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Introduction

A lot of works have been devoted to the syntactic description of Dative-
shift in English. However, comparatively little attention has been paid
to why English has such a syntactic alternation. This paper reviews
discourse approaches and semantic approaches to Dative-shift. On
the basis of a comparison of English and Korean it argues that Dative-
shift in these two languages is clearly a semantic process rather than prag-
matically motivated. Moreover, Dative-shift is shown to be a reflection

of the ambivalence of verbs expressing a change in possession.

1. Discourse Approaches to Dative-shift

1.1 Givon’s Approach
Givén (1979), examining data from a variety of languages, proposed

an analysis of Dative-shift in terms of the following two features, each
of which is familiar from earlier analyses:

1. The erstwhile indirect object loses its case-marking morpheme.

2. The order of two objects is reversed.
Givdn says that the ‘demoted’ accusative object may remain unmarked
when the prepositional object is DATIVE or BENEFACTIVE as in
(3), while it may otherwise acquire a preposition, as in (4).

3. a) John gave a book to Mary.

b) John gave Mary a book.

— 35 —



Dative-Shift : Discourse Approaches vs. Semantic Approaches (SONG)

4. a) John sprayed paint on the wall.
b) John sprayed the wall with paint.
The type of alternation in (4) may also be thought of as Dative-shift from
a functional viewpoint. Of the two features of Dative-shift, Givén takes
(2) as the essential feature while regarding (1) as a feature specific to SVO
languages like English. He argues that the most common function of
the Dative-shift is changing the ‘relative topicality’ of the accusative vis-
@-vis the prepositional object.
This involves the universal work-order principle that the left-
most constituent is the “‘more topical’” one, that is, the one
more likely to not constitute new information.
(Givén 1979: 161.)
He claims that his assumption is compatible with the following data.
5. a) When he found it, John gave the book to Mary.
b)? When he found it, John gave Mary the book.
6. a) When he found her, John gave Mary the hook.
b)? When he found her, John gave the book to Mary.
In (5), the accusative object is established as topical via previous mention
in a preposed-topical adverbial clause and, therefore, ACC-DAT is more
natural. DAT-ACC is more natural in (6) since the dative object is
established as topical.

Givén holds that the type of Dative-shift which involves both (1) and
(2) is restricted to SVO languages. However, he claims that from a
functional viewpoint Dative-shift exists in SOV languages too.

One can also show that the same rule of dative-shift, in func-
tional terms, may also exist in an SOV language where no
morphological changes in the case marking are associated with
it, but only the relative order change. (Givén 1979: 153.)

He adduces the following examples from Sherpa, a Tibeto-Burmese
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language.
7. tki kitabi coxts-i-kha-la Zax-sung
he-ERG book table-GEN-on-DAT put-AUX
‘He put the book on the table.’
8. tiki coxts-i-kha-la kitabi zax-sung
he-ERG table-GEN-on-DAT book put-AUX
‘He put on the table a book.’
‘When the previous context topicalizes the accusative object, as in I asked
him what he did with book, so he said that..., the order ACC-DAT is preferred
while if the dative is topicalized, the order DAT-ACC is preferred. Thus,
Givén assumes that Dative-shift in SVO languages and the relative word-
order change in SOV languages perform an identical function.
1.2 Dominance and Dative Movement
Erteschik-Shir (1979) claims that Dative Movement in English is best
accounted for not in syntax but in terms of discourse constraints. A
notion of ‘dominance’, which is somewhat similar to ‘focus’, ‘new infor-
mation’, or ‘communicative dynamism’, is posited to explain the discourse
functions of Dative Movement. The definition of ‘dominance’ is as
follows:
9. ‘Dominance: A constituent C of a sentence S is dominant in
S if and only if the speaker intends to direct the attention of his
hearers to the intension of C by uttering S.° (443)
A dominant constituent therefore is the natural candidate for the topic
of further conversation as in (10).
10. Speaker A: I saw Picasso’s picture of the blue angel yesterday.
Speaker B: Oh, yes, I know which one it is.
The pronoun if in (10) can only refer to Picasso’s picture of the blue angel
and not to the blue angel. It indicates that only the larger NP is dominant

in A’s utterance.
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The dominance relation is related to various determiners and to degree
of specificity, as tested in (11-16).
11. Speaker A: John killep a cop.
Speaker B: Oh, yes, I know which one it is.
12. Speaker A: John killed the cop who was a criminal himself.
Speaker B: Oh, yes, I know which one it is.
13. Speaker A: John killed the cop.
Speaker B:? Oh, yes, I know which one it is.
14. Speaker A: John killed the president.
Speaker B:??Oh, ves, I know which one it is.
15. Speaker A: John killed Howie.
Speaker B: *Oh, ves, I know which Howie it is.
16. Speaker A: John killed him.
Speaker B: *#*Oh, ves, I know who he is.
There is a hierarchy according to which indefinites are generally used
to indicate that an NP is dominant, while definites generally indicate
that an NP is nondominant, and pronouns cannot possibly be used dom-
inantly. It is pointed out, however, that there are instances of a definite
NP being interpreted dominantly. Such pronouns as him or fer can also
receive a dominant interpretation, providing they are said with stress.
However, this is not normal. It is claimed that these facts make the
notion of dominance distinct from the well-known notion of focus or new
information. The notion of dominance is assumed also to be distinct
from communicative dynamism since the latter is a relative notion while
the former is an absolute property. There is only one NP that cannot
be used dominantly, that is iz. Thus, it is thought of as the archetype of
the nondominant NP. Erteschik-Shir proposed a rule for Dative Move-
ment as shown in (17).

17. In the structure ... V NP1 NP2 derived from ... v NP2 {[2,] NP1
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NP1 is nondominant and NP2 is dominant.
The following data are adduced to support the hypothesis in (17). The
preferred order is marked by “—.
18. a) John gave a book to Mary.
b) —John gave Mary a book.

19. a) John gave a book to the girl.

=5

—John gave the girl a book.

b
21. a) —John gave the book to Mary.
b

In (18-20), the rule places the NP in the final position, which is more

)
)
)

20. a) John gave a book to her.
) =John gave her a book.
)
)

John gave Mary the book.

casily interpreted as being dominant. Therefore, the version in which
the rule is applied is preferred. In (21), the underlying order is preferred
since the more dominant NP already follows the less dominant in it.
Erteschik-Shir claims that the validity of the rule is clearer on the basis
of the above-mentioned dominance test.
22. Speaker A: John gave a book to someone vesterday.
Speaker B: Oh, yes, I know who it was.
23. Speaker A: John gave someone a hook yesterday.
Speaker B:  *Oh, yes, I know who it was.
Oh, yes, I know which one it was.
In (22) the response can refer cither to the ‘someone’ or the ‘book’, while
in (23) the response can only refer to the ‘book’; that is, ‘someone’ cannot
be interpreted as being dominant after Dative Movement has applied.
The test thus strengthens the analysis of Dative Movement as
a rule that functions to force a dominant interpretation on the
NP that ends up in final position (and a nondominant inter-

pretation on the other NP). (451)
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The following exceptions have been problematic for syntactic ap-
proaches to Dative-shift.
24. a) John gave it to Mary.
b)* John gave Mary it.
25. a) Who did John give the book to?
b)* Who did John give the book?
Erteschik-Shir argues that the discourse approach can solve these prob-
lems. It cannot occur in the right-most position in double object
constructions as in (26-29).

26. a) John gave it to a girl.

o

)

)* John gave a girl it.

27. a) John gave it to the girl.

b)* John gave the girl it.

28. a) John gave it to Mary.
b)* John gave Mary it.

20:0 1)
b)* John gave her it.

As already pointed out, i can never be interpreted as being dominant.,

John gave it to her.

It is maintained that the (b) sentences are ill-formed since dominance
is assigned by the rule to an NP that cannot be interpreted as being
dominant.

The discourse rule also provides an account of the unacceptability of
(30) and (31).

30.* Who did John give the book?

31.* The girl that John gave the book is very nice.
What causes the unacceptability of these sentences is that in each case
an NP is highlighted by means of questioning and relativization and given
dominance, while the function of Dative Movement forces nondominant

interpretations on the NPs in question.
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The following data are also given an explanation in terms of the dis-
course rule.
32.* John told that he liked ice cream to Mary.
33. John told Mary that he liked ice cream.
Erteschik-Shir says that sentential complements and ‘heavy NPs’, due to
their length, must be interpreted as being dominant and are, therefore,
preferred in sentence-final position.
Thus, Erteschik-Shir concludes that a discourse analysis of Dative
Movement predicts various kinds of data that other analyses find it dif-

ficult to account for.

2. Inadequacy of the Discourse Approaches to
Dative-shift

The discourse approaches to Dative-shift proposed by Givén and
Erteschik-Shir are considerable improvements on simply writing a syn-
tactic transformation and not bothering to ask about the circumstances
under which non-dative-shifted and dative-shifted sentences are used.
In this section, however, the claim that Dative-shift is a process which
primarily serves discourse functions is refuted, referring to two points:
(i) it cannot explain the problem of exceptions, (ii) change in topicality
or change in ‘dominance’ by a word-order change is not inherent in
Dative-shift.

2.1 English Dative-shift

Three properties have been pointed out by many linguists with regard
to the Dative-shift in English. First, it is a highly lexically-conditioned
process. For instance, feach and explain are somewhat similar to each
other, but only the former allows Dative-shift,

34. a) John taught the story to Bill
b) John taught Bill the story.



36.

37,

38.

39.
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a) John explained the story to Bill.
b)* John explained Bill the story.

a) John told the story to Bill.

b) John told Bill the story.

a) John said these words to Bill.

b)* John said Bill these words.

a) John sent some stock to Bill.

b) John sent Bill some stock.

a) John transferred some stock to Bill.

b)* John transferred Bill some stock.

Secondly, the ‘shifted’ indirect object has to be normally animate.

40.

41.

a) John brought the piano to New York.
b)* John brought New York the piano.

a) John brought the piano to Bill

b) John brought Bill the piano.

Thirdly, the structure with a preposition is not allowed when the direct

object NPs denote ‘diseases’ or certain other abstract entities.

42.

43.

44,

45.

a)* Mary gave the measles to John.

b) Mary gave John the measles.

a)* Mary gave an inferiority complex to John.
b) Mary gave John an inferiority complex.
a)* Mary gave a broken arm to John.

b) Mary gave John a broken arm.

a)* Mary gave a pain in the neck to John.

b) Mary gave John a pain in the neck.

Dative-shift is optional in (34), (36), (38), etc., while it is blocked in (35),
(37), (39), and (40), and it is obligatory in (42—45). None of these three

restrictions seem to have a clear discourse motivation. The Dative Move-

ment rule (17) proposed by Erteschik-Shir does not provide any account
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of these restrictions. Note that the notion of dominance is defined in
terms of the speaker’s intention. A constituent is dominant if the speaker
intends to direct the attention of his hearers to an entity denoted by the
constituent. In other words, dominance is a relation which holds between
the speaker’s intention and the entity denoted by an NP. The notion of
dominance and the rule based on it, therefore, can say nothing about
why Dative-shift is allowed with teach and not with explain. The rule (17)
also cannot explain the animacy constraint on the indirect object NPs
as in (40) and (41) since there is no reason why the speaker could not
intend to direct the attention of his hearers to ‘New York’. Erteschik-
Shir says that there is no condition on Dative Movement that makes the
transformation obligatory with ‘diseases’, adducing the following
examples.

46. a) John gave Mary pneumonia and he gave it to Ted too.

b)* John gave Mary pneumonia and he gave Ted it too.

In the second parts on these sentences pneumonia is not interpreted as being
dominant, since it has been mentioned already in the first part. It is
claimed that (46b) is unacceptable since the structure of the second part
of (46b) forces a dominant interpretation on ##. However, the question
why such constructions as (47) are not allowed remains unexplained.

47.% John gave pneumonia to Mary.
Furthermore, the examples in (48) raised by Green (1974) seem to be
serious counter-examples for Erteschik-Shir.

48. a)* Martha gave a piece of her mind to John.

b)* Martha gave John a piece of her mind, and then she gave
one to Richard.

In the second part of (48b), ‘a piece of her mind’ referred to by the in-
definite pronoun one, is most likely to be interpreted nondominantly since

it has already been mentioned in the first part. Given the rule (17),
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(48b) should be well-formed.

As already mentioned, Dative-shift in English has two criterial features:
one is the change in order of two objects and the other is the change in
prepositionality. What is common to Erteschik-Shir and Givén is that
they take the former as the essential feature of Dative-shift, paying no
serious attention to the fact that prepositional indirect object loses its
preposition. Quite an oppeosite position is taken by Green (1974). She
argues that the two features are independent of each other and that the
crucial feature is the prepositionlessness of the immediately post-verbal
indirect object, not its position. In support of this view she compares
examples such as (32) and (33) with (49) and (50) by way of demonstrat-
ing that the order of constituents is independent of wheter or not the verb
allows Dative-shift, and points out that discourse structure cannot account
for the fatct that the prepositional indirect object loses its preposition in
(33) but retains it in (49b) and (50b).

49. a)? John demonstrated the sixteen proofs for the existence of
God which he found in a medieval manuscript over the
weekend to me.

b) John demonstrated to me the sixteen proofs for the existence
of God which he found in a medieval manuscript over the
weekend.

50, a)?* Arthur will try to obtain the recommendations which you

say I need for me.

b)  Arthur will try to obtain for me the recommendations which
you say I need.

Examples (26-29) also cannot be strong evidence for the hypothesis
that the primary function of Dative-shift is a discourse function since
occurrence of ¢t in the left-most position is not inherent in Dative-shift,

as shown in (51).
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51. a) John said these words to Bill,
b) John said to Bill these words.
c) John said to Bill the words he had just learned.
d) John said it to Bill.
¢)* John said to Bill it.

There is another problem that the discourse analysis of Dative-shift
cannot deal with. The NPs to be dative-shifted are restricted to Goal;
Source NPs cannot be shifted.

52. a) John took away a book from Mary.
b)* John took away Mary a book.
c)* John took Mary away a book.

53. a
b

) John stole a book from Mary.
)* John stole Mary a book.

We have so far argued that the assumption that the function of Dative-
shift is merely a discourse function cannot account for its semantically-
conditioned nature and exceptions.

2.2 Word-order Variation in Japanese and Dative-shift

Givén argues that the main and most common function of Dative-shift
is that it makes a promoted NP more topical and a demoted NP a focus.
This change in topicality is shown in the following test.

54. a) When he found it, John gave the book to Mary. (5a)
b)? When he found it, John gave Mary the book.
55. What did you do the wall?
a) I sprayed it with paint.
b)? I sprayed paint on it.
56. What did you do with the paint?
a) I sprayed it on the wall.
b)? I sprayed the wall with it.

He treats the change in case marking concomitant with Dative-shift as
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a language-specific feature, not an essential one. He therefore claims
that the Dative-shift in English has the same function as the word order-
variation in SOV languages exemplified in (7) and (8). This kind of
word-order variation is also found in Japanese, an SOV language.
57. a) watashi-ga John-ni  hon-o age-ta
I-nom John-dat book-acc give-past
‘I gave John a book.’
b) watashi-ga hon-o John-ni  age-ta
I-nom book-acc John-dat give-past
‘I gave a book to John.
This word-order variation is exploited to change the relative topicality
of the constituents and focus assignment as shown below.
58. a) watashi-ga kaban-kara issatsuno hon-o
I-nom bag-abl one book-acc
toridashi sono hon-o John-ni  age-ta
take-out-and, the book-acc John-dat give-past
‘T took a book out of my bag, and gave the hook to John.’
b)? watashi-ga kaban-kara issatsuno hon-o
I-nom bag-abl one book-ace
toridashi, John-ni  sono hon-o age-ta
take-out-and, John-dat the book-acc give-past
‘I took a book out of my bag, and gave to John the book.’
Clearer evidence that word-order variation such as in (57) functions to
change the relative topicality of the two NPs comes from the manner in
which the two INPs combine with the particle wa. Kuno (1973) and
Inoue (1983) point out that the particle wa indicates either the topic of
a sentence when it is assigned to an NP conveying given information,
or ‘contrast’” when it is attached to an NP conveying new information.

59. gakusei-ga suunin  kega-o shita. karera-wa
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student-nom several injury-acc did  they-top
gakko-ni  tsuita-bakari-datta.
school-dat arrive perf-past
‘Several students were injured. They had just arrived at school.’
60. mise-wa manindeshita-ga, rojin-wa amari-inakkata.
shop-top crowded-though  old-people-cont few-were
“The shop was crowded, but old people were few (though there
were many young people.’
Karera “they’, which has been mentioned in the preceding sentence, is
interpreted as the topic while rgjin ‘the old’, which has not been mentioned,
is interpreted as being a contrastive expression. Compare now the follow-
ing expressions.
61. John-ni  ringo-o age-ta
John-dat apple-acc give-past
‘[I] gave to John an apple.’
a) John-ni-wa ringo-o age-ta
John-dat apple-acc give-past
b) John-ni  ringo-wa age-ta
John-dat apple (acc) give-past
62. ringo-o  John-ni age-ta
apple-acc John-dat give-past
‘[I] gave an/the apple to John.
a) ringo-wa John-ni  age-ta
apple (acc) John-dat give-past
b) ringo-o John-ni-wa age-ta
apple-acc  John-dat give-past
John in (61a) can be interpreted either as a topic or as contrastive as in
(63).
63. a) A: John-ni nani-o age-mashi-ta-ka
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John-dat what-acc give-honorific-past-interrogative
‘What did you give to John?’
B: John-ni-wa ringo-o age-mashi-ta
John-dat apple-acc  give-honorific-past
‘[I] gave to John an apple.’
b) John-ni-wa ringo-o age, Mary-ni-wa nashi-o age-ta
John-dat apple-acc give Mary-dat pear-acc give-past
“To John, I gave an apple, and to Mary, I gave a pear.’
Ringo ‘apple’ in (61b) however, can only be interpreted as contrastive.
Sentence (61b) is most likely to be interpreted as ‘[I] gave John an apple
but nothing else’. The same difference exists between (62a) and (62b).
Our argument so far shows that the word-order difference in (57) is em-
ployed to change the relative topicality and focus assignment between
two arguments, i.e., the left-most constituent is topical and the right-most
constituent is focus. It follows that, according to the assumption sug-
gested by Givén, the Dative-shift in English and Japanese word-order
variation as in (57) have the same function, although there is some
‘trivial’ difference in that the former has a change in case-marking while
the latter does not. The word-order variation in Japanese, however,
drastically differs from Dative-shift in English in that it has no exception.
The word-order variation in Japanese is neither lexically nor semantically
conditioned, i.e., it is allowed whatever the verb is or whatever the se-
mantic contents of the NPs to be permuted are. For instance, there is
no animacy constraint on word-order variation in Japanese, as is seen
from (64).
64. a) watshi-ga London-ni tegami-o okutta.
I-nom London-dat letter-acc send-past
‘T sent to London a letter.’
b) watashi-ga tegami-o London-ni  okutta
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I-nom letter-acc London-dat send-past

‘I sent a letter to London.’
From the argument above, one can plausibly assume that the word-order
variation, unlike the Dative-shift in English, is a process motivated purely
in discourse.

Givén treats as Dative-shift not only the alternation between ‘give X
to Y’ and ‘give Y X, but also the alternation between ‘spray X on Y’
and ‘spray Y with X’.  As pointed out in relation to (54-56), it is claimed
that their function is to change the relative topicality and focus assign-
ment. Japanese also has oppositions comparable with that between
‘spray X on Y’ and ‘spray Y with X'.

65. a) watashi-ga mizu-o baketsu-ni mitashi-ta
I-nom water-acc  bucket-dat fill-past
‘I filled water into a bucket’ (literally).
b) watashi-ga mizu-de baketsu-o mitashi-ta
I-nom water-instr  bucket-acc fill-past
‘I filled a bucket with water.’
There are changes in case-marking in (65). Recall that the word-order
variation in Japanese is exceptionless. The combination of the differ-
entiation in case-marking and the word-order variation produces the
following four possibilities, and they are all quite acceptable.
66. a) watashi-ga mizu-o baketsu-ni mitashita
I-nom water-acc bucket-dat filled
‘I filled water into a bucket.’
b) watashi-ga baketsu-ni mizu-o mitashita
I-nom bucket-dat water-acc filled
‘I filled into a bucket water.’
c) watashi-ga baketsu-o mizu-de mitashita

I-nom bucket-acc water-instr filled
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‘I filled a bucket with water.’
d) watashi-ga mizu-de baketsu-o  mitashita
I-nom water-instr  bucket-acc filled
‘I filled with water a bucket.’
The word-order variation in (66) is purely pragmatic. The more topical
constituent takes the left-most position while the focus takes the right-

most position, as tested in (67).

67. a) watashi-ga ido-kara mizu-o kumi
I-nom well-from water-acc draw
sore-o baketsu-ni mitashita

(and) it-acc-bucket-dat filled

‘I drew water from the well, and filled it into a bucket.’

b)? watashi-ga ido-kara mizu-o kumi
I-nom well-from water-acc draw
baketsu-ni sore-o mitashita

(and) bucket-dat it-acc filled

‘I drew water from the well, and filled it into a bucket.’

c)? watashi-ga ido-kara mizu-o kumi,
I-nom well-from water-acc draw
baketsu-0 sore-de mitashita

(and) bucket-acc it-instr filled

‘I drew water from the well, and filled a bucket with it.’

d) watashi-ga ido-kara mizu-o kumi,
I-nom well-from water-acc draw
sore-de baketsu-o mitashita

(and) it-instr bucket-acc filled
Sentences (67b) and (67c) are a little unnatural since the topical NP,
which has already been mentioned in the first part of the sentence, is
placed to the right of the focus NP. It seems very plausible intuitively
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that sentences (66a) and (66b) which have the same case-marking are
logically about mizu ‘water’ or its change of location. Similarly, (66c)
and (66d) are both about baketsu ‘bucket’, in spite of the difference in
word-order and focus assignment. These observations show that the
word-order variation and the case-marking variation in (66) are independ-
ent of each other, and the former is a purely pragmatic operation while
the latter is a semantic one. Now compare the English sentences in (68)
and Japanese ones in (66). It will be noticeable that the possibilities in
(66b) and (66d) are blocked in English. The reason for this seems to me
quite straightforward. The direct object, which is marked by the accu-
sative postposition in Japanese, is marked in English by the immediately
post-verbal position without a preposition. This language-specific prop-
erty in case-marking blocks the possibilities (68b) and (68d).
68. a) I sprayed the paint on the wall.

b)* I sprayed on the wall the paint.

c) I sprayed the wall with the paint.

d)* I sprayed with the paint the wall.
In a language in which possibilities like (68b) and (68d) are blocked,
the functions which were otherwise performed by the blocked word-orders
are performed by the existing word-orders, producing pragmatic
ambiguity.

69. a) I bought some paint, and sprayed it on the wall.

)
) I cleared the wall of pictures, and sprayed paint on it.

=3

(¢]

) I bought some paint, and sprayed the wall with it.
d) I cleared the wall of pictures, and sprayed it with paint.
The examples in (69) indicate that in the word-orders ‘spray X on Y’
and ‘spray Y with X’, either ‘X’ or ‘Y’ can be topical.
The discussion so far clearly demonstrates that the spray type syntactic

opposition as in (68a) and (68c¢) is not pragmatically motivated but seman-



Dative-Shift : Discourse Approaches vs. Semantic Approaches (SONG)

tically motivated. In fact, the spray type opposition seen both in English
and Japanese is, like the give type Dative-shift in English and unlike
Japanese word-order variation, lexically-conditioned. SONG (1987,
1989) points out that (68a) is, in a logical sense, about the change in lo-
cation ‘the paint’ underwent while (68c) is about the conditional change
‘the wall’ underwent. Therefore, verbs which express only a change in
location cannot have the spray type opposition. The English verb put

and the Japanese verb sosogu ‘pour’ are typical examples.
P gu P YP p

70. a) I put the paint on the wall.
b)* I put the wall with paint.
71. a) watashi-wa baketsu-ni misu-o sosoida
I-top bucket-dat water-acc poured
‘I poured water into a bucket.’
b)* watashi-wa baketsu-o mizu-de sosoida
I-top bucket-acc water-instr poured
‘T poured a bucket with water.’

An eclectic position is adopted by Foley and Van Valin (1985). They
claim that the give type alternation represents ‘pragmatic dative shift’
which involves only a rearrangement of constituents for purely pragmatic
reasons while the spray type alternation represents semantic dative-shift
which involved an important semantic differentiation. However, this
position cannot answer the question why the give type Dative-shift, unlike
the purely pragmatic word-order variation in SOV languages, is so much
lexically and semantically conditioned. Stronger evidence against the
view that the give type Dative-shift in English is purely pragmatic comes
from the study of Korean data in the following section.

2.3 Double-accusative Constructions in Korean
Korean, another SOV language, has the purely pragmatically moti-

vated word-order variation.
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72. a) mnae-ga John-ege chaeg-il ju-dssda
I-nom John-dat book-acc give-past
‘I gave to John a book.’
b) mnae-ga chaeg-il John-ege ju-Gssda
I-nom book-acc John-dat give-past
‘I gave a book to John.’
73. a) mae-ga Seoul-e don-il bone-dssda
I-nom Seoul-dat money-acc send-past
‘I sent to Seoul the money.’
b) mnae-ga don-il Seoul-e bone-dssda
I-nom money-acc Seoul-dat send-past
‘I sent the money to Seoul.’
These word-order variations in Korean perform the same function as
the word-order variation in Japanese, as is seen from (74).
74. a) gi-ga gaban-esd hangwdn-il chaeg-il
he-nom bag-from one-gen book-acc
kkonae-daga, gi chaeg-il John-ege ju-dssda
take-out-after the book-acc John-dat give-past

‘He took a book out of his bag, and then gave the book to

John.
b)? gi-ga gaban-esd hangwon-ti chaeg-il
he-nom bag-from one-gen book-acc

kkonae-daga, John-ege gi chaeg-il ju-Gssda
take-out-after John-dat the book-acc give-past
‘He took a book out of his bag, and then gave to John the
book.’
The Korean particle (z) iz has almost the same function as Japanese
wa. Itindicates either the topic of a sentence or ‘contrast’ if it is attached

to an NP with given information while it only expresses contrast if it is
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attached to an NP with new information. We get exactly the same result
from the test in (75) as we got in (61) and (62).
75. John-ege chaeg-il ju-Gssda
John-dat book-acc give-past
‘[I] gave to John a book.’
a) John-ege-nin chaeg-il ju-Gssda
John-dat book-acc give-past
b) John-ege chaeg-in ju-ossda
John-dat book (acc) give-past
¢) chaeg-in John-ege ju-otssda
book(acc) John-dat give-past
d) chaeg-il  John-ege-nén ju-Gssda
book-acc John-dat give-past
The particle (n) én in (75a) and (75¢) indicates that the NPs to which
it is assigned are either ‘topical’ or ‘contrastive’, while (n) én in (75b) and
(75d) is interpreted only as expressing contrast, Furthermore, there
are no lexical or semantic constraints on this word-order variation. Thus,
we can say that the word-order variation in Korean is purely pragmat-
ically motivated like that in Japanese. Korean, in addition to the word-
order variation, has so-called ‘double-accusativization’. Some dative and

genitive NPs are accusativized, resulting in double-accusative construc-

tions.

76. a) nae-ga John-ege chaeg-il ju-dssda
I-nom John-dat book-acc give-past
‘T gave a book to John.’
b) nae-ga John-il  chaeg-il ju-dssda
I-nom John-acc book-ace give-past
‘I gave John a book.’
77. a) mnae-ga John-ege don-il ponaessda
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I-nom John-dat money-acc sent
‘I sent money to John.’
b) mnae-ga John-il  don-il ponaessda
I-nom John-acc money-acc sent
‘T sent John money.’
a)’ nae-ga Seoul-e don-il bonaessda
I-nom Seoul-dat money-acc sent
‘I sent money to Seoul.’
b)'* nae-ga Seoul-dl  don-il bonaessda
I-nom Seoul-acc money-acc sent
‘I sent Seoul money.’
78. a) nae-ga John-il  som-il jab-assda
I-nom John-gen hand-acc grasp-past
‘I grasped John’s hand.
b) mae-ga John-il  son-il jab-assda
I-nom John-acc hand-acc grasp-past
‘I grasped John by the hand.’
79. a) nae-ga John-iifegeso don-il ppaeas-assda
I-nom John-genfabl money-acc take-away-past
‘I took away money from John.’
b)* nae-ga John-il  don-il ppaeas-assda
I-nom John-acc money-acc take-away-past
‘I took away John money.’
Dative-shift in English and double-accusativization in Korean are similar
in that in both a non-core or non-accusative NP is promoted to be a core
or accusative NP. Furthermore, Korean double-accusativization man-
ifests the characteristics common to Dative-shift in English. First, it is
constrained by animacy. The NP to be accusativized has to be, in

general, animate, typically human, as shown in (77). Second, NPs with

B
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the semantic role ‘Source’ cannot be accusativized, as in (79).

Third,

double-accusativization, like English Dative-shift, is lexically conditioned.

The verbs like sélmydngha ‘explain’ and malha ‘say’ cannot have the double-

accusative construction, while karéichi ‘teach’ can.

80. a) nae-ga yéngd munjang-il John-ege karichi-Gssda

I-nom English sentence-acc John-dat

‘I taught an English sentence to John.’
b) mnae-ga ydngd munjang-il  John-il

I-nom English sentence-acc John-acc

‘I taught John an English sentence.’

teach-past

karichi-ossda

teach-past

81. a) mnae-ga ydngd munjang-il John-ege sélmydngha-dssda

I-nom English sentence-acc John-dat

‘T explained an English sentence to John.’

explain-past

b)* nae-ga yongd munjang-il  John-il sdlmydngha-ossda

I-nom English sentence-acc John-acc

‘I explained John an English sentence.’

explain-past

The above-mentioned evidence shows that the English give type Dative-

shift is comparable to double-accusativization in Korean but not to the

word-order variation. Givén and Van Valin’s claim that the change in

case-marking involved in the give type Dative-shift is restricted to SVO

languages is obviously wrong.

Double-accusativization can combine with the pragmatic word-order

variation, resulting in the following four possibilities.
82. a) nae-ga John-ege chaeg-il ju-dssda
I-nom John-dat book-acc give-past
‘I gave to John a book.’
b) nae-ga chaeg-il John-ege ju-Ossda
I-nom book-acc John-dat give-past
‘I gave a book to John.’
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¢) mnae-ga John-il  chaeg-il ju-dssda
I-nom John-acc book-acc give-past
‘I gave John a book.’
d) nae-ga chaeg-il John-il  ju-dssda
I-nom book-acc John-acc give-past
‘I gave a book John.’
Again, these four sentences are all acceptable. If the function of double-
accusativization were purely pragmatic, i.e., to change the relative
topicality between the two constituents and the focus assignment, then
it would be a totally unnecessary device, since the same effect is already
achieved by word-order variation. Korean also has alternation of the
spray type. This alternation, combined with the word-order variation,
allows the following four possibilities.
83. a) nae-ga ppenkki-lii bydg-e  chilha-éssda
I-nom paint-acc  wall-dat paint-past
‘I painted paint on the wall.’
b) mnae-ga bydg-e  ppenkki-lil chilha-éssda
I-nom wall-dat paint-acc  paint-past
‘T painted on the wall paint.’
¢) mnae-ga bydg-il ppenkki-ro chilha-dssda
I-nom wall-acc paint-instr paint-past
‘I painted the wall with paint.’
d) nae-ga ppenkki-ro byog-il  chilha-Gssda
I-nom paint-instr  wall acc paint-past
‘I painted with paint the wall.’
Compare (82) and (83) with (84) and (85).
84. a) I gave a book to John.
b)* I gave to John a book.
c) I gave John a book.
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d)* I gave a book John.
85. a) I painted white paint on the wall.

b)* I painted on the wall white paint.

¢) I painted the wall with white paint.

d)* I painted with white paint the wall.
The reason why the possibilities (84b) and (84d) are blocked seems
straightforward again. It should be attributed to the property of English
that the direct object is marked by putting the constituent in question
in the immediately post-verbal position without a preposition. It seems
that the fact that possibilities (84b) and (84d) are blocked in English
has made it difficult to understand that the purely pragmatically-moti-
vated word-order change and the change in case-marking which seems to
me semantically motivated are independent of each other. The two

mechanisms, which are kept quite separate in Korean, are conflated in
English.

3. The Semantics of Dative-shift

In this section, I argue that the Dative-shifts in English and Korean are
best explained in semantics.
Three kinds of change are differentiated by three restrictive modifiers:
‘Positional’, ‘Possessional’ and ‘Conditional’.
86. a) GO posit (x, vy, 2)
b) GO poss (x, vy, 2)
c) GO con (%, vy, z)
Now that the assumption that the sfray type syntactic alternation is
pragmatically motivated has been refuted, it should be semantics, in the
absence of any other plausible candidate, that motivates the alternation.
In SONG (1987, 1989), verbs are classified into two types: one is univa-

lent verbs which have only one set of thematic relations and the other
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is ambivalent verbs which have more than one set of thematic relations.
It is assumed that only ambivalent verbs allow the spray type syntactic
alternation. For instance, drain, being an ambivalent verb, entails that,
in addition to a positional change of some entity, the entity denoted by
the Source NP undergoes a specific conditional change. The syntactic
variants shown by drain are assigned semantic representations as follows:
87. a) John drained water from the pool.
CAUSE (JOHN, GO posit (WATER, THE POOL, z))
b) John drained the pool of water.
CAUSE (JOHN, GO con (THE POOL, u, EMPTY OF
WATER))
The syntactic form (87a) focalizes the positional change of ‘water’ and
(87b) focalizes the conditional change of ‘the pool’. These two changes
are the two aspects of an integrated whole denoted by the ambivalent
verb drain. In (87a), the semantic subject is ‘water’, while in (87b) it
is ‘the pool’. In either case, the semantic subject is assigned the semantic
role Theme by the rest of the sentence.
The analysis proposed above is applicable to Korean and Japanese.
Compare the following Korean sentences.
88. a) John-i bakkejju-e mul-il chaeu-dssda
John-nom bucket-dat water-acc fill-past
‘TJohn filled water in a bucket’ (literal translation).
b) John-i bakkejju-lii mul-ro chaeu-6ssda
John-nom bucket-acc water-instr fill-past
‘John filled a bucket with water.’
89. a) John- bakkejju-e mul-il  bu-6ssda
John-nom bucket-dat water-acc pour-past
‘John poured water into a bucket.’
b)* John-i bakkejju-lil  mul-ro bu-gssda
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John-nom bucket-acc water-instr pour-past
*‘John poured a bucket with water.’
The verb chaeu “fill’ is an ambivalent verb which refers to a positional
change of an entity and also a concomitant conditional change of the
Goal of the positional change. The ambivalence of the verb chaeu is
represented as follows:
90. a) CAUSE (w, GO posit (%, v, z)) (Factitive 1)
b) CAUSE (w, GO con (z, u, FILLED WITH x))
(Factitive 2)
The syntactic form (88a) focalizes the positional change (90a), while
(88h) focalizes the conditional change (90b). The verb bus ‘pour’ is a
univalent verb which expresses only a positional change of an entity and
does not refer to a conditional change of the Goal. Thus the semantic
nature of the verb bus ‘pour’ blocks the syntactic form (89b). The se-
mantic representations for (88a) and (88b) are as follows:
91. a) CAUSE (JOHN, GO poist (WATER, y, BUCKET))
b) CAUSE (JOHN, GO con (BUCKET, u, FILLED WITH
WATER))
The semantic representations in (91) indicate that in (88a) the semantic
subject is ‘mul’ (‘water’) while in (88b) it is ‘bakkejju’ (‘bucket’). In
other words, sentence (88a) is logically about the change of ‘mul’ (‘water’)
while (88b) is about the change that ‘bakkejju’ (‘bucket’) underwent.
This logical topicality should be kept distinct from the pragmatic topicality
mentioned in Sections 1 and 2, The pragmatic topicality may be changed
by word-order variation, but not the logical topicality. Sentence (88a’)
is still logically about the change the ‘water’ underwent, while (88b’)
is about the change the ‘bucket’ underwent.
88. a’) John- mul-il bakkejju-e chaeu-dssda

John-nom water-acc bucket-dat fill-past
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‘John filled water in a bucket.’
b’) John-i mul-ro bakkejju-1il chaeu-dssda

John-nom water-instr bucket-acc fill-past

‘John filled a bucket with water.’
3.1 Ambiguity of Change in Possession

In this section, I propose a semantic account of the give type of Dative-

shift in English and Korean. Our semantics has to be capable of
explaining the following problems.

i)  The lexically-conditioned property of Dative-shifts in English and
Korean.

11) The semantic constrains on Dative-shifts in English and Korean:
the animacy constraint and the constraint that blocks the NP with
Source role from being dative-shifted.

1ii) The exceptions to English Dative-shift pointed out in (41-45).

Ikegami (1975) points out that a sentence expressing a ‘change in

possession’ like (92) allows two interpretations: (92a) and (92b).
92. John got first prize.

a) John (Y) ¢— first prize (X) X =‘what changes’

b) John (X) —> first prize (Y) (Y=‘Goal of change’ )
In the first interpretation, ‘what changes’ is ‘first prize’ and the change
is concerned with ‘who is its possessor’. In the second interpretation,
‘what undergoes change’ is ‘John’ and the change is about ‘whether he
possesses the prize or not’. He says that the former interpretation is
related to a ‘change in locus’ and the latter to a ‘change in condition’.
I adopt this dual interpretation of a ‘change in possessorship’ suggested
by Ikegami.

Let us suppose a prototypical situation in which a change in possession

takes place, i.e., a situation denoted by a proposition like John brought

Mary a book. This situation is analysable into three kinds of changes
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integrated by the proposition: a positional change of ‘a book’ to ‘Mary’,
a possessional change of ‘a book’ from ‘John’ to ‘Mary’ and a conditional
change of ‘Mary’. The change in possession presupposes the positional
change and the conditional change presupposes the possessional change
in this case. These three kinds of changes are represented as follows:

9361 a)y o GOhpesit xy vz

b) GO poss (%, vy, z)
c¢) GO con (z, u, WITH x)

Logically, a positional change (93a) does not necessarily entail a posses-
sional change (93b). This is clear from the fact that (94) does not express
any change in possession.

94. John went to the classroom.
Moreover, a change in possession need not entail a change in position,
as is clear from (95).

95. John’s property went to his eldest son.
However, a change in possession as represented in (93b) always entails
a change in condition (93c). When some entity goes into the possession
of some person, the person necessarily goes into the condition of possessing
it. On the other hand, a conditional change (93¢) does not necessarily
presuppose a change in possession (93b). One can make somebody
possess something without giving it to him, as in (96).

96. John made Mary make a toy for herself.
In other words, (93b) is a subset of (93c).

97. GO poss (%, y, z2) TGO con (z, u, WITH x)
Our assumption is that a language may reflect this ‘logical inclusion re-
lation® and that Dative-shift is a reflection of the ambiguity of a change
in possession. We consider that the alternative syntactic forms shown
by the Dative-shift verbs correspond to the thematic role structures (93b)
and (93c) as exemplified in (98).
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98. a)
a’)
b)
b’)
992003

b)

b)

John gave a book to Mary,

CAUSE (JOHN, GO poss (A BOOK, JOHN, MARY))
John gave Mary a hook.

CAUSE (JOHN, GO con (MARY, u, WITH A BOOK))
John-i Cholsu-ege chaeg-il  ju-Gssda

John-nom Chdlsu-dat book-acc give-past

‘John gave a book to Choélsu.’

CAUSE (JOHN, GO poss (BOOK, JOHN, CHOLSU))
John-i Cholsu-lil  chaeg-il  ju-dssda

John-nom Chélsu-acc book-acc give-past

‘John gave Cholsu a book.’

CAUSE (JOHN, GO con (CHOLSU, u, WITH BOOK))

First, our assumption that the thematic role structures of the Dative-shift

in English and Korean alternate between a possessional one and a con-

ditional one, is compatible with the animacy constraint on the Dative-shift.

100. a)

John brought the piano to New York.

b)* John brought New York the piano.

101. a) John brought the piano to Bill.
b) John brought Bill the piano.
102. a) John-i Seoul-e  pyodnji-lil  bonae-6ssda
John-nom Seoul-dat letter-acc send-past
‘John sent a letter to Seoul.’
b)* John-i Seoul-lil  pydnji-lil  bonae-dssda
John-nom Seoul-acc letter-acc send-past
‘John sent Seoul a letter.’
103. a) John-i Chélsu-ege pyonji-lil  bonae-dssda
John-nom Choélsu-dat letter-acc send-past
‘John sent a letter to Chdlsu.’
b) John-i Cholsu-lil  pyonji-lil  bonae-6ssda



Dative-Shift : Discourse Approaches vs. Semantic Approaches (SONG)

John-nom Chélsu-acc letter-acc send-past
‘John sent Chélsu a letter.’
As already pointed out, a positional change does not necessarily entail
a possessional change. In order for a positional change to entail a posses-
sional change, the Goal has to be an entity which is capable of ‘possessing’,
i.e., it has to be animate, typically human. Thisis why (100b) and (102b)
are ungrammatical. Sentence (101a) allows two interpretations as re-
presented in (104).
104. a) CAUSE (JOHN, GO posit (THE PIANO, y, BILL)
b) CAUSE (JOHN, GO poss (THE PIANO, JOHN, BILL))
The first representation means that John brought the piano to the presence
of Bill. In this interpretation ‘Bill’ is only a locative Goal. Dative-shift
is possible only in the interpretation (104b).
The second set of data our semantics can account for is sentences in
which Dative-shift is ‘obligatory’.
105. a)* Mary gave an inferiority complex to John.
b) Mary gave John an inferiority complex.
106. a)* Mary gave a broken arm to John.
b) Mary gave John a broken arm.
107. a)* Mary gave a pain in the neck to John.
b) Mary gave John a pain in the neck.
Green (1974) points out that when give means ‘provide with’ as opposed
to ‘present as a gift’, the indirect object is restricted to a prepositionless
form, and the action in many cases can be conceived of as non-volitional.
Give in (108) is interpreted in the ‘provide with’ sense and non-volitional.
When give has this sense, it may have an abstract subject as in (109). On
the other hand, give in (110) is interpreted only in the ‘present as a gift’
sense. Give with this meaning cannot have an abstract subject.

108. a) Mary gave John an idea.

s e
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b) Mary gave John the clue to the Sphinx’s riddle.
109. a) Mary’s behaviour gave John an idea.
b) Mary’s behaviour gave John the clue to the Sphinx’s riddle.
110. a) Mary gave an idea to John.
b) Mary gave the clue to the Sphinx’s riddle to John.
111. a)* Mary’s behaviour gave an idea to John.
b)* Mary’s behaviour gave the clue to the Sphinx’s riddle to
John.
A similar problem arises in the following sentences.
112. a) Greta showed Sam the meaning of true love.
b) Greta showed the meaning of true love to Sam.
113. a) The accident showed Sam the meaning of true love.
b)* The accident showed the meaning of true love to Sam.
114. a) Several mistakes taught John the secrets of Chinese cooking.

b)* Several mistakes taught the secrets of Chinese cooking to
John.

Sentence (112a) is about the effect on Sam of some behaviour of Greta,
while (112b) reports that Greta pointed out to him some linguistic or
philological description for the purpose of having him take it in. There-
fore, the subject of (112a) can be replaced by an abstract NP, asin (113a),
while it is impossible in (112b).

We assumed that Dative-shift involves an alternation between the
semantic structures (93b) and (93c). Note that (93a) and (93b) are
both about the movement of %’ to ‘z” whether the movement is concrete
or not, while (93c) does not express any movement of x’. It follows
that the most essential function of Dative-shift is to defocalize, or ‘abstract’,
the meaning of movement.

Sentences (105b), (106b) and (107b) do not express any movement,

concrete or abstract, of ‘x’.  For instance, the situation denoted by (106b)
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does not include the movement of ‘a broken arm’ from ‘Mary’ to ‘John’.
In (106b) ‘Mary’ is not the Source of a change in possession, and ‘John’
is not the Goal of a possessional change. What (106b) expresses is that
‘Mary caused John to have a broken arm’. In such a case, the prepo-
sitional construction, like (106a), which focalizes a possessional change
or movement of an entity to a Goal cannot be used. The so-called
‘obligatoriness’ of Dative-shift in (105-107) is a reflection of the logical
inclusion relation that (93b) necessarily entails (93¢) but not the other
way round.

The data presented in (108-111) can be explained along the same lines.
The thematic relations of (108a) and (110a) are represented as follows:

110a. Mary gave an idea to John.

CAUSE (MARY, GO poss (AN IDEA, MARY, JOHN))
108a. Mary gave John an idea.
CAUSE (MARY, GO con (JOHN, u, WITH AN IDEA))

Give in (108a) is, as Green pointed out, ambiguous between ‘present as
a gift’ and ‘provide with’, while give in (110a) is conceived of as having
only the ‘present as a gift’ sense. This means that the conditional change
of John expressed in (108a) may or may not presuppose the possessional
change of an idea from Mary to jJohn. This again is quite compatible
with our assumption. Logically, (93b) always entails (93c), while (93c)
may or may not presuppose (93h). Givein (105b), (106b), (107b), (108)
and (109) seems to be semantically almost equivalent to give as a ‘causative
verb’ as in (115).

115. They gave me to understand that you would be there.
Give as a causative verb does not necessarily mean the action is volitional.
Sentence (115) is most likely to be interpreted as ‘they were responsible
for the fact that I understood that you would be there’. Sentence (115)

also does not report that any change in possession took place. The
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thematic relations of (115) are represented as in (116), which is basically
compatible with (39c).
116, CAUSE (THEY, GO con (I, u, UNDERSTANDING THAT
YOU WOULD BE THERE))
The same explanation is applicable to (112-114). The prepositional
constructions always express volitional action to cause a possessional
change of an entity to a Goal while the prepositionless constructions do
not necessarily do so. When it is impossible to presuppose a possessional
movement of an entity to a Goal, then a prepositional construction is
impossible.
Third question we have to answer is why with some verbs in English
and Korean Dative-shift is impossible.
117. a) John explained the story to Bill.
b)* John explained Bill the story.
118. a) John said these words to Bill.
b)* John said Bill these words.
119. a) John transferred some stock to Bill.
b)* John transferred Bill some stock.
120. a) nae-ga ydngd mungang-il John-ege solmyéngha-dssda
I-nom English sentence-acc John-dat explain-past
‘I explained an English sentence to John.’
b)* nae-ga yoéngd munjang-il  John-il sélmydéngha-dssda
I-nom English sentence-acc Johm-acc explain-past
‘I explained John an English sentence.’
121. a) nae-ga igds-il  John-ege malha-dssda
I-nom this-acc John-dat say-past
‘T said this to John.’
b)* nae-ga igds-il  Johmn-il  malha-6ssda
I-nom this-acc John-acc say-past

S -
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‘I said John this.’
We have regarded Dative-shift as crucially involving a change of con-
dition. Sentences (117a), (118a), (120a) and (121a) — because of the
nature of the actions in question — cannot be conceived of (or are not
normally conceived of) as changing the condition of the Goal. Gruber
said as follows:
Tell indicates that what is told is subsequently heard whereas
for say it is possible not to be understood. Thus one can say
something to a wall, but one will never succeed in telling it to
anything. (Gruber 1976: 127)
Transfer in (119) does not necessarily report a positional change of some
stock to Bill. 'The change expressed in (119a) is surely possessional. Thus
our semantics cannot reject (119b). However, the meanings of verbs
are changing all the time and verbs formerly not used for Dative-shift
may come to be so used. We can quite imagine that (119b) might be-
come acceptable. Indeed, perhaps it already is for some speakers. The
Korean verb semantically similar to fransfer in (119) allows the double-
accusative construction.
122. a) nae-ga John-ege jaesan-il ndmgi-odssda
I-nom John-dat property-acc transfer-past
‘I transferred my property to John.’
b) nae-ga John-il  jaesan-il ndmgi-dssda
I-nom John-acc property-acc transfer-past
‘I transferred John my property.’
Sentence (118b), on the other hand, is not needed, since we already have
an appropriate way of saying it, using zell.
The last question is why Dative-shift in English and double-accusati-
vization in Korean are blocked in the ‘goal-oriented’ constructions such
as (123) and (124).

— 68 —
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123. a) John stole a book from Mary.
b)* John stole Mary a book.
124. a) nae-ga John-il/egesd don-il ppaeas-0ssda
I-nom John-gen/abl money-acc take-away-past
‘I took away money from John.’
b)* nae-ga John-il  don-il ppaes-dssda
I-nom John-acc money-acc take-away-past
‘I took away John money.’
Tkegami (1981, 1982) pointed out that, although the source and the goal
are on an equal footing from a logical point of view, the realization of
the source tends to be more marked than that of the goal in language.
The markedness of Source is exemplified in (125) and (126).
125. a) John was/went there.
b) John came from there.
126. a) Run [to] behind the wall,
b) Run from behind the wall.
In (126a), behind the wall can be Locative or Goal without any marker,
whereas behind the wall in (126b) must have from to be interpreted as
Source. The reason for the markedness of Source is obvious from a func-
tional viewpoint. The actual temporal flow where a transfer takes place
is always from Source to Goal. It would be plausible, then, to assume
that the linguistic expression of transfer or change is strongly constrained
so that it reflects this natural information flow. Because of this con-
straint, an expression for a change is interpreted as a Source-Goal pattern
unless it is overtly marked for the reverse interpretation. A Goal-oriented
construction, which goes against this flow, tends to require an overt marker
for Source. For this reason, Mary in Jokhn siole Mary a book is interpreted
as a Goal, and the sentence cannot mean John stole a book from Mary.

We have so for argued that the Dative-shift rules in English
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and Korean are semantic processes. Qur semantic analysis provides a
satisfactory explanation of the properties of Dative-shifts in English and
Korean which cannot be properly accounted for in the discourse analyses
of Dative-shift proposed by Givén and Erteschik-Shir. Our analysis does
not preclude discourse approaches to Dative-shift. In Korean and
Japanese, the purely pragmatic word-order variation and the change in

case-marking, which is semantically motivated, are kept apart.
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