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Abstract

In this paperI presenttwo classesof doubleobjectconstructionsin Mo-
dernGreek,i.e., the genitive, aswell asthe doubleaccusative, ditransitive
constructions.I show that thesetwo classesdiffer from oneanotherin that
not bothof thempermitderivationalprocessessuchasthe formationof ad-
jectival passives. I alsolook at thecasepropertiesassociatedwith theverbs
which headModernGreekgenitive anddoubleaccusative ditransitive con-
structions.Finally, theanalysisI proposefor theseconstructionsin Modern
GreekareformalizedusingtheMinimal RecursionSemantics(MRS) frame-
work of Copestakeet al. (2001)andCopestakeet al. (2003).

1 Intr oduction

In this paper, I proposea robust deepanalysisof ModernGreekstructuresof the
following form:

(1) O
the

Petros
Peter.Nom

edose
give.3SG.PAST

to
the

vivlio
book.Acc

s-tin
to-the

Maria.
Maria.Acc

“Petergave thebookto Mary”.

(2) O
the

Petros
Peter.Nom

edose
give.3SG.PAST

tis
the

Marias
Maria.Gen

to
the

vivlio.
book.Acc

“PetergaveMary thebook”.

Therestof this paperis organisedasfollows. In thenext section(Section(2))
I giveanoverview of therelevantdatain ModernGreek.In Section(3) I dealwith
the casepropertiesof ModernGreekgenitive anddoubleaccusative ditransitive
constructions. In Section(4) I presentthe robust deepanalysisof ditransitives
that I arguefor in this paper, andI discussthis analysisin comparisonto relevant
influential crosslinguisticstudiesof similar phenomena.Finally, in Section(5) I
amhighlightingsomeof theadvantagesthat theanalysispresentedin Section(4)
bringsto thetaskof developmentof broadcoveragegrammarsof naturallanguage.

2 The Data

ModernGreekdistinguishestwo typesof ditransitive constructions,the genitive
ditransitive construction(seeSection(2.1)) andthedoubleaccusative ditransitive
construction(seeSection(2.2)).

2.1 The GenitiveDitransiti veConstruction

In ModernGreekthegoalin mostditransitivessurfacesasaPP(seeexample(3)),
or asanNP with morphologicalgenitive case(seeexample(4)):
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(3) O
the

Petros
Peter.Nom

estile
send.3SG.PAST

ta
the

hrimata
money.Acc.PL

s-tin
to-the

Maria.
Maria.Acc

“Petersentthemoney to Mary”.

(4) O
the

Petros
Peter.Nom

estile
send.3SG.PAST

tis
the

Marias
Maria.Gen

ta
the

hrimata.
money.Acc.PL

“PetersentMary themoney”.

Anagnostopoulou(1999) arguesthat the Modern Greekgenitive ditransitive
constructionis a doubleobjectconstruction.

2.2 The DoubleAccusative Ditransiti veConstruction

With a limited setof verbsboth the indirectobjectandthedirectobjectmaysur-
facewith morphologicalaccusativecaseusedwithout a preposition.1 Theseverbs
includethepredicatesserviro (serve),plirono(pay),didasko (teach):

(5) O
the

servitoros
waiter.Nom

servire
serve.3SG.PAST

ton
the

pelati
customer.Acc

enan
a

kafe.
coffee.Acc

“The waiterservedthecustomeracoffee”.

(6) O
the

servitoros
waiter.Nom

servire
serve.3SG.PAST

enan
a

kafe
coffee.Acc

s-ton
to-the

pelati.
customer.Acc

“The waiterservedacoffeeto thecustomer”.

(7) Plirosa
pay.1SG.PAST

ton
the

spitonikokiri
landlord.Acc

ta
the

nikia
rent.Acc.PL

pu
that

tu
him.Cl.Gen

ofila.
owe.1SG.PAST

“I paidthelandlordtherentsthatI owedhim”.

(8) Plirosa
pay.1SG.PAST

s-ton
to-the

spitonikokiri
landlord.Acc

ta
the

nikia
rent.Acc.PL

pu
that

tu
him.Cl.Gen

ofila.
owe.1SG.PAST

“I paidto thelandlordtherentsthatI owedhim”.

(9) O
the

kathigitis
professor.Nom

didakse
teach.3SG.PAST

tus
the

fitites
student.Acc.PL

tin
the

ili
course-material.Acc

ton
the

mathimatikon
maths.Gen.PL

prosfata.
recently

“The professortaughtthe studentsthe coursematerialfor the mathsre-
cently”.

1Theseverbsmay alsoform a doubleobjectconstructionin which the goalbearsgenitive case
morphology. In this case,they behave syntacticallysimilarly to verbsforming thegenitive ditransi-
tive constructionpresentedin Section(2.1).
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(10) O
the

kathigitis
professor.Nom

didakse
teach.3SG.PAST

tin
the

ili
course-material.Acc

ton
the

mathimatikon
maths.Gen.PL

s-tus
to-the

fitites
student.Acc.PL

prosfata.
recently

“The professortaught the coursematerial for the mathsto the students
recently”.

2.3 Evidencefor two structures

Adjectival passiveswith goalexternalizationarenot possiblewith theverbsform-
ing thegenitive ditransitive construction(seeSection(2.1)):

(11) O
the

Petros
Peter.Nom

estile
send.3SG.PAST

to
the

paketo
packet.Acc

s-tin
to-the

mitera
mother.Acc

tu
his.Cl.Gen

polu
very

prosfata.
recently

“Petersentthepacket to his mothervery recently”.

(12) O
the

Petros
Peter.Nom

estile
send.3SG.PAST

tis
the

miteras
mother.Gen

tu
his.Cl.Gen

to
the

paketo
packet.Acc

polu
very

prosfata.
recently

“Petersenthis motherthepacket very recently”.

(13) Ena
a

prosfata
recently

stalmeno
sent

paketo.
packet

/*
/*

Mia
a

prosfata
recently

stalmeni
sent

mitera.
mother

“A recentlysentpacket”. /* “A recentlysentmother”.

We take it that thebanon goalexternalizationcould/shouldbereducedto the
genitive casemorphologyof thegoal(seeKratzer(1993)).

In contrast,adjectival passiveswith goalexternalizationarepossiblewith the
verbsformingthedoubleaccusative ditransitive construction(thefollowing exam-
ple readsin relationto examples(9) and(10)of Section(2.2)):

(14) I
the

prosfata
recently

didagmeni
taught

ili
course-material

ton
the

mathimatikon./I
maths.Gen.PL/the

prosfata
recently

didagmeni
taught

fitites.
students

“The recentlytaughtcoursematerialfor themaths”./“The recentlytaught
students”.

Moreover, in ModernGreekthe two verbclassesdiffer with respectto nomi-
nalization.Nominalizationswherethegoalsurfacesasthenon-prepositionalcom-
plementof the noun are not possiblewith the verbal predicatesparticipatingin
thegenitive ditransitive construction(examples(15)-(17)),while they arepossible
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with the verbalpredicatesparticipatingin the doubleaccusative ditransitive con-
struction(example(18) in relationto examples(9) and(10) of Section(2.2)):

(15) O
the

Petros
Peter.Nom

nikiase
rent.3SG.PAST

to
the

spiti
house.Acc

s-ton
to-the

fititi.
student.Acc

“Peterrentthehouseto thestudent”.

(16) O
the

Petros
Peter.Nom

nikiase
rent.3SG.PAST

tu
the

fititi
student.Gen

to
the

spiti.
house.Acc

“Peterrentthestudentthehouse”.

(17) To
the

nikiasma
rental

tu
the

spitiu.
house.Gen

/*
/*

To
the

nikiasma
rental

tu
the

fititi.
student.Gen

“The rentalof thehouse”./* “The rentalof thestudent”.

(18) I
the

didaskalia
teaching

tis
the

ilis
course-material.Gen.SG

ton
the

mathimatikon.
maths.Gen.PL

/
/
I
the

didaskalia
teaching

ton
the

fititon.
students.Gen.PL

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

3 CaseAssignmentin Modern Greek Genitive and Dou-
ble AccusativeDitransiti veConstructions

In genitive ditransitive constructionin ModernGreek,like the onespresentedin
Section(2.1) in theprevious (seeexample(4)), we observe thatclitic doublingis
possiblewith boththegenitive goal,aswell astheaccusative theme:

(19) (Tis)
cl.Gen.Fem.SG

(ta)
cl.Acc.Neut.PL

estile
send.3SG.PAST

o
the

Petros
Peter.Nom.SG

tis
the

Marias
Maria.Gen.Fem.SG

ta
the

hrimata.
money.Acc.Neut.PL

“PetersentMary themoney”.

Clitic doubling in (19) above shows that both the genitive goal and the ac-
cusative themebearstructuralcase.

Moreover, passivization of the themeargumentof ModernGreekgenitive di-
transitive constructionsis alsopossible,provided that thegoal argumentof these
constructionsis clitic doubled:

(20) Ta
the

hrimata
money.Nom.PL

*?(tis)
cl.Gen.Fem.SG

stalthikan
send.3PL.PAST.PASS

tis
the

Marias
Maria.Gen.Fem.SG

apo
by

ton
the

Petro.
Petro

“The money wassentto Mary by Peter”.
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The fact that the themeargumentof the genitive ditransitive constructionsin
ModernGreekmayundergopassivizationwhenthegoalargumentis clitic doubled
shows thatit bearsstructuralaccusative case.

Turningto doubleaccusative ditransitive constructionsin ModernGreek,like
theonesdescribedin Section(2.2) above, Anagnostopoulou(1999)hasobserved
that the goal exhibits all the propertiesof a structuralobject. That is, it bears
a morphologicalaccusative case,it canbe doubledby a clitic (seeexample(21)
below) andit mayundergo passivization(seeexample(22)below):

(21) (Tus)
cl.Acc.PL

didakse
teach.3SG.PAST

tus
the

fitites
students.Acc.PL

ta
the

mathimatika.
maths.Acc.PL

“He taughtthestudentsthemaths”.

(22) I
the

fitites
students.Nom.PL.

didahthikan
teach.3PL.PAST.PASS

ta
the

mathimatika.
maths.Acc.PL

“The studentsweretaughtthemaths”.

Onthecontrary, asAnagnostopoulou(1999)underlines,thesamedoesnothold
for thethemeargumentof theseconstructions.Thatis, clitic doublingof thetheme
argumentrendersthe ModernGreekdoubleaccusative ditransitive constructions
ungrammatical:

(23) *Ta
cl.Acc.Neuter.PL

didakse
teach.3SG.PAST

tus
the

fitites
students.Acc.Masc.PL

ta
the

mathimatika.
maths.Acc.Neuter.PL

“He taughtthestudentsthemaths”.

Moreover, Anagnostopoulou(1999) alsopoints out that passivization of the
themeacrossa goal in thedoubleaccusative ditransitive constructionsin Modern
Greekis notpossible,evenwhenthegoalis clitic doubled:

(24) *Ta
the

mathimatika
maths.Acc.Neuter.PL

tus
cl.Acc.Masc.PL

didahthikan
teach.3PL.PAST.PASS

tus
the

fitites.
students.Acc.Masc.PL

“The mathsweretaughtto thestudents”.

(25) *Ta
the

mathimatika
maths.Acc.Neuter.PL

tus
cl.Acc.Masc.PL

didahthikan.
teach.3PL.PAST.PASS

“The mathsweretaughtto them”.

It would have been,indeed,very simpleto attribute theexceptionalbehaviour
of the themeargumentof the ModernGreekdoubleaccusative ditransitive con-
structionsto thefact that it might bearaninherentaccusative case.We areafraid,
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though,that this would have beentoo simplistic an analysis,sincethe themear-
gumentof theseconstructionsin Modern Greekexhibits all the propertiesof a
structuralobject,whentheaccusative goalundergoespassivization,for instance:

(26) I
the

fitites
students.Nom.PL

ta
cl.Acc.PL

didahthikan
teach.3PL.PAST.PASS

ta
the

mathimatika
maths.Acc.PL

apo
by

ton
the

kathigiti.
professor

“The studentsweretaughtthemathsby theprofessor”.

That is, as is shown in example(26) above andasAnagnostopoulou(1999)
alsonotes,thethemeargumentcanbeclitic doubledin thepassive form of Modern
Greekdoubleaccusativeditransitive constructions.This impliesthatthisargument
doesnot bearthesamekind of casein active andpassive sentences.This in turn
arguesagainstthe assumptionthat the themehasinherentcase,sincea defining
propertyof inherentcaseis thatit never entersinto casealternations.

Passivizationof the themeargumentacrossthegoal in ModernGreekdouble
accusative ditransitive constructionsleadsto very strongungrammaticality(see
examples(24) and(25) above), unlike passivization of thethemeargumentin the
presenceof anundoubledgenitivegoal(seeexample(20)above),whichonly gives
riseto mildly ungrammaticalsentences.

Thus,Anagnostopoulou(1999)concludesthat while passivization of themes
acrossgoals(directpassives)is notpossibleeitherin ModernGreekgenitive,or in
ModernGreekdoubleaccusative ditransitive constructions,thecauseof theviola-
tion is different. Sheclaimsthat in ModernGreekgenitive ditransitive construc-
tionstheproblemis posedby Locality, while in ModernGreekdoubleaccusative
ditransitive constructionstheproblemseemsto beposedby thefactthatthetheme
argumentbearsaninherentaccusative case.

Anagnostopoulou(1999) mentionsthat a similar behaviour is also found in
English. That is, sentencesinvolving passivization of themesin the presenceof
goalsarejudgedas“quite marginal” (cf., Larson(1988)):

(27) ?*A letterwassentMary.

Accordingto Larson(1988),passive sentenceslike the onein (27) areoften
judgedto bebetterif thegoalis anunstressedpronoun:

(28) A letterwasgiven’im/*HIM by Mary.

Thus,indirectobjectweakpronounsin Englishpassiveshaveaneffectcompa-
rableto theeffectof “dative” clitics in Greekpassives.

3.1 Themeincorporation

In doubleaccusative ditransitive constructionsin ModernGreekthegoalargument
maysurfaceasasolecomplement:
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(29) Didasko
teach.1SG

tus
the

fitites.
students.Acc.PL

“I teachthestudents.

(30) Serviro
serve.1SG

ton
the

pelati.
customer.Acc.SG

“I serve thecustomer”.

(31) Plirono
pay.1SG

ton
the

ipalilo.
employee.Acc.SG

“I paytheemployee”.

Moreover, asalsoshown by Anagnostopoulou(1999),therearecasesof overt
nounincorporationof the themein ModernGreekwherethe goal surfacesasan
accusativeobject,andnotasaPP(seeexample(33)),or agenitiveNP(seeexample
(35); theexamplesarefrom Anagnostopoulou(1999)):

(32) Dino
give.1SG

trofima
food.Acc.PL

stus
to-the

aporus.
poor

“I give food to thepoor”.

(33) Trofodoto
food-give.1SG

tus
the

aporus
poor.Acc.PL

/
/
*stus
*to-the

aporus.
poor

“I give food to thepoor.

(34) Dino
give.1SG

tis
the

Marias
Maria.Gen.SG

hrimata.
money.Acc.PL

“I give Mary money”.

(35) Hrimatodoto
moeny-give.1SG

tin
the

Maria
Maria.Acc.SG

/
/
*tis
*the

Marias.
Maria.Gen.SG

“I give money to Mary”.

Anagnostopoulou(1999)concludesthatsuchexamplesconstituteevidencethat
themeincorporationtakesplacein thedoubleaccusative ditransitiveconstructions,
but not in thePP, or thegenitive,ditransitive constructionsin ModernGreek.

4 Betweenshifts and alternations

4.1 Overview

As Levin andRappaportHovav (2001)havepointedout, thetermsdativeshiftand
dativealternationreflecttwo majorclassesof analysesof thevariableexpression
of argumentscharacteristicof theverbgive (in English)andsemanticallyrelated
verbs.

Thedativeshift approach,asLevin andRappaportHovav (2001)have shown,
is aderivationalanalysisthatassumesthattheseverbshave asinglemeaning,giv-
ing rise to two derivationally relatedsyntacticstructures.The two variantsnever
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involve any differencein truth-conditionalmeaning.Thisanalysistendsto besyn-
tacticallyratherthansemanticallymotivated.

Thereare dative shift analysesin the literature, like, for instance,the ones
proposedby Baker (1988),denDikken (1995),Larson(1988),amongothers,ac-
cordingto which the to- variant is consideredto be the basic. Otherdativeshift
approachesprefer the doubleobject variant as the basicone (see,for instance,
Dryer (1986)).

Thedativealternationapproach,asLevin andRappaportHovav (2001)have
pointedout, is anon-derivationalanalysisthatassumesthatgiveandverbsseman-
tically relatedto it have two distinctmeanings,eachgiving riseto its own syntactic
realizationof arguments(cf., amongothers,Arad (1998),Green(1974),Haleand
Keyser(1996),Harley (1997),Krifka (1999),Oehrle(1975),Pinker (1989)).

Thealternateargumentrealizationsarisebecausedistinctargumentssatisfythe
semanticconditionsfor mappingto direct object in eachalternant.This analysis
tendsto bemotivatedby lexical semanticconsiderations(see,for instance,(37) in
Section(4.2)below):

(36) a. ‘x causey to havez’, giving riseto thedoubleobjectalternantgivePeter
a book
b. ‘x causez to beaty’, giving riseto the to-variantgivea bookto Peter

Recently, a constructionalversionof this approachhasalso emerged (e.g.,
Goldberg (1995)). According to this constructionalanalysis,the verb give and
its semanticallyrelatedverbsaremonosemous,but their coremeaningis compat-
ible with two syntactico-semanticconstructions.Sinceconstructionsaredefined
asform andmeaningpairs,eachverb-syntacticframeis associatedwith a distinct
meaning.Thus,this canalsobeviewedasa two-meaningapproach.

4.2 The Analysis

For ModernGreekgenitive ditransitive constructions(seeSection(2.1)) I argue
for anaccountwhich shareswith the “dative shift” approachesthe ideathat there
is a singleverb meaninginvolved, andwith the “dative alternation”approaches
theideathatvariantsarenonderivationallyrelated(seeButt etal. (1997),Wechsler
(1995),amongothers,for similar approachesin LFG andHPSG,resprectively, to
Englishditransitives).

Thestartingpointof theanalysisfor predicatesheadingModernGreekgenitive
ditransitive constructionsis that they arenot polysemousand,moregenerally, the
genitive ditransitive alternationdoesnot involve two distinct meaningsfor each
individual ditransitive predicate.

In thespirit of Levin andRappaportHovav (2001),I proposethatthekey idea
is that thegenitive ditransitive alternationin ModernGreekis not aboutalternate
objects,like for instance,thelocativealternationin ModernGreek,but aboutalter-
nateexpressionsof recipients(i.e.,animategoals).
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That is, recipientsin ModernGreekgenitive ditransitive constructionsmaybe
realizedin two waysasthey areopento two semanticcharacterizations(seealso
Goldsmith(1980)for English): (i) a type of possessor, (ii) a type of goal, asthe
LocalistHypothesispredicts(cf., alsoGruber(1965),Jackendoff (1972)).2

The consequenceof the availability of two semanticcharacterizationsfor re-
cipientsin thecaseof ModernGreekgenitive ditransitive constructions(i.e., pos-
sessorsand goals) is that recipientshave also two potentialmodesof syntactic
instantiation:(i) a genitive case-marked NP (seeexample(4) in Section(2.1)and
example(12) in Section(2.3)),(ii) aPP(s-tin (to)-phrasein example(3) in Section
(2.1)andexample(11) in Section(2.3)).

For Modern Greekdoubleaccusative ditransitive constructions(seeSection
(2.2)) I proposeananalysiswhich shareswith the“dative alternation”approaches
theideathatvariantsarenonderivationally related.

I also propose,though, that unlike the genitive ditransitive constructionsin
ModernGreekasshown in Section(2.1) the doubleaccusative ditransitive con-
struction is aboutalternateobjects,like for instance,the locative alternationin
ModernGreek.This proposalis stronglysupportedby theevidencefrom adjecti-
val passivesandnominalizationspresentedin Section(2.3) in relationto Modern
Greekdoubleaccusative ditransitive constructions,which shows that with predi-
catesheadingdoubleaccusative ditransitiveseitherthe themeor the recipientar-
gumentexhibits “object” properties,dependingon which is (theprimary) object.
Suchananalysistendsto beaccompaniedby differentlexical semanticentailments
in relationto thetwo variants:3

(37) FromArad (1998)
a. to-VARIANT: x cause[y to cometo beat (possession)z]
b. DOUBLE OBJECTVARIANT: x cause[z to cometo bein STATE (of
possession)]by meansof [x cause[y to cometo beat (poss)z]]

4.3 The Formalization

The analysessketchedabove for the genitive andthe doubleaccusative ditransi-
tive constructionsin ModernGreekareformalizedhereusingtheMinimal Recur-
sionSemantics(MRS) framework of Copestake et al. (2001)andCopestake et al.
(2003).

In brief, Minimal RecursionSemanticsis a framework for computationalse-
mantics,in which themeaningof expressionsis representedasa flat bagof Ele-
mentaryPredications(or EPs)encodedasvaluesof a RELSattribute. Thedeno-
tation of this bagis equivalent to the logical conjunctionof its members.Scope

2In supportof point (ii), andasfar asEnglishis concerned,Pesetsky (1995,p. 141) pointsout
that “the semanticsof to-objectsseemsto bea supersetof the semanticsof directly selectedgoals
(i.e., recipients)”.

3As wehavealsomentionedin (4.1)above,recentlyaconstructionalversionof suchanapproach
hasalsoemerged(seeGoldberg (1995)).
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relationsbetweenEPsarerepresentedasexplicit relationsamongEPs.Suchscope
relationscanalsobeunderspecified.Theassumptionof currentMRS is thateach
lexical item(otherthanthosewith emptyEPbags)hasasingledistinguishedmain
EP, which is referredto astheKEYEP. All otherEPseithersharea labelwith the
KEY EPor areequalto somescopalargumentof theKEY EP.

For situation-denoting EPs,which arealsomost interestingfor our purposes
here,thefollowing generalizationshold: (i) EPsdonotencoderecursively embed-
dedstate-of-affairs(SOAs); (ii) EPscanhaveone,two,or threearguments.Finally,
asfarasdirectargumentsareconcerned,thesearepredictedto link off thevalueof
theKEY attribute.

4.3.1 Modern GreekGenitiveDitransiti veConstructions: at theSyntax-Semantics
Interface

(38) CONTENT of ModernGreekGenitive Ditransitive Constructions(exam-
ple (4))

���������������������

KEY 5

�������
�
stelno-change-of-possession-rel

ACT 1 � o Petros�
POSSESSOR/RECIPIENT 4 � tis Marias�
UND/THEME 3 � ta hrimata�

��������
�

RELS 	 5 ,

�������
�
stelno-change-of-location-rel

ACT 1 � o Petros�
FIGURE 3 � ta hrimata�
GROUND 4 � Marias�

��������
� 


����������������������
(39) CONTENTof ModernGreekPPDitransitiveConstructions(example(3))4

����������
�
KEY 5

��������
stelno-change-of-location-rel

ACT 1 � o Petros�
UND/FIGURE 3 � ta hrimata�
GOAL/RECIPIENT � GROUND � 4 � stinMaria �

���������
RELS 	 5




�����������
�

4UND/FIGUREis usedin orderto denoteanargumentwhich is anUND(ergoer)andat thesame
timea moving entity (FIG(ure);seealsoDavis (1996)).
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4.3.2 Modern Greek Double Accusative Ditransiti ve Constructions: at the
Syntax-SemanticsInterface

(40) CONTENT of Modern GreekDouble Accusative Ditransitive Construc-
tions(example(9); closeto theentailmentsshown in (37))��������������������

�

KEY 3

��������
didasko-change-of-possession-rel

ACT 1 � o kathigitis�
UND/POSSESSOR/RECIPIENT 2 � tusfitites�
FIGURE/THEME 4 � tin ili �

���������

RELS 	 3 ,

��������
didasko-change-of-location-rel

ACT 1 � o kathigitis�
FIGURE 4 � ili �
GROUND 2 � fitites�

��������� 


���������������������
�

(41) CONTENTof ModernGreekPPDitransitiveConstructions(example(10);
closeto theentailmentsshown in (37))����������

�
KEY 3

�������
�
didasko-change-of-location-rel

ACT 1 � o kathigitis�
UND/FIGURE 2 � tin ili �
GOAL/RECIPIENT � GROUND � 4 � stusfitites�

��������
�

RELS 	 3



�����������
�

4.3.3 Discussion:Evidencefor the first object aspossessor

As is also clearly shown in the HPSGformalizationof Modern Greekgenitive
anddoubleaccusative ditransitive constructionspresentedin (38)-(41)in Sections
(4.3.1)and(4.3.2)above,recipientsareopento two syntactico-semanticcharacter-
izations,i.e., thatof thepossessorandthatof thegoal.

Consequently, recipientshave two expressions:� they mayberealizedasgoalsareencoded(i.e., theobjectof stonin thePP
variant;see(39)and(41) above),or� they may be realizedaspossessorsareencoded(i.e., the first object in the
ditransitive constructionsin ModernGreek;see(38)and(40)above).

From a crosslinguisticpoint of view, accordingto Levin andRappaportHo-
vav (2001),many languageswhich lack doubleobjectsstill have a core(i.e., non-
adjunct)grammaticalrelation, distinct from subjectand object, usedto express
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possessors.Specifically, as Levin and RappaportHovav (2001) mention,many
languageshave a dative caseand usethe dative (casemarked) NP as the basic
expressionof possessors,includingrecipientsof ditransitive constructions.

Thereare, then,accordingto Levin andRappaportHovav (2001), two dedi-
catedmodesof expressingpossessors:� thefirst objectin adoubleobjectframe,and� adative NP.

This is exactlywhatwehaveobservedin thebehaviour of ModernGreekgeni-
tiveanddoubleaccusative ditransitive constructions(see,for instance,(38)-(41)in
Sections(4.3.1)and(4.3.2)above). Only insteadof a dative NP, in ModernGreek
we observe agenitive NP.

Siewierska(1998)finds thatno languagewhich hasa “true” dative case(i.e.,
useof a marker which is distinct from allative or locative markers)hasa double
objectconstructionor a constructionin which therecipientandpatientreceive the
sameencoding.

This observation suggeststhatcrosslinguistically dative NPsandfirst objects,
andthusthedative frameanddoubleobjectframe,arein complementarydistribu-
tion. Giventhis, they might beconsideredtwo sidesof thesamecoin.

Thisalsoholdsfor ModernGreek,aswehavealreadyseenin theprevious(see
(38) and(40) in theprevious). Onehasto keepin mind, though,that in thecase
of theModernGreekdoubleaccusative ditransitive verbsdidasko (teach),serviro
(serve), andplirono (pay) the recipient/possessorand the patient/undergoer bear
thesamemorphologicalcase.

In the light, then, of Modern Greekdoubleaccusative ditransitive construc-
tionsthegeneralizationof Siewierska(1998)might seemto beratherunexpected,
sincethe “dative”/ditransitive alternationis alsoshown to be aboutthe semantic
determinantsof “objecthood”.

Crosslinguistically, thus,andin the light of theModernGreekdatapresented
in theprevious,four framesareassociatedwith theexpressionof recipients:� Allative frame(recipientasgoal): in this framethe themeis syntactically

realizedasobject,therecipient(allative) aslocative NP/PP.� Doubleobjectframe(recipientaspossessor):in this framethethemeis syn-
tactically realizedas secondaryobject,while the recipientis syntactically
realizedasfirst object.� Dativeframe(recipientaspossessor):in this framethethemeis syntactically
realizedasobject,while therecipientis syntacticallyrealizedasadativeNP.� Genitive frame(recipientaspossessor):in this framethe themeis syntac-
tically realizedas object, while the recipient is syntacticallyrealizedas a
genitive NP.
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Theconsequenceof all this, asLevin andRappaportHovav (2001)underline,
is that in English,for instance,to is not a dative preposition,assomesuggest,but
anallative preposition,andtheto-variantis, thus,aninstanceof theallative frame.
As Siewierska(1998,p. 180) pointsout “It appearsthat the term dative-shift is
truly amisnomer”.

The crosslinguisticimplicationscanbe summarized,accordingto Levin and
RappaportHovav (2001),in thefollowing:� A languagewith anexpressionspecificto possessorsmight not beexpected

to allow the encodingof recipientsof ditransitivesasallatives(the general
encodingfor goals),sincethe semanticexpressionaspossessorsis the se-
manticallymorespecific.� Englishdoesallow recipientsof verbslike give to beexpressedasallatives
becausegivenits strictwordorderthereis nootherwayto focusa recipient.� But in languageswith free word order, like, for instance,Modern Greek
or Russian,recipientsof verbslike give may alsobe expressedasgenitive
NPs,asis thecasein ModernGreek,or alwaysasdative NPsandnever as
allatives,asis thecasein Russian:

(42) Ja
I.Nom

dal
give.PAST

Ivanu
Ivan.Dat

knigu.
book.Acc

“I gave Ivanthebook”.

(43) *Ja
I.Nom

dal
give.PAST

knigu
book.Acc

k
to

Ivanu.
Ivan.Dat

“I gave thebookto Ivan”.

In fact,therearemany languageswith only thedative frameor only thedouble
objectframe(see,amongothers,Baker (1997),Dryer (1986)).

5 Conclusion

In conclusion,I have shown thattheModernGreek“genitive” ditransitive alterna-
tion is aboutalternaterealizationsof recipients,while the ModernGreekdouble
accusative ditransitive alternationis aboutalternateobjects.

Moreover, I haveshown thatHPSG(PollardandSag(1994))enrichedwith se-
manticrepresentationsin MRS (Copestake et al. (1999))constitutestheappropri-
atetheoreticalbasisfor arobust,linguistically-motivatedaccountof ditransitivesin
ModernGreek,which providesthenecessaryformal generalizationsfor theanal-
ysisof suchargumentsin a multilingual context, sinceMRS structuresareeasily
comparableacrosslanguages.

To show this I have consideredcomparatively both genitive and doubleac-
cusative ditransitive constructionsin ModernGreek(Section(2)), concludingthat
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while thelattermightbeconsideredto conformto thelocative alternationin Mod-
ern GreekandEnglish, the former arebeyond both “(dative) shifts”, aswell as
“(dative) alternations”.

As a final generalcommentI needto underlinethat the MRS-basedanalysis
presentedin Section(4) above allows for a linguistically-motivatedaccountof the
syntactico-semanticpropertiesof doublets,whichavoidstheprocessingloadprob-
lemsthat are inseparablefrom (directionalor even bi-directionalà la Flickinger
(1987)) lexical rule approachesto parsingditransitive constructionsin particular
and to developmentof (the lexicon of) large-scale(computational)grammarsof
naturallanguagebasedonHPSGin general.

Consequently, (the lexicon of) large-scalecomputationalgrammarsmay be-
comemoreefficient, sinceit needsto dependon fewer or evenno lexical rulesat
all, andthuslesscomplicatedfor thegrammarwriter to maintain,aswell asto de-
velopfurther. HereI focusedon(someof) thetheoreticalassumptionsuponwhich
theachievementof suchagoalcanbebasedrealistically.
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