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ABSTRACT: ThispaperproposesanLMT analysisfor valencealternationsin Ger-
manof the form NP� V NP� [P NP� ] � NP� V NP� [P NP� ], wherethe indices
denotereferentialidentity. Thesealternationsinvolve direct internal arguments
(i.e.,objects)andindirectprepositionalcomplements,andcharacterizeamongoth-
ersthe behaviour of verbalpredicateswhich participatein theso-calledLocative
Alternationphenomenain German.
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1 Introduction

This paperfocuseson valencealternationsin Germanof the following general
form:1

(1) NP� V NP� [P NP� ] � NP� V NP� [P NP� ]
Thesealternationsinvolve direct internalarguments(i.e., objects)andindirect

prepositionalcomplements.
Suchalternationpatternsin Germancharacterizeamongothersthebehaviour

of verbalpredicateswhich participatein the so-calledLocative Alternationphe-
nomena2 (seeDowty (1991),RappaportandLevin (1988),Levin andRappaport
Hovav (1991)on similar constructionsin English).

The rest of the paperis structuredas follows. In the next section(Section
(2)) we will give a thoroughoverview of the behaviour of the relevant classesof
verbsin German:theso-calledcontactpredicates,theremoval predicates,andthe
impingementpredicates.In Section(3) wewill presentbriefly previousanalysesof
valencealternations.Finally, in thelastsection(Section(4)) we arepresentingthe
analysisof valencealternationsin Germanthatwe areproposinghere.

2 Locative Alternation in German: Overview

2.1 Contact Predicates in German

(2) Peter
Peter.N

goß
poured

die
the

Blumen
flowers.A

mit
with

Wasser.
water

“Peterwateredtheflowers”.

(3) Peter
Peter.N

goß
pour.PAST.3S

Wasser
water.A

auf
onto

die
the

Blumen.
flowers

“Peterpouredwaterontotheflowers”.

(4) Peter
Peter.N

füllte
filled

den
the

Tank
tank.A

(mit
(with

Wasser).
water)

“Peterfilled thetank(with water)”.

(5) Peter
Peter.N

füllte
fill.PAST.3S

Wasser
water.A

in
into

den
the

Tank.
tank

“Peterfilled thetankwith water”.
1Theindicesin (1) denotereferentialidentity.
2As well asin theDativeShift phenomena,which wedo notexaminehere.
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(2)-(5) areexamplesof Germancontactpredicateswhichparticipatein theso-
calledlocative alternationphenomena.Alternationsin Germanwith the locative
verbsfüllen (fill) andgießen(pour) areof the generalform NP� V NP� [P NP� ]� NP� V NP� [P NP� ], wherethe indicesdenotereferentialidentity. The main
featuresof suchverbsin Germanis that they aremorphologicallyidentical and
that they involve two arguments:one denotinga location andone denotingthe
locatum(dieBlumen(flowers)/denTank(tank)andWasser(water),respectively, in
(2)-(5)above).

2.2 Removal Predicates in German

The removal predicatesin Germanalsotake locatumand locationargumentsand
they aredistinguishedin thefollowing groups:

1. Predicates(like leeren/entleeren (empty))which imply a changeof stateof
the locationargumentwhenit is realizedasthedirectobjectof theverb:

(6) Peter
Peter.N

leerte
emptied

den
the

Tank.
tank.A

“Peteremptiedthetank”.

(7) Peter
Peter

leerte
emptied

das
the

Wasser
water.A

aus
from

dem
the

Tank.
tank

“Peteremptiedthewaterfrom thetank”.

2. Predicateswhich denotea contactwith the location, aswell asa changeof
location. Thesepredicatesmay alsospecify the manneror the instrument
relatedto the actionof moving (wischen (wipe)). wischendoesnot admit
a von-PP(of/from-PP)complementwhenits location argumentis realized
asthe direct object(example(8)). In this casewischendoesnot entail the
existenceof a locatumargument. For instance,the act of wiping a board
doesnotnecessarilyresultin wiping somethingoff it.

(8) *Peter
Peter.N

wischte
wiped

die
the

Tafel
board.A

von
from

Kreide.
chalk

“*Peter wipedtheboardof chalk”.

(9) Peter
Peter.N

wischte
wiped

die
the

Tafel.
board.A

“Peterwipedtheboard”.
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(10) Peter
Peter.N

wischte
wiped

die
the

Kreide
chalk.A

von
from

der
the

Tafel.
board

“Peterwipedthechalkfrom theboard”.

3. säubern(trim) is different than wischen (wipe), though, in the sensethat
“trimming an object” necessarilymeans“trimming somethingoff this ob-
ject”:

(11) Peter
Peter.N

säuberte
trimmed

den
the

Busch
bush.A

von
of

trockenen
dry

Ästen.
branches

“Petertrimmedthebushof dry branches”.

2.3 Impingement Predicates in German

A typical impingementverb in Germanis schlagen (hit). According to Dowty
(Dowty 1991), the verb hit (in English) doesnot imply any changeof statefor
any of its argumentswhich may surfacesyntacticallyasdirect object. The same
semanticentailmentsalsohold for theGermanverbschlagen. schlagen is anassy-
metricpredicatein thatwhenthe locationargumentis realizedasthedirectobject
of thepredicatethe locatumargumentis optional,but whenthe locatumargument
is realizedasthedirectobjectall argumentsareobligatory.

(12) Peter
Peter.N

schl̈agt
hits

den
the

Gong
gong.A

(mit
(with

dem
the

Kl öppel).
clapper)

“Peterhits thegongwith theclapper”.

(13) Peter
Peter.N

schl̈agt
hits

den
the

Kl öppel
clapper.A

gegen
against

den
the

Gong.
gong

“Peterhits theclapperagainstthegong”.

(14) *Peter
Peter.N

schl̈agt
hit.3S

den
the

Kl öppel.
clapper.A

“*Peterhits theclapper”.

For verbsin the schlagen (hit) subclassof German,the mit (with) alternant
(example(12))entailsthatoneof thearguments(i.e., thelocatum) is understoodas
theinstrument(“means”)which is usedby theactorin orderto performtheaction
denotedby the verb. The “gegen” (against)alternant(seeexample(13)), on the
otherhand,entailsthatthe locatumundergoesdirectedmotion.
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3 Previous Analyses of Locative Alternations

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

Valencealternationslike the oneswe have presentedin Section(2) have always
posedaninterestingtheoreticalchallenge.

As RappaportandLevin (1988)have shown, the locative alternationvariants
in English differ in entailments:the with variant hasan entailmentthe locative
alternantlacks(seeexamples(15) and(16), respectively).

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

(16) Thefarmerloadedhayon thewagon.(locative variant)� Thehaywasloadedon thewagon.�� Thewagonwasloadedwith hay.

Basedon this, RappaportandLevin (1988),aswell asPinker (1989),assume
that thetwo alternantsof theEnglishlocative verbsload andspray have different
semanticcontentsand proposethat the alternationis aboutalternatechoicesof
object(seeexamples(17)and(18)).

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

(18) Petersprayedthepaintontothestatue.(locative variant)
CAUSE (PETER, GO (PAINT, TO (STATUE)))

One of the problems,though,amongothers,with suchanalysesof valence
alternationsis that thereis no independentsemanticmotivation for thenew meta-
languagepredicate/keyword BY (see(17)below).

3.2 Jackendoff (1990)

Jackendoff (1990)findsneitherof theabove mentionedaccountstotally convinc-
ing. Thatis, hedoesnot find convincing thatRappaportandLevin (1988),aswell
asPinker (1989),connectcompletivenesswith thefact that thewagon (seeexam-
ple (15) above) is Patientwhenit is in objectposition,which meansthat in order
to be“affected”it mustendup fully loaded.

Accordingto Jackendoff (1990),theassociationof Patientwith directobjectis
not invariable,since(19)below, for instance,is not toobad.

(19) ? WhatBill did to thetruckwasloadbookson it.
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Accordingto Jackendoff, (19) is not necessarilycompletive. Hence,thecon-
nectionof affectednessto completivenesscannotbesustained,either.

Moreover, accordingto his analysis,theobjectof with in thecompletive form
displaysthe determinerconstraintscharacteristicof a Themebeing locatedin a
distributive location:

(20) Peterloadedbooks/somebooks/thebooksontothewagon.

(21) Peterloadedthewagonwith books.

(22) Peterloadedthewagonwith ?*somebooks.

(23) Peterloadedthewagonwith thebooks.

This,accordingto Jackendoff, suggeststhattheproperaccountof thecomple-
tive readingis thatit involvesadistributive location:thebookscompletelyoccupy
the relevant spacein the interior of thewagon. Thus, load in this framedenotes:
“causeto cometo bein � ”, exactly like, for instance,fill (or theGermanverbfüllen
in example(4) in Section(2.1)above).

This leadsto thefollowing entry for load in theNP-with-NP framethatJack-
endoff (1990)proposes.

(24) ���������	
LOAD

V
NP��	

CAUSE 
�
��� � , �	
INCH � BE � ��� ,

I � N � /ON � ��� ������������� ��
�!        �

In theentryin (24),theThemeis notcoindexedto thesyntax,andthereference
objectis coindexedto thedirectobject.As a result,thewith-phrasein (15), for in-
stance,is interpretedasaTheme,whosegrammaticalfunctionis thatof anadjunct.
Hence,thehayendsup in thewagon(cf., alsoRappaportandLevin (1988)).

As far as the relation betweenthe with variant and the locative alternantis
concerned,accordingto Jackendoff (1990),therearetwo conceptualstructuredif-
ferencesbetweenthem.First is thedistributive-nondistributive differencein many
of theverbs(thoughnot in spray, for example).Thesecondis that in the locative
alternant,theseverbsappearto be verbsof motion ratherthaninchoatives,since
they occurwith awidevarietyof Pathprepositions:theuseof thePathprepositions
into andontoare,accordingto Jackendoff (1990),strongevidencethattheverbin
questionis a GO-verbratherthananINCH BE-verb.

The relation betweenthe with alternantand the locative variant, then, does
not appearin Jackendoff ’s (1990)analysisto bea simplecaseof multiple frames.

256



Rather, Jackendoff (1990)proposesthatsomerelationof elaborationis calledfor,
alongthe lines of RappaportandLevin (1988),who suggestthat the locativeal-
ternantrepresentsthecorereadingandthewith variantis its elaboration.That is,
Peter loadedthe wagon with hay in suchan accountis roughly “Peterfilled the
wagonwith hayby loadinghayontothewagon”. Anotherpossibilitywould beto
startwith load the wagon ascore,andconsiderthe locativealternantasan elab-
orationof this core. On this model,Peter loadedhay onto the wagon is roughly
“Peterputhayontothewagonin orderto loadthewagonwith hay”. Alternatively,
Jackendoff (! earNPjackendoff:90) suggeststo follow Pinker(1989),whoproposes
that locative alternationverbsmayvary in which memberof thealternationis the
conceptualcore.

3.3 Markantonatou and Sadler (1996)

MarkantonatouandSadler(1996)useunderspecifiedverbentriesin orderto pro-
vide an(HPSG)analysisfor verbalternationsin Englishwhich affect specifically
thechoiceof directandindirectinternalarguments.

Unlike RappaportandLevin (1988),Pinker (1989)andJackendoff (1990),in
theiranalysisno lexical rulesareimplicatedin relatingthetwo differentsemantics
they assumefor theEnglishlocative verbs,whichcorrespondto differentsyntactic
argumentstructures.Instead,for their analysisthey rely on theapplicationof the
rules of their linking component,the simultaneoussatisfaction of different con-
straintsandon typeinference.

As an exampleof how their analysisworks, let us take a closerlook at their
proposalfor theEnglishverb load, which, astheGermanverbsgießenandfüllen
in examples(2)-(5) in Section(2.1)above,hastwo alternative forms,eachwith an
optionalobliquewhich is existentiallyquantifiedwhennotsyntacticallyrealized:

(25) Johnloadedthehayon thewagon.

(26) Johnloadedthewagonon thehay.

The following is the semanticrepresentationthat MarkantonatouandSadler
assumefor the(active) Englishverb load:

257



(27)

specc

�������������������	

REL load

ARG1 1
argtype

� OTHER " location# �
ARG2

argtype

� LINK causerntc
OTHER $�% �

ARG3 2
argtype

� OTHER " locatum# �
SEM.CONS.

contact

��	 REL &
ARG1 1

ARG2 2

�  �

�!                  �
They presupposethat

“...the [English] verb load hasonly one argumentfor which proper-
ties relevant to linking areexpressed.This argumentis theargument
whichwill eventuallysurfaceasthesubject.Otherwise,load requires
a locationanda locatumargument,but it doesnot defineany entail-
mentsover theseargumentswhich would enforceany particularlink-
ing” (MarkantonatouandSadler(1996,p. 52)).

Accordingto MarkantonatouandSadler,it is this lackof furtherspecifications
which permitsthe location-objectlocatum-objectalternation,andwhich reflects
thefactthatthetwo alternantsof theverb load in Englisharesomehow symmetric
with respectto theoptionalityof obliquearguments.As far asexistentialquantifi-
cationis concerned,they assumethatargumentswhich appearin thelexical entry
of load asfirst level or embedded(secondlevel) semanticargumentsareexisten-
tially quantified.

load, accordingto them,alsohasavaluespecifiedfor theattributeSEM.CONS,
which indicatesthat thereis an entailmentof contactbetweentheARG1 andthe
ARG3 of the predicateload (the locationandthe locatum). Markantonatouand
Sadlerunderlinethat “the fact that this is themostgeneraltypeof contactwill in
turnensurethatthepredicatecansurfacewith bothwith-PPandon, in, etc-PP”.

As faraslinking of theargumentsof theverbload is concerned,Markantonatou
andSadlerassumethatby meansof thesemanticrepresentationthat they propose
in (27) two optionsarepossible:“[Either] ARG2 is linked to subjectasit hasno
otherchoice,andsinceit is a top level argumentwhich is notalsotheargumentof
anembeddedpredicate,it mustbelinked. [Or] ARG1andARG3arenot specified
for any LINK valuesandthereforethey caneachlink either to the objectof the
verb or to the objectof a predicatethat mapsan embeddedrelation.... [Finally]
similar argumentationcanbedevelopedif oneassumesthat insteadof linking the
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ARGsfirst, thesystemlinks SEM.CONSfirst” (MarkantonatouandSadler(1996,
p. 52-53)).

Finally, the fragmentof the hierarchyof semconsin Figure(1) below shows
how the alternationcharacterizingthe locative verbslike load in English is ac-
countedfor in the theoryproposedby MarkantonatouandSadler,which we have
presentedbriefly above.

���������	
contactwith
REL: with

ARG1:
�	 LINK: incr pp

OTHER " LOCATION # ��
ARG2: � OTHER: " LOCATUM # �

�!        �
���������	
contactltn
REL: on OR in OR...

ARG1: � OTHER: " LOCATION # �
ARG2:

�	 LINK: incr pp

OTHER " LOCATUM # ��
�!        �

����	 contact
REL &
ARG1: argtype
ARG2: argtype

�    �

Figure1: The hierarchyof semconsthat MarkantonatouandSadlerproposefor
Englishlocative verbslike load

3.4 Locative Alternations in the traditional Lexical Mapping Theory

In theLexical MappingTheory(LMT) literaturethe(English)locativealternations
arenotextensively discussed.In aneffort to accountfor suchalternationsin LMT,
adaptingthethematicroleanalysiswhichAckerman(1992)hasproposedfor loca-
tive inversionin Hungarianto thelocative alternationdataat handis anaturalstep
to take andgivesresultsalongthelinesdescribedin (28)and(29).

(28) Thefarmerloadedthewagonwith hay. (with-variant)
load' agent theme(locatum) location (

-o ?? ??
SUBJ OBL ) �!*,+.-/*,+103240 OBJ

(29) Thefarmerloadedthehayon thewagon.(locative alternant)
load' agent theme(locatum) location (

-o -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL 576 -78 5397:
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As shown in (28) and (29), though,sucha thematicrole analysisis indeed
problematicbecausetheattempttoaccountfor twodiffentlinkingsto therespective
grammaticalfunctionsfrom thesamearrayof thematicrolesclearlyfails.

A way out in this casemight have beento assignrandomlya [+r] intrinsic
classificationfeatureto oneof the non-agentroles in the a(rgument)-structurein
(28)above. Thiswouldhave led, for instance,to anoutputlike thefollowing:

(30) Thefarmerloadedthewagonwith hay. (with-variant)
load' agent theme(locatum) location (

-o +r -r
SUBJ OBL ) �!*,+.-/*,+103240 OBJ

(31) Thefarmerloadedthehayon thewagon.(locative alternant)
load' agent theme(locatum) location (

-o -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL 576 -78 5397:

This “solution”, though,doesnot really solve theproblem,sincetheassump-
tion thatthethemeof thewith-variantin (30)aboveshouldbeassignedtheintrinsic
classificationfeature[+r] is astipulation.

4 The Analysis

4.1 Motivation and Basic Assumptions

The analysiswe proposehereaddressesthe problematicpoints that a traditional
LMT accountdoesnot seemableto avoid. Specifically, the analysiswe propose
in the following aimsat overcomingthe difficulties that classicalLMT analyses
of valencealternationsare inevitably confrontedwith, given that the assignment
of grammaticalfunctionsin traditionalLMT is basedon a uniform hierarchyof
thematicrolesin theargumentstructure.Moreover, it alsoaimsatshowing thatthe
implicationaldifferencesof thelocative alternationvariantsareto bederivedfrom
alternative realizations,andnot from alternative lexical meanings.

Thus,thefollowing two pointsarecrucialfor theanalysiswepropose:

1. werelyonRappaportandLevin’s(1988)conclusionthatthelocativealterna-
tion variantsdiffer in entailments,aswell asonthefactthatthisdifferencein
entailmentsis foundacrossall locative alternationverbsin English,aswell
asGermanthatwe areinterestedin here. This is a factwhich accordingto
RappaportandLevin (1988)suggeststhattheentailmentsin thecaseof loca-
tivealternationverbsareassociatedwith thevariantsandnot theverbsor the
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differentargumentstheseverbssupport,asis for instancethecasewith the
dative alternationin English.

2. we follow Baker (1997),Maling (2001),andLevin andRappaportHovav
(2001)whosuggestthatwith locativealternationverbseitherthelocationor
locatumargumentshows “object” propertiesdependingon which is object
(seeexamples(32) and (33) which aredue to Baker (1997)andWilliams
(1980);their counterpartsin Germanwe give in (34)and(35)).

(32) the loadingof hay onto wagons/ the loadingof wagonswith hay
(nominalization)

(33) Johnloadedthehayontothewagongreen./ Johnloadedthewagon
full with hay. (secondarypredication;from Williams (1980))

(34) dasLadenvon Heu auf denWagen/ dasBeladendesWagensmit
Heu

(35) Peterlud denWagenmit Heuvoll.

(36) dasGießenderBlumenmit Wasser/ dasGießenvomWasseraufdie
Blumen

(37) dasFüllen desTanksmit Wasser/ dasFüllen vom Wasserin den
Tank

4.2 Locative Alternation in German: the Analysis in LMT

Thus, the LMT analysiswe proposebelow for locative alternationsin German
adoptstheabovementionedtwo points.Moreover, for theanalysiswearepresent-
ing below we follow Zaenen(1993).

In brief, Zaenen(1993)addressesthe generaldissatisfaction with the useof
thematicroles,andinstead,sheincorporatesDowty’s (1991)theoryof proto-roles
into heranalysisof Dutchunaccusatives,dispensingwith thematicrolehierarchies.
Theassociationof theLMT intrinsic classificationfeatureswith theverbalhead’s
participantsis guidedin Zaenen’s theoryby the following principles(seeZaenen
(1993,pp. 150,152)):

1. if aparticipanthasmoreagentpropertiesthanpatientproperties,it is marked
-o;

2. if aparticipanthasmorepatientpropertiesthanagentproperties,it is marked
-r;
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3. assumption:if a participanthasanequalnumberof properties,it is marked
-r;

4. stipulation: if a participanthasneitheragentnor patientproperties,it is
marked-o;

5. typologicalprinciple: in languagesin which SUBJ(andOBJ?)is encoded
throughcase-markingandagreement(andnotvia wordorder)lexically case
markedparticipantsarealways+r.

And theassociationof theLMT intrinsic classificationfeatureswith theLFG
grammaticalfunctionsis guidedin Zaenen’stheoryby thefollowing principles(see
Zaenen(1993,p. 151)):

1. ordertheparticipantsaccordingto their intrinsic markingsasfollows:
-o ' -r ' +o ' +r

2. ordertheGRs(grammaticalfunctions)asfollows:
SUBJ ' OBJ ' OBJ; ( ' OBL)

3. startingfrom theleft, associatetheleftmostparticipantwith theleftmostGR
it is compatiblewith.

Consequently, ourproposalfor bothvariantsof theGermanlocativeverbgießen
(seealsoSection(2.1), examples(2) and(3)), for instance,doesnot rely on the-
maticroles.

(38) PetergoßWasseraufdieBlumen.(locative alternant)
gießen' agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(location) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL > 97?A@CB

(39) Petergoßdie Blumenmit Wasser. (mit (with)-variant)
gießen' agent patient(location) nonpatient(locatum=means) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL > 2D�,* B

Instead,conventionallabelsin thespirit of Zaenen(1993),suchasagent, pa-
tientandnonpatient, areusedin orderto indicatethattheverbsupportsthreeargu-
ments,eachof which is associatedwith somegenerallexico-semanticentailments:
an agent(“external”/ “semantically-and-syntactically-most-prominent” argument
(a <= [-o] argumentin LMT terms)),andtwo otherarguments,onewith patienten-
tailments(patient), andonewith neitherpatientnor secondary-patiententailments
(nonpatient).
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Consequently, nonpatientis correctlypredictedin bothcasesto beartheintrin-
sic classificationfeature[-o], which mapsit to the grammaticalfunction OBL in
thecaseof bothvariantsof theGermanlocative verbgießen. patient, on theother
hand,which canbe relatedeither to the argumentof the verb which denotesthe
locatum(see(38)) or to theargumentof theverbwhich denotesthe location(see
(39)),sincebothmaybear“object” properties,whenthey arenot instantiatedasin-
directprepositionalcomplements,aswehaveseenabove, is intrinsicallyclassified
as[-r]. This classificationmapsit to thegrammaticalfunctionOBJin thecaseof
bothvariantsof theGermanlocative verbgießen. This treatmentis in accordance
with theproposalof Baker(1997),Maling (2001),andLevin andRappaportHovav
(2001)for this argumentof locative alternat!ion verbswhich we presentedabove
briefly.

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

(40) Peterfüllte Wasserin denTank.(locative alternant)
füllen' agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(location) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL > � 6EB

(41) Peterfüllte denTank(mit Wasser).(mit (with)-variant)
füllen' agent patient(location) (nonpatient(locatum=means)) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r (-o)
SUBJ OBJ (OBL > 2D�,* B )

For themit (with) alternantof theverbfüllen(example(41)),wheretheindirect
internalargument(thePPmit Wasser) appearsto beoptional,we assumethatse-
manticallythechange-of-locationentailmentassociatedwith it carriesexistential
import,evenwhenthePPis notsyntacticallyovert.

4.3 German Removal and Impingement Predicates in LMT

ExtendingtheLMT analysisfor theGermancontactpredicateswe have presented
in Section(4.2)above to theremoval predicatesof thesamelanguage(seealsothe
examplesin Section(2.2)above),we getthefollowing:

(42) PeterleertedasWasserausdemTank.
leeren' agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(location) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL > 97?1FGB
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(43) Peterwischtedie Kreidevon derTafel.
wischen' agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(location) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL >IH 576EB

(44) PetersäubertedenBuschvon trockenenÄsten.
säubern' agent patient(location) nonpatient(locatum) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL >IH 5J6EB

Finally, applyingtheLMT analysisfor theGermancontactpredicateswehave
presentedin Section(4.2) above to the impingementpredicatesof the samelan-
guage(seealsotheexamplesin Sections(2.3)above),we getthefollowing:

(45) Peterschl̈agtdenKl öppelgegendenGong.(locative alternant)
schlagen' agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(location) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL > 8K0L8J0 6EB

(46) Peterschl̈agtdenGong(mit demKl öppel).(mit (with)-variant)
schlagen' agent patient(location) (nonpatient(locatum=means)) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r (-o)
SUBJ OBJ (OBL > 2M�!* B )

For the mit (with) variantof the verb schlagen (example(46)), wherethe in-
directargument(thePPmit demKlöppel) appearsto beoptional,we assume,like
in thecaseof theverb füllen, thatsemanticallythechange-of-locationentailment
associatedwith it carriesexistentialimport, evenwhenthePPis not syntactically
overt.

5 Conclusion and Outlook

In conclusion,theanalysiswe have proposedin Section(4) overcomestheprob-
lems that traditional LMT accountshave encounteredwith locative alternation
verbscross-linguistically(see,for instance,examples(28)and(29)in Section(3.4)
above). It addressestheproblemof grammaticalfunctionassignmentfor locative
alternationsof theload/spray typein aversionof LMT thatallows for amorefine-
grainedandmoreflexible intrinsic classificationof argumentsthanthetraditional
modelthatbuilds onatomicthematicrolesin afixedhierarchy.

Specifically, in theanalysiswe have presentedin Section(4) above

1. the implicationaldifferencesof the locative alternationsin Germanarede-
rivedfrom alternative realizations,not from alternative lexical meanings;
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2. boththelocationandthelocatumargumentsof theGermanlocativealternat-
ing predicatesareshown to bear“object” propertiesdependingon which is
object.This verifiesthat theinsightsof RappaportandLevin (1988),Baker
(1997),Maling (2001),andLevin andRappaportHovav (2001)arecorrect.

Moreover, the LMT analysisof locative alternationsin Germanthat we have
presentedin Section(4) aboveprovidesanexcellentconstrainedtreatmentof gram-
maticalconstructionsin LFG.

Finally, theanalysiswe have presentedin Section(4) canextendeasilycross-
linguistically in orderto cover locative alternatingverbsin otherlanguages,such
asModernGreek:N ModernGreekcontactverbs

(47) O
the

georgos
farmer.N

fortose
load.PAST.3S

to
the

ahiro
hay.A

sto
onto-the

karo.
wagon

“The farmerloadedthehayon thewagon”.

(48) O
the

georgos
farmer.N

fortose
load.PAST.3S

to
the

karo
wagon.A

me
with

ahiro.
hay

“The farmerloadedthewagonwith hay”.

(49) I
the

diadilotes
demonstrators.N.PL

psekasan
spray.PAST.3PL

tin
the

mpogia
paint.A

sto
onto-the

agalma.
statue

“The demonstratorssprayedthepaintontothestatue”.

(50) I
the

diadilotes
demonstrators.N.PL

psekasan
spray.PAST.3PL

to
the

agalma
statue.A

me
with

mpogia.
paint

“The demonstratorssprayedthestatuewith paint”.N ModernGreekremoval verbs

(51) O
the

Petros
Peter.N

adiase
empty.PAST.3S

tin
the

dexameni
tank.A

(apo
(of

to
the

nero).
water)

“Peteremptiedthetank(of water)”.

(52) O
the

Petros
Peter.N

adiase
empty.PAST.3S

to
the

nero
water.A

apo
from

tin
the

dexameni.
tank

“Peteremptiedthewaterfrom thetank”.
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(53) O
the

Petros
Peter.N

katharise
trim.PAST.3S

to
the

thamno
bush.A

apo
of

ta
the

xera
dry

kladia.
branches

“Petertrimmedthebushof thedry branches”.

(54) *O
the

Petros
Peter.N

skupise
wipe.PAST.3S

to
the

tigani
pan.A

apo
from

to
the

ladi.
oil

“*Peter wipedthepanof theoil”.

(55) O
the

Petros
Peter.N

skupise
wipe.PAST.3S

to
the

tigani.
pan.A

“Peterwipedthepan”.

(56) O
the

Petros
Peter.N

skupise
wipe.PAST.3S

to
the

ladi
oil.A

apo
from

to
the

tigani.
pan

“Peterwipedtheoil from thepan”.N ModernGreekimpingementverbs

(57) O
the

Petros
Peter.N

htipise
hit.PAST.3S

ton
the

frahti.
fence.A

“Peterhit thefence”.

(58) O
the

Petros
Peter.N

htipise
hit.PAST.3S

ton
the

frahti
fence.A

me
with

to
the

xilo.
stick

“Peterhit thefencewith thestick”.

(59) O
the

Petros
Peter.N

htipise
hit.PAST.3S

to
the

xilo
stick.A

sto
onto-the

frahti.
fence

“Peterhit thestickagainstthefence”.

(60) *O
the

Petros
Peter.N

htipise
hit.PAST.3S

to
the

xilo.
stick.A

“*Peter hit thestick”.

Applied to ModernGreek,the analysiswe have proposedin Section(4) will
provide, for instance,theaccountpresentedin (61)and(62)below for theModern
Greekcontactverbs:

(61) O
the

georgos
farmer.N

fortose
load.PAST.3S

to
the

ahiro
hay.A

sto
onto-the

karo.
wagon

(locative alternant)

“The farmerloadedthehayon thewagon”.
fortono' agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(location) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL > F * 5KOQPR9 *,+ESUTCVI0WT B
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(62) O
the

georgos
farmer.N

fortose
load.PAST.3S

to
the

karo
wagon.A

me
with

ahiro.
hay

(me(with)-variant)

“The farmerloadedthewagonwith hay”.
fortono' agent patient(location) nonpatient(locatum=means) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL > 2M0 B

As far as English is concerned,extendingthe analysisfor Germanwe have
presentedin Section(4) above to Englishcontactverbs,for instance,we get the
following:

(63) Thefarmerloadedhayon thewagon.(locative alternant)
load' agent patient(locatum) nonpatient(location) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL > 576EOQP
9 *!+XSUTCVW0IT B

(64) Thefarmerloadedthewagonwith hay. (with-variant)
load' agent patient(location) nonpatient(locatum=means) (

-o ( <= -arg) -r -o
SUBJ OBJ OBL >I) �!*,+ B

The analysiswe have presentedin this paperfor locative alternationsin Ger-
man,aswell asModernGreekandEnglish,needsto befurtherextended,andalso
comparedwith ananalysisof Dative Alternation/Dative Shift constructionsin the
above mentionedlanguages.This is of utmostinterest,sincethedifferencein the
entailmentsassociatedto thealternantsparticipatingin Dative Alternation/Dative
Shift is not relatedto the variantsaswhole constructions,asis the casewith the
locative alternationswe have presentedin thispaper, but to theverbalheadsof the
variantsor to thedifferentargumentsthattheseverbalheadssupport.
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