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Abstract

In this paperl presentwo classe®f doubleobjectconstructionsn Mo-
dernGreek,i.e., the genitive, aswell asthe doubleaccusatie, ditransitve
constructions. shav thatthesetwo classediffer from oneanotherin that
not both of thempermitderivationalprocessesuchasthe formationof ad-
jectival passies. | alsolook at the casepropertiesassociatedvith the verbs
which headModern Greekgenitive and doubleaccusatie ditransitive con-
structions.Finally, the analysisl proposefor theseconstructionsn Modern
Greekareformalizedusingthe Minimal RecursiorSemantic§MRS) frame-
work of Copestaketal. (2001)andCopestak etal. (2003).

1 Intr oduction

In this paper | proposea robustdeepanalysisof Modern Greekstructuresof the
following form:

(1) O Petros edose to vivlio s-tin Maria.
the PeteNom give.3SG.RST thebook.Accto-theMaria.Acc

“Petergave thebookto Mary”.

(2) O Petros edose tis Marias  to vivlio.
the PeteNom give.3SG.RST the Maria.Genthe book.Acc
“Petergave Mary thebook”.

Therestof this paperis organisedasfollows. In the next section(Section(2))
| give anoverview of therelevantdatain ModernGreek.In Section(3) | dealwith
the casepropertiesof Modern Greekgenitive and doubleaccusatie ditransitive
constructions. In Section(4) | presentthe robust deepanalysisof ditransitves
that! arguefor in this paper andl discusghis analysisin comparisorto relevant
influential crosslinguisticstudiesof similar phenomenaFinally, in Section(5) |
am highlighting someof the advantageshatthe analysispresentedn Section(4)
bringsto thetaskof developmenif broadcoveragegrammar®f naturallanguage.

2 The Data

Modern Greekdistinguishegwo typesof ditransitve constructionsthe genitive
ditransitve construction(seeSection(2.1)) andthe doubleaccusatie ditransitve
constructionseeSection(2.2)).

2.1 The Genitive Ditransiti ve Construction

In ModernGreekthegoalin mostditransitvessurfacesasa PP (seeexample(3)),
or asanNP with morphologicalgenitive case(seeexample(4)):



®3)

(4)

O Petros estile ta hrimata s-tin Maria.
thePeteNom send.3SGRST themonegy.Acc.PLto-theMaria.Acc

“Petersentthemoney to Mary”.

O Petros estile tis Marias ta hrimata.
the PeteNomsend.3SG RST the Maria.Genthemoney.Acc.PL

“PetersentMary themoney”.

Anagnostopouloy1999) arguesthat the Modern Greekgenitive ditransitve
constructioris a doubleobjectconstruction.

2.2 The Double Accusative Ditransiti ve Construction

With alimited setof verbsboth theindirect objectandthe directobjectmay sur
facewith morphologicalccusativecaseusedwithout a preposition: Theseverbs
includethe predicateserviro (sene), plirono(pay),didaslo (teach):

®)

(6)

()

(8)

9)

O servitoros servire ton pelati enankafe.
thewaiterNomsene.3SG.RST thecustomeAcca  coffee.Acc

“The waitersenedthe customem coffee”.

O servitoros servire enankafe s-ton pelati.
thewaitetNomsene.3SG.RSTa  coffee.Accto-thecustomericc
“The waitersened a coffeeto thecustomer”.

Plirosa ton spitonilokiri ta nikia pu tu
paylSG.RAST the landlord.Acctherent.Acc.PLthathim.Cl.Gen

ofila.
owe.1SG.RST

“l paidthelandlordtherentsthatl owedhim”.

Plirosa s-ton spitonilokiri ta nikia pu tu
payl1SG.RAST to-thelandlord.Acctherent.Acc.PLthathim.Cl.Gen

ofila.

owe.1SG.RST
“| paidto thelandlordtherentsthatl owedhim”.
O kathigitis didakse tusfitites tin

the professaNom teach.3SG RST thestudent.Acc.Plthe

ili ton mathimatilon proshta.

course-material. Acthe maths.Gen.Plecently

“The professortaughtthe studentsthe coursematerialfor the mathsre-
cently”.

1Theseverbsmay alsoform a doubleobjectconstructionin which the goal bearsgenitive case
morphology In this case they behae syntacticallysimilarly to verbsforming the genitive ditransi-
tive constructiorpresentedn Section(2.1).



(10) O Kkathigitis didakse tin ili ton
the professaNomteach.3SG RST thecourse-material. Acthe
mathimatilon s-tus fitites proshta.
maths.Gen.Plto-thestudent.Acc.Plrecently
“The professortaughtthe coursematerialfor the mathsto the students
recently”.

2.3 Evidencefor two structures

Adjectival passreswith goalexternalizationarenot possiblewith the verbsform-
ing the genitve ditransitive constructionseeSection(2.1)):

(11) O Petros estile to paketo s-tin  mitera
thePeteNom send.3SG RST the paclet. Accto-themotherAcc
tu polu proshta.

his.Cl.Genvery recently
“Petersentthe paclet to his mothervery recently”.

(12) O Petros estile tis miteras  tu to paleto
thePetemNomsend.3SG RST themotherGenhis.Cl.Gernthe paclet.Acc
polu prostta.
very recently

“Petersenthis motherthe paclet very recently”.

(13) Enaproshtastalmengaketo./* Mia proshtastalmenimitera.
a recentlysent paclet /*a recentlysent  mother

“A recentlysentpaclet”. /* “A recentlysentmother”.

We take it thatthe banon goal externalizationcould/shouldoe reducedo the
genitive casemorphologyof the goal (seeKratzer(1993)).

In contrast,adjectival passieswith goal externalizationare possiblewith the
verbsforming thedoubleaccusatie ditransitve constructior(thefollowing exam-
ple readsn relationto examples(9) and(10) of Section(2.2)):

(14) 1 prostatadidagmenili ton mathimatilon./l prostta
therecentlytaught  course-materighe maths.Gen.PL/theecently
didagmenfitites.
taught  students
“The recentlytaughtcoursematerialfor the maths”./“The recentlytaught
students”.

Moreover, in ModernGreekthe two verb classedliffer with respecto nomi-
nalization.Nominalizationsvherethe goalsurfacesasthe non-prepositionatom-
plementof the noun are not possiblewith the verbal predicategarticipatingin
the genitive ditransitive construction(examples(15)-(17)),while they arepossible



with the verbalpredicategarticipatingin the doubleaccusatie ditransitve con-
struction(example(18) in relationto examples(9) and(10) of Section(2.2)):

(15) O Petros nikiase to spiti s-ton fititi.
thePeteNomrent.3SG.RST thehouse.Acdo-thestudent.Acc

“Peterrentthe houseto the student”.

(16) O Petros nikiase tu Afititi to spiti.
the PeteMNomrent.3SG.RST the student.Gemthe house.Acc
“Peterrentthe studenthe house”.

(17) To nikiasmatu spitiu. /* To nikiasmatu fititi.
therental thehouse.Gerf* therental thestudent.Gen
“The rentalof thehouse”./* “The rentalof thestudent”.

(18) | didaskalidtis ilis ton mathimatilon. / |
theteaching thecourse-material.Gen.SBe maths.Gen.PL the

didaskaliaton fititon.
teaching thestudents.Gen.PL

“The teachingof the coursematerialfor themaths”./ “The teachingof the
students”.

3 CaseAssignmentin Modern Greek Genitive and Dou-
ble Accusatie Ditransiti ve Constructions

In genitive ditransitve constructionin Modern Greek, like the onespresentedn
Section(2.1) in the previous (seeexample(4)), we obsere thatclitic doublingis
possiblewith boththe genitive goal,aswell astheaccusatie theme:

(19) (Tis) (ta) estile 0 Petros tis
cl.Gen.Fem.SGl.Acc.Neut.PLsend.3SG RST thePeteNom.SGthe
Marias ta hrimata.
Maria.Gen.Fem.S@emong.Acc.Neut.PL
“PetersentMary themoney”.

Clitic doublingin (19) abore shawvs that both the genitve goal and the ac-
cusatve themebearstructuralcase.

Moreover, passyization of the themeargumentof Modern Greekgenitve di-
transitive constructionss alsopossible provided thatthe goal agumentof these
constructionss clitic doubled:

(20) Ta hrimata *?(tis) stalthikan tis
themong.Nom.PLcl.Gen.Fem.SGend.3PL.RST.PASSthe
Marias apoton Petro.

Maria.Gen.Fem.S®y the Petro
“The money wassentto Mary by Peter”.



The factthat the themeargumentof the genitive ditransitve constructionsn
ModernGreekmayundego passvizationwhenthegoalarguments clitic doubled
shaws thatit bearsstructuralaccusatie case.

Turningto doubleaccusatie ditransitve constructionsn ModernGreek,like
the onesdescribedn Section(2.2) abore, Anagnostopoulo{1999) hasobsered
that the goal exhibits all the propertiesof a structuralobject. Thatis, it bears
a morphologicalaccusatie case,it canbe doubledby a clitic (seeexample(21)
belon) andit mayundego passvization (seeexample(22) below):

(21) (Tus) didakse tusfitites ta mathimatika.
cl.Acc.PLteach.3SGRST thestudents.Acc.Pthemaths.Acc.PL

“He taughtthe studentghe maths”.

(22) 1 fitites didahthikan ta mathimatika.
thestudents.Nom.Plteach.3PL.RST.PASSthemaths.Acc.PL

“The studentsveretaughtthe maths”.

Onthecontrary asAnagnostopoulo{l1999)underlinesthesamedoesnothold
for thethemeargumentof theseconstructionsThatis, clitic doublingof thetheme
argumentrendersthe Modern Greekdoubleaccusatie ditransitve constructions
ungrammatical:

(23) *Ta didakse tusfitites ta
cl.Acc.NeutelPL teach.3SGRST thestudents.Acc.Masc.Pthe
mathimatika.

maths.Acc.NeutdpPL
“He taughtthe studentghe maths”.

Moreover, Anagnostopouloy1999) also points out that passvization of the
themeacrossa goalin the doubleaccusatie ditransitive constructionsn Modern
Greekis not possible gvenwhenthegoalis clitic doubled:

(24) *Tamathimatika tus didahthikan tus
the maths.Acc.NeutdPL cl.Acc.Masc.Plteach.3PL.RST.PASSthe
fitites.

students.Acc.Masc.PL
“The mathsweretaughtto the students”.
(25) *Tamathimatika tus didahthikan.
the maths.Acc.NeutdPL cl.Acc.Masc.Plteach.3PL.RST.PASS
“The mathsweretaughtto them”.

It would have been,indeed very simpleto attribute the exceptionalbehaiour
of the themeamumentof the Modern Greekdouble accusatie ditransitve con-
structionsto thefactthatit might bearaninherentaccusatie case.We areafraid,



though,that this would have beentoo simplistic an analysis,sincethe themear-
gumentof theseconstructionan Modern Greek exhibits all the propertiesof a
structuralobject,whentheaccusatie goalundegoespassiization, for instance:

(26) | fitites ta didahthikan ta mathimatika
the students.Nom.Pktl.Acc.PLteach.3PL.RST.PASSthemaths.Acc.PL
apoton kathigiti.

by the professor
“The studentsveretaughtthe mathsby the professor”.

Thatis, asis shavn in example (26) abore and as Anagnostopouloy{1999)
alsonotesthethemeargumentcanbeclitic doubledin the passie form of Modern
Greekdoubleaccusatie ditransitve constructionsThis impliesthatthis agument
doesnot bearthe samekind of casein active andpassve sentencesThis in turn
arguesagainstthe assumptiorthat the themehasinherentcase,sincea defining
propertyof inherentcaseis thatit never entersnto casealternations.

Passvization of the themeargumentacrossthe goalin ModernGreekdouble
accusatie ditransitive constructiondeadsto very strongungrammaticality(see
examples(24) and(25) above), unlike passiization of the themeargumentin the
presencef anundoubledyenitive goal (seeexample(20) abore), which only gives
riseto mildly ungrammaticasentences.

Thus, Anagnostopoulo1999) concludeshat while passiization of themes
acrosgyoals(directpassies)is not possibleeitherin ModernGreekgenitive, or in
ModernGreekdoubleaccusatie ditransitive constructionsthe causeof theviola-
tion is different. Sheclaimsthatin Modern Greekgenitive ditransitive construc-
tionsthe problemis posedby Locality, while in ModernGreekdoubleaccusatie
ditransitve constructionghe problemseemsdo beposedby thefactthatthetheme
argumentbearsaninherentaccusatie case.

Anagnostopouloy1999) mentionsthat a similar behaiour is also found in
English. Thatis, sentence#volving passvization of themesin the presenceof
goalsarejudgedas“quite marginal” (cf., Larson(1988)):

(27) ?*A letterwassentMary.

Accordingto Larson(1988), passie sentences$ike the onein (27) are often
judgedto bebetterif the goalis anunstresseg@gronoun:

(28) A letterwasgiven’'im/*HIM by Mary.
Thus,indirectobjectweakpronoungn Englishpassieshave aneffectcompa-
rableto the effect of “dative” clitics in Greekpassies.
3.1 Themeincorporation

In doubleaccusatie ditransitve constructionsn ModernGreekthe goalargument
may surfaceasa solecomplement:



(29)

(30)

(31)

Didaslo tusfitites.
teach.1SGhestudents.Acc.PL

“l teachthestudents.

Serviro  ton pelati.
sene.1SGthe customericc.SG
“I senethecustomer”.

Plirono tonipalilo.
payl1SGthe emploee.Acc.SG
“I paytheemploree”.

Moreover, asalsoshavn by Anagnostopoulo1999),therearecasef overt
nounincorporationof the themein Modern Greekwherethe goal surfacesasan
accusatie object,andnotasaPP(seeexample(33)),or agenitve NP (seeexample
(35); theexamplesarefrom Anagnostopouloi{1999)):

(32)

(33)

(34)

(39)

Dino trofima stus aporus.
give.1SGfood.Acc.PLto-thepoor

“I give foodto thepoor”.

Trofodoto tusaporus / *stus aporus.
food-gve.1SGthepoorAcc.PL/ *to-the poor

“I give foodto thepoor

Dino tis Marias hrimata.

give.1SGthe Maria.Gen.SGnoneg.Acc.PL

“I give Mary mongy”.

Hrimatodoto  tin Maria [ *tis Marias.
moetry-give.1SGthe Maria.Acc.SG *the Maria.Gen.SG
“I give mong to Mary”.

Anagnostopoulo1999)concludeghatsuchexamplesconstitutesvidencethat
themeincorporatiortakesplacein thedoubleaccusatie ditransitive constructions,
but notin the PR, or the genitive, ditransitive constructionsn ModernGreek.

4 Betweenshifts and alternations

4.1 Overview

As Levin andRappaportiovav (2001)have pointedout, thetermsdativeshiftand
dativealternationreflecttwo major classeof analyse®f the variableexpression
of agumentscharacteristiof the verb give (in English)andsemanticallyrelated

verbs.

ThedativeshiftapproachasLevin andRappaporHovav (2001)have shavn,
is adervationalanalysishatassumeshattheseverbshave a singlemeaning giv-
ing rise to two derivationally relatedsyntacticstructures.The two variantsnever



involve ary differencen truth-conditionaimeaning.This analysisendsto be syn-
tacticallyratherthansemanticallymotivated.

There are dative shift analysesn the literature, like, for instance,the ones
proposedby Baker (1988),denDikken (1995),Larson(1988),amongothers,ac-
cordingto which the to- variantis consideredo be the basic. Other dative shift
approachegrefer the double object variant as the basicone (see,for instance,
Dryer (1986)).

The dative alternationapproachasLevin andRappaporHovav (2001)have
pointedout, is anon-denvationalanalysighatassumeshatgive andverbsseman-
tically relatedto it have two distinctmeaningseachgiving riseto its own syntactic
realizationof agumentdcf., amongothers,Arad (1998),Green(1974),Haleand
Keyser(1996),Harley (1997),Krifka (1999),0ehrle(1975),Pinker (1989)).

Thealternateargumentrealizationsarisebecausdistinctagumentssatisfythe
semanticconditionsfor mappingto direct objectin eachalternant. This analysis
tendsto be motivatedby lexical semanticconsiderationgsee for instance(37)in
Section(4.2) below):

(36) a.'x causey tohavez’, giving riseto thedoubleobjectalternangive Peter
a book
b. ‘x causez to beaty’, giving riseto theto-variantgive a bookto Peter

Recently a constructionalversion of this approachhas also emepged (e.g.,
Goldbeg (1995)). Accordingto this constructionalanalysis,the verb give and
its semanticallyrelatedverbsaremonosemoudyut their coremeaningis compat-
ible with two syntactico-semanticonstructions.Sinceconstructionsare defined
asform andmeaningpairs,eachverb-syntactidrameis associatedavith a distinct
meaning.Thus,this canalsobe viewed asa two-meaningapproach.

4.2 The Analysis

For Modern Greekgenitve ditransitve constructiongseeSection(2.1)) | argue
for anaccountwhich shareswith the “dative shift” approachethe ideathatthere
is a single verb meaninginvolved, and with the “dative alternation”approaches
theideathatvariantsarenondenationallyrelated(seeButt etal. (1997),Wechsler
(1995),amongothers,for similar approaches LFG andHPSG,resprectrely, to
Englishditransitives).

Thestartingpointof theanalysidor predicatetieadingModernGreekgenitive
ditransitive constructionss thatthey arenot polysemousnd, moregenerally the
genitive ditransitive alternationdoesnot involve two distinct meaningsfor each
individual ditransitve predicate.

In the spirit of Levin andRappaportHovav (2001),l proposethatthe key idea
is thatthe genitive ditransitive alternationin Modern Greekis not aboutalternate
objects)ike for instancethelocative alternationin ModernGreek but aboutalter
nateexpression®f recipientdi.e., animategoals).



Thatis, recipientsn ModernGreekgenitive ditransitve constructiongnay be
realizedin two waysasthey areopento two semanticcharacterizationgseealso
Goldsmith(1980)for English): (i) atype of possesso(ii) atype of goal, asthe
LocalistHypothesigredicts(cf., alsoGruber(1965),Jackendof (1972))?

The consequencef the availability of two semanticcharacterizationor re-
cipientsin the caseof ModernGreekgenitive ditransitive constructiongi.e., pos-
sessorsand goals)is that recipientshave alsotwo potentialmodesof syntactic
instantiation:(i) a genitive case-markd NP (seeexample(4) in Section(2.1)and
example(12)in Section(2.3)), (i) aPP(s-tin (to)-phrasen example(3) in Section
(2.1)andexample(11) in Section(2.3)).

For Modern Greekdouble accusatie ditransitve constructiongseeSection
(2.2))1 proposeananalysiswhich shareswith the “dative alternation”approaches
theideathatvariantsarenondervationally related.

| also propose,though, that unlike the genitive ditransitive constructionsn
Modern Greekas shavn in Section(2.1) the doubleaccusatie ditransitve con-
structionis aboutalternateobjects, like for instance,the locative alternationin
ModernGreek. This proposalis stronglysupportedy the evidencefrom adjecti-
val passiesandnominalizationgresentedn Section(2.3) in relationto Modern
Greekdoubleaccusatie ditransitive constructionswhich shavs that with predi-
catesheadingdoubleaccusatie ditransitves eitherthe themeor the recipientar
gumentexhibits “object” propertiesdependingon which is (the primary) object.
Suchananalysigendsto beaccompaniethy differentlexical semantientailments
in relationto the two variants®

(37) FromArad (1998)
a.to-VARIANT: x causdy to cometo be at (possessiorg]
b. DOUBLE OBJECTVARIANT: x causdz to cometo bein STATE (of
possessiony meanf [x causdy to cometo beat (poss)z]]

4.3 The Formalization

The analysessketchedabove for the genitive andthe doubleaccusatie ditransi-
tive constructionsn ModernGreekareformalizedhereusingthe Minimal Recur
sion Semantic§MRS) framework of Copesta& etal. (2001)andCopestak et al.
(2003).

In brief, Minimal RecursionSemanticds a framewvork for computationake-
mantics,in which the meaningof expressionss represente@sa flat bagof Ele-
mentaryPredicationgor EPs)encodedasvaluesof a RELS attribute. The deno-
tation of this bagis equivalentto the logical conjunctionof its members.Scope

2In supportof point (i), andasfar asEnglishis concernedPesetsk (1995, p. 141) points out
that“the semanticof to-objectsseemso be a supersebf the semanticof directly selectedyoals
(i.e.,recipients)”.

3As we have alsomentionedn (4.1) above, recentlya constructionalersionof suchanapproach
hasalsoemeged(seeGoldbeg (1995)).



relationsbetweerEPsarerepresentedsexplicit relationsamongEPs.Suchscope
relationscanalsobe underspecifiedThe assumptiorof currentMRS is thateach
lexical item (otherthanthosewith empty EP bags)hasa singledistinguishednain
EPR whichis referredto asthe KEY EP All otherEPseithersharea labelwith the
KEY EPor areequalto somescopalagumentof theKEY EP

For situation-denotig EPs,which are alsomostinterestingfor our purposes
here thefollowing generalizationsold: (i) EPsdo notencodeaecursvely embed-
dedstate-of-dfairs (SQAs); (i) EPscanhave one,two, or threearguments Finally,
asfarasdirectagumentsareconcernedthesearepredictedo link off thevalueof
theKEY attribute.

4.3.1 Modern GreekGenitive Ditransiti ve Constructions: at the Syntax-Semantics
Interface

(838) CONTENT of ModernGreekGenitive Ditransitve Constructiongexam-
ple (4))

stelno-tiange-of-pssesion-rel
ACT (o Petros)

POSSESSOR/RECIPIENT (tis Marias)
UND/THEME (ta hrimata)

KEY [g

stelno-tange-of-loation-rel
ACT (o Petros)

FIGU RE(ta hrimata)
GROUND (Marias)

RELS (3],

(39) CONTENTof ModernGreekPPDitransitive Constructiongexample(3))*

stelno-tiange-of-lacation-rel

ACT (o Petros)

UND/FIGURE (ta hrimata)
GOAL/RECIPIENT (GROUND) (stin Maria)
|RELS (@)

KEY [

*UND/FIGURE s usedin orderto denoteanargumentwhichis anUND(ergoer)andatthe same
time amaving entity (FIG(ure);seealsoDavis (1996)).



4.3.2 Modern Greek Double Accusative Ditransiti ve Constructions: at the
Syntax-Semanticdnterface

(40) CONTENT of Modern Greek Double Accusatve Ditransitve Construc-
tions (example(9); closeto the entailmentshavn in (37))

didaslo-change-of{possesson-rel

ACT (o kathigitis)
UND/POSSESSOR/RECIPIENT (tusfitites)
FIGURE/THEME (tin ili)

KEY 3

didaslo-change-oflocation-rel
ACT (o kathigitis)

FIGURE (ili) )
GROUND (ﬁtites)

RELS (3|,

(41) CONTENTof ModernGreekPPDitransitve Constructiongexample(10);
closeto the entailmentshavn in (37))

didaslo-change-of{ocation-rel

ACT (o kathigitis)

UND/FIGURE Z(tin ili)

GOAL/RECIPIENT (GROUND) (stusfitites)
|RELS (3)

KEY 3

4.3.3 Discussion:Evidencefor the first object aspossessor

As is also clearly shavn in the HPSGformalizationof Modern Greekgenitive

anddoubleaccusatie ditransitve constructiongresentedn (38)-(41)in Sections

(4.3.1)and(4.3.2)above, recipientsareopento two syntactico-semanticharacter

izations,i.e., thatof the possessoandthatof thegoal.
Consequentlyrecipientshave two expressions:

o they mayberealizedasgoalsareencodedi.e., the objectof stonin the PP
variant;see(39) and(41) above), or

e they may be realizedas possessorareencodedi.e., the first objectin the
ditransitve constructionsn ModernGreek;see(38) and(40) above).

From a crosslinguisticpoint of view, accordingto Levin and RappaporiHo-
vav (2001),mary languagesvhich lack doubleobjectsstill have a core(i.e., non-
adjunct) grammaticalrelation, distinct from subjectand object, usedto express



possessors Specifically as Levin and RappaportHovav (2001) mention, mary
languagesave a dative caseand usethe datve (casemarked) NP asthe basic
expressiorof possessorsncludingrecipientsof ditransitive constructions.

Thereare, then, accordingto Levin and RappaportHovav (2001),two dedi-
catedmodesof expressingpossessors:

¢ thefirst objectin adoubleobjectframe,and

e adative NP.

Thisis exactly whatwe have obseredin thebehaiour of ModernGreekgeni-
tive anddoubleaccusatie ditransitve constructiongsee for instance(38)-(41)in
Sectiong4.3.1)and(4.3.2)abore). Only insteadof a dative NP, in ModernGreek
we obsere agenitive NP.

Siewierska(1998)finds that no languagewhich hasa “true” dative case(i.e.,
useof a marker which is distinct from allative or locatve markers) hasa double
objectconstructioror a constructionin which therecipientandpatientreceve the
sameencoding.

This obseration suggestshat crosslinguisticajl datve NPsandfirst objects,
andthusthe dative frameanddoubleobjectframe,arein complementargistribu-
tion. Giventhis, they might be consideredwo sidesof the samecoin.

Thisalsoholdsfor ModernGreek,aswe have alreadyseenin theprevious(see
(38) and(40) in the previous). Onehasto keepin mind, though,thatin the case
of the ModernGreekdoubleaccusatie ditransitive verbsdidaslo (teach),servio
(sere), and plirono (pay) the recipient/possess@nd the patient/undegoer bear
thesamemorphologicakase.

In the light, then, of Modern Greekdouble accusatie ditransitve construc-
tionsthe generalizatiorof Siewierska(1998)might seemto be ratherunexpected,
sincethe “dative”/ditransitive alternationis alsoshavn to be aboutthe semantic
determinant®f “objecthood”.

Crosslinguisticallythus,andin thelight of the ModernGreekdatapresented
in the previous, four framesareassociatedvith the expressiorof recipients:

o Allative frame (recipientasgoal): in this frame the themeis syntactically
realizedasobject,therecipient(allative) aslocatve NP/PP

e Doubleobjectframe(recipientaspossessor)n this framethethemeis syn-
tactically realizedas secondaryobject, while the recipientis syntactically
realizedasfirst object.

e Dative frame(recipientaspossessor)n thisframethethemeis syntactically
realizedasobject,while therecipientis syntacticallyrealizedasa dative NP.

e Genitive frame (recipientaspossessor)in this framethe themeis syntac-
tically realizedas object, while the recipientis syntacticallyrealizedasa
genitve NP.



The consequencef all this, asLevin andRappaportHovav (2001)underline,
is thatin English,for instanceto is not a dative prepositionassomesuggestput
anallative prepositionandtheto-variantis, thus,aninstanceof the allative frame.
As Siewierska (1998, p. 180) pointsout “It appearghat the term dative-shift is
truly amisnomer”.

The crosslinguisticimplicationscan be summarizedaccordingto Levin and
RappaporHovav (2001),in thefollowing:

e A languagewith anexpressiorspecificto possessomiight not be expected
to allow the encodingof recipientsof ditransitves asallatives (the general
encodingfor goals),sincethe semanticexpressionas possessoris the se-
manticallymorespecific.

e Englishdoesallow recipientsof verbslike giveto be expressedsallatives
becausgivenits strictword orderthereis no otherwayto focusarecipient.

e But in languageswith free word order like, for instance,Modern Greek
or Russianrecipientsof verbslike give may alsobe expressedasgenitive
NPs,asis the casein ModernGreek,or alwaysasdative NPsandnever as
allatives,asis thecasein Russian:

(42) Ja dal lvanu  knigu.
I.Nom give.FAST Ivan.Datbook.Acc

“I gave lvanthebook”.

(43) *Ja dal knigu Kk Ivanu.
I.Nom give.FAST book.Accto Ivan.Dat

“I gavethebookto lvan”.

In fact,therearemary languagesvith only the dative frameor only thedouble
objectframe(see,amongothers,Baker (1997),Dryer (1986)).

5 Conclusion

In conclusion] have shavn thatthe ModernGreek“genitive” ditransitve alterna-
tion is aboutalternaterealizationsof recipients,while the Modern Greekdouble
accusatie ditransitve alternationis aboutalternateobjects.

Moreover, | have shavn thatHPSG(PollardandSag(1994))enrichedwith se-
manticrepresentationsi MRS (Copestak et al. (1999))constituteshe appropri-
atetheoreticabasisfor arohust, linguistically-motvated accounbf ditransitvesin
ModernGreek,which providesthe necessaryormal generalizationgor the anal-
ysis of suchagumentsin a multilingual context, sinceMRS structuresare easily
comparablecrosdanguages.

To shaw this | have consideredcomparatiely both genitive and double ac-
cusatve ditransitive constructionsn ModernGreek(Section(2)), concludingthat



while thelattermight be consideredo conformto thelocative alternationin Mod-
ern Greekand English, the former are beyond both “(dative) shifts”, aswell as
“(dative) alternations”.

As afinal generalcommentl needto underlinethatthe MRS-basedanalysis
presentedn Section(4) above allows for alinguistically-motivatedaccountof the
syntactico-semantipropertieof doubletswhich avoidsthe processingoad prob-
lemsthat are inseparabldrom (directionalor even bi-directionala la Flickinger
(1987))lexical rule approacheso parsingditransitve constructionsn particular
andto developmentof (the lexicon of) large-scale(computationallgrammarsof
naturallanguageéasecon HPSGin general.

Consequently(the lexicon of) large-scalecomputationalgrammarsmay be-
comemoreefficient, sinceit needso dependon fewer or evenno lexical rulesat
all, andthuslesscomplicatedor the grammawriter to maintain,aswell asto de-
velopfurther Herel focusedon (someof) thetheoreticabssumptionsiponwhich
theachiezementof sucha goalcanbebasedealistically
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