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Abstract

Whether particular arguments are overtly realized in languages like English is not random.  A number of researchers have put forward sweeping generalizations in order to capture certain general tendencies.  In this paper, however, it is argued that these analyses underestimate the role of constructions, detailed lexical semantics and discourse factors. Given sufficient attention to these factors, the general tendencies, as well as productive classes of systematic exceptions, follow without additional grammatical stipulation. 

1. Introduction

There exist certain regularities in which arguments tend to be obligatorily expressed in languages like English.  A number of researchers have put forward some version of an Argument Realization Principle (ARP) in order to capture these tendencies.  In this paper, it is argued that analyses that invoke the ARP fail to account for open-ended classes of counterexamples.  On the other hand, attention to constructions, detailed lexical semantics and discourse factors allows us to account for the general tendencies and the productive and systematic classes of exceptions without unnecessary grammatical stipulation. 

The present approach to grammar takes speakers’ knowledge of language to consist of a network of learned pairings of form and function, or constructions.   Constructions are posited whenever there is evidence that speakers cannot predict some aspect of their form, function, or use from other knowledge of language (i.e., from other constructions already posited to exist).  

Constructional approaches make a strong commitment to ultimately try to account for every aspect of knowledge of language.  That is, the approach commits itself seriously to a criterion of descriptive adequacy.  At the same time, the type of constructional approach adopted here demands that motivation be sought for each construction that is posited. Motivation aims to explain why it is at least possible and at best natural that this particular form-meaning correspondence should exist in a given language.
  Motivation can be provided by, for example, appeal to constraints on acquisition, principles of grammaticalization, discourse demands, iconic principles or general principles of categorization.  The requirement that each construction must be motivated provides constructional approaches with explanatory adequacy. 

It is the centrality of the language-specific construction, assumed to be learned on the basis of positive input, that sets constructional approaches apart from traditional generative theories, which often recognize only the most general patterns, failing to account for systematic subregularities that exist.

2. The “Argument Realization Principle”

The following “Argument Realization Principle” has been proposed by a number of researchers:

(ARP) Argument Realization Principle: There must be one argument XP in the syntax to identify each subevent in the event structure template (Grimshaw and Vikner 1993; van Hout 1996; Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1998; Kaufmann and Wunderlich 1998; Wright and Levin 2000; Rappaport Hovav and Levin 2001).

The relevant subevents alluded to in the ARP include simple actions, causes and states as associated with the sort of decomposition familiar from Vendler (1967) and Dowty (1979), and provided in Table 1 below:

[x ACT<MANNER>]




(activity)

[x <STATE>]





(state)

[BECOME [x <STATE>]]




(achievement)

[[x ACT<MANNER>] CAUSE [BECOME [y <STATE>]]]
(accomplishment)

Table 1: Event Structure Templates (from Rappaport Hovav and Levin 1998: 108)

The ARP implies that at least one argument that is associated with each subevent in an event structure template must be syntactically expressed.  

While several classes of systematic exceptions to the ARP are demonstrated below, the principle does account for certain general tendencies.  One tendency is for theme arguments to be overtly expressed if a path of motion is predicated of them.  For example, the ARP has been invoked in order to account for the unacceptability of example 1a (Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1998).  The message that is intended in 1a is that of a caused change of location: an accomplishment in the Dowty/Vender classification. As illustrated in 1b, the analysis assumes that there are two independent subevents: the sweeping action and the motion of the dust onto the floor that is caused by the sweeping. The sweeping action is identified by the subject argument; the motion subevent demands that the theme argument (‘dust’) be overtly realized as well. That is, the ARP requires that both arguments in boldface in 1b be overtly expressed as they are in 1c.

1a. *Phil swept onto the floor (Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1998, example 39, pg. 120).

1b.  Phil ACT<swept>

      BECOME [dust <onto the floor>]

1c. Phil swept the dust onto the floor.

A second prediction of the ARP is that causative verbs should obligatorily express the argument that undergoes the change of state in all contexts, since the change of state subevent would have to correspond to some overt argument. That is, the decomposition of a causative expression such as The owl killed its prey is given in 2:

2.
The owl ACT <killed>


BECOME <prey killed>

The ARP stipulates that an argument must identify the second subevent designating a change of state, therefore the patient argument must be overtly expressed. This claim has been made explicitly by a number of researchers (Browne 1971; Brisson 1994; van Hout 1996: 5-7; Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1998; Ritter and Rosen 1998). The idea is supported by the illformedness of the following examples: 

3a.  *The owl killed.

b. *Chris broke.

Finally, the ARP has been interpreted by some as a biconditional: each subevent must be associated with one and only one syntactic argument. For example, verbs are claimed to be obligatorily transitive if and only if they designate complex events (Hovav Rappaport and Levin 1998).   According to this claim, verbs that designate single events should never be obligatorily transitive, modulo an independent constraint that all arguments must be recoverable.  As predicted, there are clear examples of single-event verbs that readily allow the omission of their second argument.  Well-known instances include drink, smoke, sing, bake, read (Fellbaum and Kegl 1989; see also Fillmore 1986).

3. Counterexamples to the ARP

The ARP initially may appear to be motivated by communicative demands.  It may at first seem that the need for semantic recoverability could be invoked to explain why each subevent must be represented in some way by an argument. However, the generalization must be relativized to English, since many languages allow any argument to be unexpressed as long as it represents given and non-focal information.  This is true for example in Russian, Korean, Chinese, Japanese, Hindi, Hungarian, Arabic, Thai, and Laos (e.g., Li and Thompson 1981; Huang 1984; Németh 2000).  For instance, both arguments can be omitted in Russian in the following conversation despite the fact that there are no arguments that correspond to either subevent of the change-of-state verb kill (see section 3.2 below):

Russian

Q: “Did Ivan buy a newspaper?”

A: Net,  ne kupil.


“No, (he) didn’t buy (it)”  

    
Q: Did you introduce Ivan to Masha?

     
A: da, predstavil.


    “Yes, (I) introduced (him) (to her)”
 (Franks1995)

Let us, however, concentrate on the extent to which the proposed constraints hold in English.  We will examine open-ended classes of counterexamples that violate the generalizations above. These exceptional cases lead us to consider constructional, detailed lexical semantic and discourse factors, and ultimately lead to a deeper understanding of the general tendencies that exist.

3.1.  Theme arguments need not uniformly be expressed despite overtly predicated paths
The existence of examples 4-9 casts doubt on the generality of the explanation of 1a repeated below:

1a. *Phil swept onto the floor (Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1998, example 39, pg. 120).

4. Margaret sneezed onto the computer screen.

5. Bill blew/cried into the paper bag.

6. Celia spit into the wind.

7.  The hopeful man ejaculated into the petri dish.

8. Sam pissed into the grass.

9. Pat vomited onto the front seat.

In each of examples 4-9 the theme argument is unexpressed despite the appearance of an overt directional. It is mucus which moves onto the computer screen, air that moves into the bag, spit that moves into the wind, and so on. These examples stand in direct contrast to the unacceptable example with sweep in 1a.  That is, the semantic decomposition of 4, given in 4b, is isomorphic with that of 1b because both entail the caused motion of a theme to a location. Yet the possibilities of argument realization are distinct.  

4b: Pat ACT<sneeze>

      BECOME [mucus <onto the computer screen>]

It may be observed that sneeze and the other verbs in 4-9 are often classified as intransitive. However, this fact is not particularly relevant since the principles of argument realization must apply to the semantic decompositions of propositions, not the semantics of verbs in isolation. The propositions expressed in 4-9 clearly involve two participants: there is an unexpressed theme argument that is caused to move to the location designated by the overt prepositional phrase.  In fact, the verbs in examples 4-9 can optionally appear transitively: 


4’. Margaret sneezed mucus onto the computer screen.

5’. Bill blew air into the paper bag.


6’. Celia spit saliva into the wind.

 
7’. The hopeful man ejaculated his sperm into the petri dish.


8’. Sam pissed urine into the grass.

               9’. Pat vomited her lunch onto the front seat.

To summarize, the ARP would seem to require the overt expression of the theme argument in expressions that entail a caused change of location, and yet as we saw in 4-9, the theme argument is at least optionally unexpressed in many cases.

In many of the acceptable examples 4-9, the verb semantically incorporates the theme argument, in the sense that the theme's existence and motion is entailed by the verb (cf. blow, spit, piss). The examples nonetheless stand as counterexamples to the Argument Realization Principle, since the principle is supposed to explain the syntactic realization of arguments.

It might be argued that the semantics is directly reflected in the syntax, and that a direct object is syntactically incorporated into the verb in the examples in 4-9.  The Argument Realization principle could thus be claimed to really be a constraint on a level of underlying representation. This type of account might garner support from the fact that the verbs in certain of the examples (e.g. 6,8) are morphologically related to corresponding nominal forms (spit, piss). However, the felicity of other examples (e.g. 4,5) undermines such an account since the verbs sneeze and blow do not have nominal morphological counterparts corresponding to their respective emissions.

A proponent of a syntactic incorporation account might try to counter that sneeze and blow are actually derived from nouns, and that there is a morphological gap in that the nouns cannot be realized in bare form (cf. related proposals in Lakoff 1965; Hale and Keyser 1993).  However, such an account would still have to explain the difference between sweep in 1a and the examples in 4-9. What is the independent evidence that would lead one to conclude that verbs in 4-9 are, despite all appearances, derived from nouns while sweep is not?  Without such evidence the proposal can be seen to be ad hoc.

Perhaps most fatal to an incorporation proposal is the fact that the theme arguments cannot be said to be semantically incorporated into the meanings of the verbs in all of the cases. Notice that it is quite possible to cry without tears and to sneeze expelling only air. The existence of the relevant theme argument is not entailed by the semantics of these verbs. Thus the syntactic incorporation account is not viable for these cases. Therefore, it must be concluded that semantic decomposition does not itself directly determine argument realization: the Argument Realization Principle cannot be correct as it stands.

The Argument Realization Principle is further undermined by the fact that verbs of bodily emission are not the only class of verbs that can appear without an overt theme argument, despite an overt directional phrase.  Verbs of contribution, which happen to involve verbs that are intuitively more lexically transitive than verbs of bodily emission, pattern the same way.  Note that the understood theme argument in 10a, (the contribution), is not overtly expressed despite the fact that the sentence entails its existence (see 10b): 
10a. Pat contributed to the Leukemia Foundation.

10b.# Pat contributed to the Leukemia Foundation, but there was nothing she contributed.
Verbs of contribution seem to generally behave like contribute.  For example, the verb donate is able to appear in this construction as well:

11. She donated to the Leukemia Foundation.
The verb give normally requires the presence of a theme argument:

12. *She gave to the girl.

However, when give is used with a meaning like that of contribute or donate, it too can appear without an overt theme argument:

13. She gave to the Leukemia Foundation.

To summarize, we have seen that verbs that can be construed as verbs of bodily emission and verbs of contribution can readily appear without their theme argument expressed, even when an overt path is predicated of it. We return to offer a motivated account of examples such as those in 4-13 in section 5.  The following two sections outline additional classes of counterexamples to the ARP.

3.2. Patient argument of causative verbs need not always be overtly expressed

Recall that the ARP predicts that causative events, which have two subevents, should necessarily always have two overt arguments.  We see below, however, that causative verbs often actually allow patient arguments to be omitted under certain discourse conditions. The following examples illustrate this phenomenon:

14.
a. The chef-in-training chopped and diced all afternoon.

  
b. Owls only kill at night.

   
c. The famous lecturer always aimed to dazzle/please/disappoint/impress/charm.

  
d. Pat gave and gave, but Chris just took and took.

   
e. These revolutionary new brooms sweep cleaner than ever (Aarts 1995: 85)

   
f. The kindergartener cut in straight lines.

Clearly each of the examples in 14a-f retains its change of state meaning.  Example 14a designates a scene in which something was chopped and diced, thus undergoing a change of state. Example 14b designates a scene in which owls cause some unspecified animals to die; 14c involves various psychological causative predicates; in 14d, Pat causes something to be given to Chris; 14e involves an overt result phrase, and in 14f some unspecified paper is caused to be cut.  We return to offer an account of this type of exception in section 6.  The following section observes a final set of counterexamples to the ARP.

3.3 Some simple events are obligatorily transitive

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1998) and Wright and Levin (2000) adopt the ARP as a biconditional: there may be no more obligatory arguments than there are subevents. Their argument rests on a single class of simple event verbs: verbs of surface contact.  They argue that verbs of surface contact are never obligatorily transitive, as long as the omitted argument is semantically recoverable. However, there is at least one subclass of verbs of surface contact that systematically resists object omission. Consider the examples below involving the verbs of surface contact, pet, stroke, and caress:

15. Context: Pat observes Chris petting a cat.

Chris pet *(her) yesterday, too.

16. Context: Chris approaches a cat that is known to bite.

You’d better not stroke *(it)!

17. Context: Pat and Bob were very affectionate at the restaurant.  
They caressed *(each other) throughout the meal.

The contexts above make each of the omitted arguments semantically recoverable, and yet the second argument is nonetheless obligatorily expressed.  If we consider other verbs that are stative or activities, and therefore according to the decompositions in Table 1 involve only a single event, we find other counterexamples including the following:

18. *She drafted.

b. *She imbibed.

c. *She sautéed.

To summarize, we have seen several classes of counterexamples to the broad claim that each subevent must be “identified” by exactly one argument (the Argument Realization Principle).  The principle was proposed on the basis of English data, but many languages, including Russian, Korean, Chinese, Japanese, Hindi, Hungarian, Arabic, Thai, and Laos routinely allow arguments to be omitted where English does not.  Therefore the ARP must be parameterized in some way to account for these differences.  Moreover, even in English, we have seen instances in which the motion subevent is not necessarily identified by an overt argument, instances in which a causal subevent is not necessarily identified by an overt argument, and instances in which there are two obligatory arguments despite there being only one event.  

4. Constructional Approach

What are the empirical generalizations?   There appear to be two fairly robust generalizations as outlined in section 2. In English:

(I)  If motion is predicated of a theme argument, the theme argument is generally overtly expressed. 

(II) If a change of state is predicated of a patient argument, the patient argument is generally overtly expressed. 

We return to account for the exceptions to these tendencies in sections 5-7, but the question we address first is, how can we motivate these empirical generalizations that the ARP was intended to capture? 

There is a growing recognition that it is important to recognize a distinction between the frame semantics associated with a verb and the set of phrasal patterns or argument structure constructions that are available for expressing clauses (Gleitman et al. 1995; Goldberg 1992, 1995, to appear; Hovav and Levin 1998; Iwata 2000; Jackendoff 1997, 2002; Kay Ms-2001; Pinker 1994). Let us take it as a working assumption that the overt expression of arguments is determined by two interacting factors:  lexical semantics and constructions.  As noted in the introduction, constructions are conventional pairings of form and function.

Constructions that capture argument structure generalizations, like lexical predicates, have semantic roles associated with them; following Goldberg (1995), these are termed argument roles and correspond roughly to traditional thematic roles such as agent, patient, instrument, source, theme, location, etc.  The role labels are only intended as shorthand to capture the semantic properties associated with slots in an argument structure construction.  Because they are defined in terms of the semantic requirements of particular constructions, argument roles in this framework are more specific and numerous than traditional thematic roles.  

Only certain argument roles are considered “profiled” or particularly discourse-prominent.
  In the case of simple English clauses, only roles that are realized as subject, direct object, or the second object in ditransitives are considered profiled.  These are the same grammatical relations that receive a special status in most theories as the set of “terms” which correspond to “core,” “nuclear” or “direct” arguments.  Roles encoded by the subject, object or second object grammatical relations have a high degree of discourse prominence, typically being either topical or focal in the discourse (see Keenan 1976, 1984; Comrie 1984; Fillmore 1977, Langacker 1987 for arguments to this effect.).

Argument roles capture generalizations over individual verbs’ participant roles. That is, each verb is assumed to be conventionally associated with a certain number of participant roles.   Only a subset of those roles, namely those roles that are lexically profiled, are obligatorily expressed, or if unexpressed receive a definite interpretation.
   Lexical profiling, parallel to argument profiling, is designed to indicate which participant roles associated with a verb’s meaning are obligatorily accessed, function as focal points within the scene, and achieve a special degree of prominence. Fillmore (1977) similarly notes that certain participant roles are obligatorily “brought into perspective” achieving a certain degree of “salience.”   The notion of lexical profiling is intended to be a semantic one: it is a stable aspect of a word’s meaning, and can differentiate the meaning difference between lexical items—cf. buy vs sell (Fillmore 1977) or rob vs steal (Goldberg 1995).   Certain types of argument roles are inherently more likely than others to be profiled and therefore obligatorily expressed.   For example, animate roles are generally more salient and central to the scene being expressed than place or location roles (Clark 1978; Goldberg 1995).

To summarize:

(A) Participant roles: roles associated with a sense of a verb

E.g., sneeze has one participant role, the sneezer; kick has two participant roles, the kicker and the kickee.

►Profiled participant roles: a subset of participant roles that are normally obligatorily expressed or receive a definite interpretation in a language like English.

E.g., the sneezer role of sneeze is profiled; the kicker kick is also profiled but the kickee role is not since the kickee role is not obligatory (The dancer kicked high).

(B) Argument roles: roles associated with an argument structure construction

E.g., the agent, theme, recipient roles of the ditransitive construction or the cause, theme, path/location roles of the caused motion construction

     ► Profiled argument roles:  roles of a construction that appear as subject, object or the second object of ditransitives, i.e., as particularly discourse-prominent grammatical relations.

A participant role of the verb must be “fused” with am argument role of a construction in order for to be overtly expressed.
  Fusion can be considered a type of unification in that the constraints on both roles must be simultaneously met by the argument instantiating the two roles.

Two principles constrain the ways in which the participant roles of a verb and the argument roles of a construction can be put into correspondence or fused: the Semantic Coherence Principle and the Correspondence Principle, as stated in (C) and (D) below:

(C) The Semantic Coherence principle: the participant role of the verb and the argument role of the construction must be semantically compatible.  In particular, the more specific participant role of the verb must be construable as an instance of the more general argument role.  General categorization processes are responsible for this categorization task and it is always operative.

(D) The Correspondence Principle: the semantically salient profiled participant roles are encoded by grammatical relations that provide them a sufficient degree of discourse prominence: i.e., by profiled argument roles. An exception arises if a verb has three profiled roles; in this case, one can be represented by an unprofiled argument role (and realized as an oblique argument).   The Correspondence Principle can be overridden by specifications of particular constructions.

The Correspondence Principle ensures that lexical semantics and discourse pragmatics are in general aligned.  In particular, it requires that profiled participant roles are encoded by grammatical relations that provide them a sufficient degree of discourse prominence. The intuition is that the participants that are highly relevant to a verb’s meaning are likely to be the ones that are relevant or important to the discourse, since this particular verb was chosen from among other lexical alternatives. 

Importantly, the Correspondence Principle is a default principle.  Certain constructions can specifically override it in various ways.  For example, constructions can increase the prominence of an argument (e.g., Topicalization, Cleft constructions), and constructions can also deemphasize a particular argument.  The constructions that are to be the focus of sections 5-8 are instances of the latter type, involving the deemphasis of what is normally a profiled participant role.

These definitions and principles are not ad hoc in the sense that they were designed to account for the interactions of verbs with a number of different constructions including the ditransitive, the resultative (intransitive and transitive), the “locative” alternation and the caused-motion constructions (intransitive and transitive) (see Goldberg 1995, 2002).

With these basic definitions and principles in mind, we can account for the general tendencies in (I) and (II), repeated below, without any grammatical stipulation whatsoever. 

(I) If motion is predicated of a theme argument, the theme argument is generally overtly expressed. 

(II) If a change of state is predicated of a patient argument, the patient argument is generally overtly expressed.
The theme argument of a change of location predication and a patient argument of a change of state predicate are normally profiled: that is, they are central participants within the scene and are obligatorily accessed for the semantic representation of the scene. One typically does not assert that a participant changes state or location unless one wishes to discuss or draw attention to that participant.  If the argument is an inherent argument of the verb, then it is a profiled participant role.  The default Correspondence Principle insures profiled participants will be overtly expressed in languages like English.
 Thus the semantics of change-of-state and change-of-location predications together with the Correspondence Principle accounts for the generalizations in (I) and (II) straightforwardly.

Because the Correspondence Principle is a default principle, we expect there to be other constructions which explicitly serve to allow for particular contexts in which a theme or patient argument is intended to be deemphasized in the discourse.  The following two sections propose and motivate two such constructions, the Implicit Theme Construction and the Deprofiled Object Construction. These constructions are argued to account for the type of exceptions we saw to (I) and (II) in sections 3.1 and 3.2. 

5. The Implicit Theme Construction

In this section we account for facts discussed in section 3.1. Recall that verbs of bodily emission and contribution can appear without an overtly expressed theme argument, violating the tendency in (I). These facts can naturally be accounted for by recognizing the existence of a particular grammaticalized construction in the grammar of English: the Implicit Theme Construction. The identity of the theme argument is semantically recoverable by an inference (or in some cases an entailment) based on the meaning of the verb.  The construction conventionally appears only with certain classes of verbs: verbs of bodily emission and verbs of contribution. Sweep does not occur in this construction because it cannot be construed as falling into either of these two classes (recall *Pat swept onto the floor). 

The construction can be represented as follows:

Semantics:
CAUSE-MOTION (   source

theme

direction)


 
     |

  
|

   

         

         PREDbodily emission, contribution
(





)

Syntax:



      Subj
  

  Ø     

Oblique

Figure 1:  The Implicit Theme Construction

The top line of Figure 1 represents the semantics of the construction: the caused motion of a theme from a source in a particular direction. Figure 1 also specifies the way the semantic arguments are overtly realized syntactically: the source argument is linked with the subject, the location/direction argument is linked with an oblique argument, and the theme argument is unexpressed.  “PRED” represents a variable over verb meaning.  In Figure 1 it is subscripted with the particular verb classes that can appear in this construction.  Lines between argument roles and participant roles of the verb are of two types: solid lines indicate that the construction’s argument role must be fused with a participant role of the verb; dashed lines indicate that the argument role may be fused with a participant role of the verb but may alternatively be contributed solely by the construction.

Meaningful differences between individual expressions can be attributed to differences in lexical items. For example, blow, as a verb of bodily emission, requires that the person blowing be agentive; sneeze only requires that the person sneezing be a source.  These facts are captured since each argument must satisfy both the argument role of the construction and the participant role of the verb.  The agentivity of blow comes from the verb; the construction only demands a source role.

A few examples may be useful. In the case of verbs of contribution, the combination of verb and construction is as follows:

Semantics:
CAUSE-MOTION (
source

theme

direction)


  
    |


    |

   

         

contribute
 (
contributor
 contribution
goal

)
Syntax:



 
 Subj

(

 Oblique

Figure 3:  The Implicit Theme Construction with contribute

In this case, a participant role of the verb is fused with each one of the argument roles of the construction. In accord with the Principle of Semantic Coherence, the contributor role is fused with the source role since the contributor can be construed as a type of source; similarly the contribution role is fused with the theme, and the goal role is fused with the direction, since the first can in both cases be construed as an instance of the second.  The construction ensures that the theme/contribution role is not overtly expressed.  

In the case of verbs of bodily emission such as sneeze, the single profiled sneezer participant is fused with the source argument of the construction. The implicit theme argument and the overt directional are contributed by the construction to yield examples such as, Margaret sneezed onto the computer screen, as represented in Figure 2.

Semantics
CAUSE-MOTION (
source

theme

direction)


   
   |


    |

   

         



sneeze

 (
 sneezer




)
Syntax:




Subj

(

 Oblique

Figure 2:  The Implicit Theme Construction with sneeze

Because sneeze must be used as a verb of bodily emission in order to appear in this construction, the implicit theme argument must be some type of bodily emission, and not some external object such as a napkin.  That is 12a is not an available interpretation for 12b:

19a. Pat sneezed the napkin onto the floor.ǂ
19b. Pat sneezed onto the floor.

It might be suggested that all of the examples cited in section 3.1 should be accounted for by specifying separate special lexical entries for each of the verbs involved, instead of positing a construction. For example, contribute might quite plausibly have the following entry directly: < contributor (contribution) goal >, where the theme argument is stipulated to be optional.  The examples would still be exceptions to the Argument Realization Principle, but this move would limit the exceptions to a closed class of lexical exceptions. Arguing against such an approach is the fact that positing additional verb senses fails to account for the generalization within and across verb classes. That is, stipulating additional lexical entries would not capture the fact that all verbs of bodily emission act alike nor the fact that there are strong parallels between the class of verbs of bodily emission and the class of verbs of contribution.  Lexical stipulation also fails to capture the open-ended nature of the examples. Any verb that can be construed as a verb of bodily emission or contribution can appear without the theme overtly expressed. For example, spray can appear in this construction as long as it is used as a verb of bodily emission as in 13:

20. The skunk sprayed into the bush.

By recognizing the construction as a generalization over many different verb uses, we are in a position to ask what the motivation for the construction might be.  This question is addressed in the following section.

5.1. Motivating the Implicit Theme Construction
As noted in the introduction, it is necessary to motivate the construction if we wish it to be explanatory. There seem to be two factors involved in motivating the Implicit Theme Construction. Semantic recoverability is clearly a necessary condition on argument omission (cf. Rice 1988; Fellbaum and Kegl 1989; Resnik 1993; Cote 1996; Lambrecht and Lemoine 1998; Goldberg 2000).  Speakers will simply not be understood if they refer to unexpressed arguments that are not recoverable in context. The unexpressed theme argument is semantically recoverable for both verbs of bodily emission and verbs of contribution. At the same time, semantic recoverability is not a sufficient constraint.  The theme argument of sweep in 1a, namely dust, is also recoverable and yet this example is categorically unacceptable.  

A second motivating factor that may have led to the grammaticalization of the construction for these particular verb classes involves concerns about politeness. As the reader is no doubt already aware, many of the examples that have been cited describe scenes that are often not discussed in polite company.  The more explicit the description, the less polite it is. While the verbs involved often name the same process, the nominal counterpart is even more taboo because nouns are more “imagable” than verbs (Gentner 1978).  Contrast the following:

21a. He spit into the wind.

b.His spit flew into the wind.

22a. 
   He pissed into the gym bag.

b.      His piss went into the gym bag.

The b sentences much more vividly describe the taboo theme (spit, piss). Thus there is a pragmatic motivation to leave the theme argument unspecified. It is clear that unexpressed theme arguments associated with blow or cry (i.e., air or tears) are not taboo, and there is no reason to avoid mentioning them.  It is because these verbs fall into the class of verbs of bodily emission, and because bodily emission are generally awkward to discuss, that the verb is licensed to be used in this way.

Supporting the idea that concerns of politeness may motivate the existence of the construction is the fact that the appearance of verbs of contribution can be motivated in the same way. In our society, it is often not tactful to mention money or the amount of money contributed.  In many contexts, example 23a, while fully grammatical, may be considered uncouth as compared with 23b:

23a. She contributed $1000 to the Leukemia Foundation.

b. She contributed to the Leukemia Foundation.

The construction allows a means of making implicit an argument that would be indiscreet to mention. The proposed motivation, concerning semantic recoverability and politeness, has the status of a hypothesis about the metagrammar: it is proposed to explain why it is natural for such a construction to exist. By taking into account language's function as a venue for communication in a culture, we are able to motivate the somewhat marked formal expression of a particular construction. The motivation is not itself part of the construction.  Although the construction’s existence may be motivated by concerns of politeness and recoverability, speakers need to learn that it is available and which classes of verbs can appear in it. Therefore, the present proposal is to recognize the Implicit Theme Construction as a grammaticalized construction in the grammar.

6. The deprofiled object construction:  omission under low discourse prominence 

In this section, we account for the examples14a-f in 3.2 (e.g., Owls only kill at night). As noted above, the semantic requirement of recoverability must be satisfied, and as expected it is in each of the examples in 14a-f of section 3.2. A further discourse condition is necessary to license the object omission in this type of example:

Principle of Omission under Low Discourse Prominence: 

Omission of the patient argument is possible when the patient argument is construed to be deemphasized in the discourse vis à vis the action.  That is, omission is possible when the patient argument is not topical (or focal) in the discourse, and the action is particularly emphasized (via repetition, strong affective stance, contrastive focus, etc.). (Goldberg 2000)

The definition of focus assumed in the characterization above is a traditional one. Halliday (1967:204), for example writes “Information focus is one kind of emphasis, that whereby the speaker marks out a part  (which may be the whole) of a message block as that which he wishes to be interpreted as informative." Similarly Lambrecht (1994: 218) defines the focus relation as relating “the pragmatically non-recoverable to the recoverable component of a proposition and thereby creates a new state of information in the mind of the addressee.” Cross-linguistically, focal elements must be expressed.  This follows from the fact that they are not predictable: they must be expressed in order to be identified.

A sentence topic can be defined as a “matter of [already established] current interest which a statement is about and with respect to which a proposition is to be interpreted as relevant” (Lambrecht 1994: 119; see also Gundel 1988:210). It follows from this definition that topicality should be recognized as a matter of degree: a proposition can be about and relevant to an argument to more or less extent.   As a very weak necessary condition on topicality, we can use the criterion of anaphoricity.  Arguments that are at all topical should be available for subsequent anaphoric reference, since they are by definition elements that are relevant to the discourse.  As predicted, since the omitted arguments are by hypothesis non-topical, they do not provide possible discourse antecedents(see Goldberg 2000 for details): 

24. The owl only kills at night. *It is easier to catch then.

25.  The chef chopped and diced all day.  *It was put into a large bowl.

Emphasis in the principle above is intended as a cover term for several different ways in which an action is construed to be especially prominent in the discourse.  These include the following:

26.  Pat gave and gave but Chris just took and took.



Repeated Action

27.  Owls only kill at night.





Generic action

29. She picked up her carving knife and began to chop. 


Narrow focus

30. Why would they give this creep a light prison term!?  He murdered!

Strong Affective Stance

31. “She stole but she could not rob.” (Beatles:  She came in through the Bathroom Window) Contrastive 

Focus

Languages differ in their grammatical possibilities for argument omission.  Again, no languages allow focal elements to be omitted.  In many languages including Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Hindi, Hungarian and Laos any given, non-focal argument can be omitted.  In English, with a few lexical exceptions (cf. Fillmore 1986), all topical arguments must be expressed.  However what we have seen in this section is that if the action is particularly emphasized (by repetition, contrast, etc.), it is possible to omit arguments that are both predictable (non-focal) and non-relevant (non-topical) in English. This combination of discourse and syntactic characteristics can be represented by the following construction, which is labeled, the Deprofiled Object Construction (DOC).  

Prag:
P

(….     pat/theme





)


(emphasized)

(deemphasized: non-topical, non-focal)

 Pred

(…      patient/theme




)

Syn:
V

Subj
   (

Figure 4.  The Deprofiled Object Construction (DOC)

The top line in Figure 4 captures the pragmatic constraints on the construction.  In particular, the predicate is emphasized (indicated by the underlined and boldface P), and the patient or theme profiled participant role is deemphasized in being both non-topical and non-focal.  The fact that the theme or patient argument is omitted syntactically is captured by the “(”. 

6.1. Motivation for the Deprofiled Object Construction
Motivation for the construction comes from the fact that it is not necessary to mention non-focal, non-topical arguments since they are predictable and non-relevant in the discourse.  Following Grice’s maxim of Quantity (second half) to “say no more than is necessary” there is motivation to leave these particular arguments out.  

Moreover, the fact that the predicate must be emphasized in some way indicates that the construction may be further motivated by a different kind of quantity generalization.  There appears to be some kind of trade-off in just how much information is expressed by the object vs the predicate.  That is, the object seems to be more likely to be deemphasized to the point of being omissible when the predicate is emphasized.  Precedent for this general type of trade-off exists. For example, Brown (forthcoming) finds that in Tzeltal, semantically “heavier” verbs are more likely to allow object omission; for example, k’ux “eat mush stuff” allows object omission more readily than tun “eat (anything).” Cacoullous and Hernandez (1999) likewise document the use of Mexican Spanish le as an intensifier, which they describe as emphasizing the verb by deemphasizing the object argument.  
Other generalizations about how much is naturally expressed in a given clause have been proposed previously (Givón 1975; Chafe 1987; DuBois 1987).
  These precedents make the generalizations about the DOC more natural or motivated.

We have accounted for instances in which an argument that the ARP predicts should necessarily be expressed is in fact omitted. In the following section we address the converse phenomenon: arguments that the ARP predicts should be omissible without special context, but which are nonetheless obligatory (except as expected under the discourse conditions captured by the DOC construction of this section).

7. Accounting for drink-type verbs

In this section we address the question of why a certain class of normally transitive verbs readily appear intransitively.  These verbs include drink, smoke, sing, and write.  The ARP predicts that they should be optionally intransitive and in fact they are. Notice that discourse constraints described in the previous section do not need to hold in order for these verbs to appear intransitively.  The action need not be emphasized; it is possible to say for example, Pat drank today, if only a single instance of drinking occurred and there is no other type of contextual emphasis.  

Interestingly, the same set of verbs occurs frequently in a context that does fall within the purvue of the DOC construction, namely: in generic contexts with a habitual interpretation: e.g., Pat drinks; Pat smokes; Chris sings; Sam writes.  The frequent appearance of the verbs in this context has apparently led to the grammaticalization of a lexical option for these verbs, whereby they could appear intransitively in less constrained contexts.  That is, if a verb appears frequently in a particular discourse context, which generally allows the omission of the non-subject argument, the omission may over time become a conventional or grammaticalized option for that verb, through a process of reanalysis. Listeners reanalyze the frequently encountered intransitive use of the verb as a lexical option instead of as being licensed by the particular discourse context via the DOC construction.
 More specifically, while the verb drink clearly has two participant roles, the drinker and the liquid, the liquid role is not profiled and thus can be omitted. Supporting the idea that the high frequency of these verbs was crucial to their historical reanalysis is the fact that verbs which are near synonyms but which have lower frequencies, do not readily allow object omission:

26. Pat drank/#imbibed last night.

27. Pat read/#perused last night.

28. Pat wrote/#drafted last night.

Low frequency verbs such as imbibe, peruse and draft do not appear frequently in the DOC context since they do not have very high overall frequency.  Thus their possible, but rare appearance in the DOC context has not enabled a reanalysis to occur in which the intransitive use is understood to be a lexical option. Thus recognizing the Deprofiled Object Construction can motivate both currently productive cases and also lexicalized “idiosyncratic” cases.  The failure of the verbs such as imbibe, peruse, and draft to appear intransitively is unexpected, on the other hand, by an account that claims that any single-event verb should be able to appear intransitively.   

Other obligatorily transitive verbs with simple event structure directly contradict the predictions of the ARP. These include the verbs of surface contact mentioned in section 3.3: pet, stroke, and caress.  The transitivity of these particular verbs can be motivated by their lexical semantics: we normally pet, stroke, or caress animate beings.  Animate participants are typically prominent in the discourse (cf. Clark 1978; Goldberg 1995).  That is, animate participant roles tend to be profiled, and therefore normally need to be expressed in languages like English that require the expression of profiled participants.

Of course, in the special discourse context captured by the DOC construction, they can, as expected, be made less prominent, and therefore omitted: 

29. The devoted zoo-keeper patted and stroked all day.

30. The well-trained masseuse always caressed with a firm hand.

Since profiled status is taken to be lexically determined, we expect there to be still other transitive verbs with simple event structure.  And in fact other exceptions are not hard to come by.  For example, single-event statives including like, hate, weigh, cost are all obligatorily 2-argument verbs,

7. Conclusion

The Argument Realization Principle has claimed that each subevent must be “identified” by exactly one overt argument.  However, we have observed that this is blatantly contradicted by many languages in which no overt arguments are strictly obligatory.  Moreover, even in English, the proposal is counterexplified by examples in which a motion subevent is not necessarily identified (section 3.1) and instances in which a causal subevent is not necessarily identified (section 3.2).  Moreover there are clear instances of verbs with two obligatory arguments despite having only one subevent (section 3).

The accurate empirical generalizations are these:

In English, 

I. the theme argument is generally expressed if a path is predicated of it, 

II. the patient argument is generally expressed if a change of state is predicated of it.  

These general tendencies were argued to follow from the nature of profiling and the Correspondence Principle: arguments that are particular prominent are normally obligatorily expressed; moreover, they are normally expressed by certain “core” grammatical relations.

Two classes of exceptions to these general tendencies were identified, and independently motivated constructions were posited to capture their systematic nature.  Exceptions to the idea that a theme argument is necessarily expressed if a path is predicated of it were captured by the Implicit Theme Construction; this construction was motivated by both the fact the theme argument is readily recoverable for certain types of verbs as well as concerns of politeness.  Exceptions to the second tendency were captured by the Deprofiled Object Construction; this construction was motivated by the existence of contexts in which the patient argument is particularly non-prominent in the discourse vis a vis the action.

Cross-linguistic differences are captured in two ways.  First, the status of profiled participant roles differs cross-linguistically.  While in English profiled participants are necessarily expressed unless a specific construction serves to deemphasize them, in many if not most languages, they are necessarily expressed only if they are not given or if they are focal.  The Principle of Correspondence is presumed to be the same across languages insofar as lexically profiled roles are expressed by core grammatical relations when they are expressed. The inventory of constructions is a second source of cross-linguistic variation. We have seen that each construction is motivated, but its existence is not strictly predictable.  Thus the inventory of constructions is expected to differ cross-linguistically.

We have seen that sweeping generalizations that are intended to be exception-less are oversimplified.  The Correspondence Principle captures the tendency to align lexical and discourse prominence and allows us to capture the observed general tendencies. At the same time, the Correspondence Principle can be overridden by the specifications of particular constructions.  Perhaps the most central reason for there being more than one possible construction available to express a given proposition is that the variety of constructions provide alternative ways of packaging information structure (Lambrecht 1994).  We have seen examples of constructions that serve to deemphasize an argument:  the Implicit Theme Construction and the Deprofiled Object Construction.  Attention to these specific constructions and their motivation allows us to account for open-ended classes of exceptions to the general tendencies noted above.

One might attempt to criticize the constructional approach by claiming that the constructions are ad hoc means of accounting for exceptional cases.  However, each construction is motivated by independent factors.  The Deprofiled Object Construction is motivated by the idea that arguments that are not prominent in the discourse need not be expressed.  The Implicit Theme Construction is motivated by the factors of semantic predictability and politeness.  The Deprofiled Object Construction is motivated by Gricean pragmatic factors. Therefore, these constructions serve clear communicative functions: that is, their existence is motivated and not arbitrary or ad hoc.  Moreover, the general tendencies are naturally captured by the Correspondence Principle together with an understanding of which arguments are likely to be lexically profiled.
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� An account that fully motivates a given construction is ultimately responsible for demonstrating how the construction came to exist and how it can be learned by new generations of speakers.  


� The original formulation by Grimshaw and Vikner (1993) allowed adjuncts as well as arguments to “identify” a subevent, but more recent formulations have stated the requirement more strictly, as stated above.  See Goldberg and Ackerman (2001) for evidence that even the original formulation was too strong.  In this paper, I will focus on the more restrictive formulation in terms of arguments, which seems to be receiving a lot of attention in the literature.


	


� The observation about give is due to Charles Fillmore (personal communication 1990).


� In an indepth survey of various types of omitted argument, Cote (1996:130ff) classifies omitted arguments of this type as “Arbitrary Null Objects,” but suggests that the class is highly lexically constrained to include warn, advise, amuse and closely related verbs with animate patient arguments. She further observes that the generic interpretation is often required.  We see here that a great variety of verbs can appear with this type of omitted argument, regardless of the animacy of the patient argument.  Genericity does seem to be a sufficient although not necessary interpretation for the action as discussed below.  These cases are a subtype of “Indefinite Null Complementation” (Fillmore 1986), and would also fall under the heading of “Lexically Conditioned Intransitivity” (Fellbaum and Kegl 1989), although we argue here that such expressions are licensed by a construction that applies broadly across lexical items.


� The term “profiling” is borrowed from Langacker (1987, 1991) who uses it in a slightly different way to capture which aspects of a rich semantic structure are designated by an expression.  For example the profiled entity corresponding to the concept hypotenuse is the longest line of a right triangle.  The rest of the right triangle is part of the “base” of the concept hypotenuse and is not profiled.


� Again, this generalization is true for English. In many other languages, lexically profiled roles are also expressed by a small set of core grammatical relations, when they are expressed.  However, in these other languages these arguments are frequently omitted under varying conditions, roughly when they are given and non-focal in the context. 





� The term “fusion” is adapted from Jackendoff’s (1990) use of the same term to refer to the combination of two sets of semantic constraints on distinct but coindexed slots within a given lexical entry; the term is used here to designate the relation holding between a participant role of a verb and an argument role of a construction when the two are simultaneously instantiated by one argument.  


� Moreover it predicts that they will be expressed as core grammatical relations, which they are.  


� The anaphoricity condition is a necessary but not sufficient condition on topicality, since focal elements, being discourse-prominent, are also available for subsequent anaphoric reference.  


� I thank Christiane Fellbaum and Knud Lambrecht for suggesting several of these examples.


� There is a difference between the Givón-Chafe-DuBois generalization,“Prefer only one lexical mention per clause” in that we have not claimed that there is a preference for object omission in the DOC context, only that the context allows for omission.











� It is sometimes claimed that this use of drink necessarily implies that Pat drinks alcohol.  As Cote (1996) observes, it is possible to use drink intransitively in a context in which Pat is a patient who just had an operation on her esophagus, in which case her ability to drink anything at all could be at issue.  At the same time, the fact that the generic sentence Pat drinks is most commonly uttered in contexts in which alcohol is the relevant beverage gives further credence to the idea that the lexical option arose historically from repeated use in the generic context.





