightened at / by / about the situation. 

 b. I was surprised by / at the weather.  

 

We will return to these examples in chapter 5. 
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2.12. Conclusion 

In this chapter I have made a distinction between verbal, resultative and stative passives 

and discussed their characteristics. It was argued that both verbal and resultative passives 

contain a covert external argument/ implicit general doer, while stative passives never do. 

If we assume that there is a direct connection between the absorption of the external theta-

role and the presence of the passive morpheme, following Jaeggli, then it can be concluded 

that stative passives are actually not passive constructions, and the –ed in the sentence The 

building is surrounded by walls, for instance, is not a passive morpheme. The participles in 

these constructions can be regarded as ordinary adjectives.  

Also, by-phrases (and manner modifiers) are optional with verbal passives; 

however, they are incompatible with resultative passives unless they express event kinds as 

highlighted by Gehrke (2014).  On the other hand, the presence of the by-phrases with 

stative passives is determined by the idiosyncratic semantic properties of the 

participle/adjective and they are its arguments. 

Lastly, there is another important difference between verbal and resultative passives 

as far as the possible verb classes which can appear in these constructions are concerned. 

Verbal passives require verbs with an external argument. In chapter 5, I am going to 

demonstrate that verbs in English do not necessarily have to be transitive to undergo 

passivization, just as in German. As for resultative passives, only verbs which involve the 

BECOME operator, or secondary resultative predicates (e.g. adjectives, prepositional 

phrases, certain verbal prefixes) are allowed. This also means that fewer verbs are allowed 

in resultative than in verbal passives. 

These observations and background assumptions will be integrated into my analysis 

of passive constructions within the framework of Syntax First Alignment in chapter 5 after 

introducing the theory itself in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3. The framework: Syntax First Alignment and word order in 

German and English 

In chapter 3, I am going to outline the theory which I adopt in the present dissertation, i.e. 

Syntax First Alignment (hereafter SFA), following Newson (2010), and Newson and 

Szécsényi (2012). SFA is based on Alignment Syntax (Newson 2004), which is a restricted 

Optimality Theoretic grammar. Although these models are based on Optimality Theory 

(OT) to some extent, they differ from this model in a number of important ways. 

First of all, in the next section, I will introduce the architecture of standard OT and 

discuss its shortcomings. Then I am going to concentrate on the actual model and 

demonstrate that SFA (and Alignment Syntax) can offer an answer to these shortcomings. 

Then, I discuss some background issues regarding argument structure and light verbs. In 

the second part of the chapter, I illustrate with different issues how SFA works. In the last 

section I investigate the basic word order in German and English from the perspective of 

the Syntax First framework. Although this section is crucially based on Newson’s (2013) 

analysis, some of the assumptions that I make will necessitate its modification. I claim that 

my approach can account for a wider range of phenomena. 

 

 

3.1. Optimality Theory 

OT, proposed by Prince and Smolensky (1993), is a theory of constraint interaction. In this 

framework, Gen (the general structure Generator) generates a potentially infinite set of 

output candidates, i.e. the candidate set, for a given input. Then the possible candidates are 

evaluated by a set of universal well-formedness constraints called Con. The members of 

Con may impose conflicting requirements on the candidates and so it will be impossible 

for any candidate to satisfy them all. To determine which constraints will be adhered to and 

which violated, there is a rank order imposed on Con. The most harmonic (optimal) 

candidate, i.e. that which best satisfies the highest ranked constraint on which it differs 

from other candidates, is the winning one. These assumptions are summarized in (1) 

 

(1) input → GEN → Candidate Set → EVAL → Optimal Candidate 
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In the next sections, I am going to deal with the mechanism represented in (1) in more 

detail. 

 

 

3.1.1. The input and the Generator 

The input, according to Legendre et al. (2001), consists of lexical items, their predicate-

argument structure, semantic information, level of argument prominence and functional 

features, e.g. tense or aspect, as well. This means that the input is highly structured and it 

encodes an interpretation though, in their framework, this is not necessarily the actual one 

as the winning candidate may differ in certain ways from the semantic features encoded in 

the input according to how ‘faithful’ it is to the input.. 

Gen is a device which takes an input and generates the candidate set. In principle 

there are few restrictions on Gen, but it is a common assumption that certain aspects of 

linguistic organisation, such as X-bar Theory principles, are built in. The Generator is 

allowed to both add and subtract elements in the output candidates. This means that the 

candidate set may be infinite. 

 

 

3.1.2. Constraints 

It has also been claimed that the surface forms of a given language arise from the 

interaction between a set of competing well-formedness constraints which, according to 

Legendre et al. (2001), must be “simple and general” (p.3). It is also assumed that these 

constraints are universal, i.e. all of them operate in every language. On the other hand, their 

rankings are language-specific. For instance, while in one language one particular 

constraint may outrank another, other languages may prefer the reverse ranking yielding a 

different optimal candidate. 

Besides the well-formedness constraints, OT also relies on faithfulness constraints 

which are responsible for maintaining similarity between the input and the output. In other 

words, they limit how different the output can be from the input. Without these constraints 

all inputs would map equally to the same output. Two types of unfaithfulness can be 

distinguished: either input elements are deleted, i.e. they undergo underparsing, or non-

input material is inserted, i.e. it undergoes overparsing. 
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As opposed to Government and Binding Theory, for example, where principles and 

filters are considered to be inviolable, constraints in OT can be violated, because they do 

not reflect an absolute prohibition or requirement. For example, when input material is 

missing, it incurs the penalty of the faithfulness constraint called PARSE, while the 

insertion of non-input elements violates the constraint called FILL. The constraints may 

conflict, i.e. in some cases it is impossible to satisfy two constraints simultaneously.The 

constraints in OT are arranged in strict-domination hierarchies, so if C1 is ranked higher 

than C2, it is more important to satisfy C1 than C2. Thus, constraint violations do not 

automatically result in ungrammatical outputs. 

The function which selects the optimal candidate is referred to as EVAL (for 

Evaluator). The most harmonic output “best satisfies, or minimally violates, the full set of 

ranked constraints in a given language” (Legendre et al, 2001, p. 3). The following tableau 

illustrates how the optimal candidate can be determined in OT: 

 

(2) Input = ab Output C1 C2 C3 

  ab  **(!)  

 → ba  * * 

  a *(!)   

  b *(!)   

 

The symbol * represents violation of a given constraint, while’!’ illustrates fatal violation, 

a violation which eliminates a candidate from the competition. As can be seen, the winning 

candidate is the one with the least serious violations: though in this case it violates more 

constraints than the other candidates, they would violate the higher ranked constraints 

more than the winner does. To put it in different terms, it is the candidate which best 

satisfies the constraint hierarchy.  

 

 

3.1.3. The shortcomings of OT 

Although OT has many advantages and merits and allows us to see a number of 

phenomena from a new perspective, it has some weaknesses as well. First of all, as far as 

the input is concerned, this model encompasses a large amount of redundancy, because 

semantic interpretation is presented twice. First, semantic interpretation is read off the 
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optimal output, or perhaps a separate structure (LF) derived from this (Grimshaw 1998). 

Second, as mentioned above, standard OT also assumes an input containing semantic 

features and relationships, and this plays a direct role in determining the winning candidate 

which feeds the interpretative component, which, in turn, uses this to recover the input 

semantic information. 

In addition, there is a theoretical problem with the candidate set which may be 

infinite. While this may lead to worries concerning computing and evaluation, which 

would therefore seem to require an infinitely long time to complete, some scholars, e.g. 

Kornai (2006), Heinz, Kobele and Riggle (2009) argue that this assumption is not right. 

Others claim that the issue is not about the time it would take to find the optimal candidate 

but rather about the question whether there is an algorithm which can guarantee that the 

optimal candidate can be found in an infinite search space in a finite time. For instance, 

how do we know whether the infinite path being searched within this search space contains 

the optimal candidate or not? It is possible that the optimal candidate is located on another 

path and it would be better to abandon the present one. But without knowing beforehand 

where the optimal candidate lies, what reason could there be to abandon one search in  

favour of another? 

Furthermore, another weakness of OT is that there is nothing in the theory which 

would restrict what can be a possible constraint. This leads to the proliferation of 

constraint-types, which is obviously highly undesired. As reported by Gáspár (2005), 

Grimshaw (1998) seeks to restrict the number of constraint types and proposes that there 

are six types of constraint families: 1. faithfulness constraints, 2. markedness constraints 

which define elements of a given type as marked, 3. economy constraints, e.g. STAY, which 

ban movements, 4. structure constraints, e.g. SUBJECT, which requires subject positions to 

be filled, 5. mapping constraints and 6. alignment constraints which align elements to a 

given domain. However, the problem with this classification is that it is not theoretically 

but empirically driven. Also, these families cannot be regarded as exhaustive categories, 

but only examples. This makes Grimshaw’s attempt to limit possible types of constraints 

rather unconvincing. 

Lastly, as constraints are violable, it is not entirely clear why the notion of 

movement, c.f. the constraint STAY, is assumed at all. Movement was originally needed in 

models with rigid rules, e.g. Government and Binding Theory, because principles required 

certain elements to appear in different positions, e.g. theta theory requires arguments to 
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occupy certain positions with respect to their predicates, but Case theory principles require 

DP arguments to occupy a potentially different set of positions defined with respect to 

Case assigners. The only way for both rigid principles to be upheld is for the system to 

allow elements to occupy different positions and it is precisely this that movement 

achieves.  This is, however, not necessary in OT, as OT rules can be violated. 

In the next section, I am going to argue that the theoretical problems introduced in 

this section can be addressed yielding a more straightforward and restricted model. 

 

 

3.2. Alignment Syntax 

Alignment Syntax (AS) was first proposed by Newson (2004). It is a restricted Optimality 

Theoretic grammar which attempted to give an answer to certain criticisms of OT, while 

maintaining the merits of the framework.  

First, in order to eliminate the redundancy as far as semantic interpretation is 

concerned, it assumes that interpretation is read off the input, which contains semantic 

information relevant for interpretation. Thus, interpreting the input directly avoids 

redundancy and attributes to the syntax a very traditional role of bridging the gap between 

semantics and phonology. The architecture of AS is illustrated below:   

 

(3) input → GEN → candidate set → EVAL → optimal candidate  

   ↓ 

semantic interpretation 

 

The Generator imposes linear orders on input elements and so the candidate set consists of 

strings of input elements. Furthermore, it is not allowed to add any element which is not 

present in the input to a candidate. Consequently, the candidate set will always be finite 

and the problems related to computation disappear. However, this does not mean that the 

input and the output are always identical. In AS there may be input elements which are 

absent from the output. For example, if the input elements are: a, b and c, the candidate set 

is as in (4): 
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(4) i) a b c ix) a c 

 ii) a c b x) c a 

 iii) b a c xi) b c 

 iv) b c a xii) c b 

 v) c a b xiii) a 

 vi) c b a xiv) b 

 vii) a b xv) c 

 viii) b a xvi) ø 

 

Input elements missing in the output, i.e. (vii)-(xvi), violate faithfulness constraints which 

will be discussed shortly. 

The similarities between AS and OT include the assumption about constraint 

interaction. Universal Grammar is a set of conflicting constraints and individual languages 

can decide which constraints they rank higher and which one they rank lower. As opposed 

to OT, however, there are only two types of constraints in AS: alignment and faithfulness 

constraints in AS. 

The general form of an alignment constraint is as in (5): 

 

(5) target LR host 

  

The target is an input element whose position is evaluated by the alignment. LR is the 

linear relationship that the target bears to the host as stated by the alignment. The linear 

relationships that are made use of are ‘precede’, ‘follow’ and ‘be adjacent to’. Finally, the 

host may be a single input element or a set of input elements, called a Domain. Domains 

consist of elements which share some property determined by the input. For example, all 

the elements which are related to a particular root predicate may constitute a domain (the 

predicate domain).  

As a consequence of this architecture, AS does not work with hierarchical 

constituent structure. Newson (2004) argues that phrases are epiphenomenal and thus can 

be eliminated from the grammar, which can be seen as a step forward to a simpler and 

forceful theory. He also claims that the same phenomena can be achieved solely with 

alignment constraints as with the notion of a phrase. Clearly, AS deviates from the 

mainstream frameworks in rejecting the existence of constituent structure; however, this 
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assumption is shared by other models as well such as Word Grammar (Hudson, 1984) and 

Dependency Grammar (Debusmann, 2006)  

The assumptions discussed above laid down the foundations of Syntax First 

Alignment, which will be presented below.  

 

 

3.3. The architecture Syntax First Alignment  

Syntax First Alignment introduced by Newson (2010) is based on Alignment Syntax. 

According to Newson (2012), input elements are taken from a universal stock of basic 

units, which are referred to as Conceptual Units (CUs), or features in the present 

dissertation. Just like in AS it is the input which feeds into the interpretative component. 

Certain inputs are uninterpretable, which is the reason why all the candidates associated 

with it are ungrammatical. Let us consider the sentences below: 

 

(6) a. *I put on the shelf 

 b. *I saw a the man 

 

My claim is that (6a) is not well formed, because it lacks semantic information: without an 

object, e.g. the book, the sentence cannot be interpreted. Also, the reason why (6b) is 

unacceptable is that the definite article and the indefinite article are incompatible with each 

other, so we cannot interpret it semantically.  

Most frameworks distinguish between grammatical and interpretable, based on 

Chomsky (1957). However, I claim that linguistic judgements do not come so specifically 

– we have intuitions that there is something wrong with a given construction, but not 

always what it is that is wrong with it.  

Gen imposes linear orderings on input elements without being allowed to insert any 

other material missing from the input. These orderings will constitute the candidate set 

which is evaluated by the alignment and faithfulness constraints.   

Only after the winning candidate, which is nothing but a linear string of atomic 

features without any structure, has been determined does lexical insertion take place, i.e. 

these abstract elements are spelled out by their phonological exponents. Thus, vocabulary 

items are inserted post-syntactically. The idea of late lexical insertion is one of the core 
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ideas of the SFA system. This also means that syntax does not manipulate words or 

morphemes but builds them.  

The notion of late lexical insertion dates back to Generative Semantics (McCawley 

1968) and it has been incorporated into more recent theories, for example Distributed 

Morphology (Halle and Marantz 1993) or Nanosyntax (Starke 2009). However, the 

principles which determine what can spell out a given bundle of features are different. For 

instance, Distributed Morphology opts for the so-called Subset Principle, while SFA, just 

like Nanosyntax, operates with the so-called Superset Principle. I am going to argue that 

the Superset Principle is a more promising approach than the Subset Principle and I will 

introduce further principles which are relevant in SFA.   

There are some points which need to be discussed in detail: the input elements, the 

more precise definition of domains, the constraints, and the principles which restrict 

vocabulary insertion. The next sections will focus on these issues. 

 

 

3.3.1. Input elements 

According to Newson and Szécsényi (2012), the input consists of sub-lexical elements, 

called conceptual units (CUs). These come in two types: a syntactically homogeneous set 

of roots and a heterogeneous set of functional units (FCUs), such as tense and aspect. 

Roots represent descriptive semantic content; functional units carry more functional 

content. The former set is extendable via combination of a basic set of CUs and most root 

CUs are made up of such combinations. Under the present framework roots are considered 

acategorial . A Root CU (RCU) takes on nominal and verbal characteristics depending on 

the context it is inserted into. For instance, a root aligned to a determiner will be realised as 

a noun (Newson, 2010). A root is usually represented with the symbol ‘√’ and capital 

letters, e.g. √MONEY.  Note that these elements are not actual lexical elements/words: 

they are just abstract mental representations. So √MONEY, representing root content, 

means ‘something you can pay with’; while √GIVE, for instance, means ‘you do it when 

you hand something to somebody’. When lexical insertion takes place, √GIVE, for 

instance, is spelled out as [gıv] in English, [ge:bn] in German and [ad] in Hungarian. This 

issue will be discussed in more detail in chapter 5.   
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FCUs on the other hand are limited in number. These relate to what Distributed 

Morphology refers to as f-morphemes (Harley and Noyer 1998). Functional units are 

represented between square brackets, e.g. [past].  

Newson and Szécsényi (2012) add that “dependency relationships are also stated in 

the input, for example relating a particular tense to a particular root” (p.88). In addition, 

domain membership is indicated with indexes which are also included in the input. 

Finally, there are such functional CUs in the input which relate arguments to event 

structure of a given predicate. I will refer to them as relators
21

. I will return to these issues 

shortly. 

 

 

3.3.2. Domains  

The concept of a domain was first introduced by Gáspár (2005) within the framework of 

AS and it plays a crucial role in Syntax First Alignment too. As we will see, domains are 

not structural units and differ from phrases in a number of respects. The notion of a domain 

is useful if we wish to determine the position of an element with respect to more than two 

elements. Domains, however, are not made up of just any kinds of elements. Newson 

(2010) defines domains as “sets of input elements which share a given property” (p.32). In 

principle what this property is could be anything and so it would be possible to imagine 

domains such as the set of elements marked as ‘focus’ or all the ‘definite’ marked input 

elements. Not all such possibilities sound equally useful for accounting for linguistic 

phenomena. 

 However, in order to account for auxiliary selection in German verbal passives, a 

stricter definition of domains is necessitated. As opposed to Newson (2010), I propose that  

domains are defined in terms of semantic-based dependency. These necessary restrictions 

on the notion contribute to the development of the theory of domains as well.   

                                                 

21
 This term is borrowed from Den Dikken (2006) but used in a different sense. In his analysis, 

there are elements (=relators) which establish the syntactic relationship between the predicate and 

its subject. These are abstract functional heads which occupy a position in between the predicate 

and its subject. However, a relator does not stand for a particular functional category: it can appear 

in different disguises, a T-head, sometimes a preposition, other times something completely 

different, e.g. the suffix  –ly.   
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Under the new assumption, the predicate is of crucial importance, as a number of 

elements are related to it, e.g. the arguments or the inflectional elements. The semantic-

based dependency relationships of the sentence John saw Mary leave, for instance, are 

illustrated below: 

 

(7)                               see 

                          /     │    \ 

                   John  [past]  leave 

                                          │ 

                                        Mary 

 

Dependency relationships are asymmetric in that they involve a dependency head and a set 

of dependents. Basing the notion of a domain on dependency relationships therefore entails 

that domains are always headed: there will always be an element for every domain defined 

as the head of that domain. Also, dependency heads are independent of the presence of the 

rest of the domain members and they always define domains. This means that if they are 

absent, the domain cannot be defined.  

This is a stricter definition than what has been proposed in the present framework 

so far; consequently, it is essential to review the domains that have been made use of in 

Alignment Syntax to see if it is possible to take a dependency-based approach to them as 

well.  

The predicate domain (Dpred) does not pose any problems at all. By definition, it is 

made up of a predicate root and all the arguments and adjuncts associated with it. In this 

case the head of the domain is the predicate, as all these CUs depend on this semantically. 

Obviously, there are no arguments and modifiers if the predicate is missing. 

Newson (2010) claims that inflection domains (DI) are made up of all the functional 

elements which modify a given predicate, including the inflectional element, the 

progressive, the perfect and the passive feature. However, this domain as such does not 

have a dependency head, which is required by the new definition. Therefore, I propose that 

this domain includes the predicate as well, which functions as the dependency head. It is 

the presence of the predicate which defines this domain, as all other elements can be absent 

as in I watched the ice melt. Therefore, the members of DI are [I], [prog], [perf], [pass] and 

the verbal root (√). 
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The argument domain (DA) consists of arguments which are associated with a given 

root. Under the stricter definition, however, the root has to be added to this domain as well: 

the root is the head, because the arguments are dependent on it. Again, it is the presence of 

the root which defines this domain, simply because there are no arguments without a root. 

In section 3.4.3, I will return to this issue. 

The dependency relationships will be represented as √ → I, where the element to 

the left of the arrow is the dependency head, i.e. the predicate root in this particular 

example, while the element to the right is the dependent, e.g. the inflection. 

Domain membership is indicated with indexes, referred to as domain markers, on 

the relevant features. This is illustrated in (8): 

 

(8) [past]I [prog]I [perf]I [pass]I √I 

 

Domains are indicated as Dx, where x shows the nature of the domain. For instance, the 

argument domain is represented as DA, where A stands for argument. 

Furthermore, nothing prevents an element from belonging to two or more domains 

at the same time.
22

 The most obvious example is the predicate which belongs to the 

argument domain, the inflection domain as well as the predicate domain.   

Individual elements can lose their domain membership if their domain marker is 

deleted, violating a faithfulness constraint. For example, if the inflectional element lost its 

inflection domain membership, this would violate the constraint Faith(DMI I), which 

requires the inflection domain marker for the inflectional element to be present in the 

output. Losing one domain marker does not necessarily entail the loss of all domain 

markers. Theoretically, it is possible that the predicate loses its predicate domain 

membership while retaining its argument domain membership. This type of constraint will 

be made use of, for instance, when the different word order in German matrix and 

embedded clauses is accounted for. 

 

 

                                                 

22
 This is an empirical issue. Domains can be embedded within each other, and so one element can be part of 

two domains, but domains can overlap as well.  
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3.3.3. Constraints 

As has been claimed, only two families of constraints operate in SFA: alignment and 

faithfulness constraints. Alignment constraints evaluate the candidates in terms of the 

linear order and adjacency relations holding between specific input features. There are 

three basic relationships: precedence, subsequence and adjacency. The constraints align 

targets to hosts.  Targets, just like hosts, can be single elements or domains. Theoretically, 

this gives rise to four kinds of constraints; however, as the constraints which align domains 

to domains
23

 will not be utilized in the present dissertation, I am not going to deal with this 

possibility.  

First, let us concentrate on constraints which align single elements to single 

elements. There are two possible ways to determine the precedence, the subsequence and 

the adjacency constraints in case of single elements.  The first option, following Newson 

(2010) and Newson and Szécsényi (2012), is to define them in terms of the following 

violation conditions: 

 

(9) a. xPy ‘ x precedes y’  violated by y...x order 

 b. xFy ‘ x follows y’  violated by y...x order 

 c. xAy ‘x is adjacent to y’  violated by every feature which intercedes between x and 

y  

 

The ranking of these constraints will determine the relative position of the target (i.e. x) 

and the host, (i.e. y) with respect to each other. For example, if (9a) outranks (9b), x will 

precede y, although they will not be necessarily adjacent. The adjacency constraint is 

satisfied if the target and the host are adjacent irrespective of their order. If the adjacency 

constraint is ranked above the precedence and subsequence constraints, it will be more 

important for the target to be as close to the host as possible even at the cost of swapping 

sides, in violation of the higher ranked ordering constraint. If the adjacency constraint is 

ranked lower than the other two, the target will remain on the preferred side, though it may 

be separated from the host by other input elements.   

                                                 

23
 Nagy (2013), for example, uses such constraints to account for certain word order phenomena in 

Hungarian. 
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A second alternative is to use necessity-based definitions. Thus, we can interpret 

‘xPy’ as x (i.e. the target) must precede y (i.e. the host), ‘xFy’ as x must follow y and ‘xAy’ 

as x must be adjacent to y. In this case, if the host is missing, the target cannot be aligned 

with respect to it, so the constraint is always violated and hence does not have any effect at 

all. On the other hand, if it is the target which is absent, the constraint is always satisfied. If 

we use the definitions in (9), there is not such a difference in case of missing elements. 

(9a), (9b) and (9c) will be satisfied (and never violated) irrespective of whether the target 

or the host is absent.  

The second definition has important implications, if these constraints interact with 

faithfulness constraints. For instance, a target lacking a host will be deleted if the 

alignment constraints outrank the faithfulness constraints but obviously a host which lacks 

a target will be unaffected under any circumstance. This is illustrated below
24

: 

 

(10)   aPb aFb Faith (a) Faith (b) 

 ab   *(!)   

 ba *(!)    

→ (a)b   *  

 a(b) *(!) *  * 

 

We can see that the winning candidate is the third one. However, if we use the definitions 

in (9), the optimal output will be the last candidate, due to the ranking of the faithfulness 

constraints: 

 

(11)   aPb aFb Faith (a) Faith (b) 

 ab   *(!)   

 ba *(!)    

 (a)b   *(!)  

→ a(b)    * 

 

                                                 

24
 The letters in brackets indicate the elements that have been deleted. Thus, (a)b, for instance, 

represents a candidate where the target is missing. 
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In the present dissertation I am going to adopt the necessity-based constraints, because the 

interaction of these constraints allows more possibilities. For instance, if we use the 

necessity-based constraints and rank the faithfulness constraint higher than aFb but lower 

than aPb, the winning candidate will be different from the one in (10) – see (12). We will 

see that this will be useful when the animacy features are discussed in case of the personal 

pronouns. However, if we use the constraints in (9), no such difference can be observed. 

Compare (11) and (13) below, where the winning candidates are the same. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

(13)    aPb Faith (a) aFb Faith (b) 

 ab   *(!)  

 ba *(!)    

 (a)b  *(!)   

→ a(b)    * 

 

Targets can also be aligned to domains, not only single elements. In this case, we are going 

to use the necessity-based definitions again to maintain consistency in the system. 

  

(14) a. xPDy ’ x must precede every member of domain y (Dy)’ 

 b. xFDy ’ x must follow every member of Dy’ 

 c. xADy ’ x must be adjacent to every member of Dy’ 

 

By definition, (14a) is violated if x does not precede some member of Dy , i.e. if Dy is not 

defined or if x is the only element of Dy  in which case it would have to precede itself, 

which is impossible. Moreover, (14a) is also violated by every member of the domain 

which precedes x. In a similar vein, (14b) is satisfied if and only if x follows every member 

of Dy. Lastly, (14c) is satisfied if and only if x is adjacent to every member of Dy. True 

(12)    aPb Faith (a) aFb Faith (b) 

→ ab   *  

 ba *(!)    

 (a)b  *(!)   

 a(b) *(!)  * * 
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adjacency to a domain consisting of three or more members is impossible; however the 

constraint in (14c) is best satisfied with the target surrounded by the domain members. It is 

then adjacent to two of the members, one on either side. In other words, this constraint 

guarantees that the target is internal to the domain.  

By definition, the constraints in (14) are blind to elements which are not in the 

domain. Therefore, the adjacency constraint does not guarantee proximity: there may be 

plenty of elements in tervening between the target and the (other) domain members which 

the constraint is unable to notice. For instance, if the members of Dy are x,y and z, the 

constraint cannot make a difference between the candidates <y,x,z> and <y,a,b,c,x,d,e,f,z>. 

The target does not necessarily have to be a member of the domain it is aligned to. 

It is common that an element is ordered with respect to a domain that it is not a member of; 

for instance, Newson (2013) claims that the feature [tense] is aligned to the argument 

domain in German. Note that it also follows from the definitions above that from the 

perspective of the target, it is irrelevant whether it is a domain member or not.    

The precedence and subsequence constraints
25

 with domains as targets can be 

satisfied if every member of a domain precedes/follows a given element. For example, 

DyFx requires every domain member to follow an x. It is violated by every member of Dy 

which is not preceded by x. In addition, it is also violated if there is no x. The effect of this 

constraint can be illustrated with English multiple wh-questions, where only one wh-

element can precede the interrogative domain (DintF), which consists of elements that the 

wh-element has scope over - see (15) below. The head of this domain is the highest 

predicate that the wh-operator has scope over. The fact that only one wh-element can be at 

the front of DintF can be captured by the constraint in (16):  

 

(15) a. Who saw what? 

 b. *Who what saw? 

 c. *What who saw? 

 

(16) DintF[wh] 

 

                                                 

25
 I am not going to discuss adjacency constraints, because they are irrelevant in the present 

analysis.  
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This constraint is best satisfied by the sentence in (15a), because every member of the 

interrogative domain follows a wh-element - except who but that is the best possible 

alternative. If we compare (15a) to (15b), the only member of the interrogative domain 

which is not preceded by a wh-item is who, so the situation is exactly the same as before. 

However, it does worse on those constraints which position what in object position, so it 

will lose.  

Finally, let us consider the situation where the domain is the host: [wh]PDint. This 

requires that a wh-item precede every member of the interrogative domain. From this 

perspective, (16a) has no violations for who, as this is not preceded by any member of the 

interrogative domain, while what is preceded by two members, i.e. who and saw. Clearly, it 

would be better if what were in second position. In other words, [wh]PDint would force all 

wh-elements to appear towards the beginning of the clause. In this way we can account for 

the typological distinction between languages which have multiple fronting of wh-elements 

and those that front only one.   

In addition to the above, there are also anti-alignment constraints with respect to a 

domain. For example, x*PDy says that x cannot precede domain y
26

. This anti-alignment 

constraint is violated if x precedes all the members of domain y or if Dy has no members. 

Lastly, the anti-adjacency constraint x*ADy forces the target to the edges of the domain, so 

that it is adjacent to only one of its members. Thus, this constraint is best satisfied if the 

target is outside the domain.   

The combination of an anti-precedence and a precedence constraint can give rise to 

second position phenomena. Let us assume the members of Dy are  x, y and z and x is a 

target of both a precedence and an anti-precedence constraint with respect to this domain. 

The interaction of these constraints is illustrated in (17). 

 

(17)   x*PDy xPDy 

 a. x y z *(!)  

→ b. y x z  * 

 c.  y z x  **(!) 

 

                                                 

26
 Similarly, the constraint x*FDy would say that x cannot follow domain y. 
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The winning candidate is (17b). It does not violate x*PDy, as x does not precede the 

domain. Hence, the candidate where the target is first in the domain is ruled out by the high 

ranking anti-precedence constraint. Also, as opposed to (17c), (17b) violates the lower 

ranked constraint only once, because there is only one domain element which precedes x. 

In effect, the target must be as close to the front of the domain, without actually being first. 

This would seem to be an accurate description of second position phenomena.  

Faithfulness constraints are responsible for the identity between the input and the 

output. As Gen cannot add anything which is not part of the input, the faithfulness 

constraints
27

 can only be violated if an element which is part of the input is missing from 

the output. 

Generally, faithfulness constraints are ranked high; otherwise, a lot of input 

elements would end up deleted from the output, which would make it difficult for the 

hearer to recover the intended meaning. However, sometimes this type of constraint can be 

ranked low. 

 

 

3.3.4. Late lexical insertion 

SFA does not operate with the notion of the traditional lexicon, seen as a list of words with 

the specification of their idiosyncratic syntactic, semantic, phonological and morphological 

characteristics. Recall that syntax in SFA does not build sentences from words or 

morphemes. Instead, it assumes that the vocabulary
28

 contains phonological exponents, the 

associated features and the context of insertion. For instance, the vocabulary entry for the 

progressive is as follows: 

 

(18)  ing ↔  [prog] / √ -  

 

                                                 

27
 These can be regarded as the equivalent of the OT constraint PARSE, while constraints which 

are similar to FILL are not necessitated in the present system due to the curtailed potential of the 

generator – see section 2 above.   

28
 The term vocabulary is used to emphasize the fact that it differs from the traditional definition of 

the lexicon.   
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The symbol to the left of the arrow which can be pronounced as ‘associated with’ 

represents the phonological form of the progressive suffix; however, for the sake of 

convenience I used the orthographical form. This is a convention that I am going to use in 

the rest of my dissertation as well. The symbol after the slash indicates that this morpheme 

can be inserted only after root elements. 

As has been previously discussed, the abstract pre-vocabulary elements are spelled 

out only after their grammatical ordering has been established, hence the name late lexical 

insertion. The phonological exponents for a given string of sub-morphemic elements will 

be selected on a best fit basis. If there is an exact match between the sequence of units 

which has to be realized and a vocabulary item, no complications arise. However, nothing 

guarantees that there will always be a perfect match. In this case, the predicate has to be 

identified first; then the set of vocabulary items which match it must be found. The next 

step is to select the vocabulary item which is associated with the highest number of 

features which are contiguous with the predicate. Finally, those vocabulary items have to 

be selected which are associated with the biggest number of the remainder featuress until 

all features in the total ordering are associated with a vocabulary item. In order to achieve 

this, four central principles have been proposed.  

First of all, it is a basic condition that only contiguous sequences can be spelled out 

by a single vocabulary item. In addition, it is also assumed that lexical insertion is ‘root 

centric’, which means that the process starts with the roots, spelling these out with those 

contiguous functional features that the vocabulary entry allows for. Remaining functional 

features are spelled out separately. 

The next principle is the principle of Minimal Vocabulary Access. This says that if 

you can spell out a sequence of features with either one or two vocabulary items, do it with 

one.  More generally, it requires that a string of features be spelled out with the fewest 

number of exponents possible. If we assume the following lexical entries for the items 

below, we will see why √GIVE [past] will be spelled out as gave, and not as *gived.  

 

(19) a. √GIVE ↔  give 

 b. √GIVE [past] ↔ gave 

 

(20) a. [past] ↔ ed 

 b. √LIVE ↔ live 
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According to the principle of Minimal Vocabulary Access, it is better to spell out the 

sequence √GIVE [past] with one item (i.e. gave). This, however, is not possible with the 

sequence √LIVE [past], as there is no single item in the lexicon which is associated with 

both of these features. Therefore, √LIVE and [past] will be spelled out separately as live 

and ed (i.e. by two vocabulary items) yielding the form lived.  

There is one final principle of lexical insertion to be discussed. For this, there are 

two alternatives: the Subset Principle adopted by Distributed Morphology (Halle 1997) and 

the Superset Principle proposed by Starke (2009) working within the Nanosyntax 

framework. 

The Subset Principle requires that a phonological exponent can be inserted only if it 

does not contain any features which the terminal morpheme is not associated with. If there 

are more possible candidates, that item will be chosen which matches the maximum 

number of features that need to be spelled out. For instance, if a morpheme is associated 

with the features <x,y,z> and the possible vocabulary items are <Y>, <Y,Z> <A,X,Y,Z>, 

the second item will be chosen: the third one contains an element, i.e. A, which the target 

morpheme is not associated with and the first item matches fewer features associated with 

the morpheme. Sauerland (1996) illustrates the Subset Principle with Dutch strong 

adjectival suffixes whose endings can be seen in (21): 

 

(21)  [-neuter] [+neuter] 

 [-pl] -e Ø 

 [+pl] -e -e 

 

He proposes the following specifications for these morphemes: 

 

(22) a. /Ø/ ↔ [-plural, + neuter] 

 b. /e/ ↔[ _ ] 

 

While the zero suffix is specified for number and gender, the default /e/ is completely 

underspecified. The former is selected to spell out the features non-plural and neutral, 

because this is an exact match. In other cases, i.e. when at least one of these features is 

different, the zero suffix will be excluded, because it does not represent a subset anymore: 
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it is associated with one or more extra features that the target morpheme is not. Thus the 

suffix /e/ will be selected although it is not an exact match: 

 

(23) Features to be realized Realization 

 [-plural] [+neuter]  /Ø/ 

 [-plural] [-neuter] /e/ 

 [+plural] [+neuter] /e/ 

 [+plural] [-neuter] /e/ 

 

In case of the Superset Principle, however, the best fitting match for a sequence of features 

is that vocabulary item which is associated with all the features which can be found in that 

sequence, though it may be associated with extra features as well. So the target sequence 

will be a subset of those associated with the selected vocabulary item. Importantly, the 

selected vocabulary item should be associated with the minimum number of extra features: 

its features should be the smallest superset of the target sequence of all competing items. 

For example, let us assume again that the sequence which has to be spelled out is <x,y,z> 

and the candidates that can possibly spell it out are  <X,Y>, <X,Y,Z,W> and <X,Y,W>. 

From the point of view of the Superset Principle, the best fitting match will be <X,Y,Z,W> 

(although it is associated with an extra <W> feature), because it contains all the features of 

the sequence <X,Y,Z> and there is no other item associated with a smaller superset of the 

target sequence.  

This approach can yield exactly the same results as the Subset Principle. Let us 

return to Sauerland’s example and assume that the vocabulary entry for the relevant 

morphemes is as follows: 

 

(24) a. /e/ ↔ [±plural, ±neuter] 

 b. /Ø/ ↔ [-plural, + neuter] 

 

The features [-plural] [+neuter] are spelled out by the null morpheme, just like above, as 

this is an exact match. The morpheme /e/ is excluded because it is associated with two 

extra features. In other cases, however, this suffix is selected, because it is associated with 

all the relevant features, unlike the null morpheme, which the target set of elements 

contains. 
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It seems that both principles do well in this particular case so at the moment it is 

difficult to decide which one should be adopted. One argument in favour of the Superset 

Principle is the issue of dummy auxiliaries.  

Grimshaw (1997) working within OT analyzes the dummy do, and comes to the 

conclusion that it is the same as the meaningful do for which the semantic content is 

simply ignored
29

. This proposal can explain why dummy elements have meaningful 

homonyms. If the vocabulary contained semantically empty elements, the question would 

arise why their form never differs from other lexical elements. Note that do is one of the 

most semantically simple verbs, which is the reason why this verb is inserted and not 

procrastinate, for instance, whose use would be a greater violation of a constraint which 

requires lexical content to be parsed.  

Newson and Szécsényi (2012) claim that the only way for the Subset Principle to 

accommodate this analysis would be to say that dummies are associated with no semantic 

content. The reason why they are used as main verbs as well would be that there is no 

vocabulary element for these main verbs in the vocabulary; therefore, the dummy would be 

the best fitting match. The question arises: why is it do which is not listed in the 

vocabulary and not procrastinate, for instance? Obviously, the Subset Principle cannot 

provide a straightforward explanation.  

However, if we adopt the Superset Principle, it can be claimed that it is the 

meaningful verbs which are stored in the vocabulary, and due to their light content they are 

inserted in contexts when dummies are needed. In addition, under the Superset Principle 

FILL violations do not have to be assumed, which gives us a simpler theory. 

Based on these arguments, I am going to adopt the Superset Principle in the 

remainder of my dissertation.  

 

 

                                                 

29
 Newson and Szécsényi (2012) analyze the dummies have and be in a similar vein and conclude 

that these have even less semantic content than do. 
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3.4. Further background assumptions 

3.4.1. Grimshaw and argument structure 

In Grimshaw’s (1990) theory of argument structure there are two kinds of hierarchies: 

thematic and aspectual. In the thematic hierarchy the agent is the most prominent 

argument, followed by the experiencer, then the goal/source/location and finally the theme. 

This is represented below: 

(25) (Agent (Experiencer (Goal/Source/Location (Theme))))
30

 

 

However, this hierarchy alone fails to account for the fact that in case of some 

psychological verbs the most prominent argument is not realized as a subject: 

 

(26) The storm frightens/disturbs the child. 

 

In (26) the theme (storm) is the subject and the experiencer (the child) is the postverbal 

object. This contradicts our expectation based on the thematic hierarchy introduced above, 

which, however, is satisfied by other psychological verbs: 

 

(27) They fear/hate/admire storms. 

 

In (27) the experiencer is the subject, as predicted by its highest position in the thematic 

hierarchy. According to Grimshaw, the difference between these two classes of 

psychological predicates is explained by their aspectual properties. The fear class and the 

frighten class predicates belong to different aspectual subclasses. While frighten has a 

causative meaning, fear does not. The subject causes a change in the state of the object, 

thus (28a) can be paraphrased as (28b). 

                                                 

30
 Grimshaw claims that there are actually no thematic role labels, such as agent, theme etc., made 

use of in syntax. Instead, they serve to determine the relative prominence of arguments in a-

structure. In other words, there is information only about the relative prominence of arguments 

available in the syntax.  For example, the theory predicts that syntax is blind to the difference 

between murder and fear: the former being an agentive predicate with an agent and a theme, the 

latter being a psychological predicate with an experiencer and theme argument. Thematic roles are 

used solely for the sake of comprehensibility and convenience.  
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(28) a. The storm frightens the child. 

 b. The storm causes the child to experience fear. 

 

The overall conclusion is that the cause arguments of causative predicates are always 

subjects. Grimshaw (1990, p. 24) writes that “the causal status of the argument determines 

whether it is the grammatical subject of its clause; if it is a cause it must be realized as a 

subject.” There is a hierarchy for the causal structure of a verb as well. The most prominent 

argument is the cause: 

 

(29) (Cause (other (…))) 

 

In other words, the aspectually most prominent argument will always be selected as the 

subject. Grimshaw adds that “agents are always the aspectually most prominent arguments 

for all aspectual classes of verbs” (p.28).   

One of the key assumptions is that external arguments are prominent in both the 

thematic and the aspectual dimension. For the fear class of verbs, the experiencer is 

maximally prominent both thematically and aspectually, just like the agent for the agentive 

psychological verbs, e.g. frighten in John frightened Bill. Consequently, these types of 

verbs have an external argument. On the other hand, psychological causatives, e.g. in (26), 

lack an external argument, because the aspectually most prominent argument, for example 

in (26) the storm, is not the most prominent according to the thematic hierarchy; the child, 

being an experiencer, is.   

Grimshaw further assumes that each verb is associated with an event structure, 

which, when combined with other elements in the sentence, also determines the event 

structure of the whole clause, whose aspectual analysis is represented by the event 

structure. This breaks down events into aspectual subparts. For example, Vendler’s (1967) 

accomplishment, which will be discussed in detail below, is composed of two events: an 

activity and a resulting state: 

 

(30)  event 

  /\ 

activity   state 
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For instance, for x breaks y, the activity is what x does, and the state is the result of this 

activity, i.e. y is broken. This involves a cause argument, which will always be part of the 

first sub-event, which is causally related to the second sub-event.  

Grimshaw extends her proposal to other verb types as well. Firstly, she claims that 

unergative verbs
31

 have a simple event structure:  

 

(31) event 

   | 

activity 

 

This is identical to the first sub-event of accomplishments. The argument related to an 

unergative predicate is maximally prominent in both hierarchies, which means it is also an 

external argument. Unaccusative verbs differ from unergative predicates, because they lack 

an external argument as well just like the frighten class verbs. The subject of unaccusative 

predicates shares some properties with the object of transitive verbs, which indicates that it 

is also an internal argument. For instance, it can appear post-verbally in English, in there-

constructions (32a) with an indefinite argument and in locative inversions (32b): 

 

(32) a. There arrived a man. 

 b. From platform 3 departed the train to Moscow. 

 

These arguments are typically themes, which means that they never meet the requirement 

for externality.  

The question arises: why is the only argument (theme) not regarded as aspectually 

and thematically most prominent? Grimshaw offers a solution to this problem. 

Unaccusative predicates involve certain states or changes of states. In this respect, they 

correspond to the second sub-event of accomplishments, while the event structure of 

unergatives is the same as the first sub-event: 

 

                                                 

31
 These are intransitive verbs with one argument which can either be an agent or an experiencer; 

for example, work. 
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(33) accomplishment 

 [[activity] [state/change of state]] 

 

(34) unergative 

 [[activity]] 

 

(35) unaccusative 

 [state/change of state] 

 

As an external argument is the aspectually most prominent argument, being associated 

with the first sub-event, unaccusatives can never have one, as they are associated with the 

second subpart. Therefore, an abstract event structure consists of two subparts: an activity 

(act) and a state or change of state (s/cos): 

 

(36) e 

/\ 

act  s/cos 

 

To summarize, neither unaccusative nor psychological causative predicates (e.g. frighten) 

have an external argument. On the other hand, the subject of transitive agentive (e.g. 

break), ditransitive (e.g. give), unergative (e.g. work), psychological state (e.g. fear) and 

agentive psychological causative verbs is external.  

It is a common idea that passivization is understood as the suppression of the 

external argument, so there is a direct link between external arguments and passivization: 

predicates which lack an external argument cannot be passivized. This explains why 

unaccusative predicates can never undergo passivization as they have no external argument 

to be suppressed. Grimshaw adds that the sentence below with the psychological causative 

frighten is an adjectival passive and not a verbal passive: 

 

(37) Mary was frightened by the situation. 

 

This is supported by the fact that frightened here can appear with prepositions other than 

by as well; for instance, about or at. If it were a verbal passive, by would be the only 
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possible alternative. Secondly, verbal passivization does not change the state/non-state 

character of the predicate. A progressive active sentence has a progressive passive 

counterpart, whereas a stative active sentence has a stative passive counterpart. Compare 

the examples (38) and (39), respectively: 

 

(38) a. The government is terrifying people. 

 b. People are being terrified by the government. 

 

(39) a. Mary feared the situation. 

 b. The situation was feared by Mary. 

 

This, however, does not hold for frighten: 

 

(40) a. The storm was frightening us. 

 b. *We were being frightened by the storm. 

 

While the progressive is possible with the active (40a), it is ungrammatical with the 

passive (40b). This is characteristic of stative predicates: they never occur in the 

progressive, and as most adjectives are states
32

, Grimshaw concludes that (40b) is 

adjectival and not verbal passive. Verbal passivization does not change the state/non-state 

character of the predicate, only adjectival passivization does. 

 

 

3.4.2. Light verbs and little v 

After discussing how external arguments can be defined, let us turn to the question what 

selects or licenses them. It was Jespersen (1965) who first coined the term light verb, 

which was applied for the kind of use of verbs demonstrated in (41): 

 

                                                 

32
 This has also been noted by Dowty (1979), who makes a distinction between stative intransitive 

adjectives, which cannot be used in the progressive (e.g. be tall, big, American, etc.) and 

(volitional) activity adjectives (e.g. be brave, rude etc.).  
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(41) a. He did a revision of the paper  (=He revised the paper) 

 b. He took a look at her.  (=He looked at her) 

 c. He gave a sigh.  (=He sighed) 

 

As we can see, these light verbs do not reflect their full meaning, but they do not entirely 

lack semantic content either. There is a clear difference between give a bath and take a 

bath, for example. As Butt (2003) points out, light verbs act like verbal licensers for nouns, 

as they do not predicate fully. For example, one does not physically “take” a “plunge” but 

rather one “plunges”.  

Later Grimshaw and Mester (1988) made use of the term when discussing the 

Japanese verb suru ’do’ which is often compounded with a nominal forming a verbal 

construction. Suru in these expressions is semantically light and plays a functional role. 

Grimshaw and Mester draw a parallel between ‘heavy’ suru and light suru on the one 

hand, and auxiliary do and main verb do on the other.   

Hale and Keyser (1993) consider light verbs as empty placeholders with elementary 

semantics only. According to them, the structure in (42) represents a causative predicate: 

 

(42) [VP John  [V’ V  [VP a book  [V’ [put on the shelf]]]]] 

 

Each V maps to an event: the higher VP is the causative component, while the lower VP 

stands for a kind of change. That is, the first event, with John as the causer, implicates a 

second event (an event of change). 

Chomsky (1995) made use of the notion of the light verb proposing the functional 

category little v. This head facilitates the introduction of an external argument into the 

structure and it is also the locus of accusative case-checking. This assumption captures 

Burzio’s Generalisation, which states that a verb can assign a theta-role to its subject 

position if and only if it can assign an accusative case to its object. In Chomsky’s analysis, 

little v is the head of a transitive predicate and therefore, it is absent in unaccusatives. 

Kratzer’s (1996) expands Marantz’s (1984) intuition that external arguments are not 

true arguments of their verbs. Marantz claims that there are a lot of idioms, see below, in 

which the internal argument affects the interpretation of the verb while it is not common 

for an external argument to do so: 
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(43) a. take an aspirin 

 b. take a nap 

 c. take the bus to New York 

 d.  take a letter in shorthand 

 

Kratzer (1996) assumes a functional head called Voice. This has a thematic function and 

introduces the external argument of a verb. Therefore, the external argument is not the 

argument of the verb any more but the argument of a separate head.  

Ramchand (1997) formalizes the relationship between the verb and its arguments - 

splitting up the verb into smaller units and introducing three verbal projections: initP (the 

causing projection), ProcP (the process projection) and ResP (the result projection): 

 

(44)             initP (causing projection) 

 

DP3 

subj of ‘cause’ 

                         init      procP (process projection) 

  

 

                               DP2 

                     subj of ‘process’ 

                                                proc          resP   (result projection) 

 

 

 

                                                   DP1 

                                            subj of ‘result’                      

                                                                     res          XP 

 

 

Init shares a lot of similarities with little v as it licenses the external argument. ProcP 

specifies the nature of the change or process and licenses the subject of the process (i.e. the 

undergoer), while ResP licenses the subject of the result.  
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The projections correspond to three sub-events: a causing sub-event, a process 

denoting sub-event and a result sub-event, which Ramchand regards as a state. All of these 

projections have verbal properties and a verb is composed of at least one of them.  

Ramchand illustrates her assumptions with the verb eat, which can be decomposed 

into two sub-events that are causally related. The first sub-event (e1) is the causing sub-

event, whereas the second sub-event (e2) is the actual process, i.e. eating. The relationship 

between the two sub-events is represented with the symbol ‘→’. 

 

(45) eating (e) where e=( e1→ e2): [cause-eat (e1) & process-eat (e1)] 

 

On the other hand, accomplishment verbs, for example, like defuse a bomb are composed 

of three sub-events: a process and a result state as well as a causing sub-event, which is 

encoded in this verbal predication: 

 

(46) ‘defuse-the-bomb’ (e) where e= e1→ ( e2→ e3) [intiate-defuse (e1) & process-defuse 

(e2) & result of defusing(e3)] 

 

 

3.4.3. Semantic decomposition and auxiliaries  

According to Newson and Szécsényi (2012), who follow Grimshaw (2005), predicate 

meanings are composed of their ‘root content’
33

 and their ‘event structure’. These terms 

were first introduced by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (2005). Predicates, therefore, differ 

not only in their root content but also in their event structure.    

Newson and Szécsényi’s proposals reflect Dowty’s (1979) idea of lexical 

decomposition. He assumes that there is a single homogeneous set class of stative 

predicates and the different aspectual properties of the various kinds of verbs can be 

created by adding up to three or four sentential operators and connectives. For instance, the 

achievement verb cool as in the soup cooled can be formed if we add the operator BECOME 

to the underlying sentence the soup is cool: 

 

(47) BECOME [the soup is cool] 

                                                 

33
 C.f. section 3.3.1. 
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In a similar vein, he analyses activity verbs such as look at or listen to as the composite of 

the perception verbs see and hear, respectively plus the operator DO. These ideas are in 

harmony with the assumption that predicate meaning consists of root content and event 

structure parts.   

Newson and Szécsényi distinguish between two kinds of roots. The first type refers 

to states (
S
√x). An adjectival root, e.g. 

S
√COOL, might be a good example (48a). The 

second type denotes relations, e.g. prepositional roots, represented as 
R
√x. For instance in 

(48b), the prepositional root √UNDER is related to its arguments, i.e. the box and the table:  

 

(48) a. 
S
√COOL(soup)  the soup is cool 

 b. 
R
√UNDER(box, table)  the box is under the table 

 

Auxiliaries play a crucial role in passive constructions, which will be demonstrated in 

chapter 5. In order to be able to analyse them later, we have to take a look at English 

dummy auxiliaries, as discussed in Newson and Szécsényi (2012). They claim that do, 

have and be have null root content, represented as 
S
√Ø. Have, for example, is used in a 

number of different contexts, and it is hard to distil a ‘core’ root content from these. 

Compare (49a-f):  

 

(49) a. Tom has a house. 

 b. Jim had a cigarette. 

 c. Emily had a shower. 

 d. I had to leave. 

 e. They had breakfast. 

 f. I had Kelly water the flowers.  

 

Furthermore, the content of have in (49a) is also unspecified. It can mean that Tom owns 

the house, or it can be someone else’s house that he ‘has’, in some sense that does not 

equate to ownership (e.g. he rents it). The conclusion is that the content of have is 

undefined and its root content is fixed by context. Newson and Szécsényi (2012) claim that 

besides the 
S
√Ø feature, have is associated with an undefined relation root 

R
√Ø. 
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Be, which is the English counterpart of German sein, is similar to have in this 

respect. For instance, it can even be omitted in Small Clauses, which indicates that it does 

not contribute much to the meaning of the clause. In other words, the root content of be 

seems to be empty as well: 

 

(50) a. I consider him (to be) a gentleman  (= He is a gentleman) 

 b. I find my homework (to be) difficult  (= My homework is difficult) 

 

Have, be and do, however, differ in their event structure. Be does not express a verbal 

content and is used in verbless contexts where a relationship holds between two elements, 

such as a subject and an adjectival predicate. Secondly, as opposed to a lot of verbs with 

simple content, be can never be used as a ‘light verb’:  

 

(51) a. He had a shower   

 b. He did a dance   

 c. She takes a walk   

 d. *He is a shower. *He is a dance. *She is a walk. 

 

Such light verb usage adds aspectual or other event related meanings to an expression. 

Newson and Szécsényi come to the conclusion that since be cannot be used as a light verb, 

it is not associated with such aspects of meaning either. Based on these observations, it can 

be claimed that be has no root content and no event structure. Therefore, Newson and 

Szécsényi propose that be is associated only with the √Ø feature. So be is the minimal 

possible verb which should be used as a dummy in situations where little or no verbal 

content is to be spelled out. On the other hand, have and do have more event structure, 

which is supported by the fact that both of them can be used as light verbs – see (51a) and 

(51b). Further details do not concern us here as they are irrelevant in my present analysis. 

 

3.4.4. Predicates in Syntax First Alignment 

In Syntax First Alignment, the equivalent of the light verb introduced above is a feature 

which I will refer to as v. It is a functional feature which adds event structure to the verb 

and licences the external argument. Therefore, v contributes a special meaning to the 
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predicate adding, for instance, a causative sub-event to the root. This element must be 

verbal, as it categorizes the root (stemming from Distributed Morphology). Marantz 

(1997), when discussing nominalizations with -ing, claims that v serves to verbalize roots. 

If it were acategorial, it would be difficult to say where the root gets its category from: 

tense and other inflections are excluded as in verbal small clauses the root is still 

categorized as a verb.  

I will follow common practice and assume that the external argument is the 

argument of v, which licences it, though I will also follow the non-standard claim that v is 

the argument of the root and not vice versa. The reason for this deviation is that the 

meaning of v is semantically dependent on the root. This is illustrated with the following 

sentences: 

 

(52) a. John hit Mary. 

 b. John shot Mary. 

 

In (52a), John may have done the hitting with his hand or he may have used an instrument 

such as a stone or an umbrella, for example. In (52b), on the other hand, he fired a weapon 

and did not make contact with Mary with his hand or throw a stone, etc. This shows that 

whatever we interpret John actually doing (and how), this is determined to a large extent 

by the meaning of the root and the restrictions this introduces on any initialising action 

performed by the agent. I take the semantic influence that the root exerts on v to indicate 

that it is the root that selects v, not the other way round. Moreover, the fact that there cam 

be roots which do not appear with v (unaccusatives, for example) but v never appears 

without a root leads to the same conclusion. 

The internal arguments, on the other hand, are the arguments of the root. I will use 

the symbol  → to indicate the relationship between an argument taking feature and its 

arguments: 

 

(53) a. √ → [arg2], [arg3]  

 b. v → [arg1] 

 c. √ → v  
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The features [arg1], [arg2] and [arg3] are argument features/relators which relate arguments 

to event structure. They are typically associated with nominal roots in the input
34

. It is 

assumed that complex events are composed of a series of sub-events following each other. 

The argument which is related to v will be referred to as the first argument, and the next 

argument will be named the second argument.  

 

3.4.5. The argument domain(s) 

On the one hand, I propose that [arg1] is an argument domain (Da) of its own: the 

set of arguments related to v. On the other hand, there is another argument domain (DA), 

which consists of argument features related to a given root. The members of this domain 

include v, [arg2] and [arg3], and the root as the dependency head.  

 This definition of the argument domain is different from Newson’s (2013), because 

he does not decompose the root predicate into a v and a root. He defines the argument 

domain as the set of arguments which are related to a given predicate; under his 

assumptions, therefore, the members of this domain are [arg1], [arg2] and [arg3]. Newson 

(2013) introduces the constraints in (54) to account for the fact that the first argument 

precedes the second argument which precedes the third argument: 

 

(54) [arg1]PDA > [arg2]PDA   > [arg3]PDA 

 

The first constraint, for example, is violated by every member of the argument domain 

which precedes[arg1].  

The nominal root which the argument feature is associated with in the input must be 

adjacent to this argument feature and precede it. The constraints which play a role here are 

√nP[arg] and √nA[arg]. The latter is violated by every member of the predicate domain 

which is between the nominal root and the argument feature.  

The position of the (verbal) root is determined by separate constraints. It is a well-

known fact that in English the verbal root follows the subject but precedes all other 

arguments. Thus it takes the second position in the argument domain. Newson (2013) 

                                                 

34
 Strictly speaking, roots do not have categories. I use the term ‘nominal root’ here as a short hand 

for a root that gets categorised nominally in context.  
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identifies this as a second position phenomenon and hence it can be dealt with by a 

combination of an anti-precedence constraint, as discussed above. The anti-precedence 

constraint that says the verbal root must not precede the argument domain; the other 

requires the verbal root to precede the argument domain. The first is ranked higher than the 

second:   

 

(55) √*PDA > √PDA 

 

The definitions of the argument domain adopted here differ in two points from those of 

Newson (2013). First, in the present analysis, the root, which introduces the internal 

arguments, is also a domain member, as it is the dependency head. Secondly, under the 

assumptions that I have adopted, it is v that is the argument of the root, not [arg1]. [arg1] is 

therefore not a member of the domain. The advantage of this modification is that it allows 

a straightforward account of the distribution of arguments and by-phrases in passive 

constructions.  

Note that these differences do not necessitate the modification of the constraints in 

(54)) and (55) either. Let us first take a look at the example in (56). The order of the 

relevant features is given in (57).  Again I follow common practice by assuming that v sits 

to the left of the root, c.f. Chomsky (1995), Kratzer (1996) and Ramchand (1997) above: 

 

(56) John hit Bill.  

(57) √JOHN [arg1]  v √HIT √BILL [arg2] 

 

It can be seen that the root occupies the second position of the argument domain, following 

v but preceding [arg2]. We do not need a new constraint: the constraints in (55) yield the 

desired result. Secondly, we can see that [arg1] precedes the argument domain. This can be 

achieved by the same constraint as in (54), i.e. [arg1]PDA, as it does not make any 

difference if the target is the member of the host domain or not – see section 3.3.3 above. 

The only thing that needs to be done is to introduce the constraint which determines 

the position of v. This feature must immediately precede the root, i.e. nothing can intervene 

between them. This is guaranteed by the constraints below: 
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(58) vP/A√
35

 > [arg2]PDA   > [arg3]PDA 

 

As [arg1] is not a member of the argument domain, the constraints in (58) are blind to it, so 

the ranking of [arg1]PDA cannot be determined with regard to them, as we would get the 

same result no matter which is ranked higher. For a concrete analysis, we can assume the 

arbitrary ranking in (59): 

 

(59) [arg1]PDA  >  vP/A√  > [arg2]PDA   > [arg3]PDA 

 

The table in (60) illustrates the interaction of these constraints: 

 

(60) 

 

   

√
*
P

D
A

 

√
P

D
A

 

[a
rg

1
]P

D
A
 

vP
/A

√
 

[a
rg

2
]P

D
A
 

→ a.  [arg1] v  √  [arg2]   *   ** 

 b.  v [arg1]  √  [arg2]   * *(!) * ** 

 c.  √ v [arg2][arg1]   *(!)  *** * ** 

 d.  v  √ [arg1] [arg2]  * **(!)  ** 

 e.  v  [arg2] √ [arg1]   **(!) *** * * 

 f.  [arg1] [arg2] √  v    *  *(!)  

 

(60b) is ruled out, because [arg1] does not precede the argument domain, as it is preceded 

by v. (60c) is out, because the root is in front of all other members of the argument domain 

violating √*PDA. Hence, the initial position is denied the verbal root.  (60d) violates 

[arg1]PDA twice, which is even worse than in (60b). (60e) is out, because it violates the 

                                                 

35
 This is an abbreviation for two separate constraints requiring v to precede the root and to be 

adjacent to it. As there is no ranking issue between these constraints and any of the others, 

collapsing them into one constraint for ease of presentation is harmless. The motivation behind 

using these constraints as opposed to a domain based constraint, e.g. vPDA, is that such a constraint 

– combined with the ones in (55) - would not guarantee that v and the root will be adjacent. For 

instance, inflectional elements, which these constraints are not sensitive to, may intervene between 

them, which would lead to ungrammaticality, see section 5.1 for details.  
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second highest ranked constraint twice, as the root is preceded by two members of DA. 

Both (60a) and (60f) violate √PDA only once (just like (60b) and (60d)), the minimum 

number of violations possible without appearing at the front of the domain. Thus, the 

verbal root is optimally in second position. On the other hand, [arg1]PDA is violated neither 

by (60a) nor by (60f). However, the next highest ranked constraint, i.e. vP/A√,  is violated 

by (60f) once, as v does not precede the root, while (60a) totally satisfies it. Therefore, it 

will be selected as the most optimal candidate.  

Under normal circumstances, v is spelled out along with the root; therefore, it is not 

visible. However, there are instances when it is separated from the root, e.g. in the 

periphrastic causative constructions, as noted by Newson (2010), and is realized by the 

verb make: 

 

(61) [arg1]              v [past]                 [arg2]                 √BREAK 

  John             made                  the glass                   break 

 

 

3.4.6. Pronouns in SFA and the iota domain 

Not only v and the root, but the argument features and the associated nominal root can also 

be separated from each other. In the latter case, they are lexicalized by two different 

vocabulary items. According to Nagy (2013), this is what happens in outputs that involve 

left dislocation. She says that the resumptive pronoun in these constructions spells out an 

argument feature, while the nominal root which is associated with it will be syntactically 

separated – bearing the feature [new] and, as such, it must precede the predicate domain. 

Thus, in the following sentence, for instance, him spells out [arg2], which lacks root 

content, while Sam lexicalizes the nominal root which is associated with it. 

 

(62) √SAM √WOMEN[arg1] √LOVE [arg2] 

 Sam women love him 

 

Newson (1998) claims that the input element which gets pronounced as a pronoun is not 

itself a fully specified NP. One way to realise this idea would be to link it to Nagy’s 

conception of a resumptive pronoun. Therefore, I assume that personal pronouns are to be 

seen as the realization of the [arg] features themselves. Note that they can have an 
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antecedent as well, thus we must have some mechanism for relating argument features and 

the pronouns that realise them with more fully specified nominal elements which are 

associated with argument features of their own.  

I also propose that person, number and gender features (the φ features) are not part 

of the input. The input contains nothing – just the argument features introduced by the 

predicate. Such an input would have to be interpreted in context and the interpretative 

component would have to supply the reference for the missing argument
36

. In order to 

select the appropriate pronoun, the semantic interpretation must be consulted. Thus 

interpretation plays a role in vocabulary selection.  

 Finally, let us to turn constructions with two predicates. Consider the following 

example: 

 

(63) Johni thinks Bill hates himi. 

 

Under the present assumptions, the arguments of think in (63) are the higher v and hate. 

The arguments of hate are the lower v and him. John and him are co-referential, as 

indicated by the indices for demonstrative purposes. I propose that the input contains only 

one John and it is associated with two argument positions: the first argument of the higher 

v (Hv) and the second argument of the lower root (L√). Therefore, John in (63) is 

associated with these two argument features in the input, as in (64): 

 

(64) √JOHN [Hv] [L√2] 

 

The constraints we have introduced put [Hv] in front of the verbal root and [L√2] behind 

the lower predicate. In the previous section, we only said that the nominal root which the 

argument feature is associated with is adjacent to this argument feature and precedes it. In 

our example there are two argument features, so the next question is why the nominal root 

is adjacent to [Hv] and not [L√2]? In other words, why is the sentence Hei thinks Bill hates 

Johni impossible. 

                                                 

36
 This is a more minimal assumption than claiming that the input contains the φ features for the pronoun. 

This would amount to saying that the input contains a pronoun. Therefore, the φ features will not appear in 

the examples in the rest of the dissertation.   
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 I propose that the argument features which are associated with the same nominal 

root constitute a domain, called the iota domain and nominal roots must precede it, see 

(65). The dependency head of the domain is the nominal root, which is, therefore, also a 

domain member. 

 

(65) √ P Dι violated by every member of the iota domain which precedes the 

nominal root 

 

It should be clear how the desired result is achieved through the workings of (65). 

 

 

3.5. Verbal elements and inflections 

This section summarizes the analysis of the basic word order in English and German 

offered by Newson (2013). He claims that the order of arguments, verbs etc. is the result of 

the interaction of constraints relative to different domains. The position of the main verb, 

for instance, is determined by inflection and argument domain constraints. Note that in 

Newson’s analysis the root is not the member of these domains. However, I will 

demonstrate that the assumption that it is does not have negative consequences and the 

constraints proposed in Newson (2013) can be adopted when using the more restriction 

notion of a domain. Also, it was argued in section 3.4.3 that kicking [arg1] out of the 

argument domain and replacing it with v requires nothing else but the introduction of two 

constraints responsible for determining the position of v with respect to the root. I show 

that Newson’s (2013) constraints can be incorporated into my analysis; however, I have to 

add a separate constraint as well to account for the relevant observations.  Lastly, the 

different word order in German matrix and embedded clauses will also be discussed. 

 

 

3.5.1. Basic word order in English  

Newson (2013) claims that the inflection domain (DI) plays a crucial role in determining 

the order of elements in a clause. As has been mentioned, the members of this domain are 

the inflectional, the perfect, the progressive and the passive features, plus the root, i.e. the 

dependency head. The order of the inflectional, the perfect, the progressive and the passive 
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feature is fixed with regard to each other in all kinds of clauses
37

. As (66) shows, the 

inflectional element precedes the perfect feature, which precedes the progressive, which is 

followed by the passive. The ordering in (66) is captured by the constraint set in (67): 

 

(66) The office has been being cleaned. 

   [I] [perf] [prog] √[pass] 

 

(67) [I]PDI  > [perf]PDI > [prog]PDI  > [pass]PDI 

 

However, as exemplified by (66) above and (68) below, the position of the root is subject 

to variation: sometimes it is adjacent to the inflectional element, sometimes to the 

progressive feature etc.  

 

(68) a. He played 

   √[I] 

 

 b. He was playing 

   [I] √[prog] 

 

 c. He has been singing 

   [I] [perf] √[prog] 

 

 d. It had been being beaten 

   [I] [perf] [prog] √[pass] 

 

The generalization is that the root must always precede the last element of the inflection 

domain.  

From the perspective of the root, it does not make any difference if it is considered 

to be part of the inflection domain or not - see section 3.3.3. Consequently, the constraints 

which determine the position of the root with respect to the inflection domain, as proposed 

by Newson (2013), do not have to be modified:  

                                                 

37 
The inflectional elements are taken to be realised by the morphemes and the auxiliaries are 

dummies which support them. 
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(69) √*FDI > √FDI 

 

Secondly, the verbal root also occupies a fixed position with regard to its arguments. As 

discussed in section 3.4.3, Newson (2013) proposes that the verb’s positioning with respect 

to its arguments is similar to its position with respect to its inflections, only instead of 

being in the second to last position, it is in the second position from the front. For the sake 

of completeness, I repeat the relevant anti-precedence and precedence constraints in (70) 

below: 

 

(70) √*PDA > √PDA 

 

These constraints alone, however, do not yield the correct order, as demonstrated by (71), 

where four candidates violate them to the same degree.  

 

(71)   √*FDI √FDI √*PDA √PDA 

 v [tense] √ [perf][arg2]  *  * 

 v [tense] √ [arg2][perf]  *  * 

  [tense] v √ [perf ][arg2]  *  * 

  [tense] v  √ [arg2][perf]  *  * 

  

Newson (2013) assumes that the inflectional elements, using this term in its broad sense, 

i.e. all members of the inflection domain, tend to be closer to the root than its arguments in 

English, hence we never get sentences like *He play football-ed, for instance. However, as 

I proposed that [arg1] is not a member of the argument domain, but v is, Newson’s 

observations are not entirely correct:  v is as close to the root as the inflectional elements, 

as it is typically spelled out with the root. Thus, the constraints which are responsible for 

this phenomenon, i.e. vP/A√, must be ranked above the constraints which account for 

Newson’s observations. The constraints in (72) guarantee the correct word order. Note that 

in this case, [infl] is a short hand for [I], [perf], [prog] and [pass]. 

 

(72) vP/A√ > [infl]A√ > ArgA√ 
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The higher ranked constraint is violated by every element which occupies a position 

between [infl] and the root, whereas the ArgA√ requires the arguments associated with 

their predicate to be adjacent to it. The reason why we use the constraint [infl]A√ as 

opposed to DIA√ is that a domain is blind to elements that it does not include. Therefore, 

domain adjacency does not guarantee proximity. Table (73) shows how the relevant 

constraints achieve the desired results: 

 

(73)  √*FDI √FDI √*PDA √PDA vP/A√ [infl]A√ argA√ 

 v [tense] √ [perf][arg2]  *  * *(!)  ** 

 v [tense] √ [arg2][perf]  *  * *(!) * * 

→ [tense] v √[perf ][arg2]  *  *  * * 

 [tense] v √ [arg2][perf]  *  *  **(!)  

 

Finally, we have to account for the position of [arg1]. It has been observed that it precedes 

the argument domain; however, as (68b-d) demonstrate this is not the whole story. The 

subject not only precedes the argument domain, but also the inflection domain, which is 

due to the following constraint. 

  

(74) [arg1]PDI 

 

There is no ranking issue between this constraint and [arg1]PDA, as we get the same result 

no matter which one is ranked higher.    

To summarize, in order to account for basic word order phenomena in English, two 

issues had to be addressed besides the ones investigated by Newson (2013). First, the 

ranking of vP/A√ with respect to [infl]A√ was determined. Secondly, the constraint 

[arg1]PDI was introduced to ensure that the subject does not intervene between the 

inflectional element(s) and the root when they appear pre-verbally, yielding ungrammatical 

sentences like *Has been he singing. 

 

 

3.5.2. Basic word order in German 

As the following examples illustrate, the word order is different in embedded (75a) and 

matrix sentences (75b) in German. The finite verb occupies the last position in subordinate 
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clauses with an overt complementiser, e.g. dass ‘that’, whereas it takes the second position 

in declarative main clauses and wh-questions. In the latter case, the finite verb can be 

preceded by the subject, the topic, or the wh-element. Note, however, that this verb-last / 

verb-second phenomena does not have any effect on the order of the arguments, which will 

be discussed in section 4.4 in detail.  

 

(75) a. dass ich dem Schüler ein Buch gab.  

  that I the pupil (dat) a book (acc) gave  

  ‘that I gave a book to the pupil.’ 
 

 b. Ich gab dem Schüler ein Buch.  

  I gave the pupil (dat) a book (acc)  

  ‘I gave a book to the pupil.’ 

 

We take the standard assumption that in German the word order in embedded clauses is the 

basic one. First, we can see that the order of the members of the inflection domain (without 

the root) is:  [pass]
38

 > [perf] > [I], see (76)
39

. This order is guaranteed by the constraints in 

(77), as proposed by Newson (2013): 

                                                 

38
 In German the regular passive participle is created by adding the prefix  ge- and the suffix -t to 

the verbal stem. This is demonstrated below: 

(i) ge-koch-t (‘cooked’), ge-spiel-t (‘played’), ge-bau-t (‘built’) 

I claim that it is the affix –t which spells out the passive feature and the general external argument, 

while the appearance of the affix ge- is not a syntactic phenomenon at all. Rather, its presence is 

“prosodically motivated” (Penke, 2006, p. 17). This prefix appears on verbs which have a stressed 

initial syllable and is missing from those where the stress is non-initial. The set of verbs which 

begin with an unstressed syllable include verbs with an inseparable prefix, such as besuchen (‘to 

visit’), erklären (‘to explain’), verkaufen (‘to sell’) etc., verbs which end in –ieren, e.g. reparieren 

(‘to repair’), studieren (‘to study), as well as prophezeien (‘predict’) or  schmarotzen (‘to live on 

others’) etc. The passive participle of these verbs is besucht, erklärt, verkauft, repariert, studiert, 

prophezeit and schmarotzt, respectively. Giegerich (1985) proposes the following phonological 

rule: 

(ii) ge-Attachment 

0→ {ge-} / __ + S X {{t}{n}} 



94 

 

(76) dass es gemacht worden ist 

   √[pass] [perf] [I] 

 that it made became is 

 ‘that it has been made’ 

 

(77) [I]FDI > [perf]FDI > [pass]FDI
40

 

 

Secondly, it can also be observed that the root always precedes the inflection domain. 

Compare (76) and (78): 

 

(78) a. dass er spiel-te  

    √[I]  

  that he played  
 

 b. dass er gespiel-t hat 

    √[perf] [I] 

  that he played has 

  ‘that he played’  

 

This fact can be captured by the following constraint: 

 

(79) √PDI 

 

                                                                                                                                                    

This means that ge- is inserted if it is followed by a primary word stress, some other material (X) 

and either the morpheme t or n.   

The advantage of this analysis is that we can say that the passive feature behaves the same way as 

other similar features in German, i.e. it is positioned behind the root, without any need to refer to 

the ge- part.  

39
 Progressive tenses are not expressed morphologically in German, hence the lack of the [prog] 

feature.  

40
 Bear in mind that these constraints are actually shorthand for [I]IFDI, [perf]IFDI and [pass]IFDI, 

which require the [I], the [perf] and the [pass] feature  marked for the ‘I’ domain marker, 

respectively, to follow the inflection domain. 
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It is difficult to determine the rank order of (79) and the individual subsequence constraints 

in (77), as they never conflict: the former forces the root to the end of the domain, while 

the others push the inflectional elements to the front. It makes no difference what the 

ranking of these constraints are with respect to each other.  

Tableau in (80) shows the interaction of these constraints: 

 

(80)  [I]FDI [perf]FDI [pass]FDI √PDI 

→ √ [pass] [perf] I  * **  

 [pass] √ [perf] I  * ***(!) * 

 √ I [pass] [perf]  **(!)  *  

 √ [perf] [pass] I  **(!) *  

 [pass] [perf] I √ *(!) **(!) *** *** 

 

In addition, according to Newson (2013), the position of the root has to be determined with 

respect to its arguments. He argues that the root must follow the argument domain and 

proposes the constraint in (81): 

 

(81) √FDA 

 

The problem with this analysis is that Newson does not take into consideration sentences 

with “non-argument” elements associated with a given root. (82a), for instance, includes a 

temporal and a spatial adverbial. As the constraint in (81) is sensitive only to elements that 

are part of the argument domain, it is blind to these adverbials. Consequently, (82b) and 

(82c) would totally satisfy it as well although they are both ungrammatical.  

 

(82) a. dass er seine Freundin seinen Eltern letzte Woche vorgestellt  hat. 

  that he his girlfriend(acc) his parents(dat) last week introduced  has 

  ‘that He introduced his girlfriend to his parents last week.’ 
 

 b. *dass er seine Freundin seinen Eltern vorgestellt hat letzte Woche  
 

 c. *dass er seine Freundin vorgestellt hat seinen Eltern letzte Woche  

 

Clearly, the constraint √FDA is not adequate to account for these phenomena. The verb 

must follow all of its dependents. This fact is captured by the constraint below:  
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(83) √FDpred 

 

Lastly, inflectional elements tend to be adjacent to the root in German as well, as 

demonstrated above. We can use the same constraint as in English, i.e. [infl]A√.  

For the same reason as above, the ranking of (83) with regard to the constraints 

which align elements to the inflection domain is problematic to determine. Therefore, I 

will assume an arbitrary order, i.e. [I]FDI > [perf]FDI > √PDI > √FDpred. Tableau (84) 

shows that the winning candidate will remain the same irrespective of the rank order of 

(83) with respect to the other constraints. 

 

(84)  [I]FDI [perf]FDI √PDI √FDpred 

 [arg] √ [perf] I [arg] [adj]  *  **(!) 

 [arg] [arg] √ [perf] I [adj]  *  *(!) 

 [arg] [arg] [adj] √ I [perf]  *(!)    

→ [arg] [arg] [adj] √ [perf] I  *   

 [arg] [arg] [adj] [perf] I √  * **(!)  

 

On the other hand, the rank order of [infl]A√ plays a decisive role. If it were ranked above 

√PDI, the root would be surrounded by the inflectional elements instead of being followed 

by all of them:  

 

(85)   [infl]A√ √PDI   

 a. √ [perf] I *(!)  

→ b. [perf]√ I  * 

 c. [perf] I√ *(!) ** 

 

As demonstrated in the tableau above, (85b) would be the winning candidate, which would 

contradict the observations in (78b). Therefore, I conclude that √PDI outranks [infl]A√. 

 Next, the rank order between [infl]A√ and √FDpred has to be determined. Newson 

(2013) claims that the former is ranked higher than √FDA, which was replaced by √FDpred 

in the present work. In other words, according to him, it is more important for the root to 

be adjacent to the inflections than to follow the argument domain. This may be the correct 
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observation with examples where there are only two arguments; however, if we consider 

examples which contain three arguments or other adjuncts, it can be seen that the root is 

reluctant to give up its sentence final position provided there are at least two members of 

the inflection domain present, e.g. the inflectional element and [perf]: 

 

(86) a. Er hat dem Mann gestern Geld gegeben. 

  he has the man yesterday money given 

  ‘He gave the man money yesterday.’ 
 

 b. *Er gegeben hat dem Mann gestern Geld. 

 

If [infl]A√ were ranked over √FDpred, the winning candidate (and the correct sentence) 

would be (86b), which contradicts the data above. Consequently, I assume that [infl]A√ is 

in fact ranked below √FDpred. As we have not yet discussed why the position of the 

inflectional element is different in matrix sentences from embedded clauses, I demonstrate 

the interaction of the relevant constraints with embedded clauses below
41

: 

 

(87)  [I]FDI [perf]FDI √PDI   √FDpred [infl]A√ 

→ [arg] [arg] √ [perf] I  *   * 

 [arg] √ [arg] [perf] I  *  *(!) *** 

 [arg] [arg] [perf] √ I  **(!)    

 [arg] [arg] √ I [perf]  *(!)     

 [arg] [arg] I √ [perf]  **(!)  *   

 

For convenience’s sake I have not included v in the examples above. However, we have to 

bear in mind that this feature, being an argument of the root, is also part of the predicate 

domain. I assume that its position is the same as in English, i.e. immediately preceding the 

root and is spelled out with it. As v has to be closer to the root than the inflectional 

elements, the constraint which determines its position with respect to the root, i.e. (88), is 

                                                 

41
 Note that examples representing embedded clauses like (87) above do not reveal much about the 

rank order between the last two constraints. The winning candidate would be the same irrespective 

of which one of these constraints is ranked higher or lower. Sentences in (88), however, provide 

more information about this ranking issue. 
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ranked over [infl]A√
42

, while it is difficult to tell the rank order of this constraint with 

regard to the other constraints in (87): 

 

(88) vP/A√ > [infl]A√ 

  

This, however, cannot be the whole story, as the position of the root is different in matrix 

sentences, as mentioned earlier. It can be seen that the finite verb, i.e. ist, hat and kocht in 

(89a), (b) and (c), respectively, occupies the second position in the predicate domain: 

 

(89) a. adj [I] [arg2] v√[pass] [perf] 

  gestern ist es gemacht worden 

  yesterday is it made become 

  ‘It was made yesterday.’ 
 

 b. [arg1] [I] [arg2] v√[perf]  

  er hat ein Fahrrad gekauft.  

  he has a bicycle bought  

  He bought a bicycle.’ 
 

 c. [arg1] v√[I] ([arg2])  

  er kocht (Gulaschsuppe)  

  ’He cooks (goulash soup).’ 

 

This arrangement of elements can be explained if we assume that there must be an 

inflectional element after the first argument or topicalized adjunct. This can be captured by 

a domain-based constraint where a domain is the target, see section 3.3.3. I propose the 

following constraints
43

: 

 

(90) Dpred*P[I]  > DpredP[I] 

 

                                                 

42
 Note that this is exactly the same in English.  

43
 Newson (2013) claims that it is the argument domain which is aligned to the inflection, but 

actually not only arguments but topicalized adjuncts, for instance, can also precede the inflection, 

see (89a). 
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According to the first constraint, the predicate domain cannot be preceded by some 

inflectional element. The second is violated by every member of the predicate domain 

which is not preceded by some inflectional element. These constraints are ranked over the 

ones in (88). The problem with this analysis, however, is that under the new assumptions 

the root and v are also part of the predicate domain
44

; therefore the candidate in (91c) 

would be the winning candidate, which is highly undesirable. 

 

(91)   Dpred*P[I]   DpredP[I] [I]FDI √PDI vP/A√ √FDpred [infl]A√ 

 a. [arg1]  v √ [I]  ***(!)      

 b. [arg1]  v [I] √   **(!)  * *   

→ c. [arg1] [I]  v √   *  *   * 

 d. [I] [arg1] v √ *(!)   *   ** 

 

The way out of this dilemma is to say that the root and v do not count as members of the 

predicate domain.
45,46

 This is possible if we propose that the predicate domain marker for 

them is deleted, which will result in the violation of the two relevant faithfulness 

constraints, see (92a) and (92b). Needless to say, these must be ranked lower than the other 

constraints. On the other hand, (92c) is ranked high, as we do not want the predicate 

domain marker for other arguments, e.g. subjects or objects, to be deleted.  

 

                                                 

44
 See section 3.2.  

45
 However, this does not have any effect on their inflection domain membership. 

46
 Note that the issue of the deleting domain markers, e.g. the predicate domain marker, or the 

inflection domain marker (see below), can be addressed in a more general fashion as well. For 

example, there are certain elements that behave as though they are part of a domain no matter 

where they are positioned. Let us take a look at a wh-phrase in English, for instance. Like v (the 

first member of the argument domain), the wh-element is followed by the finite element when it is 

the first element in the argument domain. This contrasts with the behaviour of English topics, 

which are not followed by the finite element. Thus, it is still v that behaves as if it is the first 

element in the argument domain, even when the topic object precedes it. It is as though the topic is 

not a member of the argument domain. Therefore, we motivate the idea that domain members can 

lose their membership and once this mechanism is available, we can use it to account for other 

similar phenomena as well.   
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(92) a. Faith(DMpred √)  

 b. Faith(DMpred v) 

 c. Faith(DMpred [arg]) 

   

Table (93) illustrates the interaction of the relevant constraints. For demonstrative 

purposes, I use the notations argpred and √pred to indicate domain membership.  
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 a. vpred √pred [I] [argpred]   **(!)   *    

 b. [argpred]  vpred √pred  [I]   ***(!)       

 c. [argpred] vpred √  [I]   **(!)     *  

→ d. [argpred] v √  [I]   *     * * 

 e. [arg]  vpred √ [I] *(!)  *     *  

 f. [arg]  vpred √ pred  [I] *(!)  **       

 

In addition, based on examples like (88a-b) above, Newson concludes that from the 

perspective of the root, the inflection does not seem to be part of the inflection domain 

either when it is in V2. Again, this can be achieved by assuming that the domain marker 

for the inflection is deleted violating a faithfulness constraint which requires input 

inflection domain markers for inflections to be present in the output (94). It must be a low-

ranked constraint, too. 

 

(94) Faith(DMI I) 

 

So far we have the following constraints listed in (95): 

 

(95) Dpred*P[I] >DpredP[I]  >[I]FDI >√PDI > vP/A√ > √FDpred >  [infl]A√ > Faith(DMI I) > 

Faith(DMpred √) > Faith(DMpred v) 
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Tableau (96) illustrates how these constraints yield the desired results – compare (89b). I 

use the full form for the constraint [I]FDI, i.e. [I]IFDI, to avoid any misunderstanding.  In 

case of the last five candidates, where the inflection lacks the inflection domain marker, 

this constraint is satisfied vacuously. Although arguments are part of the predicate domain, 

I do not add the domain marker pred to them in tableau (96) for reasons of space. 
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 a. arg  v √  [perf]I  [I]I arg arg   *   **(!) *    

 b. arg [I]I arg arg vpred √pred [perf]I    * **(!) *  ***    

 c. arg [I]I  vpred √pred [perf]I arg arg    * **(!) * ** *    

 d. arg  arg  v √  [perf]I [I]I  arg   **(!)   * *    

 e. arg [perf]I [I]I arg arg  vpred √pred   * *(!) **  7x*    

 f arg  v √  [perf]I  [I] arg arg   *   **(!) * *   

→ g. arg [I] arg arg vpred √pred  [perf]I    *    *** *   

 h. arg [I] arg arg  v √pred  [perf]I    *    *** *  *(!) 

 i. arg [I]  vpred √pred [perf]I  arg arg   *   **(!) * *   

 j. arg  arg  v √  [perf]I [I]  arg   **(!)   * * *   

 k. arg [perf]I [I] arg arg  vpred √pred    *  *(!)  7x* *   

 l. v √pred  [I] [perf]I   arg arg arg    *   ***(!) * *   

 

It can be seen that in matrix sentences with at least two inflections, the predicate domain 

markers on the root and v do not need to be deleted despite the fact that the corresponding 

faithfulness constraints are ranked low. What is more, they have a decisive role: c.f. 

candidates (96g) and (96h), as it is the lowest ranked faithfulness constraint, i.e. 

Faith(DMpred v), which rules out the latter in favour of the former.  

Turning back to embedded sentences, Newson (2013) claims that the 

complementiser sitting in the very first position is marked for inflection and consequently, 

it can satisfy DpredPI. The constraint which ensures that the complementiser turns up at the 
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front of the whole predicate, i.e.[C]PDpred, outranks the V2 constraints, i.e. Dpred*PI and 

DpredPI. Table (98) illustrates why (97) is the winning candidate. 

 

(97) [C] arg arg √[perf]I [I]I 

 dass er ein Fahrrad gekauft hat 

 that he a bicycle bought has 

 ‘that he bought a bicycle.’ 

 

(98)
47
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→ a. [C] arg arg √ [perf]I  [I]I  *     *  

 b. [C] arg  [I]I arg √  [perf]I  *  **(!) *  *  

 c. [C]  arg  [I] arg √  [perf]I  *     * *(!) 

 d. arg  [C] arg √  [perf]I [I]I *(!)  *    *  

 e. arg √ [C]  arg [perf]I [I]I  *(!)  *  * * *****  

 

Finally, let us focus on matrix clauses where the inflection domain consists of only one 

member, i.e. the inflectional element. The relevant example in (89c) is repeated below: 

 

(99)  [arg1] v√[I] ([arg2])  

  er kocht (Gulaschsuppe)  

  ’He cooks (goulash soup).’ 

 

In Newson’s (2013) paper, (100c) is more optimal than (100e), as the latter loses on 

[infl]A√. This is shown below: 

 

                                                 

47 
Again, for the sake of convenience I do not add the predicate domain markers to the root and v in 

this table although they are associated with them. For the same reason, Faith(DMpred √) and 

Faith(DMpred v) are not included either, as they are satisfied. 
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 a. arg  arg  √ [I]I  **(!)      

 b. arg  [I]I arg  √  *  *(!) * *  

→ c. arg √ [I]I arg   *    *  

 d. arg  arg   √ [I]  **(!)   *  * 

 e. arg [I] arg  √  *   *(!)  * 

 f. arg √ [I]  arg   *    * *(!) 

 

Under my assumptions, however, √FDpred  outranks [infl]A√; therefore, the winning 

candidate should be (e), which is problematic as this predicts that the root should follow 

everything in the clause and the tense inflection would need supporting by a dummy. So, 

how is the desired result achieved? Bear in mind that I adopted the necessity-based 

definition of constraints. This means that √PDI is also violated if the root does not precede 

some member of DI. As the inflection domain marker is deleted on the inflectional element 

in (99d-f), there is only one member of DI present: the root. Therefore, the root is supposed 

to precede itself, which is impossible. Consequently, (100d-f) violate √PDI and they lose 

on this constraint: 
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 a. arg  arg   √ [I]I  **(!)      

 b. arg  [I]I arg  √ arg  * *(!) *  *  

→ c. arg  √ [I]I arg arg  *   **   

 d. arg  arg   √ [I]  **(!)  *   * 

 e. arg [I] arg  arg  √  *  *(!)  ** * 

 f. arg   √ [I]  arg arg  *  *(!) **  * 
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Finally, if we take a look at the tableaux above, it can also be seen that the position of v 

and the root is the same irrespective of whether they have predicate domain marker or not. 

Therefore, the constraints which determine their position, i.e.  vP/A√, √PDI and √FDpred, 

must in fact be interpreted as v(pred)P/A√(pred), √(pred)PDI and √(pred)FDpred, respectively.  

 

 

3.6. Summary 

This chapter was devoted to the introduction of the Syntax First framework, which rejects 

the notion of constituent structure. I discussed the nature of the input elements and claimed 

that it is the input where semantic interpretation takes place. Then I turned to domains 

which play a linchpin role in the theory. Next, I dealt with constraints which come only in 

two types: alignment and faithfulness constraints. These can be based on single elements 

and domains. I argued in favour of a necessity-based definition of constraints. Late lexical 

insertion is also an essential part of the model and is determined by several principles 

including the Superset Principle which proved to be more advantageous than the Subset 

Principle. 

 Before discussing the arrangement of verbal elements and inflections, I investigated 

the aspects of semantic decomposition and came to the conclusion that most predicates can 

be split up into a light verb which licences the external argument and a root which 

introduces the internal arguments. The meaning of a given predicate is made up of the 

content of the root and its event structure. 

 Domains have a crucial role in determining the position of the root and the 

inflections with respect to each other.The word order differences between matrix and 

embedded sentences in German were accounted for by proposing that in certain contexts, 

certain elements can lose some of their domain markers, i.e. the root, v and the inflectional 

element.  

. 
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Chapter 4. Nominal and pronominal arguments in German 

4.1. Introduction 

In the previous chapter it was shown how the Syntax First framework can account for the 

arrangement of inflections and verbs with respect to each other as well as with regard to 

the argument domain (in English) or the predicate domain (in German). As was 

demonstrated, the position of these elements is relatively fixed in these languages. 

Understanding these issues is necessary if we wish to give a full account of passivization. 

However, it is also important to take a closer look at the order of the arguments to be able 

to provide a straightforward analysis. While English is quite rigid in this respect, the order 

of nominal and pronominal arguments (and adjuncts) is subject to variation in German.  

 Therefore, this chapter will focus on German argument order. First, I will review 

the most important observations about nominal and pronominal arguments. Then, in the 

rest of the chapter, I am going to demonstrate that SFA can handle the relevant phenomena 

in an elegant and straightforward way.   

 

 

4.1.1. Nominal arguments  

As already mentioned, German word order is more flexible than in English. In German all 

non-verbal elements can scramble
48

. Thus, all six permutations of agent, theme and 

recipient are possible. This is illustrated below: 

 

(1) a. weil der Lehrer dem Studenten das Buch gegeben hat 

  because the teacher(nom) the student(dat) the book(acc) given has 

  ‘because the teacher gave the book to the student’ 
 

 b. weil der Lehrer das Buch dem Studenten gegeben hat 

 c. weil das Buch der Lehrer dem Studenten gegeben hat 

 d. weil das Buch dem Studenten der Lehrer gegeben hat 

 e. weil dem Studenten der Lehrer das Buch gegeben hat 

 f. weil dem Studenten das Buch der Lehrer gegeben hat 

                                                 

48
 De Hoop (1996) points out that non-specific indefinites are exceptions, as they do not tend to scramble.  
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These examples have similar meanings but of course each alternative structure denotes 

something slightly different. Lenerz (1977 in Choi (1996)) claims that the canonical word 

order is represented by (1a): the indirect object (IO) in the dative case (the recipient here) 

precedes the direct object (DO) in the accusative case (i.e. the theme). This assumption is 

based on the observation that the direct object-indirect object order is subject to restrictions 

which the indirect object-direct object order is not: in the canonical (default) order, i.e. in 

(1a), any element can be interpreted as focus, e.g. Jörg, dem Schüler or das Buch, while 

this is not possible in the other sentences from (1b) to (1f), where only a particular 

argument can be interpreted as focus.  

In a similar vein, Webelhuth (1992) points out that “the scrambled element must 

necessarily be unfocused” (p. 194). This is illustrated below with examples borrowed from 

Lenerz (1977): 

 

Context: Wem hast du das Geld gegeben? (Who did you give the money to?) 

(2) a. Ich habe [dem KASSIERER]DAT [das Geld]ACC gegeben. 

  I have the cashier the money given 

  ‘I gave the money to the cashier.’ 
  

 b. Ich habe [das Geld]ACC [dem KASSIERER]DAT gegeben.   

 

In (2a), the IO dem Kassierer is the focus as it answers the question wem (‘who to’). It 

takes the second position of the argument domain, thus it is in its canonical position. The 

non-focused DO, das Geld, can scramble, however, as shown in (2b).Thus, the non-

focussed element may or may not scramble.    

On the other hand, in (3a) below, the DO is the focus, as the question solicits the 

information about was (‘what’). As the word order in (3a) is unmarked, the direct object 

sitting in its canonical position can be focussed. However, it cannot scramble, see (3b).   

 

Context: Was hast du dem Kassierer gegeben? (What did you give the cashier?) 

(3) a. Ich habe [dem Kassierer]DAT [das GELD]ACC gegeben. 

  I have the cashier the money given 

  ‘I gave the money to the cashier.’ 
 

 b. ?* Ich habe [das GELD]ACC [dem Kassierer]DAT gegeben.  
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The default word order in German, as assumed by Lenerz (1977) and Webelhuth (1992), 

differs from English, where the subject precedes the direct object, which is followed by the 

indirect object. However, I will argue that Webelhuth and Lenerz’s proposal is not 

unproblematic and there are arguments in favour of the claim that the canonical word order 

is identical in German and English.    

First of all, if we substitute the inanimate theme in (1a) with an animate theme, e.g. 

das Baby (‘the baby’), the most natural order will be DO>IO, according to my native 

speaker informants: 

 

(4) weil der Lehrer das Baby dem Studenten gegeben hat 

 because the teacher(nom) the baby(acc) the student(dat) given has 

 ‘because the teacher gave the baby to the student’ 

 

Hoberg (1981:68) notes that in the following sentence with two animate objects, the 

following one can be interpreted only as a direct object, while the preceding one must be 

interpreted as an indirect object. Thus, the only possible interpretation for the sentence in 

(5) is that it was Wolfgang who was introduced to Helga and not vice versa: 

 

(5) Dann stellte [Fritz]NOM/SUBJ [Wolfgang]ACC/DO [Helga]DAT/IO vor.  

 then introduced Fritz Wolfgang Helga prefix  

 ‘Then Fritz introduced Wolfgang to Helga.’  

 *‘Then Fritz introduced Helga to Wolfgang.’  

 

Similarly, if there are two inanimate objects, the indirect object tends to follow the direct 

object. This is demonstrated in (6) (Zifonun et al., 1997:1520): 

 

(6) Die alte Poetik ordnet [das Epigramm]ACC/DO [der lyrischen Gattung]DAT/IO zu. 

 The old poetics relates the epigram the lyric genre prefix 

 ‘Old poetics relates epigrams to the lyric genre.’ 

 

To summarize, these sentences with objects having the same animacy feature suggest that 

the default word order is actually DO>IO. The problem with Lenerz’s (1977) conclusions 

regarding the order of objects is that he analyzes only a limited number of examples where 
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one of the objects is animate. In most cases, the verb geben (‘give’), for instance, takes an 

inanimate theme and an animate recipient. From the data reviewed above, it seems 

reasonable to assume that it is animacy which is responsible for the IO>DO order and thus 

it is not necessarily the default order. Lenerz’s (1977) conclusions, reached while ignoring 

the animacy factor, are therefore incomplete. For example, in (1a), the IO>DO order shows 

the effect of an animacy constraint, which requires animate arguments to precede 

inanimate arguments. This constraint does not play a decisive role in (4), (5) and (6), as the 

objects are either both animate or inanimate.    

Interestingly, the order of pronominal arguments is the same as the unmarked word 

order of nominal arguments. As illustrated below, a pronoun indirect object must follow a 

pronoun direct object (Lenerz, 1977): 

 

(7) weil er es ihr ja wahrscheinlich gestern gegeben hat 

 because he it(acc) her(dat) [particle] probably yesterday given has 

 ‘because he probably gave it to her yesterday’ 

 *other word orders 

 

The assumption that the canonical word order in German is direct object>indirect object is 

supported by other scholars as well. For instance, in her doctoral dissertation Røreng 

(2011) refers to Zifonun et al. (1997) and Hoberg (1981:62), who claim that the unmarked 

word order is as in (8): 

 

(8) Acc+animate > Dat+animate> Acc-animate >Dat-animate 

 

If we replace the animate theme das Baby ‘the baby’ in (4) with an inanimate theme, e.g. 

das Buch ‘the book’, the preferred order will be IO>DO
49

, as demonstrated in (9): 

  

(9) weil der Lehrer dem Studenten das Buch gegeben hat 

 because the teacher(nom) the student(dat) the book(acc) given has 

 ‘because the teacher gave the book to the student’ 

 

                                                 

49
 Provided there are not any focussed or contrasted elements in the sentence. 
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Thus, the animacy factor can influence the order of objects. 

Besides argument structure and the animacy factor, Røreng (2011) discusses other 

constraints which may determine word order. These include the specificity effect, the 

discourse effect, the focus-background effect and constituent length. I turn to these shortly.    

As Lenerz (1977) point out, indefinite
50

 arguments tend to follow definite ones, which is 

supported by the following examples: 

 

(10) a. Ich habe [dem Chef]DAT/IO [einen Kollegen]ACC/DO vorgestellt. 

  I have the boss a colleague introduced 

  ‘I introduced a colleague to the boss.’ 
 

 b. *?Ich habe [einen Kollegen]ACC/DO [dem Chef]DAT/IO vorgestellt. 

 

In fact, indefinite arguments, if present, must be the last non-verbal element in a clause, as 

demonstrated in (11), where ein interessantes Buch (‘an interesting book’) is the indefinite 

noun phrase and wohl (‘probably’) is an adjunct. 

 

(11) a. weil er wohl ein interessantes Buch gelesen hat 

  because he probably an interesting book read has 

  ‘because he probably read an interesting book’ 
 

 b. *weil er ein interessantes Buch wohl gelesen hat 

 

                                                 

50
 According to Lenerz (1977), indefinite elements are bare noun phrases, elements with the 

indefinite article or a quantifier (e.g. each, a lot of, etc). On the other hand, arguments with definite 

articles, demonstratives (e.g. this, that, etc.), or possessive pronouns are considered definite. He 

adds that it is not necessarily the form of the article which counts but the meaning of the noun 

phrase. For instance, the definite article can appear in indefinite noun phrases. Compare der 

Schornsteinfeger (’the chimney sweep’), which has a generic meaning, in the following sentence 

(borrowed from Lenerz (1977:49)): 

 

Der Schornsteinfeger wird als Glücksbringer geschätzt.    

The chimney sweep becomes as bringer of good luck regarded    

‘Chimney sweeps are regarded as bringers of good luck.’ 
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Røreng (2011), however, does not consider specificity as a separate constraint which can 

affect the order of elements. In her corpus, there are examples which show the [-def] 

>[+def] order. She concludes that it is the information structure which plays a crucial role. 

She argues that definite arguments often belong to the background (‘Hintergrund’), while 

indefinite arguments are generally focussed (see below). 

As far as discourse effects are concerned, Røreng (2011) makes a distinction 

between the categories ‘given’, ‘accessible’ and ‘new’. An element is considered ‘given’, 

if it has been mentioned previously. In other words, it must have an explicit antecedent in 

the discourse. Elements that are assigned the category ‘accessible’ are constituents which 

can be identified by the hearer although they have not been mentioned explicitly before. 

‘New’ elements, on the other hand, cannot be identified by the hearer (or reader), as they 

do not have an antecedent in the discourse.
51

 It can be observed that given elements always 

precede new elements (there are no counterexamples at all), accessible elements precede 

new elements (with very few exceptions), and there is a strong preference for the 

given>accessible order.  

The focus-background division is discussed by Jacobs (1988) as well, who claims 

that German has a focus-background structure. Sentences can be divided into a focussed 

and a backgrounded part. The focus can be considered as the ‘message’ of the sentence and 

it is something new in relation to the background, something that the listener is not familiar 

with. The background is typically followed by a focussed part in German
52

. Røreng (2011) 

claims that the discourse effect and the focus-background dichotomy are not independent 

of each other. If a constituent is marked as ‘new’, while the other elements are assigned the 

feature ‘accessible’ or ‘given’, it will be marked as new in relation to them as well, so it 

must appear as a focus.
53

 The focussed element is the rightmost non-verbal element in a 

sentence, c.f. (12) (Lenerz, 1993).  

 

                                                 

51
 It can be proposed that these elements are assigned the features [given], [accessible] and [new] 

respectively. 

52
 Exceptions are clefts and focus-initial prseudoclefts. These constructions, however, will not be discussed in 

the present thesis.  

53
 Note the difference between the element which is marked ‘new’ and the one which is marked 

‘focus’. 
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(12) weil es ihm ja wahrscheinlich gestern ein Mann[focus] gab  

 because it him [particle] probably yesterday a man gave  

 ‘because probably a man gave it to him yesterday.’  

 

The agent ein Mann is a new piece of information, introduced by the indefinite article. 

Therefore, the conclusion is that ein Mann[foc] is a focused element
54

, which follows the 

background part. In order to describe the information structure of sentences, Røreng (2011) 

chooses the focus-background division over the discourse effects.  

Lastly, longer (heavy) constituents tend to follow shorter ones in German and 

English
55

. According to Røreng (2011), constituent length may also have an effect on the 

order of the direct and indirect object; however, she does not consider this factor of crucial 

importance. It is interesting that Lenerz (1977) assumes that this factor displays a stylistic 

tendency and is not a syntactic rule. 

Niv (1992) claims that it is possible to give a meaning-based account of heaviness. 

The intuition of ‘heaviness’ can be formalized “in terms of an aspect of the meaning of the 

constituents involved, namely their givenness in the discourse.” (p. 287) Elements that are 

new to the discourse tend to be more elaborated expressions, whereas items that are given 

tend to be simple. A good example is anaphoric pronouns, which refer to given information 

with a single (usually monosyllabic) word, e.g. I, you, we and they. This suggests that 

heaviness can be related to the focus-background dichotomy as well. 

All in all, Røreng considers DO>IO as the default word order which can be 

modified by the animacy and the focus factors. The latter is ranked higher than the former                                                                                                                    

(Røreng, 2011, p.214): 

 

                                                 

54
 I will make a distinction between contrastive and non-contrastive foci shortly. 

55
 This was also formulated by Behaghel (1909) in his Fourth Law das Gesetz der wachsenden 

Glieder on the basis other languages, e.g. Latin and Greek. Thus, this phenomenon is a general 

tendency cross-linguistically. In the next chapter, we try to assign semantic features to these 

elements. 



112 

 

(13) hierarchy of constraints Constraints 

 1. background >focussed part 

 2. animate > inanimate  

 3. acc (direct object) > dat (indirect object)   

 

Besides foci, which are associated with the feature [new], according to Nagy (2013), topics 

can also have an impact on word order. Following Nagy (2013), I assume that topics are 

assigned the discourse-oriented feature [about] besides the syntactic argument feature. The 

feature [about] is shared by all kinds of topics and it can appear independently.  

It is a well-known fact that in German multiple topicalisation is not allowed: only 

one topic can be fronted in main clauses even if there are more topic-marked elements, 

which is due to the V2 property of the language. The first topic must be followed by the 

inflected verb: 

 

(14) a. Den Nachbarn[about] hat mein Vater[about] gestern angerufen. 

  The neighbour (acc) has my father (nom) yesterday called 

  ‘My father called the neighbour yesterday.’ 
 

 b. *Den Nachbarn gestern hat mein Vater angerufen.  

 

Nagy (2013) refers to topics which are associated solely with the [about] feature as ‘weak’ 

topics. These do not necessarily show up sentence-initially (compare dem Hans in (15a)). 

Nagy (2013) adds that although weak topics do not play a role in determining which 

element will be the first argument, they do have an effect on the ordering of arguments in 

the ‘middle field’
56

. Consider the following examples below, borrowed from Nagy (2013). 

In all cases, the answer is preceded by the question Wie steht’s mit dem Hans? ‘What about 

Hans?’ 

 

                                                 

56
 The middle field is the part of the clause in between the inflected verb and the clause-final verb 

position in main clauses and between the complementizer and the verb-final position in embedded 

sentences.  
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(15) a. Ich habe dem Hans[about] gestern das Buch geliehen. 

  I have the Hans(dat) yesterday the book lent 

  ‘I lent Hans the book yesterday.’ 
 

 b. *Ich habe gestern dem Hans[about] das Buch geliehen. 

 c. Das Buch habe ich dem Hans[about] gestern geliehen. 

 d. *Das Buch habe dem Hans[about] ich gestern geliehen. 

 

Frey (2004) also observes that there is a sentence-medial topic position for weaker 

elements, which tend to appear closer to the beginning of the clause than other non-verbal 

elements, except the subject.  

Finally, word order can be influenced by contrast as well. Contrast always involves 

a set of elements which are contrasted. It does not have its own independent interpretation, 

it has to turn up alongside the [about] or the [new] feature yielding ’strong’ topic (Nagy, 

2013) or contrastive focus, respectively. According to Nagy (2013), strong topics trigger 

fronting and they are associated with the [contrast] feature (besides the [about] feature), 

which is responsible for the fact that strong topics must occupy the first position in a 

clause: 

 

(16) a. Den Mann[about][contrast] hat Hans GESTERN angerufen; die Frau erst 

HEUTE 

MORGEN. 

  

  The man(acc) has Hans yesterday called; the woman(acc) 

only today 

morning 

  

  ‘ Hans called the man yesterday (the woman only this morning)’  
 

 b. *Hans hat den Mann[about][contrast]  gestern angerufen.  

 c. *Hans hat gestern den Mann[about][contrast]  angerufen. 

  

On the other hand, contrastive foci, in which a newly introduced element is contrasted with 

respect to some predication, typically appear as far to the right as possible, according to 

den Dikken (personal communication): 
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(17) a. Hans hat gestern den Mann[new][contrast] angerufen (und nicht die Frau) 

  Hans has yesterday the man(acc) called (and not the woman) 

  It was the man that Hans called, and not the woman. 

 

It can be concluded that the default word order in German is subject > direct object > 

indirect object. This arrangement of nominal arguments can be modified by several factors 

including animacy, focus, topic and contrast. 

 

 

4.1.2. Pronominal arguments 

In this section I highlight the most important distributional facts of weak pronominal 

arguments in German. First of all, however, it is necessary to separate them from strong 

pronouns. Weak pronouns are unstressed, and according to Cardinaletti and Starke (1996), 

they can refer to any entity, human and non-human. Strong pronouns, on the other hand, 

are stressed and can have only human referents. In addition, weak pronouns are not able to 

be coordinated, nor modified, as illustrated by (18a) and (19a) respectively, while these 

restrictions do not hold for strong pronouns, compare (18b) and (19b) (Cardinaletti and 

Starke (1996)): 

 

(18) a. *Es und diese Zeitungen hat er gekauft.  

  It and this newspaper has he bought  

  ‘He bought it and this newspaper.’  
 

 b. Er und sein Bruder sind sehr nett. 

  He and his brother are very nice 

 

(19) a. *Sogar es ist auf den Boden gefallen. 

  Even it is on the floor fallen 

  ‘Even it fell on the floor.’ 

 

 b. Sogar er is sehr nett. 

  Even he is very nice 
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Thirdly, weak object pronouns cannot be topicalized, while strong object pronouns can 

occupy the topic position (Cardinaletti and Starke (1996)): 

 

(20) a. *Es hat Hans gestern gekauft. 

   It has Hans yesterday bought 

  ‘Hans bought it yesterday.’ 
 

 b. Ihn habe ich gesehen. 

  Him have I seen 

  ‘I saw him.’ 

 

Lastly, Cardinaletti and Starke (1996) claim that weak pronouns must appear “to the left”, 

whereas coordinated or modified ones, i.e. strong pronouns, can appear “to the right”: 

 

(21) a. Ich habe ihn gestern (*ihn) eingeladen. 

  I have him yesterday (*him) invited 

  ‘I invited him yesterday.’ 
 

 b. Ich habe gestern ihn und Maria/ nur ihn eingeladen. 

  I have yesterday him and Maria/ only him invited 

  ‘I invited him and Maria/ only him yesterday.’ 

 

I am not going to give a full account of weak (and strong) pronoun properties but will deal 

with the most relevant observations. 

The first observation is that the order of weak pronominal arguments, as opposed to 

nominal arguments, is rigid, as (7) demonstrates - repeated as (22) below for convenience. 

The pronominal subject must precede the pronominal direct object, which must precede the 

pronominal indirect object. No other elements can intervene between them. 

 

(22) weil er es ihr ja wahrscheinlich gestern gegeben hat 

 because he it(acc) her(dat) [particle] probably yesterday given has 

 ‘because he probably gave it to her yesterday’ 

 *other word orders 
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Interestingly, the animacy factor does not have any impact on word order, as opposed to 

what can be observed with full nominal phrases. In (22) above, the inanimate pronoun es 

must precede the animate pronoun ihr. Secondly, pronominal arguments tend to appear 

towards the left edge of sentences, which is illustrated in (23).  In main clauses they 

typically follow the finite verb and cannot be separated from it, other than by a (non-

pronominal) subject: 

 

(23) a. Meine Mutter gab es ihm letzte Woche in der Küche.  

  my mother(nom) gave it(acc) him(dat) last week in the kitchen  

  ‘My mother gave it to him in the kitchen last week.’ 

*Meine Mutter gab letzte Woche es ihm in der Küche. 

*Meine Mutter gab letzte Woche in der Küche es ihm. 

 b. 

 c. 

 

It is said that weak pronouns occur in the so-called Wackernagel-position, i.e. immediately 

to the right of either the finite verb (V1 or V2) or of the sentence-initial complementizer. 

Another consequence of this is that pronominal objects precede nominal objects 

irrespective of animacy or thematic role (case): 

 

(24) a. Der Chef hat ihn den Kollegen vorgestellt.  

  the boss(nom) has him(acc) the collegues(dat) introduced  

  ‘The boss introduce him to the colleagues.’  
 

 a.’ *Der Chef hat den Kollegen ihn vorgestellt. 
 

 b. Der Chef hat ihnen den neuen Kollegen vorgestellt.  

  the boss(nom) has them(dat) the new colleague(acc) introduced  

  ‘The boss introduced the new colleague to them.’  

 

 b.’ *Der Chef hat den neuen Kollegen ihnen vorgestellt. 
 

 c. Der Nachbar hat es seinen Eltern gegeben. 

  the neighbour has it(acc) his parents(dat) given 

  ‘The neighbour gave it to his parents.’ 
 

 c.’ *Der Nachbar hat seinen Eltern es gegeben. 
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In summary, the arrangement of (weak) pronominal arguments is less flexible than that of 

full nominal ones. They are blind to the animacy factor and always show up towards the 

beginning of a clause preceding nominal objects. In the next section I am going to account 

for these word order phenomena within the Syntax First framework. 

 

 

4.2. The position of arguments in German within the Syntax First framework 

4.2.1. Nominal arguments 

I argued that in German we have the order [arg1] >[arg2] >[arg3]. This means that there is 

no difference between English and German in this respect. The same constraints can 

account for this phenomenon as in chapter 3: 

 

(25) [arg1]PDA  > [arg2]PDA   > [arg3]PDA
57

 

 

In the previous section it was observed that the [arg2] >[arg3] order can be overridden by 

the animacy factor, i.e. animate arguments must precede inanimate arguments. Therefore, 

the constraint which is formulated in (26) is ranked below [arg1]PDA but above [arg2]PDA 

– see (27): 

 

(26) [animate]P[inanimate]
58

 (animate arguments must precede inanimate arguments) 

(27) [arg1]PDA  > aPi > [arg2]PDA   > [arg3]PDA 

 

Table (28) illustrates the interaction of the relevant constraints:  

 

 

 

                                                 

57
 Bear in mind that [arg1] is not part of the argument domain, and the position of v is determined 

by the constraints vP/A√. As v does not have any effect on the order of [arg1], [arg2] and [arg3], I do 

not include these constraints in the tableaux in the rest of this chapter. Recall also that the position 

of the root is determined by the constraints introduced in chapter 3. 

58
 For graphic convenience, I will use the notation ‘aPi’ in the rest of the dissertation. 
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(28) The interaction of argument and animacy features in German 

Candidates: a. weil der Lehrer[arg1] das Buch[arg2] dem Studenten[arg3] gegeben hat 

 b. weil der Lehrer[arg1] dem Studenten[arg3] das Buch[arg2] gegeben hat 
 

  [arg1]PDA aPi [arg2]PDA [arg3]PDA 

 (28a)   *(!)  * 

→ (28b)    *  

 

Neither (28a) nor (28b) violate the highest ranked constraint, as the first argument is in 

front of all other members of the argument domain. However, (28a), as opposed to (28b), 

violates aPi, because the animate object dem Schüler does not precede the inanimate object 

das Buch.  As this constraint is ranked high, this proves to be a fatal violation. Thus (28a) 

is ruled out and the two lower ranked constraints do not play a decisive role. It can also be 

seen that [arg2] in (28b) follows [arg3] and hence violates [arg2]PDA once. However, (28b) 

does not violate [arg3] PDA, because [arg3] precedes all members of the argument domain.    

The third factor requires the (information) focus to be the rightmost non-verbal 

element in a clause following the background. In terms of Syntax First Alignment it means 

that the focus must follow the predicate domain (Dpred), which is made up of all the 

dependents of a predicate, and the predicate itself. This can be formalized as in (29):  

 

(29) [new]FDpred 

 

This constraint must be ranked below the constraint which determines the position of the 

root, i.e. √FDpred; otherwise, the verb would not be the last element in an (embedded) 

clause. Compare (12) – repeated below as (30): 

 

(30) weil es ihm ja wahrscheinlich gestern ein Mann[focus] gab  

 because it him [particle] probably yesterday a man gave  

 ‘because probably a man gave it to him yesterday 

 

It can also be observed that the subject takes the penultimate position in a sentence when it 

is focussed. Therefore, [new]FDpred must outrank [arg1]PDA : 

 

(31) √FDpred > [new]FDpred> [arg1]PDA > aPi> [arg2]PDA   > [arg3]PDA 
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The following tableau illustrates the interaction of the constraints introduced above
59

: 

 

(32) The effect of the focus constraint in German 
 

Candidates: a. weil es ihm ja wahrscheinlich gestern ein Mann[focus] gab 

 b. weil ein Mann[focus] es ihm ja wahrscheinlich gestern gab 

 c. weil es ihm ja wahrscheinlich gestern gab ein Mann[focus] 

  √FDpred [new]FDpred [arg1]PDA [arg2]PDA [arg3]PDA 

→ (33a)  * **  * 

 (33b)  ******(!)   * 

 (33c) *(!)  ****  * 

 

As far as strong topics and contrastive foci are concerned, there are two properties which 

have to be accounted for in the present framework. First, the [contrast] feature does not 

have its own independent interpretation, it can turn up only alongside the [about] or the 

[new] feature. Nagy (2013) proposes the following constraints: 

 

(33) a. [contrast] A [about]  

 b. [contrast] A [new]  

  

However, these constraints will determine the syntactic behaviour of strong topics and 

contrastive foci, but they will not determine the fact that the feature [contrast] cannot 

appear in the input in the absence of other discourse features and therefore should be able 

to be detected semantically if not syntactically. Therefore, I further assume that the 

dependency of contrast on topics and foci is a semantic, not a sy ntactic one. I consider this 

an interpretational condition which renders an input with contrast but no topic or focus 

uninterpretable.   

Secondly, it was also shown that strong topics must appear sentence-initially, while 

foci are reluctant to give up their position towards the end of the clause when they are used 

contrastively. The first phenomenon can be accounted for if we assume a constraint which 

                                                 

59
 I do not include the animacy constraint here for the sake of simplicity, because in case of 

pronouns it does not have any effect. I am going to discuss in the next section why this is so.  
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requires the [contrast] feature (and subsequently any other feature which is in a strong 

alignment relationship with it) to precede the predicate domain: 

 

(34) [contrast]PDpred 

 

This constraint must be ranked higher than [arg1]PDA, because strong topics precede 

subjects. Consider the relevant example in (35), repeated from section 1.1: 

 

(35) a. Den Mann[about][contrast] hat Hans GESTERN angerufen; die Frau erst 

HEUTE 

MORGEN. 

  

  The man(acc) has Hans yesterday called; the woman(acc) 

only today 

morning 

  

  ‘ Hans called the man yesterday (the woman only this morning)’  
 

 b. *Hans hat den Mann[about][contrast]  gestern angerufen.  

 c. *Hans hat gestern den Mann[about][contrast]  angerufen. 

 

The behaviour of contrastive foci can by captured if (34) is ranked lower than the 

constraint which determines the position of foci, i.e. [new]FDpred. 

Weak topics, i.e. topics which are associated only with an [about] feature, tend to 

be the left-most elements in the middle field. The following example from the previous 

section illustrates this: 

 

(36) Ich habe dem Hans[about] gestern das Buch geliehen. 

 I have the Hans (dat) yesterday the book (acc) lent 

 ‘I lent Hans the book yesterday.’ 

 

I propose the constraint in (37), which is responsible for the position of weak topics: 

 

(37) [about]PDpred 

 

As weak topics do not influence the position of the subject, we have to draw the conclusion 

that (37) is ranked lower than [arg1]PDA. 
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To sum up, the constraints which determine the positions of nominal arguments in a 

clause can be seen in (38): 

 

(38) [new]FDpred >[contrast]PDpred > [arg1]PDA >[about]PDpred > aPi> [arg2]PDA > 

[arg3]PDA 

 

 

4.2.2. Pronominal arguments 

After discussing nominal arguments, let us turn to pronominal arguments. As far as their 

order is concerned, I have already assumed above that the default word order is identical in 

case of nominal and pronominal arguments; however, while the order of the former can be 

influenced by the animacy constraint, the latter cannot be. Also, animacy has no effect on 

the order of a nominal and a pronominal argument, either. Other factors (such as 

topicalisation), on the other hand, have the same influence on both nominal and 

pronominal arguments – see later. We could propose that there are separate constraints for 

pronouns (compare Csontos (2012)), i.e. agentpPDep (violated by every member of the 

extended predicate domain which precedes the pronominal agent), themepPDep (violated by 

every member of the extended predicate domain which precedes the pronominal theme) 

and goalpPDep (violated by every member of the extended predicate domain which precedes 

the pronominal goal) and that these are ranked higher than the animacy constraint but 

ranked lower than those constraints which determine the position of topics or foci. 

However, the problem with this is that we have to assume two different sets of constraints 

to explain the same (default word) order for nominal and pronominal arguments. It would 

be more elegant if we could account for these phenomena using the same set of constraints 

responsible for the canonical word order, i.e. [arg1]PDA  > [arg2]PDA   > [arg3]PDA and 

‘neutralize’ the animacy factor with respect to pronouns, which can be achieved easily 

under the present framework. 

The difference between nominal arguments and pronominal arguments is that the 

latter lacks a root. The idea, therefore, arises in that the animacy features need a root to be 

attached to. Consequently, the trivial answer to the problem that pronouns behave 

differently from nominal arguments with respect to animacy is that pronouns do not have 

animacy features at all, as these are always aligned to and spelled out on the root. It is the 
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semantic context which determines the interpretation of pronouns. The relevant constraint 

can be seen in (39): 

 

(39) [(in)animate] A √ 

 

Our second observation was that weak pronouns tend to occur at the left edge of the 

clause, as opposed to foci, for instance. In this respect they behave like weak topics, as 

they do not necessarily have to be fronted, see example (40). This is not surprising given 

that pronouns usually represent ‘old’ information, as they typically have an antecedent in 

the discourse. I assume that pronouns are – by nature − associated with the same [about] 

feature as weak topics in the input and this feature is responsible for their placement. 

 

(40) Der Chef hat mich[about] den neuen Kollegen letzte Woche vorgestellt.  

 The boss (nom) has me (acc) the new colleagues (dat) last week introduced  

 ‘The boss introduced me to the new colleagues last week.’  

 

Also, as noted by Cardinaletti and Starke (1996), weak object pronouns cannot be fronted. 

On the other hand, strong pronouns can appear sentence-initially, which is demonstrated in 

(41). Furthermore, strong pronouns can be focussed, see (42), repeated from 4.1.2.  

 

(41) Mich hat der Chef den neuen Kollegen vorgestellt, (und nicht sie). 

 Me (acc) has the boss the new colleagues (dat) introduced and not her 

 ‘It was me who the boss introduced to the new colleagues (and not her).’ 

 

(42) Ich habe gestern nur ihn eingeladen. 

 I have yesterday only him invited 

 ‘I invited only him yesterday.’ 

 

We can account for the position of the strong pronoun in (41) by proposing that besides the 

[about] feature, it is also associated with [contrast], which triggers fronting. In other words, 

we are associating strong pronouns with strong topics and weak pronouns with non-

contrative topics.  A possible explanation for the position of ihn in (42) is to claim that 

instead of [about], it is associated with [new], which forces it towards the end of the clause. 
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Thus strong pronouns can also be contrative foci. The presence of the features [contrast] 

and [new] is responsible for the fact that strong pronouns are stressed, as contrastive and 

focussed elements are normally stressed.  

 The third feature that distinguishes strong pronouns from weak pronouns is 

[animate]. Recall that the reason why weak pronouns are not sensitive to the 

animate/inanimate distinction is that they do not have animacy features. Strong pronouns, 

on the other hand, are associated with the [animate] feature, which can explain why they 

allow only animate antecedents.   

It can be seen that the [about] feature plays a role in determining the position of 

pronouns as well. However, we still need to account for the fact that (topicalized) nominal 

roots follow pronouns which are associated with the same [about] feature irrespective of 

their thematic roles (cf. (43) and (44))  or whether they are animate or inanimate (cf. (45) 

and (46)), and can be preceded only by the subject: 

 

(43) a. Der Chef hat mich[about] den neuen Kollegen[about] vorgestellt 

  The boss(nom) has me(acc) the new colleagues(dat) introduced. 

  ‘The boss introduced me to the new colleagues.’ 
 

 b. Der Chef hat den neuen Kollegen[about]   mich[about] vorgestellt. 

 

(44) a. Der Chef hat mir[about] die neuen Kollegen[about] vorgestellt. 

  The boss has me (dat) the new colleagues (acc) introduced 

  ‘The boss introduced the new colleagues to me.’ 
 

 b. *Der Chef hat die neuen Kollegen[about] mir[about] vorgestellt. 

 

(45) a. Der Mann hat es[about] seiner Frau[about] gegeben.  

  The man has it (acc) his wife (dat) given  

  ‘The man gave it to his wife.’ 
 

 b. *Der Mann hat seiner Frau[about] es[about]
  
gegeben. 

 

(46) a. Der Mann hat es[about] der Stadt[about] gegeben.  

  The man has it (acc) the city (dat) given  

  ‘The man gave it to the city.’ 
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 b. *Der Mann hat der Stadt[about] es[about] gegeben. 

 

This means that another constraint is required which forces the nominal arguments to 

follow the argument domain along with their argument feature. This can be achieved with 

the following constraints. The constraint in (47) must be ranked higher than the one in 

(48).  

 

(47) [arg]A√n (argument features must be adjacent to nominal roots
60

) 

(48) √nFDA (nominal roots must follow the argument domain) 

 

(47) ensures that roots and their argument features will not be separated, whereas (48) 

guarantees that all roots will be placed towards the end of the domain with respect to cases 

where there is no root (i.e. a pronoun). In cases where all arguments features are associated 

with roots, the condition in (48) will not make any difference as it will be violated equally 

by all orderings. The constraints in (47) and (48) must be ranked lower than [arg1]PDA, as 

not only pronominal subjects, but also nominal subjects can precede pronominal objects. 

On the other hand, the ranking of (47) and (48) cannot be determined with respect to 

[about]PDpred, because we get the same results irrespective of which one outranks the 

other. Thus, I choose the √nFDA> [about]PDpred order arbitrarily. We can add the 

constraints in (47) and (48) to the ones introduced above:  

 

(49) [new]FDpred > [contrast]PDpred > [arg1]PDA> [arg]A√n
61

 > √nFDA > [about]PDpred > 

[(in)animate] A √  > aPi> [arg2]PDA > [arg3]PDA 

 

The tableaux below demonstrate the interaction of these constraints, which predict the 

correct order, compare (50) and (51): 

  

                                                 

60
 The term nominal is used solely for convenience. Bear in mind that roots are considered 

acategorial in SFA. 

61
 Note that √PDι, introduced in section 3.4.5, is ranked higher than [arg]A√n  in German as well.  
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(50) The position of nominal arguments with respect to pronominal arguments I. 

Candidates: a. Der Mann[arg1] hat es[about] [arg2] seiner Frau[about] [arg3] gegeben. 

 b. Der Mann[arg1] hat seiner Frau[about] [arg3]  es[about] [arg2] gegeben. 

 c. Es[about] [arg2] hat der Mann[arg1] seiner Frau[about] [arg3] gegeben. 
 

[arg1]PDA [arg]A√n √nFDA [about]PDpred [arg2]PDA [arg3]PDA 

→ (50a)   ****** ***  * 

 (50b)   *******(!) *** *  

 (50c) *(!)  ***** **  * 

 

(51) The position of nominal arguments with respect to pronominal arguments II. 

Candidates: a. Der Mann[arg1] hat ihr[about] [arg3] das Baby[about] [arg2]  gegeben. 

 b. Der Mann[arg1] hat das Baby[about] [arg2]  ihr[about] [arg3]  gegeben. 
 

  [arg1]PDA [arg]A√n √nFDA [about]PDpred [arg2]PDA [arg3]PDA 

→ (51a)   ****** *** * * 

 (51b)   ******* (!) ***  * 

 

When the nominal object is not a topic (and thus lacks the [about] feature), both √nFDA and 

[about]PDpred would favour the pronoun>nominal object order. If the pronoun is used 

contrastively, as in (41), the higher ranked [contrast]*ADpred constraint will have to be 

satisfied: 

 

(52) The position of contrasted pronouns 

Candidates: a. Mich [about] [contrast] [arg2]  hat der Mann [arg1] vorgestellt. 

 b. Der Mann[arg1] hat  mich [about] [contrast] [arg2]   vorgestellt. 
 

  [contrast]PDpred [arg1]PDA √nFDA  [about]PDpred [arg2]PDA 

→ (52a)  * **   

 (52b) *(!)  *** *  

 

Finally, let us take a look at an example where the focussed nominal subject must follow 

both the pronominal direct and indirect object. I repeat the relevant example below, as well 

as some other possible permutations: 
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(53) The position of focussed nominal subjects with regard to pronominal arguments 

Candidates: 

a. weil es[about][arg2] ihm[about][arg3] ja  wahrscheinlich  gestern ein  Mann[new][arg1 ] gab 

 because it him [part]  probably yesterday  a man gave 

 ‘because probably a man gave it to him yesterday’ 
b 

b. weil ein Mann[new][arg1] es[about][arg2] ihm[about][arg3] ja wahrscheinlich gestern gab 

c. weil ja es[about][arg2] wahrscheinlich gestern ein Mann[new [arg1] ihm[about] [arg3] gab 
 

  [new]FDpred [arg1]PDA √nFDA [about]PDpred [arg2]PDA [arg3]PDA 

 → (53a)  ** ** *  * 

 (53b) *****(!)  **** ***  * 

 (53c) *(!) * *** ******  * 

 

(53) also demonstrates that pronouns do not always have to be used contrastively in order 

to occur at the leftmost edge of a clause.  

 

 

4.3. Conclusion 

I have introduced a number of arguments that the default word order in German is subject 

> direct object > indirect object. However, this arrangement of arguments can be 

overridden by other factors: animacy status, focus status (contrastive or non-contrastive) 

and topic status (weak or strong). The framework introduced in this chapter can offer a 

straightforward analysis of these observations by using only alignment and faithfulness 

constraints. Following Nagy (2013), it was argued that the features [arg1, 2, 3], [new], 

[about], [contrast] and [(in)animate] play a crucial role in determining the order of the 

relevant elements. These features are either aligned to the predicate domain or the 

argument domain.   

Non-contrastive foci appear towards the end of the clause, because the feature 

[new] which is associated with them is required to follow the predicate domain. In case of 

contrastive foci, the feature [contrast] does not trigger fronting because [contrast]PDpred is 

ranked lower than[new]FDpred. The reason why topics – including pronouns –normally 

occur towards the beginning of the sentence is that the feature [about] is aligned to the 

front of the predicate domain. However, they can be preceded by subjects. This is not 
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possible in case of strong topics, because [contrast]PDpred outranks [arg1]PDA (and 

consequently, [about]PDpred as well).    

Lastly, it was proposed that the reason why weak pronouns are not sensitive to the 

animacy constraint which forces animate arguments to precede inanimate ones is that these 

pronouns have no animacy features, as these are always realized on root arguments.  
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Chapter 5. Passivization in German and English: a Syntax First 

Alignment approach 

The aim of this chapter is to analyse the passivising constructions in German and English 

within the framework of Syntax First Alignment. In chapter 3, a distinction was made 

between verbal and adjectival passives and adjectival passives were divided into resultative 

and stative passives. Although these constructions share a lot of apparent similarities, their 

event structures differ in many ways. Recall that stative passives lack the implicit external 

argument, so actually they are not real passive constructions if we define passivization as 

the demotion of the external argument (and subsequent promotion of the internal 

argument). Secondly, in German two distinct auxiliary verbs are used: Vorgangspassiv 

‘event passive’
62

 is formed by using the auxiliary werden ‘become’ and the past participle, 

whereas Zustandspassiv ‘circumstantial passive’ and stative passive are constructed with 

the dummy auxiliary verb sein ‘be’ and the past participle, hence this is also known as the 

sein-Passiv.  In English, on the other hand, be is used in all instances. 

First, I am going to discuss the most important background assumptions as far as 

argument structure and especially external arguments are concerned. Then, I explain why 

the external argument – if present – is preceded by von in German and by in English verbal 

passives. In addition, I attempt to account for the fact that this overt external argument is 

optional in most verbal passive constructions, as opposed to active sentences, and answer 

why it is absent in resultative passives. 

I will deal with the distribution of sein and werden as well and discuss the features 

and constraints which determine the insertion of these auxiliaries. Also, I introduce other 

features which play in important role in passivization along with their orderings and 

discuss their realization in both languages. I will offer an explanation as to why only be 

can show up in English passivising constructions. 

Finally, I turn to stative passives. It is generally assumed that in German more verbs 

allow passivization than in English; for instance, German intransitive verbs can be 

passivized. However, I am going to argue that this assumption is not entirely correct and 

offer an alternative analysis. 

                                                 

62
 I will refer to Vorgangspassiv as verbal passive and Zustandspassiv as resultative passive in 

accordance with the terminology which I adopted previously. 
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In the previous chapters, I accounted for the different word order phenomena in the 

light of SFA. We will see that word order is not peculiar in these passive constructions as it 

follows the same pattern as in any other case. In German main clauses, the inflected verb 

takes the second position, while the non-finite verb is the last element. In embedded 

clauses the finite verb takes the last position immediately following the non-finite verb. 

Besides the external argument, internal arguments and adjuncts can be topicalized and, 

thus, fronted. In English there is no difference between passive and active sentences either, 

except for the order of the nominal arguments which will be discussed in detail. In the 

following sections we will see that German passive constructions have more common 

properties with English passivising constructions than what one might expect given their 

surface differences. 

 

 

5.1. The passive feature and the overt external argument in passive constructions 

Jaeggli’s analysis of the passive was discussed in chapter 2 in detail. According to him, the 

external θ-role of the predicate is absorbed by the passive suffix: “this suffix functions as 

the recipient of the external θ-role of the predicate” (1986, p. 590). The reason for this, he 

claims, is that the suffix is an argument and hence needs a theta role. Jaeggli also adds that 

the external argument can be present if it is preceded by by. “The passive suffix is crucially 

involved in transferring the external theta-role onto the NP in the by-phrase in a passive 

sentence” (ibid. p. 600). 

However, this analysis is not unproblematic, as has been demonstrated. For 

instance, it is extremely odd that an argument-like element can relinquish its theta-role and 

it is able to pass it on to another element: generally, arguments cannot do this. Despite the 

problems with Jaeggli`s theory, I am going to accept the claim that there is a direct link 

between external theta-role absorption and the presence of the passive morpheme. This 

assumption will be incorporated into my analysis through the claim that it is the presence 

of the passive feature which leads to the optional presence of the agent with an 

accompanying by.  

In chapter 3, we argued that there is an implicit general doer / overt external 

argument present both in verbal and resultative passives. Its presence in verbal passives is 

illustrated again with the following examples:  
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 (1) a. The ship was sunk. 

 b. The ship sank. 

 

Although the first sentence lacks an agent, it still implies that there must have been 

someone who sank the ship, as opposed to the second sentence. Clearly, the main 

difference between the two examples is the presence/absence of the passive -en. The 

conclusion is that it is this element which realizes this general external argument, which is 

similar to PRO and has the same properties as the passive -en discussed by Baker et al. 

(1989) in chapter 2.  

I further assume that the passive -en spells out not only the general external 

argument ([GEA]) but also the element which licences it: [pass]. This element is similar to 

v as both introduce external arguments. The difference between them is that v facilitates 

the introduction of the more specific argument, while [pass] licences the general one. I 

claim that the general argument is introduced by the passive feature, which is therefore a 

predicate.
63

 This assumption is motivated by reasons which will be discussed shortly. The 

vocabulary entry for the passive -en is as follows: 

 

(2) en ↔  [pass][GEA] 

 

Just like v in active sentences, the passive feature is the argument of the root
64

, and as such 

it is the member of the argument domain (and the inflection domain): 

 

(3) [pass]A,I 

 

In turn, the [GEA] is the argument of the passive feature just like [arg1] is the argument of 

v.The order √ [pass][GEA] can easily be achieved by the constraints already introduced in 

chapter 3: 

 

(4)  √*FDI > ArgA√ 

 

                                                 

63 
This means that predicates can be roots as well as functional elements. 

64
 Cf. Baker, Johnson and Roberts (1989) section 2.2 in chapter 2. 
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ArgA√ requires that arguments be close to their predicates, therefore, the proximity of the 

root to [pass] is guaranteed, just like the proximity of [pass] to [GEA]. √*FDI ensures that 

the root precedes the passive feature. Table (5) demonstrates the interaction of these 

constraints. 

 

(5)  √*FDI  ArgA√ 

  → √ [pass][GEA]   

 √ [GEA][pass]  *(!) 

 [pass]√[GEA] *(!)  

  [pass][GEA]√ *(!)  

 [GEA]√ [pass]  *(!) 

 [GEA] [pass] √ *(!)  

 

The input related to passive sentences such as (1a) is semantically interpretable and 

thus the grammatical expression associated with it will be considered acceptable. On the 

other hand, active sentences without an overt external argument (be it a fully specified 

nominal root or the passive morpheme) are semantically uninter pretable, because they 

lack semantic information: 

 

(6) * invited him. 

 

The sentence in (6) may well be the grammatical realization of the optimal structure 

associated with the relevant input, but its uninterpretability renders it unacceptable. 

Now let us turn to by-phrases, which Grimshaw (1990) considers as argument 

adjuncts. According to her, these behave neither like arguments nor adjuncts. She adds that 

they have an intermediate status: they are licensed by a-structure but “do not satisfy a-

structure positions” (p. 143). By-phrases are incompatible with middles and active verbs 

alike. Compare (7a) and (7b), respectively (borrowed from Grimshaw, 1990). 

 

(7) a. *Windows break easily by the wind/ boys/ balls. 

 b. *The enemy destroyed the city by the army. 

 

If the by-phrase is present in English passive sentences, it must be located behind the verb: 
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(8) *The window was by the children broken. 

 

We can assume that, as opposed to the window and the passive feature in (8), the children 

is not an argument
65

, although it is generally associated with the predicate. The question 

arises: what does the preposition by spell out? My proposal is that it realizes the v
66

, which 

licences the children. If the by-phrase is not the argument of the predicate, in terms of  

assumptions we are operating with, then the v is not member of the argument domain 

either, hence it lacks the relevant domain marker.  In other words, it is this element that 

loses its argument status with respect to the root in the passive. The relationships in a 

passive sentence are represented in (9). The arrow in brackets in (9d) indicates that v is 

generally associated with the root, but it is not as an argument relationship. 

 

(9) a. √ →[pass]A, [arg2]A, [arg3]A 

 b. [pass]A→[GEA] 

 c. v → [arg1] 

 d. √ (→) v  

 

If we compare (9d) with (10), repeated from chapter 3, where active sentences are 

discussed, we can observe that the passive feature delinks
67

 v from the root.  

 

(10) √ → v 

 

The order of the given features can be seen below: 

 

(11) [arg2]A            I     √[pass]A[GEA]      v     [arg1] 

 

                                                 

65
 Consequently, it is not the member of the argument domain either. 

66
 I present further arguments for this claim at the end of this section. Secondly, note that this 

statement makes sense from an acategorial point of view. Obviously, agents are not always 

nominal: they can be realized by PPs, i.e. by by-phrases.  

67
 Delinking is simply the effect of v being exempt from certain domain based constraints and this 

is the result of its domain marker being deleted.  
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the window  was          broken            by   the children  

 

The only additional constraints needed to account for this ordering are in (12) and (13). 

These force v to precede and be adjacent to [arg1] and follow the root: 

 

(12) vP/A[arg1] 

(13) vF√ 

 

Bear in mind that these constraints do not conflict with vP/A√ introduced in chapter 3. The 

latter v has the argument domain marker, while the former does not; therefore, these two vs 

are not the same. In order to avoid misunderstandings, I add this domain marker to the 

relevant v and use the notation vAP/A√ instead of vP/A√ in the rest of the dissertation. 

The constraint in (13) must outrank [arg1]PDA; otherwise, by the children would 

turn up at the beginning of the clause. As [arg1] is not the argument of the root, ArgA√ is 

blind to it, just like √*PDA and √PDA, because [arg1] is not part of the argument domain. 

Therefore, these constraints are not responsible for its position. Note that in chapter 3, the 

predicate was split up into v and a root, the former being the argument of the latter. In 

active sentences, they are spelled out together. However, in passive sentences, v is not the 

root’s argument any more and they are realized separately by different lexical items.  

Table (14) demonstrates active sentences, whereas table (15) illustrates a passive 

one. For the purposes of the demonstration, not all of the possible candidates are included 

in the following tableaux: only those candidates have been selected which satisfy vAP/A√ 

and vP/A[arg1] in active and passive sentences, respectively, as well as √*FDI and √*PDA 

and which best satisfy √FDI. In tableau (15), every candidate satisfies [GEA]F/A[pass]. 
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(14) Arguments in active sentences  
 

Candidates: a. [arg1] vA √A I [arg2]A 

 b. [arg1] [arg2]A vA √A I 

 c. [arg2]A [arg1] vA √A 

 d. [arg2]A vA √A I [arg1] 

 e. vA √A I [arg2]A [arg1] 

 f. vA √A I [arg1] [arg2]A 
 

  

√
*
F

D
I 

√
F

D
I 

√
*
P

D
A
 

√
P

D
A
 

v A
P

/A
√

  

 [
in

fl
]A

√
 

A
rg

A
√

 

[a
rg

1
]P

D
A
 

[a
rg

2
]A

P
D

A
 

→ (14a)   *  *   *  ** 

 (14b)  *  **(!)   *   

 (14c)  *  **(!)   * *  

 (14d)  *  **(!)   * ***  

 (14e)  *  *   * ***(!) ** 

 (14f)  *  *   **(!) ** ** 
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 (15) Arguments in passive sentences 
 

Candidates: a. [arg2]A [I]I √A [pass]A,I [GEA] v [arg1] 

 b. [arg2]A [I]I v [arg1] √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 

 c. [arg2]A v [arg1] [I]I √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 

 d. [I]I [arg2]A √A [pass]A,I [GEA] v [arg1] 

 e. [I]I [arg2]A v [arg1] √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 

 f. [I]I v [arg1] [arg2]A √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 

 g. v [arg1] [arg2]A [I]I √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 
 

  

√
*
F

D
I 

√
F

D
I 

√
*
P

D
A
 

√
P

D
A
 

vP
/A

[a
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1
] 

 
vF

√
 

  [
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]A

√
 

A
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A
√
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1
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D
A
 

[a
rg

2
]A

P
D

A
 

→ (15a)  *  *    * ***  

 (15b)  *  *  *(!) ** *** *  

 (15c)  *  *  * (!)  *** *  

 (15d)  *  *   *(!)  ***  

 (15e)  *  *  *(!) *** ** *  

 (15f)  *  *  *(!) ***    

 (15g)  *  *  *(!)  *   

 

The candidates in (b), (c), (e), (f) and (g) are ruled out, because v is not placed behind the 

root, violating vF√. (15d) is out, because the inflectional element is separated from the root 

by the intervening argument and hence it violates [infl]A√. On the other hand, (15a) 

satisfies this constraint, so it is the optimal candidate. Note that if vF√ were ranked lower 

than [arg1]PDA, the winning candidate would be (15g), because it does not violate this, as 

opposed to (145), which violates it three times.  

The present proposal can also account for the observations made by Grimshaw. By-

phrases never turn up in active sentences
68

, because v is always aligned to the root, due to 

                                                 

68
 There are some apparent counterexamples to this statement. For instance, consider the following 

sentences: He did it by himself or The ball rolled down the hill by itself. Although these by-phrases 

resemble the ones found in passive environments, there are differences between them. For example, 
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the order of the relevant constraints, and consequently it will always be spelled out along 

with the root. In middle constructions, the obligatory absence of these phrases is explained 

by the fact that these constructions do not contain the v feature at all
69

. So it cannot be 

realized by by. 

However, this cannot be the whole story, as in most passive constructions the 

external argument can be missing, as demonstrated by the following example: 

 

(16) The window was broken. 

 

                                                                                                                                                    

by himself or by itself can be replaced by on his own and on its own, respectively, without changing 

their meaning, whereas this is not possible in passive sentences: 

 

i) He was shot by himself. ≠ He was shot on his own. 

 

This supports the fact that these by-phrases do not have the same roles and functions.  

A further counterargument may be the presence of by-phrases in This book is by Chomsky 

and This book by Chomsky. Note, however, that these constructions represent a special case. As 

pointed out by Grimshaw (1990), these examples can only be about ‘authorship’ and can be 

interpreted in a restricted way: this book is written by Chomsky and this book written by Chomsky. 

Other interpretations such as this book bought/burnt/sold by Chomsky are not possible. Therefore, 

the conclusion is that these constructions are probably hidden passives and consequently cannot be 

regarded as counterexamples to my claim. 

69
 This claim is also supported by Keyser and Roeper (1984), who demonstrate that middles show 

no sign of syntactic activity of the implicit agent. These constructions, as opposed to by-phrase-less 

passives, are incompatible with agentive adverbs and clauses of purpose: Ships sink easily 

{*deliberately/ *to collect the insurance}. In addition, Klingvall (2007) claims that middles do not 

refer to actual events. They rather state some particular property of the entity sitting in subject 

position. She adds that in middle constructions like this bread cuts easily, for example, no agent is 

present structurally. The reason why we interpret this sentence as agentive is that our knowledge of 

the world makes us associate the verb cut with somebody carrying out this action. 

 Bear in mind that it is the passive feature and the general external argument that are 

responsible for the agentive flavour of by-phrase-less passive constructions, where v is also absent. 

As these features are obviously absent in middles, the fact that these constructions do not display 

agentive properties is easily accounted for.   
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I propose that the input associated with (16) is different from the input associated with 

(11): the former does not include the feature v at all. Consequently, it cannot license the 

external argument, which will not appear in the output either. Recall that in passive 

sentences, the [pass] feature is similar to v but while v licenses the more specific external 

argument, [pass] introduces the more general one. Secondly, note that the passive feature 

does not block the appearance of the v feature. How is this possible? Obviously, there are 

certain features which block each other. Consider, for example, the following sentences: 

 

(17) a. *John went to London on Monday on Tuesday. 

 b. *They are working in the United Kingdom in Australia. 

 

The two time adverbials in (17a) and two adverbs of place (17b) are incompatible with 

each other. However, if we use at ten o’clock instead of on Tuesday, for instance, or in 

Sydney instead of in the United Kingdom, the sentences are fully grammatical:  

 

(18) a. John went to London on Monday at ten o’clock. 

 b. They are working in Sydney in Australia. 

 

The reason for this is that ten o’clock is part of Monday, so there is a part-whole 

relationship – just like in the case of Sydney and Australia. Therefore, there is no semantic 

incompatibility between the pairs of modifiers. I assume that the same is going on with the 

passive feature and the external argument. As the former has a very general meaning, the 

external argument must be part of it.  

The next question is why sentences, as in (19), are ungrammatical. 

 

(19) *I met someone John. 

 

Although there is a part-whole relationship between someone and John just like between in 

Sydney and in Australia, (19) is unacceptable. This seems to undermine the assumption 

made above. One could claim that the reason why (19) is not correct is that it involves 

arguments, as opposed to (17) and (18), which involve adjuncts.  However, if we take (20) 

into consideration, it can be observed that this is not true: 
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(20) I put the book on the shelf in the middle. 

 

In (20), on the shelf and in the middle are arguments too. Clearly, the difference between 

(19) and (20) is that the latter contains what is traditionally referred to as ‘PP-arguments’, 

while the former contains ‘DP-arguments’. Let us consider the syntax of DPs vs PPs. 

Obviously, in the case of temporal and spatial PPs establishing a part-whole relationship is 

straightforward. In the case of DPs the syntax is different, the part-whole relationship 

needs a visible marker (John out of the boys), probably exactly because it is the preposition 

that can establish such relationships. 

On the other hand, the input which is associated with active sentences without a 

subject, e.g. (6) lacks any element which is able to license either [arg1] or [GEA], i.e. the v 

feature and the [pass] feature, respectively. So the input is uninterpretable and deemed to 

be degraded. 

German passive sentences do not differ much from English as far as external 

arguments are concerned. I assume that the same features are involved in German too, and 

the v feature is aligned to [arg1] in passive sentences immediately preceding it. This can be 

captured by the same constraint as in English: 

 

(21) vP/A[arg1] 

 

In order to determine the position of the by-phrase with respect to the arguments, the 

constraint in (22) needs to be proposed: 

 

(22) vFDA 

 

If this constraint is ranked above [arg1]PDA, it guarantees that the by-phrase will be placed 

after the arguments. If it did not outrank [arg1]PDA, the by-phrase would normally occur 

towards the beginning of the clause, which is not the case. 

Another difference between the two languages is that v is spelled out by different 

vocabulary items. In German, it is von which realizes v:  
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(23) Der Brief wurde von meinem Großvater geschrieben. 

 the letter became from my grandfather written 

 ‘The letter was written by my grandfather.’ 

 

 Finally, just like in English, ArgA√ can account for the adjacency of [GEA] to the 

passive feature as well as for the adjecency of the passive feature to the root. However, 

unlike in English, it is √PDI that forces the root to precede the passive feature. 

 Table (24) illustrates the candidate set
70

 for the example above. In (25)I 

demonstrate how the relevant features are realized. 

 

(24) The position of by-phrases in German 

Candidates: a. [arg2]A [I] √A [pass]A,I [GEA] v [arg1] 

 b. [arg2]A [I] v [arg1] √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 

 c. [arg2]A v [arg1] [I] √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 

 d. [I] [arg2]A √A [pass]A,I [GEA] v [arg1] 

 e. [I] [arg2]A v [arg1] √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 

 f. [I] v [arg1] [arg2]A √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 

 g. v [arg1] [arg2]A [I] √A [pass]A,I [GEA] 
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 (24a)  *   ***(!)    * ***  

→ (24b)  *   *  ** ** * *  

 (24c)  ***(!)   *  **  * *  

 (24d) *(!)    ***   * * ***  

 (24e) *(!)    *  ** *** * *  

 (24f) *(!)    *  *** *** *   

 (24g)  ***(!)   *  ***  *   

                                                 

70 
Note that this candidate set is the same as in (15) for English. The only difference is that the 

inflection domain marker on [I] has been deleted, as required in German matrix sentences where 

two inflections are present. (The order of the constraints is obviously different from English.)   
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(25) [arg2]A             I          v         [arg1]                    √SCHREIBEN[pass]A,I[GEA] 

der  Brief   wurde    von   meinem Vater                        geschrieben 

 

The English equivalent of von is of (or possibly from). The question arises: why do 

German and English not use the same preposition to spell out v? In order to answer this, we 

have to make some observations. First of all, as both by and von have no constant meaning, 

we can assume their vocabulary entry to be unspecified to one degree or another with 

respect to conceptual content. The former is an unspecified locative, less specified than 

next to but more specified than von.   

According to Helbig and Buscha (1999), von is sometimes present for syntactic 

purposes only. It does nothing else but indicates the case of the noun that it governs when 

the noun is in genitive with a zero article and without any declined modifiers. Compare 

(26a) and (26b) below: 

 

(26) a. Der Brief soll innerhalb von drei Tagen gesendet werden. 

  the letter should within of three days sent become 

  ‘The letter should be sent within three days.’ 
 

 b. Der Brief soll innerhalb der nächsten drei Tage gesendet werden. 

  The letter should within theDAT next three days sent become 

  ‘The letter should be sent within the next three days.’ 

 

Secondly, von has to be obligatorily accompanied by another preposition, e.g. ab, in 

temporal adverbials (27a). Interestingly, the following sentence is grammatical even if von 

is absent, which does not lead to semantic differences, though. In this case, however, ab 

must precede acht Uhr – compare (27b). 

 

(27) a. Von acht Uhr ab bin ich wieder zu Hause. 

  from 8 o’clock from am I again at home 

  ‘I am home again from 8 o’clock.’ 
 

 b. Ab acht Uhr bin ich wieder zu Hause. 
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These examples suggest that von has unspecified root content, so it is the minimal possible 

lexical unit which can spell out v. Just like other prepositions, it denotes relations and not 

states – c.f. under in section 3.4.3. 

Von has undefined root content, so it is no surprise that it is used in several 

unconnected contexts. In possessive structures, for instance, it can express a wide range of 

relationships. This is exemplified in (28): 

 

(28) das Haus von Jürgen 

 the house from Jürgen 

 ‘Jürgen’s house’ 

 

As the content of von is unspecified, the interpretation of the elements it relates is also 

ambiguous: Jürgen can be interpreted as a tenant who rents the house, an owner who owns 

the house or somebody who illegally occupies the house (without paying rent), etc. 

Therefore, the details of this relationship have to be inferred from the context
71

.  

Furthermore, von can also introduce a postmodifier: 

 

(29) a. eine Frage von Wichtigkeit (=eine wichtige Frage) 

  a question of importance    

  ‘an important question’ 
 

 b. ein Kind von 10 Jahren (=ein zehnjähriges Kind) 

  a child of 10 years    

  ‘a 10-year-old child’ 

 

These observations suggest that von is the default preposition in German and it is the 

minimal possible lexical item to spell out the v feature and is not necessarily associated 

with it in its vocabulary entry.  

 The discussion of the German preposition used to introduce the demoted subject 

raises an interesting point concerning English. There are obviously less meaningful 

prepositions in the language than by. The preposition of, for example, is used with nouns 

and adjectives with nominal complements as a dummy, clearly indicating its minimal 

                                                 

71
 It resembles the dummy auxiliary have in this respect.  
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content status. Thus by, unlike von, is not the obvious default preposition. The most 

straightforward explanation for why it is not of or from in the case of English that is used in 

passives is that by is a preposition which is specified for v.
72

 Thus, the vocabulary entry for 

by is as follows: 

 

(30) by ↔ v 
 R

√Ø 

 

 The fact that v, which was claimed to be verbal in section 3.4.4, can be realized as a 

preposition does not impact on the question of its category – it is perfectly possible for the 

best spell out of an underlying feature to not share the same category as that feature.     

It is not surprising that v is able to be realized by a preposition. A common claim is 

that prepositions and verbs share similarities. They are both thematic categories and share 

the [-N] feature, as well. Moreover, unlike nouns and adjectives, they can be followed by 

nominal complements. Consequently, it is not so ad hoc an account to claim that the same 

feature can be spelled out by a verb or a preposition under different circumstances. 

Actually, there are many instances where a part of a given verb is spelled out by a 

preposition besides by.
73

 Let us first take a look at the verb give, which can appear in 

sentences with and without to: 

 

(31) a. I gave the apple to John. 

 b. I gave John the apple.  

 

In chapter 4, I argued that (31a) represents the default word order. The reverse order of the 

objects in (31b) is the result of the effect of a constraint which requires new elements to 

follow old ones, as proposed by Arnold et al. (2000). The two sentences are similar from a 

semantic point of view: give, John and the apple have the same meaning and the arguments 

are assigned the same theta-roles – using the traditional terminology – in both examples. 

Consequently, the features in their inputs are the same as well, apart from the feature 

which is responsible for the newness status of the direct object in (31b). Given this, it can 

be argued that whatever the preposition spells out in the dative construction is present in 

                                                 

72
 Note that by has a more specific meaning when it is used as a full preposition. 

73
 Bear in mind that in my analysis, v is part of the verb introducing event structure: it is a feature, 

just like res or proc, for instance.  
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the double object construction too, only spelled out differently. The most obvious 

suggestion is that it is spelled out by the verb in the double object construction and 

therefore this alternation provides us with an example of an underlying feature being 

realized by a verb or preposition under different circumstances. Similar alternations can be 

observed with other verbs like send or buy:   

 

(32) a. I sent the letter to the secretary. 

 b. I sent the secretary the letter. 

(33) a. I bought a car for my son. 

 b. I bought my son a car.  

 

Furthermore, there are other cases of optional prepositions which go beyond the dative 

alternation illustrated above: 

 

(34) spray paint onto the wall – spray the wall with paint 

(35) climb up the hill – climb the hill 

 

In other cases, a preposition introduces some aspect of verbal meaning, which may be 

expressed differently in other languages: 

 

(36) eat up – megeszik (Hungarian) 

 

To sum, it can be seen that with verbal decomposition into pieces, these pieces are often 

realized by different elements both within a single language and cross-linguistically. The 

preposition is far from being a rare element for this purpose.  

 

 

5.2. The missing overt external argument in resultative passives 

As discussed in chapter 2, the external argument must obligatorily be absent from 

resultative passive constructions both in English and German. Therefore, the sentences in 

(37) are ungrammatical: 

 



144 

 

(37) a. *The vase seemed broken by John. 

 b. *Die Vase war von dem Kind gebrochen.  

  The vase was from the child broken  

  intended: *‘The vase was broken by the child’ (state) 

 

There are two options to account for this phenomenon. First, we can say that an external 

argument is actually part of the input but it is never realized, violating a lower ranked 

faithfulness constraint in order to satisfy higher ranked constraints. A theoretical problem 

with this assumption is that in this case there would be a very large number of inputs, all of 

which are spelled out in the same way. Consequently, it would be impossible to recover the 

content of the deleted material and there would be massive ambiguities. Instead, I assume 

that external arguments with specific content are semantically incompatible with these 

kinds of passives but those with generic content are acceptable. So [arg1] can be present in 

the input (and interpreted as a generic argument) but this cannot be associated with specific 

content.  

 

 

5.3. Verbal and resultative passives in German in the light of Syntax First Alignment  

5.3.1. The distribution of werden and sein 

As was mentioned in chapter 2, the resultative passive denotes a state that has resulted 

from a previous action (38a). The verbal passive, on the other hand, denotes a dynamic 

process (38b). 

 

(38) a. Das Fenster ist jetzt geschlossen.  

  the window is now closed  

  ‘The window is now closed.’ 

 

 b. Das Fenster wird jetzt geöffnet.  

  the window becomes now closed  

  ‘The window is being closed now. 
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In order to understand why werden is selected in passives which denote processes while 

sein is used in passives which denote resultant states, we can make use of the semantic 

decomposition discussed in chapter 3. 

I assume that werden has more complex event structure than sein, simply because it 

involves a process: a process of change.
74

 Werden differs from sein in that it has an 

additional feature which is responsible for the fact that werden can denote a process (unlike 

sein), abbreviated as [proc].  

In addition, I assume that werden has only minimal root content. One piece of 

evidence in favour of this proposal is that both sein and werden can be used in similar 

contexts; for instance, with an adjective or noun complement:  

 

(39) a. Es war/ wurde dunkel. 

  It was/ became dark 

  ‘It was/ got dark.’ 

 

 b. Er war /wurde Arzt.  

  He was /became doctor  

  ‘He was/ became a doctor.’ 

 

So it seems that the interpretation of werden in the examples above is not less unspecified 

than the interpretation of sein. In other words, it is associated with a minimum number of 

features as well. Werden in (39a) and (39b) expresses a change from one state to another 

state. Interestingly, its meaning is even less specific and less restricted than the English 

become. Where English would use verbs like get (e.g. get tired), go (e.g. go mad) or turn 

(e.g. she turned red etc.), werden is possible in German: wird müde, wird verrückt and sie 

wurde rot respectively. Furthermore, werden can be used as an auxiliary in passive 

constructions (40a) to express future (40b) and to express future perfect (40c)
75

. 

 

                                                 

74
 Recall that ‘be’ (the English equivalent of ‘sein’) has undefined root content: 

S
√x 

75
 As become is excluded from these contexts in English, it can be concluded that it is associated 

with different (minimal) features in its vocabulary entry.  
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(40) a. Die Brücke wurde im letzten Jahrhundert gebaut.  

  The bridge became in the last century built  

  ‘The bridge was built in the last century.’ 
 

 b. Er wird nächste Woche nach Hause kommen. 

  he will next week to house come 

  ‘He will come home next week.’ 
 

 c. Er wird den Film gesehen haben. 

  He will the film watch have 

  ‘He will have watched the film.’ 

 

The fact that werden can be found in so many unrelated contexts leads us to the conclusion 

that it has minimal root content. 

After discussing these two auxiliaries let us now turn to the contexts they are used 

in.  It is claimed (see above) that verbal passives denote a process; resultative passives, on 

the other hand, denote a state which is the result of a previous process. I have already 

mentioned that process-result verbs allow passivisation with both sein- and werden, unlike 

process verbs, which allow passivisation only with werden. It is also a fact that there are no 

verbs which can be passivised with sein but not with werden. 

My assumption is that process and process-result verbs have defined root content
76

. 

This means that their interpretation is defined as well as the arguments related to them. 

Also, they contain the feature [proc], which is responsible for their eventive nature; 

therefore, they can be used in verbal passive constructions, which denote events. However, 

process-result verbs contain the result feature, [res] in addition to the [proc] feature
77

; 

consequently, they can also appear in constructions which denote events with a resultative 

character, viz. in resultative passives. Note that these ideas share similarities with 

Ramchand’s (1997) assumptions presented in chapter 3. Within the system I am working 

in, her event heads, i.e. proc and res, are taken to be independent features which contribute 

to the meaning of the predicate. 

                                                 

76 
I am not going to discuss the root content of verbs in any detail, because it is not relevant for my 

analysis.  

77
 This also means that the event structure of process-result verbs is bigger than that of process 

verbs. 
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As discussed in chapter 2, the resultative nature of a verb may also be due to the 

presence of a verbal prefix, e.g. er- or über- in erbauen ‘to build’ and überfluten ‘to flood’, 

respectively or an adjective, e.g. leer in das Glas leer-trinken ‘to finish one’s drink’. 

Consequently, I suggest that in these cases the [res] feature is related to the presence of 

these elements. Process verbs, on the other hand, lack this feature, which is the reason why 

they cannot be used as result verbs and consequently they do not allow passivization with 

sein, only with werden. I propose the following vocabulary entries for process-result verbs, 

e.g. reparieren ’to repair’ (41a), and process verbs, e.g. sehen ‘to see’ (41b): 

 

(41) a. reparieren ↔ v [res][proc]√REPARIEREN
78

 

 b. sehen ↔ v [proc] √SEHEN 

 

I assume that these event features directly precede the root based on the observation of 

prefixes above
79

. Normally they are spelled out by the root vocabulary item and therefore 

they seem to have no effect at all. However, I assume that in the presence of a passive 

feature, they can be separated from the root and, hence, cannot be spelled out along with it. 

I claim that they are attached to the inflectional element and are realised by one of the 

dummy auxiliaries discussed above. In this case, the presence/absence of these features 

does have a visible impact (see below). Note that even if these event structure features are 

not adjacent to the root, the relevant lexical element can still spell out the remaining 

features, which is allowed by the superset principle.   

In order to identify the constraints involved here, let us consider (42) and (43): 

                                                 

78
 Recall that the symbol to the left of the arrow represents the phonological form of reparieren; 

however, for convenience the orthographical form is used. Secondly, I use the infinitival form of a 

verb to represent a root in the German examples in the rest of my dissertation for demonstrative 

purposes, although I am aware of the fact that the ending –en, which is the equivalent of the 

English to, as in to repair, is actually not part of the root. 

The number, person and tense features are omitted in the vocabulary entry as they are not 

relevant at this point but they would follow the ‘event features’. When there are no ‘event features’, 

they come after the symbol representing root content: e.g. am ↔ √Ø [-past][-pl][+1][-2] (Newson 

and Szécsényi (2012, p. 108).  

79
 This was not taken into consideration in Csontos (2014), where it was claimed that the 

arrangement of these features is √ [proc][res].  
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(42) a. Der Teller wurde nach dem Frühstück abgewaschen. (process)=[proc] 

  the dish became after the breakfast washed  

  ‘The dish was washed up after the breakfast.’ 
 

 b. Der Teller war abgewaschen (state) = [proc][res] 

  the dish was washed 

 

(43) a Der Mann wurde in dem Restaurant gesehen. (process) = [proc] 

  the man became seen in the restaurant  

  ‘The man was seen in the restaurant.’ 
 

 b. *Der Mann war gesehen. (state) = [proc][res] 

  the man was seen    

 

First of all, let us discuss (43b). This is unacceptable because the root, i.e. sehen ‘see’, and 

the [res] feature are semantically incompatible with each other. Consequently, the input 

related to this sentence is uninterpretable, and therefore judged ill formed. Secondly, it can 

be seen that the [res] feature is missing in (42a) and (43a), and it seems that the [proc] 

feature is spelled out, along with the inflectional element, by the past form of werden. By 

contrast, in (42b) both features are present, and sein – without root content and event 

structure – can spell out only the inflectional element. This shows that [res] and [proc] 

must be spelled out along with the root. The observation that both features get spelled out 

by the root vocabulary item if both of them are present can be captured by the following 

constraints: 

 

(44) [proc]F[res] >[proc]A[res] > [res]P√ > [res]A√ 

 

The first two constraints require that the [proc] feature follow and be adjacent to the [res] 

feature respectively. The second two – lower ranked − constraints require that the [res] 

feature precede and be adjacent to the root. These constraints are violated if [res] follows 

the root and by every feature intervening between [res] and the root. The following tableau 

demonstrates the interaction between the constraints in (44): 
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(45)
 80

 The arrangement of [proc] and [res] in German 

  [proc]F[res] [proc]A[res] [res]P√ [res]A√ 

 [proc] √ [res] *(!) * *  

 [res] √ [proc] *(!) *   

 [proc] [res] √ *(!)    

 √ [res] [proc]   *(!)  

 √ [proc] [res] *(!)  * * 

→ [res] [proc] √    * 

 

So these constraints guarantee that the order will be [res][proc]√ irrespective of whether 

they are in an active or passive sentence. Note that if there is no [res] feature at all in the 

input (e.g. with werden-passive), these constraints become vacuous
81

 and the position of 

the [proc] feature will be determined by other lower-ranked constraints. The observation is 

that only if the passive morpheme is present, does [proc] get separated from the root and 

appears with the inflection. Thus it seems that both the passive feature and the inflection 

have a part in determining the position of [proc]. This suggests that they form a domain. 

Therefore, I introduce the passive domain (Dpass), which comprises the inflectional element 

[I], the passive feature [pass] and, if present, the perfect feature [perf] in German. I propose 

that the head of the domain is the passive feature. If it is absent, the domain is not defined. 

 The dependency head of the domains introduced so far was the root. However, this 

does not exclude the possibility of considering other features to be a dependency head in 

other cases, i.e. [pass] in particular. Note that the passive feature, just like the root, is an 

                                                 

80
 For convenience, in the remainder of the dissertation I will abbreviate [proc]F[res] > [proc]A[res] 

as [proc]F/A [res] and [res]P √ > [res]A√ as  [res]P/A√.  

81
 Actually, these constraints become vacuous in two different ways. With the higher ranked 

constraints, the host is missing and therefore the target cannot be aligned with respect to it. Recall 

from chapter 3 that in this case, the constraint is always violated and thus does not have any effect. 

With the lower ranked constraints, it is the target which is absent; therefore, the constraints are 

irrelevant and are always satisfied. However, this distinction does not have any ramifications 

assuming that the faithfulness constraints are ranked higher (see 49 below). 
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argument taking element: it takes the general external argument ([GEA]) as its argument. 

In this respect, both the passive feature and the root behave as predicates
82

. 

The constraints which determine the position of the passive feature with regard to 

the root, and other inflectional elements have already been introduced in chapter 3. These 

are repeated below: 

 

(46) [I]FDI > [perf]FDI > [pass]FDI 

(47) √PDI 

  

Next, I concentrate on the position of other features.I propose that in werden-passives 

[proc] is aligned to the inflectional element, which precedes the passive domain and is 

adjacent to the inflection: 

 

(48) [proc]PDpass > [proc]AI 

 

The second constraint is necessary, because it ensures that [proc] and the inflectional 

element will be adjacent. The first –domain based − constraint cannot guarantee this, 

because it is not sensitive to elements not part of the passive domain. The inflectional 

element and [proc] will be spelled out by werden. If there is no passive feature, i.e. in 

active sentences, the passive domain is not defined, so the first constraint will have no 

effect, being violated in all cases. Thus, two lower-ranked constraints, namely [proc]P√ 

and [proc] A√, govern the distribution of [proc], which, however, outrank [proc]AI; 

otherwise, in the absence of the passive domain, [proc] would be adjacent to the inflection. 

The reason why it is not the third candidate in (50) which is the optimal one - although it 

does not violate the second highest constraint in the absence of the passive domain, as 

opposed to the first candidate - is that faithfulness constraints are generally ranked high. As 

illustrated by table (50), [proc] will end up right before the root in active sentences. 

 

(49) Faith([proc]/[res] ) > [proc]PDpass > [proc]P√ >  [proc]A√ > [proc]AI 

                                                 

82
 Both functional and lexical dependency heads must be argument-taking elements. The difference between 

them is that the latter can normally have more arguments/ dependents, while the former only one: consider v 

and pass, whose sole arguments are arg1 and [GEA], respectively. This is due to the fact that they are 

simple elements, whereas lexical heads, e.g. verbal roots, are generally more complex.      
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(50) The position of [proc] in German in the absence of [res] 

  Faith([proc]) [proc]PDpass [proc]P√ [proc]A√ [proc]AI 

→ [proc]√ I  *   * 

 √ [proc] I  * *(!)   

 √I *(!)     

 

To sum up, we have the following constraints: 

 

(51) Faith([proc]/[res]) > [proc]F/A[res] > [res]P/A√ > [proc]PDpass > [proc]P/A√> 

[proc]AI 

 

Table (52) and (53) represent how these constraints can yield the ordering which I am 

going to work with. The tableau in (52) is for ‘Der Teller wurde nach dem Frühstück 

abgewaschen’ (42a) and (57), as well as ‘Der Mann wurde im Restaurant gesehen’ (43a) 

and (58). Tableau (53) illustrates ‘Der Teller war abgewaschen.’ I do not include in these 

tableaux the constraints which determine the position of the members of the inflection 

domain with regard to each other and the root and I focus only on main clauses. However, 

these constraints are valid in case of embedded clauses as well.  

 

(52) The features and their arrangement in German verbal passives  
 

  

F
ai

th
([

p
ro

c]
) 

[p
ro

c]
F

/A
[r

es
] 

[r
es

]P
/A

√
 

[p
ro

c]
P

D
p

as
s 

[p
ro

c]
P

/A
√

  

[p
ro

c]
A

I 

→ arg [proc] [I] [adj]√ [pass] [GEA]  *   ***  

 arg   [I]  [proc]  [adj]√ [pass][GEA]  *  **(!) *  

 arg   [I]  [adj]√ [pass][GEA] [proc]    *  **(!) *** *** 

 arg   [I]  [adj]√ [pass][GEA] *(!)      
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(53) The features and their arrangement in German resultative passives 

 

Next, let us turn to examples (42) and (43) again. I assume the vocabulary entries for 

werden ‘become’, wurde ‘became’, war ‘was’, abgewaschen ‘washed’ and gesehen ‘seen’ 

are as below: 

 

(54) werden ↔ [proc] √Ø 

(55) wurde ↔ [proc] √Ø [past] [±1] [-2] [-pl]
83

 (=first and third person singular) 

(56) war↔ √Ø [past] [±1] [-2] [-pl] 

(57) abgewaschen
84

 ↔ [res][proc]√ABWASCHEN [pass][GEA] 

(58) gesehen ↔ [proc]√SEHEN [pass][GEA] 

 

                                                 

83
 The person and number features follow the inflectional element in German as well. This is 

supported by examples with Präteritum (preterite) verb forms such as du mach-te-st (‘you made’), 

wir mach-te-n (‘we made’), where –te stands for the preterite, while –st and –n are the regular 

person and number markers.  

84
 Note that the vocabulary entry of the ‘regular’ passive morpheme is as in (i): 

(i) t ↔  [pass] [GEA]  / √ -  

This notation means that ‘t’ spells out the passive morpheme behind a root. Bear in mind that irregular forms 

such as in (57) or (58) are stored in the vocabulary separately. The reason why the passive feature in 

[res][proc]√ABWASCHEN [pass][GEA]  in (42b’), for instance, is not spelled out as ‘t’, assuming the 

lexical entry for abwaschen  is [res][proc]v √ABWASCHEN, is that it would violate the principle of Minimal 

Vocabulary Access: it is better to spell out a string of features with one element, i.e. (57), than with two.   
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 arg[I]√[res][proc][pass][GEA]    *(!)  * ** ** 

 arg[I][proc]√[res][pass][GEA]   **(!) *  *   

 arg[I][res]√[proc][pass][GEA]   *(!)   * * ** 

→ arg[I][res][proc]√[pass][GEA]     * *  * 

 arg  [I]  [res] √ [pass][GEA] *(!)        

 arg  [I] √ [proc][pass][GEA]  *(!) *   * * * 
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In (42a) the following features are involved: 

 

(42) a.’ 
[proc] [past] [-1] [-2] [-pl]…√ABWASCHEN [pass][GEA] 

 

               wurde                                   abgewaschen   

 

Although there is no exact match between the vocabulary items and the features they have 

to replace, according to the Superset Principle, abgewaschen can spell out 

√ABWASCHEN [pass][GEA] and wurde can spell out [proc] and the inflectional element. 

The reason why wird is selected is that it is associated with the [proc] feature and it has the 

smallest amount of extra content of those vocabulary items that can potentially spell out 

the sequence [proc] I. Recall that we argued that werden has only minimal root content. In 

(42b) I is spelled out by the past form of sein: 

 

(42) b.’ 
[past] [-1] [-2] [-pl]       [res][proc]√ABWASCHEN [pass][GEA] 

           war                                           abgewaschen 

 

Verbs which lack the [res] feature, e.g. sehen ‘see’, can never appear in sein-passive 

constructions. As there is no [res] feature, the constraints [proc]F/A[res] and [res]P/A√ 

have no decisive role, and [proc]PDpass and [proc]AI will always force [proc] to 

immediately precede I. In other words, due to the inapplicability of the first two 

constraints, I can never ‘stand alone’ and be spelled out by sein. 

In this section we have offered an account of the distribution of auxiliaries in two 

types of passive constructions in German. It has been argued that the presence/absence of 

[proc] and [res] features and their position are responsible for the emergence of werden and 

sein. The present work also explains why process verbs can only appear in werden-

passives. In addition, we have given an explanation for the optionality of external 

arguments in passive constructions claiming that this is directly related to the presence of 

the passive feature, which has a meaning similar to v but it is more general. The next 

section extends this analysis to English. It will be shown which constraints are responsible 

for the differences between the two languages in passive constructions.  
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5.4. Verbal and resultative passives in English in the light of Syntax First Alignment  

The most important assumption is that the range of the features appearing in verbal and 

resultative passive constructions is the same in English and German, simply because there 

is no difference between the interpretation of German and English verbal and resultative 

passives. Thus, the same [proc] and [res] features are present in English passives as in 

German. However, I will argue that the order of these features is different, which is 

responsible for the fact that be is the only possible auxiliary in English passivising 

constructions. Also, in English the verbal root (along with the passive morpheme) occupies 

a position which is closer to the inflectional element than in German. 

First, we have seen that in German verbal passives the [proc] feature is adjacent to 

the inflectional element and this is the reason why they are realized by werden, while in 

resultative passives [proc] does not get separated from the verbal root and consequently 

sein spells out the inflectional element.  It can be concluded that in English [proc] is 

adjacent to the verbal root regardless of whether [res] or the passive feature is present. I 

propose the constraints in (59). Tableaux (60a) and (60b) illustrate their interaction: 

 

(59) [proc]P√ > [proc]A√ > [res]P√> [res]A√ 
85

 

 

(60) a. The arrangement of [proc] and [res] in English 

  [proc]P√ [proc]A√ [res]P√ [res]A√ 

 [proc] √ [res]    *(!)  

 [res] √ [proc] *(!)    

 [proc] [res] √  *(!)   

 √ [res] [proc]  *(!) * *  

 √ [proc] [res]  *(!)  * * 

→ [res] [proc] √    * 
 

 b. The arrangement of [proc] in English in the absence of [res] 

  [proc] P √ [proc] A √ [res]P√ [res]A√ 

→ [proc] √     

 √ [proc] *(!)    

                                                 

85
 The arrangement of these features is based on the assumptions concerning German (see above).  
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It seems that the passive domain does not play an important role in English as opposed to 

German, as none of the features are aligned with respect to it. The constraints introduced in 

chapter 3, and repeated below, along with the ones in (59) are able to account for 

passivization. 

The above conclusion does not mean that there is no passive domain in English: it 

does exist and its members are the same as in German, viz. [pass] as the dependency head, 

[perf], the inflectional element [I] and it also contains the progressive feature [prog]. This 

follows from the theoretical architecture of SFA, as it is assumed that all domains are the 

same and potentially relevant in every language. The fact that the passive domain does not 

have an effect on the order of the relevant features in English can be explained by 

supposing that this domain based constraint is ranked low, whereas in German it is ranked 

higher. 

The following two tableaux illustrate that the constraints introduced above yield the 

desired results and account for the differences between the arrangement of the relevant 

features in English and German. The passive domain based constraint is included in (61) in 

order to demonstrate that it is indeed ineffective in English; however, as leaving it out is 

harmless as grammaticality is decided by constraints higher in the ranking, it will be 

excluded from the tableaux in the rest of the dissertation. Table (61a) demonstrates a 

verbal passive, while table (61b) illustrates a resultative passive. 

 

(61) a. The features and their arrangement in English verbal passives  
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 arg  [proc]  [I]  √ [pass] [GEA]   *(!)    

→ arg  [I]  [proc]  √ [pass] [GEA]      * 

 arg  [I]  √ [pass][GEA] [proc]  *(!) **   ** 

 arg  [I]  √ [pass] [GEA] *(!)      
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 b. The features and their arrangement in English resultative passives 
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 arg [I] √[res][proc][pass] [GEA]   *(!) * *  * 

 arg [I] [proc]√[res][pass] [GEA]     *(!)  * 

 arg [I] [res]√[proc][pass] [GEA]   *(!)    * 

→ arg [I] [res][proc]√[pass ][GEA]      * * 

 arg [I] [res] √ [pass] [GEA] *(!)       

 arg [I] √ [proc][pass] [GEA]  *(!)     * 

 arg proc[I] [res]√[pass ][GEA]    **(!)    

 

Now let us take a look at concrete examples. (62a) exemplifies a resultative passive, while 

(62b) is interpreted as a verbal passive. 

 

(62) a. The vase was broken. 

 b. The vase was broken (by John yesterday). 

 

We take the vocabulary entry for broken and was to be as follows: 

 

(63) broken ↔ v [res][proc] √BREAK [pass] [GEA]  

(64) was ↔ √Ø [+past] [±1 -2 -pl] 

 

The features involved in (62a) and (62b) and their realization can be seen in (62a’) and 

(62b’), respectively. Recall that the Superset Principle allows spell outs like in (62b’). 

 

(62) a.’ .I [+past] [-1 -2 -pl]    [res][proc] √ BREAK[pass] [GEA]  

 

             was                                       broken 

 

 b.’ I [+past] [-1 -2 -pl]      [proc] √BREAK [pass] [GEA] 

 

           was                                       broken 
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The constraints which are responsible for the arrangement of the members of the inflection 

domain and the constraints which determine the position of the root with respect to the 

inflection domain, including the passive feature, were discussed in chapter 3 and are 

reproduced here as (65) and (66a, b), respectively: 

 

(65) IPDI  > [perf]PDI > [prog]PDI  > [pass]PDI 

 

(66) a. √*FDI > √FDI 

 b. [infl]A√ 

 

The constraints in (65) guarantee that the passive feature will be the last feature among the 

inflectional elements. The constraints in (64) ensure that the root will immediately precede 

it. 

The constraints which determine the position of the root with regard to the 

argument domain are √*PDA > √PDA and [arg]A√. Adding these constraints and the ones 

in (65), and to the evaluation in tableau (61a), we can see how the correct results are 

achieved. Tableau (67) illustrates a sentence like The car is being washed.  

 

(67) The features and their arrangement in English verbal passives – detailed version 

Candidates a. arg I [prog] √ [proc] [pass] [GEA] 

b. arg I [prog] √ [pass] [GEA] [proc] 

c. arg I √ [pass] [GEA] [proc] [prog] 

d. arg I [prog] [pass] [GEA] [proc] √ 

e. arg I √ [prog] [pass] [GEA] [proc] 

f. I arg [prog] [proc] √ [pass] [GEA] 

g. I [prog] √ arg [pass] [GEA] [proc] 

h. arg I [prog] [proc] √ [pass] [GEA] 

i. arg I [proc] [prog] √ [pass] [GEA] 
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In (68)-(71) the relevant lexical entries are listed, while the example in (72) shows the 

spell out of the given features. 

 

(68) is ↔ √Ø [-past] [-1 -2 -pl] 

(69) being ↔ √Ø [prog] 

(70) ed ↔  [pass] [GEA]  / √ - 

(71) wash ↔ v [res][proc]√WASH 

 

(72)  arg         I [-past][-1 -2 -pl]      [prog]    v  [proc]√  [pass] [GEA] 

 

the car              is                   being         wash         ed 

 

Note that although is, being and the root wash are overspecified, according to the Superset 

Principle, they can realize the relevant features. 

 

 

5.6. Stative passives 

Next let us discuss stative passives illustrated in (73) below: 
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 (67a)  * **  *  * *(!)  ** *** 

 (67b)  * **  *  * *(!) ** * ** 

 (67c)  **(!) *  *  * * ** *** * 

 (67d)  * ** *(!)   *   10x* 7x* 

 (67e)  * **  *  * * ***(!) * ** 

 (67f)  * **  *   *   ****(!) ** 

 (67g)  * **  * *(!)  * *** ** * 

→ (67h)  * **  *  *   *** *** 

 (67i)  * **  *  *  *(!) ** *** 
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(73) John was surprised (at the weather). 

 

We argued that these constructions completely lack the external argument, which is 

semantically present in verbal and resultative passives. It was also suggested that [GEA] 

licensed by the passive feature is associated with a general external argument role. 

Therefore, these features are absent in stative passives, so actually sentences like (73) are 

not passive constructions at all and the notion stative passive is a misnomer. In chapter 3 I 

proposed that stative passives are in fact adjectives. 

Then the next question that needs to be answered is what is the element which is 

traditionally considered to be the passive morpheme? Recall that Newson and Szécsényi 

(2012) claim that adjectives are composed of only root content which denotes states. 

Consequently, I assume that stative passives are also made up of such roots, which is 

illustrated as in (74): 

 

(74) 
S
√ SURPRISED (as in John was surprised at the weather) 

 

Obviously, in case of stative passives, there is a relationship between the stative root, e.g. 

√SURPRISED, and the root, e.g. √SURPRISE. There are too many similarities for this to 

an accidental relationship, compare the examples in (75). 

 

(75) anger – angered, shock – shocked, surround – surrounded, precede – preceded, etc. 

  

The proposal is that 
S
√SURPRISED is made up of a combination of the stative root 

S
√SURPRISE and a feature which is spelled out by -ED. Bear in mind that the verb rim is 

associated not only with the stative root 
S
√RIM but it also contains some pieces of event 

structure which are responsible for its verbal characteristics.  

 The same phenomenon can be observed in the following examples, where the 

stative root combined with -ED yields a stative adjective: 

 

(76) a. She always confuses her child. → a confused child 

 b. They shocked the victim. → a shocked victim 

 c. I often surprise my wife. → my wife was so surprised 
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Thus the suffix -ED can be used for different purposes: it forms adjectives from stative 

roots (saying it informally), and it can spell out the passive with the general external 

argument and the past feature. In this respect, it resembles the morpheme –ing which has 

multiple functions as well, e.g. progressive tenses, gerund, etc. and it can also turn stative 

roots into adjectives: 

 

(77) smile → a smiling boy. 

 

The features which are spelled out by – ED and – ing are responsible for the semantic 

difference
86

, e.g. between (78) and (79): 

 

(78) occupying troops / a shocking event / surprising results 

(79) an occupied country / a shocked boy / surprised girls 

 

It seems that there is a kind of aspectual difference between the adjectives in (78) and (79) 

which focuses on the duration of the state identified by the ajective: occupying troops are 

there at the moment, but an occupied country does not have to be occupied as of now, as 

long as it was occupied for some time before now. There is also a difference concerning 

agency – occupying is associated with the agent and occupied with the theme. Both of 

these are clearly associated with -ing and –ed, respectively; therefore, it is understandable 

why they are selected to spell out these meaning units. Consequently –ed is also associated 

with these features in its vocabulary entry, besides pass+GEA. 

Finally, let us put the preposition between the adjective and the relevant argument 

under scrutiny. We have demonstrated in chapter 3 that the prepositions which turn up in 

these contexts can vary. Different prepositions may lead to slightly different 

interpretations, which is exemplified below. 

 

(80) a. Susan is frightened by the storm. 

 b. Susan is frightened of the storm. 

                                                 

86
 Ramchand (2017) points out that the –ing participle always modifies the argument that would end up as the 

subject of the corresponding active verb, whereas the –ed participle modifies the argument that would have 

been an internal argument of the related verbal event.  
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In (80a), there is a concrete situation which is actualized as opposed to (80b), where there 

is no actual situation. Clearly, the only difference between these examples is the 

preposition. By is responsible for the specific interpretation, whereas of is responsible for 

the non-specific meaning. Therefore, it is the preposition which realises the element which 

establishes the relevant relationship between the argument, e.g. weather in (73), and the 

adjective surprised.  

 

5.6. The differences between German and English transitive and impersonal passives 

5.6.1. Verbs allowing passivization in German 

It has already been mentioned that there are more German than English verbs which allow 

passivization. It is a well-known fact that in English only transitive verbs can be 

passivized, while in German passivization is also possible with certain intransitive verbs 

i.e. verbs that do not require a dative, genitive or prepositional object
87

 (Helbig and 

Buscha, 1999), e.g. klatschen ‘clap’ (81a), arbeiten ‘work’ (81b) or tanzen ‘dance’ etc. 

These constructions are also called impersonal passives. They are characterized by having 

the expletive pronoun es ‘it’ at the beginning of the clause; however, if the first position is 

already occupied by some other element, e.g. an adverb, it must be obligatorily omitted, 

see (81c). Note that the by-phrase can optionally be present, as demonstrated by (81d). 

 

(81) a. Es wurde am Montag im Theater geklatscht.  

  It became on Monday in the theatre clapped  

  ‘There was clapping in the theatre on Monday.‘ 
  

                                                 

87
 It is important to make this clarification, because in Helbig & Buscha (1999) verbs that 

subcategorize for a dative object - for example, helfen ’help’ -  are also classified as intransitive, 

simply because they do not require an accusative object. However, we would miss the real 

difference between English and German verbs if we regarded these verbs as intransitives, since 

help can be passivized in both languages, unlike intransitive dance or clap, whose German 

counterparts allow passivisation.  
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 b. Es wurde gestern in der Fabrik gearbeitet.  

  It became yesterday in the factory worked  

  ‘Somebody worked in the factory yesterday.’  
 

 c. Gestern wurde (*es) in der Fabrik gearbeitet. 

  yesterday became it in the factory worked 
 

 d. Es wurde gestern (von meinen Großeltern) getanzt. 

  it became yesterday from my grandparents danced 

  ‘My grandparents danced yesterday.’ 

  *It was danced yesterday (by my grandparents). 

 

This is not surprising at all under the present assumptions concerning passivization (as 

opposed to e.g. those that view it  as promoting the object to subject position), because all 

these verbs have an external argument and consequently, they can undergo passivization. 

The real question is why intransitive verbs do not passivize in English. In the following 

section, I am going to give a detailed analysis of such verbs and argue that actually they do 

allow passivization.  

Here, what requires further discussion is the issue of expletive subjects in German 

intransitive passive sentences. The status of es as a (quasi-) argument or an expletive can 

be tested straightforwardly in German, c.f. Haider (2001): expletive es occurs only in root 

contexts while argumental es appears in all contexts. In light of this, it can be determined 

that ‘weather-es’ is (quasi-) argumental, see (82a). And the same test also confirms the 

statement that the es of impersonal passives is not a (quasi-) argument, c.f. (82b): 

 

(82) a. dass es regnete 

  that it rained 
 

 b. dass (*es) getanzt wurde 

  that it danced became 

  

In Government and Binding Theory or the Minimalist Program, the presence of the dummy 

es is required by the Extended Projection Principle (EPP), which states that a clause must 

have a subject. According to É. Kiss (2002), besides the requirement (called EPP2) that 

one of the arguments of the predicate be subject-marked, the EPP also requires sentences 

to realize a predication relation, a requirement called EPP1. She also assumes that 
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“eventive verbs, and hence eventive sentences, have an event argument serving for 

spatiotemporal specification, typically represented by a variable bound by an invisible 

existential quantifier” (ibid, p.114).   

Consequently, there must be predication relationship between the expletive es and 

the predicate in German impersonal passives as well. I claim that the expletive subject 

spells out the event argument which I will refer to as argEVT. Its presence in the input is 

motivated semantically due to predication.    

It is adjacent to the root and follows it.  argEVT is normally spelled out along with 

the root, but when there is no other member of the predicate domain which can appear 

sentence-initially, it gets separated from the predicate and is realized by es. The reason for 

this is that the constraint which requires that the predicate domain not be preceded by some 

inflectional element would be otherwise violated. Also, the constraint which ensures 

thatargEVT is adjacent to the predicate is ranked lower. This is illustrated in table (83): 

 

(83) The expletive subject in German intransitive passives 

   Dpred*PI DpredPI argEVTF/A√ 

 a.      wurde gestern getanzt *(!)   

→ b. Es wurde gestern getanzt  * * 

 

Bear in mind that es has minimal root content as well. It can be used in various contexts, 

e.g. with weather verbs like es regnet (‘it rains’) or with raising verbs, e.g. es scheint, dass 

er müde ist (‘it seems that he is tired’). 

Reflexive predicates in German, as has been mentioned, do not allow passivization. 

This is unexpected, as most of these verbs do have an external argument, c. f. (84) and (85) 

below.  These reflexive predicates are reflexive-marked extrinsically with the reflexive 

anaphor sich, which can have different forms depending on the subject: mich is used with 

first person singular subjects, dich with second person singular, sich with third person 

singular (masculine, feminine and neutral) and third person plural, uns with first person 

plural and euch with second person plural. 

 

(84) a. Mein Nachbar wäscht sich jeden Tag. 

  my neighbour washes himself every day 
 



164 

 

 b. *Mein Nachbar wird von sich jeden Tag gewaschen
88

 

  

However, when we substitute the reflexive pronoun sich with another complement, for 

example a personal pronoun or a full noun phrase, the verb can be passivized.  

 

(85) a. Mein Nachbar wäscht es/  das Auto jeden Tag. 

  my neighbour washes it/  the car every day 
 

 b. Es/ das Auto wird von meinem Nachbarn jeden Tag gewaschen. 

  it/ the car becomes from my neighbour every day washed 

  ‘It/the car is washed by my neighbour every day.’ 

 

Csontos (2014) proposes that the SELF-anaphor spells out the reflexive feature ‘ρ’. In 

German it is realized by sich. Clearly, the difference between John wäscht sich and John 

wäscht das Auto is that the former contains the reflexive feature. Therefore, I assume that 

the ρ feature is incompatible with the passive feature and an input which contains both of 

them is uninterpretable. If it were interpretable, there should be a grammatical form which 

expresses it, which is, however, not the case. 

It is interesting that there is a so-called reflexive passive construction in French. 

This construction uses a non-reflexive verb reflexively and is formed with the reflexive 

pronoun se and a conjugated verb: 

 

(86) a. Ce poisson peut se manger cru. 

  this fish can itself eat raw 

  ‘This fish can be eaten raw.’ 
 

 b. La décision s’ est prise hier. 

  the decision itself is taken (=took) today 

  ‘The decision was made yesterday.’ 

 

Heidinger and Schäfer (2006) state that the external argument is suppressed but an implicit 

external argument is present in reflexive passives as well. These sentences can be 

                                                 

88
 Note that the English sentence *Jeff was shaved by himself (Harris, 1995) is also ungrammatical. 
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paraphrased with passive constructions involving the auxiliary être (‘be’) and the past 

participle - just like in English. Let us compare (86a), for instance, with (87): 

 

(87) Ce poisson peut être mangé cru. 

 this fish can be eaten raw 

 

The examples in (86a) and (87) have very similar meanings which may suggest that the 

passive feature and the reflexive feature are also similar semantically in these contexts. 

This may be a possible answer why these features are incompatible with each other. 

 Helbig and Buscha (1999) list other types of verbs which cannot undergo 

passivization, e.g. modal auxiliaries (können ‘can’, müssen ‘have to’ etc.), Mittelverben 

(‘middle verbs’) such as bekommen ‘get’, besitzen ‘own’,  enthalten ‘contain’, es gibt 

‘there is/are), verbs with infinitive without zu ‘to’, e.g. er sieht sie kommen (‘he sees her 

coming’), etc. The subject in sentences containing these verbs is not an external argument, 

i.e. they lack v; therefore, following Grimshaw (1990), we have to conclude that the 

subject is an internal argument licensed by the root. The reason why these verbs cannot be 

passivized is that an input containing the features √BESITZEN, for instance, and [pass] is 

uninterpretable. Note that the English equivalents of these verbs cannot be passivized 

either, which supports the conclusion that they are excluded on semantic grounds. 

 

 

5.6.2. Verbs allowing passivization in English 

It is often argued that the English passive construction involves the processes: subject 

demotion and object promotion, as in English only transitive verbs can passivize, i.e. verbs 

which have an internal argument, for example a theme, a patient, or in some cases an 

experiencer. We can account for the first property of the English passive saying that the 

passive morpheme can ‘substitute’ the subject, because it has a similar function to that of 

the light verb. However, the issue of object promotion is problematic. Note that there are 

passive constructions where no object is promoted. For example, in cases of verbs with 

clausal complements
89

: 

                                                 

89
 den Dikken (personal communication) questions this claim pointing out that there are analyses according 

to which (87) does involve object promotion, with it analysed as the deep object and the clause as a satellite. 
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(88) It was believed that he had committed the crime. 

 

It follows that the generalization is not that only verbs with an object can passivized but 

that specifically intransitive verbs do not allow passivization. The question that needs to be 

answered is why this should be the case? 

                                                                                                                                                    

Support from word order for this idea comes from the fact that the by-phrase must be ordered before the that-

clause (even when the clause is light and the by-phrase is heavy):  

 

(i) It was believed by everybody on the committee that he’d lied.  

 

Indeed, believe can take a pleonastic object, with an extraposed clause, especially when negative:  

 

(ii) I don’t believe it hat she could be so cruel. 

 

However, there are counterarguments which cast severe doubt on there being an ’object movement’ account 

of (88). First of all, there are verbs which behave just like believe in (88): 

 

(iii) It was hoped by everyone that they would win.  

(iv) It was thought by the police that no crime had been committed 

. 

However, they are unable to take a pleonastic ’deep object’, even when negative: 

  

(v)  *I didn’t hope it that they would win  

(vi) *I don’t think it that he’s dead.    

 

Secondly, it is not entirely clear that clauses can ever be ’light’. Heaviness is a complicated notion and it 

seems that it has both phonological and semantic aspects. Given that all clauses express propositions, this 

might be enough to make even short clauses heavy. In addition, there seems to be a general preference for PP 

arguments to precede clausal ones:  

 

(vii)   It seems to me that he died vs. *It seems that he died to me 

(viii) He seems to me to have died vs. *He seems to have died to me 

 

Therefore, not much evidence for the ’deep object’ status of the pronoun is given by this observation. In the 

examples above, it would be difficult to argue that the pleonastic it is an object and that the clause is an 

adjunct, especially as the subject can raise from the non-finite clause. Yet the PP > clause order is still 

apparent. 
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One possibility is to say that the input elements for it was danced are not 

interpretable in English and this is the reason why this construction can never surface. One 

way to realize this idea is to assume that there are two different passive features: in 

German there is an intransitive passive feature. English, on the other hand, has a transitive 

passive feature. This feature requires a transitive verb to be present in the input; otherwise, 

the input is uninterpretable. This is similar to the behavior of transitive verbs
90

, which 

require an object. If there is no complement, the sentence cannot be interpreted: 

 

(89) *They invited. / * Susan met. / * He saw. 

 

Although these passive features are not identical, they share some similarities. Both of 

them have a similar meaning, in that they both replace a specific external argument with a 

general one. This property of the passive feature is responsible for the fact that in both 

languages only verbs with an external argument can undergo passivization.  

The main problem with this analysis is that it violates the Universal Base 

Hypothesis (UBH), according to which all languages are the same in terms of their input 

properties. If we assumed that some languages make use of both of the intransitive and 

transitive passive features (e.g. German, Dutch or Turkish), while other languages utilize 

only the transitive passive feature (e.g. English or French), we would not be able to explain 

why only some languages have access to a specific feature. In other words, we would say 

that certain languages cannot express certain concepts. This is, however, the opposite of 

what the UBH claims. If this hypothesis is correct, it also leads us to the assumption that 

every concept in one language must have an equivalent in all others. If we want to 

maintain the UBH, we have to reject the idea that the input elements √DANCE [pass] 

([tense]), for instance, are uninterpretable in English but interpretable in German. 

Therefore, the transitive/intransitive passive feature analysis seems to be dubious as well. 

Obviously, *it was danced is ungrammatical in English, but just because this would 

be the word for word translation of the German es wurde getanzt, it does not necessarily 

mean that there is no other possible output for these elements in English. For instance, take 

the following sentence into consideration: 

 

                                                 

90
 To be more precise, the analogy can be drawn with transitive verbs where Unspecified Object Deletion is 

not possible. Consider verbs like eat, drink or read, which can easily omit their object.   
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(90) There was dancing. 

 

This sentence is extremely similar in meaning to the German ‘es wurde getanzt’. The 

semantic closeness between these two examples is suggestive that they may be related to 

the same input, but further evidence is required to confirm this claim. 

There is no doubt that the by-phrase in transitive passives is the realization of the 

external argument. Other by-phrases do not realize the external argument. In addition, in 

passives, the external arguement is only realized by a by-phrase. Therefore, there is a one-

to-one relationship between the passive by-phrase and the passive construction.  

One argument in favour of the idea that (90) represents a passive construction is 

that it can take a by-phrase: There was dancing by the guests.We only have to show that 

this by-phrase is a passive by-phrase. This is supported by the fact that the passive by-

phrase is restricted by the semantic selection properties of the verb: if the verb requires an 

agent external argument, the by-phrase will be interpreted as an agent (e.g. hit by Bill) and 

if the verb requires a recipient external argument, the by-phrase will be interpreted as a 

recipient (e.g. received by Bill). Those kinds of verbs which occur in the there...ing 

construction are all agentive and the by-phrases which accompany them are all interpreted 

as agents as well.       

If the input for (90) contains a passive feature, the question is what it is spelled out 

by. There are two possible items: there and the morpheme -ing. If we consider languages 

in which intransitive verbs can undergo passivization, we find that the passive element is 

aligned to the verb, which might suggest that the morpheme rather than the pleonastic 

subject would be a more probable option. Furthermore, Icelandic has intransitive passives 

which are very similar to the English construction in (90), in that they contain a pleonastic 

subject and a certain verb form:  

 

(91) það var dansað í stofunni
91

   

 there was danced in the living room 

 ‘There was dancing in the living room.’ 

 

                                                 

91
 This example was borrowed from Peter Sells (2005) 
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The main difference between this Icelandic construction and the English equivalent is that 

the verb form used in Icelandic is the same as the transitive passive and English uses a 

different form. In Dutch (92), Latin (93) and Turkish (94) the passive element is the same 

with intransitive and transitive verbs:  

 

(92) a. Er wordt door de jongens gefloten.  

  There becomes by the boys whistle-pass  

  ‘There is whistling by the boys.’  
 

 b. Mij haar werd gewassen. 

  My hair became wash-pass 

  ‘My hair was washed.’ 

  

(93) a. Saltatur.   b. Auditur   

  Dance-3.sg.-pass    Hear-3.sg.-pass   

  ‘There is dancing’    ‘He/she is heard’ 

 

(94) a. Burada çalış-ıl-ır.   b. Yap-ıl-mak 

  Here work-pass-present    Do-pass-inf 

  ‘People work here.’   ‘to be done’ 

 

Therefore, Icelandic patterns with these languages in this respect, but it patterns with 

English in terms of the presence of the pleonastic subject. 

Two conclusions can be reached from these observations. First, it is obviously not 

the case that in Icelandic the passive feature is realised by the pleonastic subject; the 

passive -en fulfils this role. Therefore, it is unlikely that the pleonastic is the spell out of 

this feature in English. Second, the Icelandic construction gives credence to the idea that 

the English construction is a passive, being a sort of ‘missing link’ between more obvious 

passive constructions and the English one.  

These observations lead us to the conclusion that the passive feature is realised as –

ing in English. However, this is possible only if the verb is intransitive, as examples with 

transitive verbs such as (95a) and (95b) are not acceptable:  

 

(95) a. *There was drinking by Adam. 
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 b. *There was writing by the secretary. 

 

Further evidence for the proposal that the passive feature is realized as –ing under certain 

circumstances is that there are some dialects of English where (96a) and (97a), which seem 

passive-like, are expressed alternatively as (96b) and (97b), respectively: 

 

(96) a. This car needs washing.  

 b. This car needs washed. 

 

(97) a. This car wants fixing. 

 b. This car wants fixed. 

 

Note also that (96a) and (97a) can be paraphrased as (98a) and (98b), respectively, 

supporting their passive-like status. 

 

(98) a. This car needs to be washed. 

 b. This car wants to be washed. 

 

Secondly, the presence of an implicit external argument in (96a), for instance, can be 

supported by the fact that it can licence a purpose clause:  

 

(99) This car needs washing to make it more presentable. 

 

I claim that in (90) dancing is a verb, so it does not pose a problem for the traditional view 

that the passive -en is an inflectional element, which does not change the grammatical 

category of the verb it is attached to. The main argument against the assumption that 

dancing is a verb is the fact that it can be modified with a determiner: 

 

(100) There was some dancing by the guests. 

 

However, to claim that (90) represents a verbal passive is not to deny that it can also 

represent a nominal construction at the same time. That is, I claim that it is structurally 

ambiguous, i.e. the same form is selected as optimal for two different inputs. When there is 
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a determiner – as in (100), then this is a nominal construction and is not related to the input 

in the passive. When there is no determiner, it may or may not be nominal. 

We have to bear in mind that under the present theory, there are no nouns and verbs 

in the input, only roots. A root takes on nominal and verbal characteristics depending on 

the context it is inserted into.  

The examples below support the claim that the construction in (90) can be verbal, 

as these clearly contain verbal passives. 

 

(101) a. There have been children killed in the battle. 

 b. (=Children have been killed in the battle.) 

 

(102) a. There were a lot of people wounded. 

 b. (=A lot of people were wounded.) 

 

(103) a. There will be houses destroyed by shell fire. 

 b. (=Houses will be destroyed by shell fire.) 

 

A possible objection to this would be to claim that these examples actually represent a kind 

of cleft construction, with the apparent subject of the clause in the cleft position and a 

relative clause modifying it: 

 

(104) There were children (who were) killed in the battle. 

 

To counter this argument, we need to consider the fact that the construction with the 

relative pronoun does not mean the same thing as the one without: 

 

(105) a. What was appalling was that there were children killed in the battle. 

 b. What was appalling was that there were children who were killed in the battle.
92

 

                                                 

92
 Interestingly, there is a striking similarity between English passive constructions with expletive 

there, such as (90), (103a), (104a) and (105a) on the one hand and German passive constructions 

with expletive es (‘it’) on the other. An expletive it can introduce passive sentences with both 

intransitive and transitive verbs provided the theme argument is indefinite: 
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(105a) claims that what was appalling is the fact that there were children killed in the 

battle, whereas (105b) claims that what was appalling is that there were children. Clearly, 

the second is an existential construction and the first is not. 

This brings us to the question of why the passive feature is spelled out as –n/-ed in 

one case and as -ing in the other. It seems that this obviously has to do with the presence or 

the absence of the internal argument: when it is present we get the standard passive -en, 

whereas when it is absent, we get the -ing realisation. Therefore, the difference between 

them is the environment in which they are inserted. Note that –ing in English is used for all 

sorts of purposes, e.g. progressive, gerund, adjectives, etc.  

As far as the constructions in (96a) and (97a) are concerned, I follow Hoeksema 

(1994), who argues that the modal verb need forms a complex predicate with the verb 

following it. The structure of (106), for instance, can be seen in (107). 

 

(106) The FBI need fear nobody. 

(107) S NP the FBIVP V V need V fear NP nobody   (Hoeksema, 1994, p. 155) 

 

                                                                                                                                                    

 a. Es wurden in der Küche Kuchen gebacken. 

  it became in the kitchen cakes baked 

  ‘There were cakes baked in the kitchen.’ 

 b. Es wird dem Lehrer geholfen.  

  it becomes to the teacher helped  

  ‘The teacher is helped.’  
 

 c. *Es wurde die Brücke im letzten Jahrhundert gebaut. 

  It became the bridge in the last century built 

  ‘The bridge was built in the last century.’ 
 

 d. Es wird gearbeitet. 

  It becomes worked 

  ‘Somebody works.’ 

Admittedly, we still need to account for the fact that as opposed to German, English does not use 

the English equivalent of es, i.e. ‘it’, in these contexts. I leave this question for further research. 
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Under this analysis, the lower argument is considered to be the argument of the complex 

predicate formed by need and fear and not the argument of the lower predicate. In this 

respect, fear does not have an internal argument and, consequently, neither does wash in 

(96a)
93

. This allows us to maintain the claim that the distribution of –ing is dependent on 

the absence of the internal argument (of the main verb). Note that the meaning of want in 

(97) has nothing to do with volition: it is closer to ‘need’ (or ‘require’). I conclude that this 

shared semantic property is responsible for their similar behaviour in (96) and (97).  

 Finally, there is a set of verbs which cannot undergo passivization in English (nor 

in German): psychological causatives, such as in Bill was frightened by the weather. It was 

argued that it is not an eventive passive construction, as opposed to Thunderstorms are 

feared by John (fear-type verbs) and John was frightened by Bill (agentive psychological 

causatives). Recall that while the last two types of verb involve v - a requirement for 

passivization - psychological causatives do not. 

 To sum, there is no difference between German and English as far as the set of 

verbs which allow passivization is concerned: the only condition is the presence of v. 

However, unlike in German, the passive feature is spelled out by distinct vocabulary items 

in English transitive and intransitive passive constructions.       

  

5.7. Conclusion 

It has been claimed that the same features are present in verbal and resultative passives in 

English and German. These features, however, occupy different positions, which is the 

result of the different rank order of the relevant constraints. Consequently, the realizations 

of these features also differ. In German verbal passives, the [proc] feature and the 

inflection are adjacent, and they are spelled out together by auxiliary werden, which is 

associated with [proc] in its vocabulary entry. When the [res] feature is also present, both 

of them are spelled out on the root, and the inflection is spelled out by the German 

equivalent of be, i.e. sein. In English, [proc] and [res] are always spelled out along with the 

root, which is the reason why English needs only one auxiliary.  

                                                 

93
 In the other dialect, no complex predicate is formed and thus this car in (95b) and (96b) is treated 

as the internal argument of the lower predicate. Consequently, -ed is selected to realize the passive 

feature.     
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The only requirement for passivization in English is the same as in German: the 

verb must have an external argument. Contrary to standard assumptions, it was proposed 

that English intransitive verbs can also be passivized. In this case, the implicit general 

external argument is realized by –ing. Reflexive verbs are exceptions due to the presence 

of the reflexive feature which blocks passivization.  
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Chapter 6. Summary and conclusions 

The aim of this chapter is to review the main contribution of the present dissertation to the 

development of the Syntax First model and the modifications that were made to the 

existing framework. Also I will recapitulate the most important aspects of the proposed 

analysis of passive constructions. 

In chapter 3, a more restricted definition of domains was offered. I claimed that all 

domains have a head that other domain members are dependent on, i.e. the root or v, which 

licenses the external argument. If this dependency head is absent, the domain is not 

defined. This decision captures the intuition that the other members of the passive domain 

(e.g. the inflectional element or the perfect feature), for instance, do not form a domain 

without the passive feature. Under the less restricted notion of a domain, however, the 

passive domain would be defined in the absence of the passive feature as well. This would 

be not only counterintuitive but also undesirable, because it was argued that the [proc] 

feature in German verbal passives is aligned to the passive domain only if the passive 

feature is present. 

I proposed a necessity-based definition for constraints which means that constraints 

which lack hosts are always violated, whereas constraints where targets are missing are 

always satisfied. Under ‘standard’ assumptions, it was irrelevant whether targets or hosts 

were absent: the relevant constraints were satisfied. The necessity-based constraints proved 

to be useful in the discussion of the German V2 phenomenon. 

 After decomposing predicates into roots and vs, I assumed that [arg1] is not the 

argument of the root. Thus it is not part of the argument domain either (DA), as it is not 

licensed by the root but by v. I suggested that [arg1] constitutes another argument domain 

(Da) of its own. 

 In the second half of chapter 3, I accounted for basic word order phenomena in 

English and German. While keeping the merits of Newson’s (2013) paper, I slightly 

modified his analysis. This was necessary, because that analysis did not deal with adjuncts 

which, however, also have an effect on word order in German. First of all, these 

assumptions made it clear that certain elements are not aligned to the argument domain but 

to the predicate domain containing arguments as well as adjuncts. For instance, the 

constraint √FDA was replaced by √FDpred. Secondly, in matrix sentences such as Er hat mit 

seinen Freunden in dem Zimmer Cola getrunken, it can be seen that the root wants to be 

closer to the end of the sentences than to the auxiliary. In terms of SFA, this means that the 
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constraint √FDpred must outrank [infl]A√, contrary to what Newson claims. Finally, in 

order to achieve the desired results, it was proposed that the constraint √PDI is violated if 

there is no member of the inflection domain that the root can precede, c.f. the necessity-

based constraints. 

Chapter 4 argued that the canonical order of arguments in German is [arg1]> [arg2] 

> [arg3] irrespective of whether they are nominal or pronominal. We considered such 

examples where the arguments have the same properties, i.e. none of them is topicalized, 

focussed or contrasted and they do not differ in terms of animacy either. In case of nominal 

arguments, the [arg2] >[arg3] order is reversed if the third argument is associated with the 

[animate] feature and the second argument has the [inanimate] feature due to the constraint 

which forces animate arguments to precede inanimate ones, i.e. [animate]P[inanimate]. I 

adopted Nagy’s (2013) claim that pronominal arguments are the realizations of the 

argument features. It was proposed that pronominal arguments are not sensitive to the 

constraint above, because these animacy features are aligned to roots and spelled out on 

them. This is guaranteed by the constraint [(in)animate]A√. 

Focussed elements are associated with the feature [new]. The observation that they 

appear towards the end of clauses was explained by the constraint [new]FDpred. Weak 

topics are assigned the [about] feature. They show up towards the left edge of sentences, 

which is ensured by the constraint [about]PDpred. This constraint, along with 

[animate]P[inanimate], is ranked below [arg1]PDA because they do not affect the position 

of the subject. Following Nagy (2013), it was claimed that contrastive elements are 

assigned the [contrast] features. As the constraint [contrast]PDpred is ranked lower than 

[new]FDpred, constrasitve foci, just like non-contrastive foci, are also placed as far to the 

right as possible. On the other hand, contrastive topics take a sentence-initial position, 

because the constraint [contrast]PDpred is ranked higher than [about]PDpred and [arg1]PDA. 

No extra constraint was needed to account for the fact that weak pronouns tend to 

appear towards the front of clauses.  The only assumption to be made was that weak 

pronouns are inherently assigned the [about] feature in the input.  

Lastly, two further constraints were introduced, namely [arg]A√n and √nFDA, to 

capture the observation that weak pronouns always precede topicalized nominal 

arguments- except for the subject - or to put it another way, topicalized nominal arguments 

follow pronouns, i.e. they appear towards the right edge of the argument domain. The 

ranking of the relevant constraints is repeated below: 
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(1) [new]FDpred > [contrast]PDpred > [arg1]PDA> [arg]A√n > √nFDA > [about]PDpred > 

[(in)animate] A √  > [animate]P[inanimate] > [arg2]PDA > [arg3]PDA 

 

Chapter 5 was devoted to passive constructions. I adopted Embick’s (2004) categorization 

of adjectival passives and made a distinction between verbal, resultative and stative 

passives. Following Bruening (2012), McIntyre (2013) and Gehrke (2014), I assumed that 

not only verbal passives but resultative passives also contain an implicit general external 

argument, which was referred to as [GEA]. My proposal was that such arguments, just like 

the overt external arguments, are licensed by a verbal element which was equated with the 

passive feature. The general external argument and the passive feature are spelled out 

together by the passive -en. This captures Jaeggli’s idea that the passive suffix is an 

argument which absorbs the external theta-role of the verb, at the same time capturing the 

more recent idea that the passive morpheme replaces the v associated with the external 

argument.  

Although v remains associated with the root in passive sentences as well, it is not its 

argument any more. It is replaced by the passive feature. Therefore, the members of the 

argument domain are [pass], the root, [arg2] and [arg3]. In verbal passives, if present, v 

follows the root and precedes [arg1] being realized by the preposition by in English and by 

von in German. I argued that the reason for the selection of these particular prepositions 

differs between the two languages: German selects the preposition associated with the least 

content to realise v and English by, while not being the minimal preposition, is associated 

with the v feature. 

In order to account for the sentence-initial position of [arg2] in passive sentences, no 

further constraint has to be introduced. The constraints √*PDA and √PDA are best satisfied 

if one member of the argument domain precedes the root. The ideal candidate is obviously 

[arg2]: bear in mind that the passive feature cannot meet this requirement, as it always 

follows the verb due to the higher ranked constraint which requires the passive feature to 

be the last element in the inflection domain as well as the constraints which ensure that the 

root is followed by an inflection, i.e. √*FDI > √FDI.  This analysis is compatible with 

Baker et al. (1989) and Baltin & Postal’s (1996) claim that the movement of the object to 

subject position in passive sentences is not motivated by case. 
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The fact that [arg1] and [GEA] are not mutually exclusive, i.e. in passives with by-

phrases, was accounted by the assumption that the former is specified, while the latter is 

more general. Thus, there is a whole-part relationship between them, just like between in 

the garage and in the corner in the sentence I put the box in the garage in the corner. 

Auxiliary selection in passives was also a major issue dealt with in the dissertation. 

The input of verbal passives and resultative passives includes the [proc] feature, while the 

main difference between them is that the input of the latter contains the [res] feature as 

well, which is responsible for their resultative interpretation. In English, these features are 

always spelled out on the root, which explains why there are not different auxiliaries in 

verbal and resultative passives. The inflection is spelled out by the auxiliary be, as 

discussed in Newson and Szécsényi (2012). 

The scenario in German, on the other hand, is more complex. When the [res] 

feature is absent, i.e. in verbal passives, the [proc] feature is adjacent to the inflection, 

which is guaranteed by the constraints [proc]PDpass and [proc]AI. [proc] and the inflection 

are spelled out by werden, because this item – similar to other dummy auxiliaries, e.g. have 

or be - has minimal root content but is also associated with a [proc] feature in its 

vocabulary entry. 

However, when both the [res] feature and the [proc] feature are present, i.e. in 

resultative passives, their arrangement is the same as in English: [res][proc]√. This order 

was captured by two high-ranked constraints, namely [proc]F/A[res] and [res]P/A√. When 

the [res] feature is missing, these constraints have no effect; therefore, the lower ranked 

constraints mentioned above will determine the position of the [proc] feature. In resultative 

passives, the inflection ‘stands alone’ and is realized by the German equivalent of be, i.e. 

sein. 

Despite sharing a lot of morphological similarities with verbal and resultative 

passives, stative passives differ from them. They are best analyzed as stative adjectives 

lacking an underlying event; consequently, their input contains no implicit general external 

argument and no v either. This also means that they cannot be regarded as passive 

constructions.  What –ed spells out is a feature which turns a stative root into a stative 

adjective. 

Moreover, it was shown that English and German do not differ with regard to the 

set of verbs which allow passivization. In both languages, verbs with an external argument 

can be passivized. While in German there is no difference between transitive and 
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intransitive verbs, English displays two different patterns: transitive verbs are followed by 

the regular passive morpheme, whereas intransitive verbs are followed by the passive 

morpheme ‘–ing’, e.g. in the sentence There was dancing. As has already been mentioned, 

the role of there in English impersonal passives is not properly understood yet. This 

requires further research. 

Finally, reflexive verbs, although most of them have an external argument, cannot 

undergo passivization. I argued that the reason for this is that the reflexive feature is 

incompatible with the passive feature, as their meanings are similar. 
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