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1 In tro duction

� W e examine the seman tic con trasts enco ded in argumen t/oblique alternations, e.g.

(1) a. Kim cut the pie. (Pie a�ected)

b. Kim cut at the pie. (Pie not necessarily a�ected)

� W e claim that theories of argumen t realization m ust capture three crucial prop erties

of suc h alternations:

{ Implicational Con trasts: Direct argumen t v arian ts often en tail additional prop-

erties of the alternating participan t not en tailed b y oblique v arian ts.

{ Ro ot Dep endency: The con trast exhibited b y a giv en v erb in a giv en alternation

dep ends on the v erb.

{ V erb Hierarc hies: F or certain alternations, the abilit y of certain v erbs to alter-

nate predicts the abilit y of other v erbs to do so.

� W e argue that these prop erties result from the �ne-grained lexical seman tic prop erties

that the v erb asso ciates with its argumen ts.

� W e claim that predicate decomp ositional approac hes (Do wt y 1979, Levin and Rap-

pap ort (Ho v a v) 1988, 1995, 1998, Pink er 1989, Grop en et al. 1991, W underlic h 1997,

V an V alin and LaP olla 1997, Da vis and Ko enig 2000, Da vis 2001, Ko enig and Da vis

2004, inter alia ) fail to capture these prop erties b ecause they lac k the seman tic �ne-

grainedness necessary to express them.

� W e argue instead that en tailmen t-based approac hes to argumen t realization (Ladusa w

and Do wt y 1988, Do wt y 1989, 1991, Prim us 1999, Ac k erman and Mo ore 2001, Bea v ers

2005, in press, in prep) pro vide an appropriate language for capturing these prop erties.

2 Implicational Con trasts

2.1 Decomp ositional Analyses

� Consider �rst the w ell-kno wn lo cativ e alternation (Fillmore 1968):

(2) a. Kim loaded hay on to the w agon . (lo catum=DO, lo cation=OBL)

b. Kim loaded the w agon with hay . (lo cation=OBL, lo catum=DO)

� F ollo wing Anderson (1971), there is a putativ e \holistic" a�ect for the lo cation when

it is the direct ob ject in suc h alternations, whereb y it comes to b e completely full:
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(3) a. # Kim loaded the wagon with ha y , and had extra ro om for the grain.

b. Kim loaded ha y onto the wagon , and had extra ro om for the grain.

c. Kim loaded ha y onto the wagon , �lling it up completely .

� Levin and Rappap ort (1988) prop ose that the t w o v arian ts exhibit the \paraphrase

prop ert y": the lo cation direct ob ject v arian t en tails the lo cation oblique v arian t but

not vice v ersa, captured in terms of t w o distinct but related ev en t templates:

(4) a. John loaded ha y on to the w agon. (c hange-of-lo cation, cf. put )

[ x cause [ y to come to b e at z ]/ lo ad ]

b. John loaded the w agon with ha y . (c hange-of-state, cf. �l l )

[[ x cause [ z to come to b e in st a te ]]

by means of [ x cause [ y to come to b e at z ]/ lo ad ]]

(5) When the LCS of a v erb includes one of the substructures in [(6)], link the

v ariable represen ted b y x in either substructure to the direct [ob ject] v ariable

in the v erb's [Predicate Argumen t Structure].

(6) a. ...[ x come to b e at loca tion ]...

b. ...[ x come to b e in st a te ]... ( ibid :25-26, (24), (21)-(22))

| Eac h template mak es a di�eren t argumen t more prominen t (less em b edded), whic h

determines direct ob ject linking and th us the alternation.

| F urthermore, (4b) em b eds (4a), predicting the paraphrase relationship.

� Ho w ev er, this approac hes su�ers t w o dra wbac ks.

� First, in b oth v arian ts there is at least some a�ect for b oth participan ts (at least partly

mo v ed/�lled) regardless of holistic a�ectedness (Jac k endo� 1990:129-130), but this is

absen t in (4).

� Second, the \paraphrase prop ert y" is in fact more complicated than (4) suggests.

� If the lo catum is realized as a de�nite NP rather than a bare plural/mass NP it also

yields a holistic reading (Fillmore 1977, Je�ries and Willis 1984, Do wt y 1991, Herslund

1995; see Garey 1957, V erkuyl 1972, 1993 on the e�ect of bare plurals/mass ob jects):

(7) a. # Kim loaded the hay on to the w agon, but needed a truc k for the rest.

b. Kim loaded the w agon with the hay , but needed a truc k for the rest.

c. Kim loaded the w agon with the hay , lea ving none b ehind.

� The paraphrase prop ert y is relativ e to e ach p articip ant : eac h v arian t asso ciates an ad-

ditional prop ert y with its direct ob ject not asso ciated with the corresp onding oblique.

� In fact, this applies to man y alternations that in v olv e notions others than holistic

a�ectedness. Man y alternations exhibit similar en tailmen t patterns (Bea v ers 2005):
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(8) Recipro cal alternation (Undersp eci�ed motion)

a. The car and the truc k collided. (car and truc k in motion)

b. The car collided with the truc k. (car in motion; truc k not necessarily)

(9) Conativ e alternation I (Undersp eci�ed holistic a�ectedness)

a. John ate the sandwic h. (sandwic h all eaten)

b. John ate at the sandwic h. (sandwic h not necessarily all eaten)

(10) Conativ e alternation I I (Undersp eci�ed a�ectedness)

a. John slashed the can v as. (can v as a�ected)

b. John slashed at the can v as. (can v as p ossibly not a�ected)

(11) Dativ e alternation (Undersp eci�ed p ossession/goal)

a. John sen t Mary the letter. (Mary a goal and p ossessor)

b. John sen t the letter to Mary . (Mary not necessarily p ossessor)

(12) Prep osition drop alternation (Undersp eci�ed holistic tra v ersal)

a. John clim b ed the moun tain. (en tire moun tain tra v ersed)

b. John clim b ed up the moun tain. (moun tain p ossibly not all tra v ersed)

(13) Se ar ch alternation I (Undersp eci�ed existence)

a. John h un ted a unicorn in the w o o ds. (unicorn presupp osed to exist)

b. John h un ted for a unicorn in the w o o ds. (unicorn migh t not exist)

(14) Se ar ch alternation I I (Undersp eci�ed holistic co v erage)

a. John searc hed the w o o ds for deer. (w o o ds totally searc hed)

b. John searc hed in the w o o ds for deer. (w o o ds ma yb e not all searc hed)

� Th us the follo wing v ery general direct argumen t/oblique con trast emerges (cf. Ac k er-

man and Mo ore 2001, Bea v ers 2005, in press, in prep), go v erning all suc h alternations:

(15) In seman tically con ten tful argumen t/oblique alternations direct argumen ts are

sp eci�ed for prop erties left undersp eci�ed for corresp onding obliques.

� Predicate decomp ositions do not capture this since all they enco de are structur al dif-

ferences b et w een co-argumen ts (cf. Ko enig and Da vis 2004).

2.2 En tailmen t-Based Approac hes

� In an en tailmen t based approac h (Ladusa w and Do wt y 1988, Do wt y 1989, 1991, Prim us

1999, Ac k erman and Mo ore 2001, Bea v ers 2005, in press, in prep) a v erb asso ciates with

eac h participan t a set of en tailmen ts describing that participan t's role in the ev en t.

� Di�eren t realization options for eac h participan t are determined b y whic h en tailmen ts

are asso ciated with it according to some mapping principles (cf. Do wt y 1991 on a

proto-role analysis of sub ject/ob ject selection).

� By their v ery nature, sets of en tailmen ts allo w the p ossibilit y of subset relations. Strict

subset relations inheren tly enco de the sorts of implicational con trasts w e see ab o v e:
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(16) F or an y t w o sets of en tailmen ts R and Q assigned to a participan t x , if R � Q

then Q sa ys more ab out x (con tains more en tailmen ts ab out x ) than R do es.

� On the basis of this w e can place the follo wing general constrain t on linking rules that

restricts the kinds of seman tic con trasts they allo w:

(17) F or a participan t x that can b e realized as either a direct or oblique argumen t

of a v erb V , it has en tailmen ts Q

V

as a direct argumen t and en tailmen ts R

V

as an oblique where R

v

� Q

v

.

� Linking rules for particular alternations will sp ecify whic h sets of en tailmen ts are rele-

v an t. F or example, whic hev er w a y the lo cativ e alternation is analyzed w e w ould exp ect

it to yield the follo wing assignmen ts of en tailmen ts, whic h ob eys (17):

(18) En tailmen ts for lo catum/lo cation :

8

<

:

hol istic

af f ected

:::

9

=

;

�

�

af f ected

:::

�

Realization of lo catum/lo cation : DO OBL

� What w ere structural asymmetries in predicate decomp ositions are implicational asym-

metries in en tailmen t-based approac hes, capturing the generalization in (15).

3 Ro ot Dep endency

� The con trasts go v erned b y a giv en alternation v ary dep ending on the v erb. Consider

the follo wing v erbs in v olving a lo catum mo ving in to con tact with a lo cation:

(19) a. Kim cut/sliced/c hipp ed the windo w with the diamond .(windo w a�ected)

b. Kim cut/sliced/c hipp ed the diamond on the windo w . (diamond a�ected)

� The ob ject is a�ected someho w; the corresp onding obliques are undersp eci�ed for this.

� Though not canonical lo cativ e alternations, they share man y prop erties in common

with spr ay/lo ad alternations (Fillmore 1977, Do wt y 1991; see also Ga wron 1986):

(20) a. The morphosyn tax ( with =lo catum, in(to)/on(to) =lo cation).

b. Loca tum is force-dynamically in termediate (Croft 1991, 1998):

x � ! y � ! z x � ! y � ! z

� � � � l oad � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � cut � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

Kim hay wagon Kim diamond window

c. Loca tum mo v es relativ e to loca tion

� Y et the con trasts are di�eren t for spr ay/lo ad vs. cut/slic e v ersions of this alternation:

(21) Direct Ob ject Oblique

spr ay/lo ad x is holistically a�ected x is a�ected

cut/slic e x is a�ected no a�ected sp eci�ed for x
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� The conativ e alternation sho ws a similar paradigm of p ossible con trasts:

(22) a. Kim ate the pie. (holistic) , b. Kim ate at the pie (slo wly). (a�ected)

c. Kim cut the pie. (a�ected) , d. Kim cut at the pie.

� In decomp osition theories w e w ould exp ect to treat spr ay and cut the same in terms

of the geometry of the ev en t template, e.g. with v arian ts ha v e the follo wing form (cf.

Guerssel et al. 1985, Laughren 1988 for related analyses of cut in conativ e alternations):

(23) a. lo ad with : [[ x cause [ z to come to b e in st a te ]]

by means of [ x cause [ y to come to b e at z ]/ lo ad ]]

b. cut with : [[ x cause [ z to come to b e in st a te ]]

by means of [ x cause [ y to come to b e at z ]/ cut ]]

� But ho w w ould w e capture the lexical idiosyncrasy , i.e. the fact that the \same" alter-

nation has di�eren t seman tics with di�eren t v erbal ro ots?

� Presumably this comes from the ro ot p ortion of the decomp osition, but in general the

ro ot pla ys no role in assigning particular seman tics to an y participan t.

� On an en tailmen t based approac h ro ot dep endency follo ws quite naturally:

| Di�eren t v erbs asso ciate di�eren t en tailmen ts with their argumen ts.

| Linking rules determine subset relations dep enden t on the v erb-sp eci�c en tailmen ts.

� F ollo wing Bea v ers (2005, in press), holistic a�ectedness en tails a�ectedness so that

whatev er rule generates the lo cativ e paradigm simply strips a w a y the strongest en tail-

men t of a�ectedness pro vided b y the v erb, generating the con trasts in (24).

(24) spr ay/lo ad cut/slic e

En tailmen ts :

8

<

:

hol istic

af f ected

:::

9

=

;

�

�

af f ected

:::

� �

af f ected

:::

�

�

�

:::

	

Realization : DO OBL DO OBL

� \Ro ot" and \template" are no longer on tologically distinct: the subset structure that

determines alternations follo ws from the nature of the ro ot (sets of en tailmen ts).

4 V erb Class Hierarc hies

� Consider in tances of the dativ e alternation:

(25) a. Kim ga v e/sen t/threw Sandy a ball.

b. Kim ga v e/sen t/threw a ball to Sandy .

� Croft et al. (2001) sho w that, crosslinguistically , give v erbs and send v erbs form an

implicational hierarc h y regarding their abilit y to undergo the dativ e alternation:

| Give is less lik ely than send to sho w oblique (allativ e) realization.

| If give alternates then so do es send : give > send
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� It is widely assumed that F O/dativ e realizations of recipien ts are inheren tly ab out

causation of p ossession while oblique realizations are inheren tly ab out motion (Green

1974, Oehrle 1976, Krifk a 2004, Harley 2003, inter alia ).

(26) Decomp ositions for ditransitiv e v erbs (from Levin and Rappap ort Ho v a v 2005):

a. [ x CA USE [ y HA VE z ] ] (causation-of-p ossession; recipien t y is F O)

b. [ x CA USE [ z GO TO y ] ] (c hange-of-lo cation; recipien t y is oblique)

� Most suc h approac hes to dativ e alternations assume that all ditransitiv es ha v e b oth

meanings a v ailable, but this do es not accoun t for Croft et. al.'s generalization.

� Ho w ev er, Levin and Rappap ort Ho v a v (2005) argue that give is unam biguously caused

p ossession while send is am biguous b et w een caused p ossession and c hange-of-lo cation.

(27) # John ga v e a pac k age to London/ga v e London a pac k age.

� This explains wh y in man y languages send v erbs exhibit an argumen t-oblique alterna-

tion and give v erbs do not (cf. German, Hebrew; F rancez to app ear).

� English is exceptional in allo wing give v erbs to alternate, but for information structural

and hea viness reasons (among other things; see Ertesc hik-Shir 1979, Arnold et al. 2000,

W aso w 2002, Bresnan and Nikitina 2003, Rappap ort Ho v a v and Levin 2005).

� This analysis, ho w ev er, is problematic for t w o reasons.

A. Wh y is the relev an t oblique mark er the allativ e for give when it sho ws oblique v arian ts

(e.g. English alternations; in Finnish give categorically tak es allativ e; Karlsson 1999)?

| Levin and Rappap ort Ho v a v (2005:11) note that \[r]ecipien ts can b e expressed either

as a �rst ob ject or as the ob ject of the prep osition to , since they are seman tically

compatible with b oth realizations."

| This suggests that there is a common seman tics to the to and F O, but this is not

enco ded in (26). There is no inheren t relation b et w een the t w o decomp ositions.

� An en tailmen t-based approac h naturally mo dels the shared seman tics, wherein the set

of en tailmen ts constituting the role possessor is a sup erset of the role go al .

(28) possessor go al

�

g is the endp oin t of a path

g comes to p ossess a theme x

�

�

�

g is the endp oin t of a path

	

� Essen tially , possessors are a�ected go als (Jac k endo� 1990).

� The notion of path is necessarily abstract (a la Krifk a 1998, Bea v ers to app ear): it refers

to a scale of coming to b e at/with the goal (a relation of \cen tral coincidence" follo wing

Hale and Keyser 2002:208), a necessary precondition on coming to b e p ossessed.
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� Give/send di�er in what kinds of non-theme participan ts they select for, and F O/ to

di�er in what kinds of participan ts they realize:

(29) Role assigned to (recipien t) argumen ts:

V erbs Realization Options

give : possessor F O : possessor

send : go al to : go al

| The role assigned b y send is compatible with to , th us predicting allativ e realization.

F O realization is p ossible but monotonically adds the en tailmen t of p ossession.

| The role assigned b y give is compatible with F O, th us predicting direct argumen t

realization. Crucially , since the role assigned b y give subsumes that of to , allativ e real-

ization is trivially also p ossible but give inheren tly determines the stronger seman tics.

) The allativ e is th us exp ected to b e the relev an t oblique mark er for all ditransitiv es.

B. Wh y do es give not trivially alternate in all languages with an allativ e mark er?

� The decomp ositions ab o v e do not ultimately predict nor rule out an alternation.

� The en tailmen ts w e p osit determine an unique in teraction whic h explains this:

| This seman tics of F O and to yield a blo c king e�ect: the stronger realization is

preferred for expressing the stronger meaning, whic h give alw a ys selects for.

| Blo c king can b e o v erridden if need b e for information structural or other factors; in

English (a language with relativ ely �xed w ord order) alternations are a common w a y

to do man y suc h things (Giv� on 1984).

� Oblique v arian ts with b oth give and send are alw a ys p ossible on this approac h; but it

is ruled out for give unless it can b e made non-v acuous in some w a y .

5 Conclusions

� W e ha v e examined three prop erties of argumen t/oblique alternations:

{ Implicational Con trasts: Direct argumen t v arian ts often en tail additional prop-

erties of the alternating participan t not en tailed b y oblique v arian ts.

{ Ro ot Dep endency: The con trast exhibited b y a giv en v erb in a giv en alternation

dep ends on the v erb.

{ V erb Class Hierarc hies: The abilit y of certain v erb classes to alternate predicts

the abilit y of other v erb classes.

| Decomp ositions do not capture these seman tic generalizations b ecause they fo cus

primarily on the structure of seman tic represen tations.

| En tailmen t-based approac hes pro vide an appropriate seman tic language.

� Is it p ossible to augmen t decomp osition approac hes to capture the seman tic con trasts?

7



� Presumably y es, if the structures are augmen ted with seman tic information that deter-

mines argumen t realization rather than just structural prop erties of the decomp ositions

(as in Jac k endo� 1990) or if meaning p ostulates relate di�eren t decomp ositions.

� But this w ould constitute a kind of seman tic structure up on whic h linking constrain ts

could b e stated, p oten tially ob viating the need for the decomp ositions themselv es.

� Whether this is p ossible or necessary is a matter of future w ork, but the questions w e

raise p ose c hallenges for suc h theories.
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