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ABSTRACT: ThispapermproposesinLMT analysidor valencealternationsn Ger
manof the form NP, V NP; [P NP;] — NP; V NP; [P NP;], wherethe indices
denotereferentialidentity Thesealternationsinvolve direct internal aguments
(i.e.,objects)andindirectprepositionatomplementsandcharacterizeamongoth-

ersthe behaiour of verbalpredicateswvhich participatein the so-calledLocative
Alternationphenomenan German.
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1 Introduction

This paperfocuseson valencealternationsin Germanof the following general
form:!

(1) NPV NP; [PNP;] — NP;, V NP; [P NP;]

Thesealternationsnvolve directinternalagumentg(i.e., objects)andindirect
prepositionacomplements.

Suchalternationpatternsn Germancharacterizeamongothersthe behaiour
of verbal predicateswvhich participatein the so-calledLocative Alternation phe-
nomend (seeDowty (1991), Rappaportand Levin (1988), Levin and Rappaport
Hovav (1991)on similar constructionsn English).

The rest of the paperis structuredas follows. In the next section(Section
(2)) we will give athoroughovervienv of the behaiour of the relevant classeof
verbsin German:the so-calledcontactpredicatestheremaal predicatesandthe
impingementpredicatesin Section(3) we will presenbriefly previousanalyse®f
valencealternationsFinally, in thelastsection(Section(4)) we arepresentinghe
analysisof valencealternationsn Germarthatwe areproposinghere.

2 Locative Alternation in German: Overview

2.1 Contact Predicatesin German

(2) Peter go3 dieBlumen mit Wasser
PetemN pouredthe flowers.Awith water

“Peterwateredtheflowers”.

(3) Peter gol3 Wasserauf die Blumen.
PetemN pourPAST.3SwaterA ontotheflowers
“Peterpouredwaterontotheflowers”.

(4) Peter filltedenTank (mit Wasser).
Peter filled the tank.A (with water)
“Peterfilled thetank (with water)”.

(5) Peter fullte Wasserin denTank.
Pete fill. PAST.3SwaterA into the tank
“Peterfilled thetankwith water”.

Theindicesin (1) denotereferentialidentity.
2As well asin the Dative Shift phenomenaywhich we do not examinehere.
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(2)-(5) areexamplesof Germancontactpredicatesvhich participatein the so-
calledlocative alternationphenomenaAlternationsin Germanwith the locative
verbsfullen (fill) andgiel3en(pour) are of the generalform NP, V NP; [P NP;]
— NP, V NP; [P NP;], wherethe indicesdenotereferentialidentity. The main
featuresof suchverbsin Germanis that they are morphologicallyidenticaland
that they involve two arguments: one denotinga location and one denotingthe
locatum(die Blumen(flowers)fenTank(tank)andWasser(water),respectiely, in
(2)-(5) above).

2.2 Removal Predicatesin German

The remaoval predicatesn Germanalsotake locatumandlocation agumentsand
they aredistinguishedn thefollowing groups:

1. Predicateglike leeren/entleezn (empty))which imply a changeof stateof
thelocationagumentwhenit is realizedasthe directobjectof theverb:

(6) Peter leerte denTank.
PeteN emptiedthe tank.A

“Peteremptiedthe tank”.

(7) Peterleerte dasWasseraus demTank.
Peteremptiedthe waterA from the tank
“Peteremptiedthe waterfrom thetank”.

2. Predicatesvhich denotea contactwith the location aswell asa changeof
location. Thesepredicategnay also specify the manneror the instrument
relatedto the actionof moving (wischen (wipe)). wisthendoesnot admit
a vonPP (of/from-PP)complemenwhenits location agumentis realized
asthe directobject (example(8)). In this casewischendoesnot entail the
existenceof a locatumargument. For instance the act of wiping a board
doesnot necessarilyesultin wiping somethingpff it.

(8) *Peter wischtedie Tafel wvon Kreide.
PeteN wiped theboard.Afrom chalk

“*Peter wipedtheboardof chalk”.

(9) Peter wischtedie Tafel.
PeteN wiped theboard.A

“Peterwipedtheboard”.
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(10) Peter wischtedie Kreide von derTafel.
PeteN wiped thechalk.Afrom the board

“Peterwipedthechalkfrom theboard”.

3. saubern(trim) is differentthan wischen (wipe), though,in the sensethat
“trimming an object” necessarilyneans‘trimming somethingoff this ob-
ject™

(11) Peter saubertedenBusch vontrockenenAsten.
PeteM trimmedthe bush.Aof dry branches

“Petertrimmedthebushof dry branches”.

2.3 Impingement Predicatesin German

A typical impingementverb in Germanis sdlagen (hit). Accordingto Dowty

(Dowty 1991), the verb hit (in English) doesnot imply ary changeof statefor

ary of its agumentswhich may surfacesyntacticallyasdirect object. The same
semantientailmentsalsohold for the Germarverbsdlagen sclagenis anassy-
metricpredicaten thatwhenthelocationargumentis realizedasthe directobject
of the predicatethe locatumargumentis optional,but whenthe locatumargument
is realizedasthedirectobjectall aumentsareobligatory

(12) Peter schigtdenGong (mit demKloppel).
PetemN hits  the gong.A(with the clapper)

“Peterhits thegongwith the clapper”.

(13) Peter schhgtdenKloppel gegen denGong.
PetemN hits  the clapperA againsthe gong
“Peterhits the clapperagainsthegong”.

(14) *Peter schigtdenKloppel.

PeteN hit.3S the clapperA
“*Peter hits theclapper”.

For verbsin the schlagen (hit) subclassof German,the mit (with) alternant
(example(12)) entailsthatoneof theagumentg(i.e., thelocatun) is understoods
theinstrument(*“means”)whichis usedby theactorin orderto performtheaction
denotedby the verh The “gegen’ (against)alternant(seeexample(13)), on the
otherhand,entailsthatthelocatumundegoesdirectedmotion.
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3 Previous Analyses of Locative Alternations

3.1 Rappaport and Levin (1988) and Pinker (1989)

Valencealternationdik e the oneswe have presentedn Section(2) have always
posedaninterestingtheoreticakchallenge.

As RappaportandLevin (1988) have shawvn, the locative alternationvariants
in Englishdiffer in entailments:the with varianthasan entailmentthe locative
alternantacks(seeexampleg(15) and(16), respectiely).

(15) Thefarmerloadedthewagonwith hay (with-variant)
= Thehaywasloadedon thewagon.
= Thewagonwasloadedwith hay

(16) Thefarmerloadedhayonthewagon.(locative variant)
= Thehaywasloadedon thewagon.
# Thewagonwasloadedwith hay

Basedon this, RappaporandLevin (1988),aswell asPinker (1989),assume
thatthe two alternantsof the Englishlocative verbsload andspray have different
semanticcontentsand proposethat the alternationis aboutalternatechoicesof
object(seeexampleg(17) and(18)).

(17) Petersprayedhe statuewith paint. (with-variant)
ACT-ON (PETER, STATUE, BY (CAUSE (PETER, GO (PAINT, TO (STATUE)))))

(18) Petersprayedhe paintontothe statue.(locative variant)
CAUSE (PETER, GO (PAINT, TO (STATUE)))

One of the problems,though,amongothers,with suchanalysesof valence
alternationds thatthereis no independensemantianotivation for the nev meta-
languagepredicate/kyword BY (see(17) below).

3.2 Jackendoff (1990)

Jaclendof (1990)finds neitherof the abose mentionedaccountgotally corvinc-
ing. Thatis, hedoesnotfind corvincing thatRappaporandLevin (1988),aswell
asPinker (1989),connectcompletvenesswith the factthatthe wagon (seeexam-
ple (15) above) is Patientwhenit is in objectposition,which meangshatin order
to be“affected”it mustendup fully loaded.

Accordingto Jaclendof (1990),theassociatiorof Patientwith directobjectis
notinvariable,since(19) below, for instancejs nottoo bad.

(19) ? WhatBill did to thetruckwasloadbooksonit.
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Accordingto Jaclkendof, (19)is not necessarilycompletve. Hence,the con-
nectionof affectednesso completvenessannotbe sustainedeither

Moreover, accordingto his analysis the objectof with in the completive form
displaysthe determinerconstraintscharacteristiof a Themebeinglocatedin a
distributive location:

(20) Peteroadedbooks/somdnooks/thebooksontothewagon.
(21) Peterdoadedthe wagonwith books.

(22) Peteroadedthewagonwith ?*somebooks.

(23) Peteroadedthewagonwith thebooks.

This, accordingto Jaclendof, suggestshatthe properaccountof the comple-
tive readingis thatit involvesa distributive location: the bookscompletelyoccupy
the relevant spacein the interior of the wagon. Thus,load in this frame denotes:
“causeto cometo being”, exactlylike, for instancefill (or the Germarverbfillen
in example(4) in Section(2.1) abore).

This leadsto the following entryfor load in the NP-with-NP framethat Jack-
endof (1990)proposes.

(24) [LoaD
\
NP;

ICAUSE ([ I [.NCH e [ [rarons Hf‘mm

In theentryin (24),the Themeis notcoindeedto thesyntax,andthereference
objectis coindeedto thedirectobject. As aresult,thewith-phrasen (15), for in-
stanceis interpretedasa Theme whosegrammaticafunctionis thatof anadjunct.
Hence thehayendsupin thewagon(cf., alsoRappaporandLevin (1988)).

As far asthe relation betweenthe with variantand the locative alternantis
concernedaccordingo Jackendof (1990),therearetwo conceptuabtructuredif-
ferencedetweerthem. Firstis the distributive-nondistibutive differencein mary
of the verbs(thoughnotin spray, for example). The seconds thatin the locative
alternanttheseverbsappearto be verbsof motion ratherthaninchoatves, since
they occurwith awide varietyof Pathprepositionstheuseof the Pathprepositions
into andontoare,accordingto Jaclendof (1990),strongevidencethatthe verbin
qguestionis a GO-verbratherthananINCH BE-verh

The relation betweenthe with alternantand the locative variant, then, does
not appeaiin Jaclendof’s (1990)analysisto be a simplecaseof multiple frames.
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Rather Jaclendof (1990)proposeghatsomerelationof elaboratioris calledfor,
alongthe lines of RappaportandLevin (1988),who suggesthat the locative al-
ternantrepresentshe corereadingandthe with variantis its elaboration.Thatis,
Peter loadedthe wagon with hay in suchan accountis roughly “Peterfilled the
wagonwith hayby loadinghay ontothe wagon”. Anotherpossibilitywould beto
startwith load the wagon as core,and considerthe locative alternantasan elab-
orationof this core. On this model, Peterloadedhay onto the wagon is roughly
“Peterputhayontothewagonin orderto loadthewagonwith hay”. Alternatively,
Jaclendof (! earNPjackndof:90) suggestso follow Pinker (1989),whoproposes
thatlocative alternationverbsmay vary in which memberof the alternationis the
conceptuatore.

3.3 Markantonatou and Sadler (1996)

Markantonatowand Sadler(1996) useunderspecifiederb entriesin orderto pro-
vide an (HPSG)analysisfor verb alternationsn Englishwhich affect specifically
thechoiceof directandindirectinternalarguments.

Unlike RappaporindLevin (1988), Pinker (1989)andJaclendof (1990),in
their analysisno lexical rulesareimplicatedin relatingthetwo differentsemantics
they assumedor the Englishlocative verbs,which correspondo differentsyntactic
argumentstructures.Instead for their analysisthey rely on the applicationof the
rules of their linking componentthe simultaneoussatisaction of differentcon-
straintsandontypeinference.

As an exampleof how their analysisworks, let us take a closerlook at their
proposalfor the Englishverbload, which, asthe GermanverbsgieRenandfillen
in exampleg(2)-(5) in Section(2.1) above, hastwo alternatve forms,eachwith an
optionalobliquewhich s existentially quantifiedwhennot syntacticallyrealized:

(25) Johnloadedthehayonthewagon.
(26) Johnloadedthewagononthehay

The following is the semanticrepresentationhat Markantonatouand Sadler
assumdor the (active) Englishverbload:
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(27) [REL load |
ARG1 lOTH ER {Iocation}]
argtyp
LINK causerntc
ARG2 OTHER {} ]
argtype
ARG3 e[OTH ER {locatum}]
argtyp
REL 1
SEM.CONS. |ARG1
ARG2
spece contact- n
They presupposéhat

“...the [English] verb load hasonly one agumentfor which proper
tiesrelevantto linking are expressed.This agumentis the agument
whichwill eventuallysurfaceasthe subject.Otherwise)oad requires
alocationanda locatumargument,but it doesnot defineary entail-
mentsover theseargumentswhich would enforceary particularlink-
ing” (MarkantonatowandSadler(1996,p. 52)).

Accordingto MarkantonatowandSadlerit is this lack of furtherspecifications
which permitsthe location-objectiocatum-objectalternation,and which reflects
thefactthatthetwo alternantof theverbload in Englisharesomeha symmetric
with respecto the optionality of obliquearguments As far asexistentialquantifi-
cationis concernedthey assumehatargumentswhich appeaiin thelexical entry
of load asfirst level or embeddedsecondevel) semanticargumentsare existen-
tially quantified.

load, accordingo them,alsohasavaluespecifiedor theattribute SEM.CONS,
which indicatesthat thereis an entailmentof contactbetweenthe ARG1 andthe
ARG3 of the predicateload (the locationandthe locatum). Markantonatouand
Sadlerunderlinethat“the factthatthis is the mostgeneraltype of contactwill in
turn ensurethatthe predicatecansurfacewith bothwith-PPandon, in, etcPP”.

Asfaraslinking of theagumentof theverbloadis concernedMarkantonatou
andSadlerassuméhatby meansof the semantiaepresentatiothatthey propose
in (27) two optionsare possible:“[Either] ARGZ2 s linked to subjectasit hasno
otherchoice,andsinceit is atop level agumentwhich is not alsothe agumentof
anembeddegbredicatejt mustbelinked. [Or] ARG1andARG3 arenot specified
for any LINK valuesandthereforethey caneachlink eitherto the objectof the
verb or to the objectof a predicatethat mapsan embeddedelation.... [Finally]
similar amgumentatiorcanbe developedif oneassumeshatinsteadof linking the
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ARGsfirst, the systemlinks SEM.CONSSfirst” (Markantonatowand Sadler(1996,
p.52-53)).

Finally, the fragmentof the hierarchyof semconsn Figure (1) belov shavs
how the alternationcharacterizinghe locative verbslike load in Englishis ac-
countedfor in the theoryproposedy Markantonatowand Sadler,which we have
presentedbriefly above.

contact

REL L
ARGL1: amgtype
ARG2: amgtype

[contactwith [contactltn
REL : with REL: onORin OR...

LINK: incrpp ] ARG1: [OTHER: {LOCATION}]

OTHER {LOCATION} LINK: incr_pp
OTHER {LOCATUM}]_

ARGL1:

ARG2:

ARG2: [OTH ER: {LOCATUM }]

Figure1: The hierarchyof semconghat Markantonatouand Sadlerproposefor
Englishlocatve verbslike load

3.4 LocativeAlternationsin the traditional Lexical Mapping Theory

In theLexical MappingTheory(LMT) literaturethe (English)locative alternations
arenotextensvely discussedln aneffort to accounfor suchalternationsn LMT,
adaptinghethematicrole analysiswhich Ackerman(1992)hasproposedor loca-
tive inversionin Hungariano thelocatve alternationdataat handis a naturalstep
to take andgivesresultsalongthelinesdescribedn (28) and(29).

(28) Thefarmerloadedthewagonwith hay (with-variant)
load< agent theme(locatum) location>
-0 ?? ??
SUBJ  OBL 41/ theme OBJ

(29) Thefarmerloadedthe hayonthewagon.(locative alternant)
load< agent theme(locatum) location>
-0 -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL 1/ goat
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As shavn in (28) and (29), though, sucha thematicrole analysisis indeed
problematidbecaus¢heattempto accounfor two diffentlinkingsto therespectie
grammaticafunctionsfrom the samearrayof thematicrolesclearlyfails.

A way out in this casemight have beento assignrandomlya [+r] intrinsic
classificationfeatureto one of the non-agentolesin the a(gument)-structurén
(28) above. Thiswould have led, for instanceto anoutputlike the following:

(30) Thefarmerloadedthewagonwith hay (with-variant)
load< agent theme(locatum) location>
-0 +r -r
SUBJ  OBLyip/theme ~ OBJ
(31) Thefarmerloadedthe hayonthewagon.(locative alternant)
load< agent theme(locatum) location>
-0 -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL g/ goal

This “solution”, though,doesnot really solve the problem,sincethe assump-
tion thatthethemeof thewith-variantin (30) above shouldbeassignedheintrinsic
classificatiorfeature[+r] is astipulation.

4 TheAnalysis

4.1 Motivation and Basic Assumptions

The analysiswe proposehereaddresseshe problematicpointsthat a traditional
LMT accountdoesnot seemableto avoid. Specifically the analysiswe propose
in the following aims at overcomingthe difficulties that classicalLMT analyses
of valencealternationsare inevitably confrontedwith, given that the assignment
of grammaticalfunctionsin traditional LMT is basedon a uniform hierarchyof
thematicrolesin theamgumentstructure Moreover, it alsoaimsatshaving thatthe
implicationaldifferencesf thelocatve alternationvariantsareto be derivedfrom
alternatve realizationsandnot from alternatve lexical meanings.
Thus,thefollowing two pointsarecrucialfor the analysiswe propose:

1. werely onRappaporandLevin’s (1988)conclusiorthatthelocative alterna-
tion variantsdiffer in entailmentsaswell asonthefactthatthis differencein
entailmentss found acrossall locative alternationverbsin English,aswell
asGermanthatwe areinterestedn here. This is a factwhich accordingto
RappaporandLevin (1988)suggestshattheentailmentsn thecaseof loca-
tive alternatiorverbsareassociateavith thevariantsandnot theverbsor the
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differentagumentsheseverbssupport,asis for instancethe casewith the
dative alternationin English.

2. we follow Baker (1997), Maling (2001), and Levin and RappaportHovav
(2001)who suggesthatwith locative alternatiorverbseitherthelocationor
locatumargumentshaws “object” propertiesdependingon which is object
(seeexamples(32) and (33) which are due to Baker (1997) and Williams
(1980);their counterpartsn Germanwe give in (34) and(35)).

(32)

(33)

(34)

(39)
(36)

(37)

the loading of hay onto wagons/ the loading of wagonswith hay
(nominalization)

Johnloadedthe hay ontothewagongreen./ Johnloadedthewagon
full with hay (secondaryredicationfrom Williams (1980))

dasLadenvon Heu auf denWagen/ dasBeladendesWagensmit
Heu

Peterdud denWagenmit Heuvoll.

dasGieRRerder Blumenmit Wasser dasGielsernvom Wasserufdie
Blumen

dasFillen des Tanksmit Wasser/ das Fillen vom Wasserin den
Tank

4.2 Locative Alternation in German: the Analysisin LMT

Thus, the LMT analysiswe proposebelow for locative alternationsin German
adoptghe abore mentionedwo points. Moreover, for theanalysiswe arepresent-
ing belav we follow Zaenen(1993).

In brief, Zaenen(1993) addresseshe generaldissatisaction with the use of
thematicroles,andinstead sheincorporate®owty’s (1991)theoryof proto-roles
into heranalysisof Dutchunaccusates,dispensingvith thematicrole hierarchies.
The associatiorof the LMT intrinsic classificatiorfeatureswith the verbalheads
participantsis guidedin Zaeners theoryby the following principles(seeZaenen
(1993,pp. 150,152)):

1. if aparticipanthasmoreagentpropertiegshanpatientpropertiesit is marked

-0;

2. if aparticipanthasmorepatientpropertiegshanagentpropertiesit is marked

_r;
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3. assumptionif a participanthasanequalnumberof propertiesjt is marked
_r,

4. stipulation: if a participanthas neitheragentnor patientproperties,it is
marked -o0;

5. typologicalprinciple: in languagesn which SUBJ(and OBJ?)is encoded
throughcase-marking@ndagreemenfandnotvia word order)lexically case
marked participantsarealways+r.

And the associatiorof the LMT intrinsic classificatiorfeatureswith the LFG
grammaticafunctionsis guidedin Zaenerstheoryby thefollowing principles(see
Zaenen(1993,p. 151)):

1. ordertheparticipantsaccordingo theirintrinsic markingsasfollows:
-0< - r<+o< +r

2. orderthe GRs(grammaticafunctions)asfollows:
SUBJ< OBJ< OBJ (< OBL)

3. startingfrom theleft, associat¢heleftmostparticipantwith theleftmostGR
it is compatiblewith.

Consequentlyour proposafor bothvariantsof the Germarlocative verbgiel3en
(seealsoSection(2.1), examples(2) and(3)), for instance doesnot rely on the-
maticroles.

(38) PetergoRWassemrufdie Blumen.(locative alternant)

gieBRerc agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(location>
-0 (f-am) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (quf)
(39) PetergoRRdie Blumenmit Wasser(mit (with)-variant)
gieBerc agent patient(location) nonpatient(locatum=megh>
-0 (f-am) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (it

Instead,corventionallabelsin the spirit of Zaenen(1993),suchasagent pa-
tientandnonpatientareusedin orderto indicatethattheverbsupportghreeargu-
ments,eachof whichis associateavith somegeneralexico-semantie@ntailments:
an agent(“external’/ “semantically-and-gytectically-mostprominent” argument
(aé [-0] agumentin LMT terms)),andtwo otheramgumentspnewith patienten-

tailments(patien), andonewith neitherpatientnor secondary-patier@ntailments
(nonpatient
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Consequentlynonpatienis correctlypredictedn bothcasego beartheintrin-
sic classificationfeature[-0], which mapsit to the grammaticafunction OBL in
the caseof bothvariantsof the Germanlocative verb giel3en patient on the other
hand,which canbe relatedeitherto the agumentof the verb which denoteshe
locatum(see(38)) or to the agumentof the verb which denoteghelocation (see
(39)), sincebothmaybear‘object” propertieswhenthey arenotinstantiatedasin-
directprepositionacomplementsaswe have seerabove, is intrinsically classified
as[-r]. This classificatiormapsit to the grammaticafunction OBJin the caseof
both variantsof the Germanlocative verb giel3en This treatmentis in accordance
with the proposabf Baker (1997),Maling (2001),andLevin andRappaportHovav
(2001)for this agumentof locative alternat!ion verbswhich we presentedbore
briefly.

The sameanalysisholdsfor both variantsof the Germanlocative verb flllen
(seealsoSection(2.1),examples(4) and(5)):

(40) Peterfillte Wasseiin denTank. (locative alternant)

fullen< agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(locatin) >
-0 (f-am) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBLn)
(41) Peterfillte denTank(mit Wasser) (mit (with)-variant)
fullen< agent patient(location) (nonpatient(locaim=meas)) >
-0 (6-am) -r (-0)
SUBJ OBJ (OBL (mit)

For the mit (with) alternanbf theverbfillen (example(41)), wheretheindirect
internalagument(the PP mit WasseJ appeargo be optional,we assumehat se-
manticallythe change-of-locationentailmentassociatedvith it carriesexistential
import, evenwhenthe PPis not syntacticallyovert.

4.3 German Removal and Impingement Predicatesin LMT

Extendingthe LMT analysisfor the Germancontactpredicatesve have presented
in Section(4.2) above to theremawal predicate®f the samdanguagdseealsothe
examplesin Section(2.2) abore), we getthefollowing:

(42) PetereertedasWasserusdemTank.

leeren< agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(locatio) >
-0 (f-amg) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (qus)
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(43) Peterwischtedie Kreidevon derTafel.

wischern<  agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(location>
-0 (f-am) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (yon)
(44) PetersaubertedenBuschvon trockenenAsten.
sauberrk  agent patient(location) nonpatient(locatm) >
-0 (f-am) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (yon)

Finally, applyingthe LMT analysisfor the Germancontactpredicatesve have
presentedn Section(4.2) above to the impingementpredicatesf the samelan-
guage(seealsothe examplesin Sectiong2.3) above), we getthefollowing:

(45) PeterschihgtdenKloppelgegendenGong.(locative alternant)

schlagen<  agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(locatio) >
-0 (f-am) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (yegen)
(46) PeterschhgtdenGong(mit demKlodppel). (mit (with)-variant)
sthlagen<  agent patient(location) (nonpatient(locatm=mears)) >
-0 (f-am) T (-0)
SUBJ OBJ (OBL (it))

For the mit (with) variantof the verb schlagen (example(46)), wherethe in-
directagument(the PPmit demKlodppe) appeargo be optional,we assumelike
in the caseof the verbflillen, that semanticallythe change-of-locationentailment
associatedvith it carriesexistentialimport, evenwhenthe PPis not syntactically
overt.

5 Conclusion and Outlook

In conclusion the analysiswe have proposedn Section(4) overcomeghe prob-
lems that traditional LMT accountshave encounteredvith locative alternation
verbscross-linguistically(see for instancegxampleg28)and(29)in Section(3.4)
above). It addressethe problemof grammaticafunction assignmentor locative
alternationf theload/spay typein aversionof LMT thatallows for amorefine-
grainedandmoreflexible intrinsic classificationof agumentshanthe traditional
modelthatbuilds on atomicthematicrolesin afixedhierarchy
Specifically in theanalysiswe have presentedn Section(4) above

1. theimplicational differencesof the locative alternationsn Germanarede-
rivedfrom alternatve realizationsnot from alternatve lexical meanings;
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2. boththelocationandthelocatumamgumentsof the Germariocative alternat-
ing predicatesareshavn to bear“object” propertiesdependingon which is
object. This verifiesthatthe insightsof RappaporandLevin (1988),Baker
(1997),Maling (2001),andLevin andRappaportHovav (2001)arecorrect.

Moreover, the LMT analysisof locative alternationsn Germanthatwe have
presentedh Section(4) above providesanexcellentconstrainedreatmenbf gram-
maticalconstructionsn LFG.

Finally, the analysiswe have presentedn Section(4) canextendeasilycross-
linguistically in orderto cover locative alternatingverbsin otherlanguagessuch
asModernGreek:

e ModernGreekcontactverbs

(47)

(48)

(49)

(50)

O geogos fortose to ahiro sto karo.
thefarmerN load.,AST.3Sthe hayA onto-thewagon

“The farmerloadedthe hayonthewagon”.

O geogos fortose to karo me abhiro.
thefarmerN load.FRAST.3Sthewagon.Awith hay

“The farmerloadedthe wagonwith hay”.

| diadilotes psekasan tin mpogiasto
thedemonstrators.N.PEprayPAST.3PL the paint.A onto-the
agalma.

statue

“The demonstratorsprayedhe paintontothe statue”.

| diadilotes psekasan to agalma me mpogia.
thedemonstrators.N.PEprayPAST.3PL the statue.Awith paint

“The demonstratorsprayedhe statuewith paint”.

e ModernGreekremoval verbs

(51)

(52)

O Petros adiase tin dexameni(apoto nero).
thePeteN emptyPAST.3Sthetank.A  (of thewater)

“Peteremptiedthetank (of water)”.

O Petros adiase to nero apo tin dexameni.
the PeteN emptyPAST.3SthewaterA from thetank

“Peteremptiedthewaterfrom thetank”.
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(53) O Petros katharise  to thamnoapota xerakladia.
the PetemN trim.PAST.3Sthebush.A of thedry branches

“Petertrimmedthebushof thedry branches”.

(54) *O Petros skupise to tigani apo to ladi.
thePeteN wipe.RAST.3Sthe pan.Afrom the oil
“*Peter wipedthe panof theoil”.

(55) O Petros skupise to tigani.
thePeteN wipe.RAST.3Sthepan.A
“Peterwipedthepan”.

(56) O Petros skupise to ladi apo to tigani.
thePeteN wipe.RAST.3Stheoil.A from the pan

“Peterwipedthe oil from thepan”.
e ModernGreekimpingementverbs

(57) O Petros htipise tonfrahti.
the PetemN hit.PAST.3Sthe fence.A

“Peterhit thefence”.

(58) O Petros htipise tonfrahti me to xilo.
thePeter\ hit. PAST.3Sthe fence.Awith thestick
“Peterhit thefencewith thestick”.

(59) O Petros htipise to xilo sto frahti.
the PetemN hit.PAST.3Sthestick.A onto-thefence
“Peterhit the stick againsthefence”.

(60) *O Petros htipise to xilo.
thePetemN hit.PAST.3Sthestick.A
“*Peter hit the stick”.

Applied to Modern Greek,the analysiswe have proposedn Section(4) will
provide, for instancethe accountpresentedn (61) and(62) below for the Modern
Greekcontactverbs:

(61) O geogos fortose to ahiro sto karo. (locative alternant)
thefarmerN load.,AST.3Sthe hayA onto-thewagon

“The farmerloadedthe hay onthewagon”.

fortono< agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(locatio) >
-0 (f-am) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (50— Path—prep)
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(62) O geogos fortose to karo me ahiro. (me(with)-variant)
thefarmerN load.RAST.3Sthewagon.Awith hay

“The farmerloadedthewagonwith hay”.

fortono< agent patient(location) nonpatient(locatum=mag >
-0 (f-amg) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (e

As far as Englishis concernedgxtendingthe analysisfor Germanwe have
presentedn Section(4) above to English contactverbs,for instance we getthe
following:

(63) Thefarmerloadedhayonthewagon.(locative alternant)

load< agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(locatim) >
-0 (f-am) -r -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (on=Path—prep)
(64) Thefarmerloadedthewagonwith hay (with-variant)
load< agent patient(location) nonpatient(locatum=mag >
-0 (f-am) - -0
SUBJ OBJ OBL (yith)

The analysiswe have presentedn this paperfor locative alternationsn Ger
man,aswell asModernGreekandEnglish,needgo befurtherextended andalso
comparedvith ananalysisof Dative Alternation/Datve Shift constructionsn the
abore mentionedanguagesThisis of utmostinterest,sincethe differencein the
entailmentsassociatedo the alternantgarticipatingin Dative Alternation/Datve
Shift is not relatedto the variantsaswhole constructionsasis the casewith the
locative alternationsve have presentedn this papey but to theverbalheadsof the
variantsor to the differentargumentghattheseverbalheadssupport.
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