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1.  Diathesis and diathesis alternations 
What is diathesis and diathesis alternation?  

Examples of diathesis alternation include the following pairs: 
(i) a. John loaded the truck with hay. 
 b. John loaded hay on the truck. 
(ii) a. Ann threw the ball to Beth. 
 b. Ann threw Beth the ball. 
(iii) a. John opened the door. 
 b. The door opened.  

 
In recent work (Partee and Borschev 2004, Partee and Borschev in press) which we 

will discuss in a later lecture, Vladimir Borschev and I have discussed the relevance for 
the problem of Genitive of Negation of the semantics of ‘diathetic alternations’ or 
‘diathesis alternation’ (such as the spray/load class of alternations in (i), or the similar 
Russian alternation with nagruzit’ , “Dative Shift” illustrated in (ii), and the 
“transitive/unaccusative” alternation in (iii)). The relevant concept of diathesis originated 
in the Moscow School1, and research on the semantics associated with diathetic 
alternations has a long history in Russian semantics. We believe that research in this area 
can be greatly advanced if this work can be brought together with such emerging Western 
work on the semantics of diathetic alternations as Ackerman and Moore (2001), Kiparsky 
(1997) and Krifka (1999, 2004). 
(1)  Dative alternation.  (Specific to English) Two frames: double object frame (DO 
frame) and Prepositional object frame (PO frame). 
 
 a. DO frame  Ann sold Beth the car 
      NP0 V  NP1  NP2 
 b. PO frame  Ann sold the car to Beth 
      NP0 V  NP2   to  NP1 
 Semantic difference:  In many examples, no difference in truth conditions. But not all 
verbs allow both frames, and in some cases where both frames are allowed, there seems to 
be a semantic difference. References (see links on course website): Krifka (1999, 2004); 
                                                 
1 Mel’chuk and Xolodovič (1970) and Xolodovič (1970) were the first to draw a distinction between voice 
and diathesis, using diathesis as the more general term for syntactic patterns of argument structure 
realization, reserving the term voice for diatheses marked on the verb (e.g. active/passive). 

Formal Semantics, Lecture 10 
B.H. Partee, RGGU, April 28, 2005    p.2 

 

 
RGGU05Lec10.doc 

(Levin and Rappaport Hovav 2001, Levin and Rappaport Hovav 2002) (the second is on 
our course website); (Beck and Johnson 2004). We’ll come back to this below. 
 

(2)  The spray/load alternation. (Something similar in many languages, including English 
and Russian (see (3) below).  

 a.  We loaded the truck with hay.  (“Container/location” as direct object) 
 b. We loaded hay on the truck.  (“Substance” as direct object) 
 

(That's a 'typical' English example with indefinite 'hay' and definite 'truck'. It's known that 
that influences some of the judgments, and in principle all different combinations of 
determiners are possible.) 
 
Semantic difference: There is at least a strong implicature, perhaps entailment, that I filled 
the truck in (a), and no such implicature or entailment in (b). Whether I used all the hay or 
not is debatable; I believe it depends more on the definiteness of (the) hay than on the 
choice of construction. But those are not entirely independent – see note on translation of 
Russian examples below. 
 

Other examples similar to (2a):   I spread (the) bread with jam. 
         Mary sprayed the wall with red paint.  
Other examples similar to (2b):  I spread (the) jam on the bread. 
         Mary sprayed red paint on the wall. 
 
(3) The zagruzit’  alternation. 
 a. Ja zagruzil  gruzovik senom. 
    Pf  Acc   Instr 
  I loaded the truck with hay. 
 
 b. Ja  zagruzil  seno na gruzovik. 
    Pf  Acc  na + Acc 
  I loaded the hay on a/the truck. 
 
Sentence (3a) entails that I filled the truck. (3b) entails that I loaded all the hay. ‘truck’ is 
understood as definite in (3a), ‘hay’ as definite in (3b).   
 
My first question about the Russian examples: How do you translate (2b), with indefinite 
hay? Or an analog of (2a) but with indefinite truck?  
 
Answer (Paducheva and Rakhilina, p.c.): by using an imperfective form of the verb. 
(4) a. Ja  gruzil  gruzoviki  senom. 
   Impf. Acc  Instr 
  I loaded trucks with hay. 
 
 b. Ja  gruzil seno na gruzovik. 
   Impf. Acc na + Acc 
  I loaded hay on a/the truck. 
 
Or you can get indefinite ‘hay’ with special prefixed form plus partitive:   
 c. ja  pogruzil  sena   na gruzovik. 
   po-Pf  Gen(Part) na + Acc 
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2.  The issue of the semantics of the construction and the semantics of the 
verb. 
 When we find a class of verbs occurring in two different diathesis patterns, with some 
regular pattern of semantic difference, it makes sense to ask whether some part of the 
meaning is coming from the diathesis frame itself. In today’s lecture we will start with 
Krifka’s proposal concerning the English Dative shift. Then we will discuss other 
examples of diathesis alternation and how to account for the semantic alternations. 

2.1. Krifka on dative shift 
Here we describe recent work by Krifka (1999, 2004) on the diathesis alternation known 
as Dative Shift, illustrated in (1) above (repeated below). There are two frames: the 
Double Object frame (DO frame) and Prepositional Object frame (PO frame). 
 
(1) a. DO frame  Ann sold Beth the car 
      NP0 V  NP1  NP2 
 
 b. PO frame  Ann sold the car to Beth 
      NP0 V  NP2   to  NP1 
 
Many verbs can occur in both frames; sometimes there is no detectable semantic 
difference, but sometimes there are various small semantic differences, and there are 
restrictions on which verbs can occur in each frame. Krifka’s proposal: we can explain 
restrictions as consequences of one general semantic principle involving “the 
incorporation of a manner component into the meaning of the verb.” (Krifka 1999, p.1) 
 
Claims:  The PO frame expresses movement of an object to a goal; the DO frame implies 
change of possession.  
 Below we will see how the meanings of the frames interact with the meanings of 
individual verbs. 

2.1: Restrictions on Dative Alternation: data 
The DO frame entails that NP1 possesses NP2 after the event is done.  (Broad sense of 
possession, including possession of information (see (6)) and ‘future possession’ (as in 
verbs like  bequeath, promise (7)))  
 
(5) sell good in both frames, but *Ann drove Beth the car. 
(6)  show, read, tell, quote 
(7)  forward, bequeath, offer, promise 
The PO frame requires that NP2 must undergo movement. 
 
(8) a. The explosion gave Anne a headache. 
 b. * The explosion gave a headache to Anne. 
  
A further fact: “The DO frame does not rule out movement, but comes with a restriction 
[to be explained]: the verb must not express a continuous imparting of force.” (p. 2) 
 
(9) OK in both frames: kick, hit, throw, fling. 
 
(10) OK in PO frame, * in DO frame: pull, push, lower, hand 
 

“For many verbs that admit both constructions we find subtle semantic differences 
between them (cf. Green (1974), Oehrle (1976)). (17.b), but not (a), entails that the 
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students learned French, (18.b), but not (a), entails that Beth got the ball, and (19.b) 
presupposes that God exists, whereas (a) could be uttered by an atheist. 
 
(17) a. Beth taught French to the students. 
  b. Beth taught the students French. 
(18) a. Ann threw the ball to Beth. 
  b. Ann threw Beth the ball. 
(19) a. Beth told her sorrows to God. 
  b. Beth told God her sorrows.” 

 
Another difference:  (20a), unlike (20b), has a reading in which Ann just happens to 
be a cause of Beth having an idea, without herself having or imparting the idea. 
 
(20) a. Ann gave Beth an idea. 
  b. Ann gave an idea to Beth. 

2.3. Explaining Dative Alternation: Previous Attempts. 
Because of the learnability problem, there is a great deal of literature on the dative 
alternation (Braine, Baker, Gropen et al, Pinker). Everyone is trying to identify some 
general principles that can explain which verbs can occur in which frames, because 
it seems unlikely that the child learns “negative facts” directly -- that, for instance, 
pull and push cannot occur in the DO frame. That restriction should follow from 
something. 
 
Pinker’s approach (Pinker 1989). There are two semantic representations related to 
each other and to distinct semantic representations.  
 
(24)  NP0 CAUSES NP1 to HAVE NP2      < == >  NP0 CAUSES NP2 to GO TO NP1 
    ⇓             ⇓ 
 
  NP0 V NP1 NP2  (DO)       NP0 V NP2 to NP1  (PO)  
 
 These structures help explain many of the observations but not all, and Pinker 
has to add additional stipulations. Pesetsky has a modified approach  that explains 
some more things but still not all. 

2.4. Krifka’s New Explanation 
 
Based on Pinker’s but with some more general semantic conditions that replace 
some of Pinker’s narrower ones.  
 
Types of Manner: throw vs. pull 
 Pinker noted the following generalization:  for verbs entailing “continuous causation” 
like pull, the DO frame is ruled out (see 26). This is in contrast with verbs that don’t entail 
continuous causation, like throw. 
 
(26) a. *Bob pulled Sue the box. 
 b. Bob pulled the box to Sue. 
 c. Bob threw Sue the box. 
 d. Bob threw the box to Sue. 
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Krifka’s idea: relate that to the semantic representation that Pinker suggested in (24): the 
fact that verbs like pull require simultaneity of causing event and caused event means that 
they require that the semantic representation contains a movement event in addition to a 
causing event. And that makes them good with the PO frame, but not with the DO frame, 
which does not refer to a movement event.  
 
 Verbs like throw only impose a condition on the nature of the causing event, and don’t 
impose any condition on the resulting event (although it is usually a movement event).  
 How to express these conditions: make it a central part of the semantics of these verbs 
that they involve a particular manner.  Krifka hypothesizes a function MANNER, which 
takes as argument a lexical item (verb) and a suitable number of event arguments. (This is 
presumably thought of as part of a systematic way of spelling out various ‘components’ of 
the meanings of lexical items.) And then we can say that the manner of pull necessarily 
involves two event arguments and expresses a relation between the causing event and the 
movement event,  the manner of throw only specifies something about the causing 
event. An informal characterization of these verbs: 
 
(28) MANNER(pull)(e,e’): 
 e: the causing event (application of continuous force to an object, direct towards the 

causer) 
 e’: the movement of the object, caused by e. 
 Condition: Each part of e corresponds to a part of e’ and vice versa.  (A 

homomorphism condition, which can be spelled out more exactly, and Krifka does 
in his (30). I won’t repeat that part.) 

 
(29) MANNER(throw)(e): 
 e: an event in which an agent accelerates and then releases an object. 
 
 
Representation schemes for the PO frame and the DO frame, using examples that just 
leaves out the meaning of the verb.  
 
(31) a. PO: Ann ... the box to Beth 

∃ e∃ e’[AGENT(e,Ann) & THEME(e,box) & CAUSE (e,e’) & MOVE(e’) & 
THEME(e’, box) & GOAL(e’,Beth)] 

  b. DO: Ann ... Beth the box 
∃ e∃ s[AGENT(e,Ann) & THEME(e,box) & CAUSE(e,s) & s: HAVE(Beth, 
box)] 

 
The PO frame has two events, with the box as the theme of both events; the box surfaces 
as the direct object in the sentence. The DO frame is a causative construction with a 
resultant state of Beth possessing the box. The causee Beth surfaces as direct object. 
 
“(31.a) and (b) are general schemes that have to be filled out with lexical information 
pertaining to particular verbs. One way to do so is by adding a manner component. I have 
argued that different types of manner impose different requirements; in particular, verbs 
like throw express a condition on a causing event only, whereas verbs like pull express a 
condition on a causing event and a movement event. It follows that the manner of throw 
can be specified for both the DO frame and the PO frame, whereas the manner of pull can 
be added only to the PO frame.” (p.8) 
 

Formal Semantics, Lecture 10 
B.H. Partee, RGGU, April 28, 2005    p.6 

 

 
RGGU05Lec10.doc 

(32) a. PO: Ann threw the box to Beth 
∃ e∃ e’[AGENT(e,Ann) & MANNER(throw)(e) & THEME(e,box) & CAUSE 
(e,e’) & MOVE(e’) & THEME(e’, box) & GOAL(e’,Beth)] 

 
  b. DO: Ann threw Beth the box 

∃ e∃ s[AGENT(e,Ann) & MANNER(throw)(e) & THEME(e,box) & 
CAUSE(e,s) & s: HAVE(Beth, box)] 

 
(33) a. PO: Ann pulled the box to Beth 

∃ e∃ e’[AGENT(e,Ann) & MANNER(pull)(e,e’) & THEME(e,box) & CAUSE 
(e,e’) & MOVE(e’) & THEME(e’, box) & GOAL(e’,Beth)] 

 
  b. DO: *Ann pulled Beth the box 

∃ e∃ s[AGENT(e,Ann) & *MANNER(pull)(e,e’) & THEME(e,box) & 
CAUSE(e,s) & s: HAVE(Beth, box)] 

[impossible because there isn’t any movement event e’ in this frame, as required by the 
specification of MANNER(pull)] 
 
“The restrictions for the Dative Alternation then follow from the semantic representation 
of the PO frame and the DO frame, together with the semantic representation of the 
manner of throw and pull.  These restrictions are not due to idiosyncratic narrow-range 
rules, but follow from essential semantic requirements.” (p.8) 
 
Conclusion of section:  “In this section, then, we have seen that a proper understanding of 
the semantic contribution of the DO frame and the PO frame, together with the right 
analysis of the specific semantic contributions of verbs, leads to a predictive account of the 
verbs that undergo the Dative Alternation.” (p.11) 
 
 In conclusion, Krifka describes further work to be done, to investigate whether other 
transitivity alternations can be explained in similar ways. For instance, it seems that the 
same two constructions occur for the benefactive alternation (carve a toy for Ann / carve 
Ann a toy), where again it seems that the DO construction implies resulting possession, 
whereas the PO construction does not, “but rather expresses, by the preposition for, a goal-
like notion.” (p.14) 

2.5. Further discussion of Krifka’s approach. 
What is the status of the DO frame and the PO frame? Where do they come from? 

What “level” do they belong to? Are they primitives or are they compositionally derived (from 
what?)? It looks to me like they are abstractions on classes of lexical meanings, almost like 
thematic relations are. Here’s how I might see it2. Start from Krifka’s (32a): 

 
(32) a. PO: Ann threw the box to Beth 

∃ e∃ e’[AGENT(e,Ann) & MANNER(throw)(e) & THEME(e,box) & CAUSE 
(e,e’) & MOVE(e’) & THEME(e’, box) & GOAL(e’,Beth)] 

 
To go from the sentence to the PO-frame meaning of throw, we abstract on the arguments 
(including one of the event arguments, with the existential quantifiers coming in later.) 
 

(32’) a. PO-throw:  λxλyλzλe∃ e’[AGENT(e,z) & MANNER(throw)(e) & THEME(e,y) & 
CAUSE (e,e’) & MOVE(e’) & THEME(e’, y) & GOAL(e’,x)]  

                                                 
2  I asked Krifka about this, and he replied that this is consistent with the way he sees it. (e-mail, March 
2003). 
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And then the PO-frame itself would represent abstracting on whatever conditions are 
specific to the verb throw. What is the “status” of this PO frame? 
 
Hypothesis: the PO frame is a possible configuration for an ‘argument structure’ that 
involves three actants and two events. Let’s try formulating PO as a function that can 
apply to a verb meaning, “putting the verb into the PO frame”. 
 
PO(V) gives as output a lexical meaning that combines the ‘stipulated’ meaning of V 
“STIP(V)” with the PO-frame: 
 

(32’’)  PO(V) = λxλyλzλe∃ e’[AGENT(e,z) & STIP(V)(e) & THEME(e,y) & CAUSE (e,e’) & 
MOVE(e’) & THEME(e’, y) & GOAL(e’,x)]  
 
In the case of throw, the ‘stipulated’ meaning is given by the MANNER condition 
presented earlier.   
 
The PO-frame itself has an additional argument, whose type must remain flexible to 
accommodate various possible verbs – here I represent it by the variable V for ‘verb’. 
 

(33’’’) PO-frame = λVλxλyλzλe∃ e’[AGENT(e,z) & STIP(V)(e) & THEME(e,y) & CAUSE 
(e,e’) & MOVE(e’) & THEME(e’, y) & GOAL(e’,x)]  

2.6. Levin and Rappaport Hovav’s critique of Krifka, Krifka’s response. 
Not going into details here; see handouts available on the course website. L&RH are in 
agreement about many issues, including related analyses of the spray/load alternation, but 
they disagree about the English dative alternation. They believe that there is a real 
semantic difference in the spray/load alternation, with the syntactic direct object as the 
semantically “affected object” in the two diathetic frames. (Fill the truck, or load all the 
hay.)  But they believe that in the dative alternation, it’s a matter of pragmatic implicature 
rather than semantic entailments.  
 Joan Bresnan and her colleagues in recent work (Bresnan and Nikitina 2003, Bresnan 
et al. In press) have used an Optimality Theory framework to try to capture both semantic 
and pragmatic factors without positing an ambiguity in the verbs that can be used in both 
frames. Krifka has responded to the arguments of Bresnan and of Levin and Rappaport 
Hovav in (Krifka 2004); he argues that the semantic alternation is basic, but can 
sometimes be overridden by pragmatic factors. The issue is still open, and the problem is a 
very interesting one for exploring the interactions of semantic and pragmatic principles. 
 
3. Spray/load alternation in English and Russian 
 
Repeating the examples from the introduction: 
 
(2) a.  We loaded the truck with hay.  (“Container/location” as direct object) 
 b. We loaded hay on the truck.  (“Substance” as direct object) 
(3) The zagruzit’  alternation. 
 a. Ja zagruzil gruzovik senom. 
    Pf  Acc  Instr 
  I loaded the truck with hay. 

 b. Ja  zagruzil seno na gruzovik. 
   Pf   Acc na + Acc 
  I loaded the hay on a/the truck. 
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Recent discussions among Paducheva, Rakhilina, Partee, Borschev (February 2003) 
suggest that there are more differences between English and Russian here than meet the 
eye. For instance, In English, the two constructions in (2a-b) can be used in examples with 
quantifiers, and then they do seem to be identical in truth-conditions, i.e. describe the same 
situation. 
 
(5) a. I loaded 5 trucks with 20 tons of hay. 
 b. I loaded 20 tons of hay onto 5 trucks. 
 
But my Russian colleagues report that that's not so good with the za-prefixed verb 
zagruzit'. It may not be totally impossible, but it's uncomfortable. It seems to be because 
za- emphasizes 'filling it full' in (3a), or 'using up all of it' in (3b). It was suggested that 
one would probably use pogruzit' to translate 'load' in (5a-b).  
 
For instance, it's reportedly OK and non-redundant to say: 

(6)  Ja  pogruzil 5 ton sena na gruzovik a gruzovik okazalsja zagružen pol'nost'ju.  

What are the Roles in the two diatheses in (3a-b)?  Here is the suggestion worked out 
collectively in our February research seminar. 
 
(3')  a.   x-Nom  zagruzil y-Acc    z-Instr 
     Agt                       Incr Theme3  Sredstvo  

  b.  x-Nom zagruzil z-Acc    na + y-Acc 
   Agt     Incr Theme  Mesto (Goal4)  

(See Apresjan on ‘Sredstvo’. In writing, pen is Instrument and ink is Sredstvo. Usually not 
both expressed. Either is expressed by Instrumental case; they normally differ in their 
taxonomic class – massy material is normally Sredstvo, a concrete particular normally 
Instrument.)  
 
We realized that the differences between English and Russian illustrated with the “load” 
examples are very great.  English does more with syntax. Russian makes much more use 
of the derivational morphology of verbs – different prefixes, and imperfective vs. 
perfective forms – and the morphology (or morphosyntax) of the marking of the 
arguments. In English, it is very common to find diathetic alternations in which only the 
syntax changes; in Russian you have to work hard to find such alternations without a 
change in the prefix on the verb or a change in aspect or both. Apparently za- is one of 
only a very few prefixes that allows such a diathetic alternation without a change in prefix. 
 
Paducheva (Feb 2003 discussion):  In this pair, three things change: 
 (i)  the communicative rank of two of the participants; 
 (ii) the scope (sfera deistvija) of za- 
 (iii) The Sredstvo stops being interpreted as Sredstvo (going in one direction) or the  
  Location stops being a Location (in the other direction).  
 

                                                 
3 This is Dowty and Krifka’s “Incremental Theme”, an important notion which we haven’t had a chance to 
discuss. It is a specific kind of argument of verbs of “gradual effect”:  changes to parts of the affected entity 
correspond to parts of the event, and completion of the event results in completely affected entity. See 
Dowty (1989, 1991).  
4 I forgot to ask how Russian linguists label the distinction between the roles expressed by locative with 
locative case and locative with accusative case.  Jackendoff, Gruber, and others use “Loc” vs “Goal”.  
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In some theories, these changes are all encoded as changes in the verb and its 
semantics. In other theories, the verb meaning may stay fixed, and there is a change 
in the semantic contribution of the construction. Russian linguistics is traditionally 
verb-centered, Western linguistics typically syntax-centered. The difference in the 
behavior of English and Russian examples may help explain why. Some “bridging” 
approaches include (Bierwisch and Schreuder 1992, Krifka 1992, Wunderlich 1997). 
 
4. Ackerman and Moore 2001 on the semantics of diathesis alternation. 
Ackerman and Moore (2001) believe that both kinds of changes are possible, and believe 
that Western theories may be helped by taking a more verb-centered perspective.  

4.1.  Basic Linking Problems 
Goal: identify principles involved in the mapping or linking between “predicate 
arguments” and their “grammatical encoding”.  
 Why do linguists think there are principles? Because there are recurrent patterns of 
correlations both within a given language, and across languages.  

•  parallelisms in argument encoding for simple predicates with similar meanings in 
different languages 

•  parallelisms in patterns of alternations in encoding that correspond to discourse-
motivated constructions (e.g. active-passive) 

•  parallelisms in semantically induced patterns of alternations (= diathetic 
alternations) 

 
Two kinds of patterns of alternations, with various terminologies.  
 
MORPHOSYNTACTIC alternations: changes in the alignment of grammatical functions 
(subject, object, etc), motivated by discourse considerations (e.g. theme-rheme structure), 
without any change in the lexical semantics of the verb.  
 
MORPHOSEMANTIC alternations: changes in grammatical function correlated with 
changes in lexical semantics. 
 
Examples of the contrast.   
Morphosyntactic alternations:  Active-passive. Locative inversion. “Grammars provide 
speakers with the means to take different perspectives on truth-functionally equivalent 
situations.” 
 
Morphosemantic alternations: Locative alternation with spray/load verbs; resultative 
constructions; causative constructions. 
 
Debatable cases: Dative shift (Krifka: morphosemantic. Levin & Rappaport Hovav: 
morphosyntactic). 
 
From footnote 3 at the end of 1.1:  The identification of universal diathetic paradigms, 
their content and patterns of regular behavior, represent the empirical domain that linking 
theories must model. The notion that lexical relatedness is usefully viewed in terms of 
paradigmatic relations will play a central role in the theory of the lexicon proposed here 
(see Chapters 4,5,6.) 
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4.2. Overview.  
This book is about morphosemantic alternations (diathetic alternations), not about 
morphosyntactic ones. The starting point is Dowty’s (1991) Proto-Role proposal for 
thematic roles.  
 
Dowty: Thematic roles should be treated as prototype categories (Proto-Agent, Proto-
Patient): these categories are comprised of proto-agentive and proto-patientive properties, 
which are construed as entailments of predicates. (Paducheva can call them “components 
of meaning”.)  
 
Proto-Agent properties  (or “subject-loading properties”) 
volitional involvement in event or state 
sentience 
causing an event or change of state 
movement (relative to position of another participant) 
exists independently of the event 

Proto-Patient properties (or “object-loading properties”) 
undergoes change of state 
incremental theme 
causally affected 
stationary participant 
does not exist independently of the event or not at all 
 
 Dowty’s argument selection principle: given a basic predicate with two arguments, 
the entailment properties of the predicate will tell us which will be encoded as 
grammatical subject (the one for which the verb entails more proto-patient properties) and 
which the object.  
 Ackerman and Moore call Dowty’s principle a syntagmatic selection principle 
because it concerns two arguments of a single verb. They describe Dowty’s theory in 
Chapters 2 and 3: 2 reviews Dowty’s arguments against previous approaches, 3 describes 
Dowty’s own proposal.  
 Their own new ideas come in Chapters 4,5,6.  
 
Chapter 4: A paradigmatic selection principle to account for the “variable function 
encoding of a single argument across related predicates” (p.6) (diathetic shift). This will 
also make use of degrees of proto-agentivity and proto-patientivity. Illustrative examples 
will be psych-predicates (fear, frighten, surprise, etc) and causative formation.  
 
Chapters 5 and 6: the empirical core of the book. They examine certain less-studied 
patterns of alternative encodings for arguments.  
 One empirical claim:  Finnic and Slavic each contain patterns of alternative 
grammatical functions and/or case-marking for their arguments whose proper analysis 
proves relevant to the development of an adequate theory of linking. (p. 7).  
 
Chapter 5: Estonian Partitive/Genitive object alternations. Genitive entails completion, 
Partitive does not. Both are objects, but with different case marking. They argue for the 
need to add another property to the proto-role inventory: bounding entity, distinct from 
incremental theme.  
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Chapter 6: “Productive Inversion” (Dziwirek’s term): nominative subject vs. dative 
[subject? or indirect object?] of transitive verbs like read in Polish. The dative-marked 
argument exhibits ‘attenuated agentivity’ (p.8), and there is a greater focus on the manner 
in which this argument is ‘affected’ when it is dative: the use of an adverbial in one form 
or another is said to be obligatory with this construction.  
 The Polish Productive Inversion construction is compared with Russian 
nominative/dative alternations Perlmutter and Moore (2002) and with oblique/dative 
subject marking cross-linguistically.  
 
Both the Finnic and Slavic phenomena are examples of paradigmatic alternation 
between alternatively encoded nominals, with a semantic distinction, i.e. diathetic 
alternations.  
 
General claim to be argued for throughout the book (p.9): 
“Syntagmatic selection is responsible for the alignment of arguments with grammatical 
functions in simple predicates; i.e. it regulates the encoding of co-arguments of a single 
predicate. In contrast, paradigmatic selection is responsible for semantically induced 
alignments of arguments and grammatical functions between related predicates; it 
regulates the encoding of related arguments across a paradigm of lexically linked 
predicates.”  
 
They use a generalized notion of predicate, following Ackerman and Webelhuth (1998): a 
predicate need not be a single lexical word form.  
 
Important for us: Neg plus verb could correspond to a predicate. 
 
Later: Try to apply some of these ideas to the Russian Genitive of Negation.  
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