Two types of locative alter nation

Jaume Mate(CLT-Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona)

Abstract

Talmy’'s (1991, 2000) well-known typological disttran between satellite-framed
languages and verb-framed languages can be shavenrtdevant when arguing for two
types of locative alternation. In particular, | death this typological variation in the
light of a formal distinction between incorporatiand conflation (see Haugen (2009),
Mateu (2012) and Acedo-Matellan (2013), i.a.). Adoog to the Talmian typology,
verb-framed languages (i.e., those languages wReath/Result lack independent
morphophonological status with respect to the Jerbat) are predicted to lack the
satellite-framed pattern of locative alternatiomiamats that involve Manner conflation
(e.g.,Sue sewed up the entire dress with buttohsSue sewed buttons on the djess
contrast, locative alternation variants that omlyolve Result incorporation (e.glhe
children loaded the stones on the cart / The chitdioaded the cart with stonjeare
expected to be found in verb-framed languages.i&ipattention will also be paid to the
ungrammaticality triggered by the elimination oktkatellite in locative alternation
variants likeSue sewed *(up) the dress with butt@enslohn poured the glass *(full)
with water Their ill-formedness will be shown to run parhtie that of satellite-framed
constructions likeJohn danced the night *(awayr John *(out)danced Suewhich,
descriptively speaking, have been said to involvénarease of the verb valency thanks

to the presence of a Path/Result satellite.



1. Introduction

In this paper | deal with a prediction that is lthea Talmy’s (1991, 2000) well-known

typology: a certain pattern of locative alternatitke the one exemplified in (1b) and

(2b) is expected to be typical of so-called “s@liramed languages” (e.g., English,
German, etc.) but not of so-called “verb-framedglzages” (e.g., Catalan, Spanish,

etc.)! The examples in (1) and (2) are taken from Ro$684: 206-207; 209/211).

1) a Gertrude sewed buttons. on the dresscnon

b. Gertrude sewed up the entire drgsso, With button$eve

(2) a. John goss Wassgf. Uber die BlumeRcamon (German)
John poured water over the flowers
b. John {begoss /lUbergoss} die Blumen, mit Wassefewe

Johnse-poured/over-poured the flowers with water

In particular, special attention will be paid teetfact that the ungrammaticality

triggered by the elimination of the directional fizle (i.e., Talmy’s satellite? or

1 According to Talmy's (1991, 2000) well-known typgly of motion events, there are two types of laggsawith
respect to the expression of what this cognitimguist considers the core of the framing event ofiom, thecore
schema which may comprise either the Path or the PatBreund components (Talmy 2000: 218). In so-called
satellite-framed languagetbe core schema is expressed as a non-verbal rel¢ina Talmy callsatellite (e.g., the
Path particlen in (ia)); see footnote 2), while the Movement &h@nner components are expressed within the same
morphophonological atom: the verbal root (eflpat- in (ia)). By contrast, in so-callecerb-framed languagethe
core schema and Movement components are expresged the same morphophonological atom, i.e., thebal
root (e.g.entr- in (ib)), while the Manner component is expresseany, as an adjunct (e.gotando‘floating’).
(i) a.Thebottlefloated in.
b. La botellaentré flotando. (Spanish)
the bottle entered floating

2 Talmy’s (2000: 101-102) definition of satelliteds follows: ‘[...] the grammatical category of azgnstituent other
than a noun phrase or prepositional-phrase compiethat is in a sister relation to the verb roofTalmy (2000:



resultative adjectivein examples like the ones in (3) can be arguedimoparallel to
that of cases like (4), which, descriptively spegkihave been said to involve an
increase of the verb valency thanks to the presehmatellites encoding Path/Result
(e.g., the directional particleaway and out in (4)): the satellite-framed pattern
exemplified in (3) and (4) is typical of Germananguages, where Path/Result can be
shown to be morphophonologically independent frdme werbal root, i.e., it is

expressed via a prepositional-like or adjectivabiite *

(3) a. Sue sewed *(up) the dress with buttons.

b. John poured the glass_*(full) with water.

(4) a. John danced the night *(away).

b. John *(out)danced Sue.

The main goal of this paper is to analyze the Tahmiypological variation
involved in the descriptive phenomenon known asdtive alternatior? in the light of

a formal/syntactic distinction betweemcorporation and conflation (see Haugen

104) points out that the verbal prefixes in Germhatin and Russian and also English spatial pasticles
prototypical examples of satellites expressing th Bamponent.

3 Talmy (2000: 229) argues that resultative adjestin constructions such bkicked the door shutvhich express
an abstract transition into a resulting state, alan be considered to have satellite status. Folpwcedo-Matellan
(2010), i.a., | use satellite in a sense broadam the one found in Talmy’'s work (see fn. 2): engn-adjunct PPs in
transition predicates in satellite-framed languaayesalso satellites. For example, the PBoinn danced Sue across
the roomcan be considered a satellite (pace Talmy 2000ichvexpresses the so-called “core schema” (= tia P
across+ the Groundthe roon). As pointed out by Acedo-Matellan (2010), this veacallows us to maintain a
parallelism between cases suchBeat someone deaaind Beat someone to deatinvolving the semantically
equivalent but categorially different core schenwgadandto death Concerning this parallelism, an anonymous
reviewer points out that the conflation of bothe=asito the general category “satellite” is wareahbut at the same
time considers worth noting that Boas’s (2003) arekbtiler's (2005) results show that adjectival aRd€sultative
phrases/satellites are subject to distinct accéjyatriteria.

4 See Mateu (2002: 206-226) for a preliminary analysi Talmy’s (1991, 2000) typology applied to tlhedtive
alternation, which has been further formally depeld by Acedo-Matellan (2010: 155-164) and empilycakplored
via corpus studies by Lewandowski (2014a,b).

51 will not review the very extensive literature tre locative alternation. Such an enterprise woakeé me too far
afield and away from the primary purposes of thépgr. For relevant discussion of this argumentcsire
alternation, see Brinkmann (1997), Demonte (1991wt (1991), Goldberg (1995), Iwata (2008), Levin &
Rappaport Hovav (1991), Lewandowski (2014a), Mu(d®®2), and Pinker (1989), among many others.
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(2009), Mateu (2012), and Acedo-Matellan (2013);Bdiker (1988) and Espinal (this
volume) for a different use of the technical termcorporation’). For my present
purposes, it will be important to show that thebver both variants of the locative
alternation (i.e., the Figure/Theme-object frame #me Ground/Location-object one)
can acquire phonological content in two differerdys: via incorporation, as in the
Catalan examples in (5) (e.g., the Result KmRREGA ‘load’ will be claimed to come
from an inner Small Clause predicate position) @ eonflation, as in the German
examples in (2) (e.g., the Manner roaoss ‘pour’ will be claimed to be directly

adjoined to the verlf).

(5) a. En Ramon carrega els rocs al carro. (Catalan)
det. Ramon loaded the stones at.the cart
‘Ramon loaded the stones on the cart.’
b. En Ramon carrega el carro de rocs.
det. Ramon loaded the cart of stones

‘Ramon loaded the cart with stones.’

According to Talmy's (1991, 2000) typology, complesesultative-like
constructions like (3) and (4) are expected to beeat from verb-framed languages,
I.e., those languages where Path/Result is not moptpnologically independent from
the verbal root. These languages will be claimeth¢& the conflation type of locative

alternation, i.e., the one that involves conflat@fira Manner root with the verb. Only

6 In this paper | will not deal with the intransitiwariant of locative alternation cases: see Muld®92) for a
syntactic analysis of so-calledswarmconstructions” (e.g.Bees are swarming in the gardéhThe garden is
swarming with begs See also Salkoff (1983) and Dowty (2000), ifar. two semantic accounts of this alternation.
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the type exemplified in (5), which involves incorpton of a Result root into the verb,

will be claimed to be found in verb-framed langusge

Before analyzing the two types of locative alteionat it will be useful to
provide some theoretical background on so-calledorporation and conflation
processes (see Haugen (2009), Mateu (2012), andoAdatellan (2013), i.a). The
discussion that follows is based on Hale & Keys€t893, 2002) influential syntactic
theory of argument structure, which, for reasonspce, | will not review here (see

Harley (2011) or Mateu (2014), among others).

2. Incorporation and conflation processes. a syntactic approach

Assuming that all verbal heads in syntactic argunsgémructures are underlyingly light
(e.g., cf. Hale & Keyser (1993), Mateu (2002), ldgr(2005), Acedo-Matellan (2010),
den Dikken (2010), among others), it is indeed rdé$ to have a restrictive theory of
how these verbs can acquire phonological contesguming Chomsky’s (2001ff) well-
known distinction between Internal Merge and ExaéMerge, two options turn out to
be available. For example, consider the formatiodemominal verbs likemile(cf. the
examples in (6)) and their corresponding syntaatitiment structures in (¥)assuming
Hale & Keyser's (1993) transitive analysis of uraige verbs like (6a), the nominal
root VSMILE, which can be claimed to come from a complemesttion, is adjoined to
the verbalizing element) via head-to-head movement, as depicted in (hajohtrast,

in (6b) the rootysMmILE is allowed to bedirectly adjoined to the null verbal head, as

7 Unfortunately, cases of misinterpretation of Takn{1991, 2000) typology are quite frequent, whislpartly due
to its original lack of formalization. But see Acelitatellan (2010), for a detailed formal accoung séso Mateu &
Rigau (2002, 2010) and Mateu (2008; 2012), amongrethH-or example, surface similarities led lacoBirMasini
(2007) and Beavers et al. (2010) to misanalyzeahalierb-particle constructions as Romance countsrpérthe
Germanic satellite-framed pattern (but see MateRigau (2010), for relevant qualifications).

8 The external argument is not represented inbic syntactic argument structures of (7a) and (Palditional
arguments enter the syntactic deriviation via patéir functional heads lik§oice which introduces the external
argument, orAppl(icative), which introduces datives (e.g., cfr. &éla& Keyser (1993, 2002), Kratzer (1996),
Pylkkéannen (2008), Harley (2012), and Marantz (30i8.).
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represented in (7b), where no movement is invol@ekcriptively speaking, the two
options depicted in (7a) and (7b) can be refercedd incorporation and conflation,
respectively (cf. Haugen (2009) and Mateu (201Bpwever, it seems clear that no
primitive theoretical status can be attributedhtese two formal operations since they
can be argued to follow from the abovementionetirdiSon between Internal Merge

(— incorporation via Copy/Move) and External Merge ¢onflation)?

(6) a. John smiled.

b. John smiled his thanks.

SMILE; V  VSMILE;

b. vP

v/\ DP

AN

VSMILE Vv his thanks

According to Haugen (2009) and Mateu (2012), inoocapon is also involved in
denominal and deadjectival verbs like the ones8inand (9), respectively: in these
examples the nominal and adjectival roots can &ksoclaimed to come from the
innermost complement position of the syntactic argnt structure (e.g., cfr. Hale and

Keyser’'s (2002) I(exical)-syntactic analyses in)j10

9 An anonymous reviewer points out that there areesnon-trivial problems in Haugen’s proposal: elmw can
External Merge target a non-root element? Folli &rldy (2011, 2014) address this problem by buildaorg
Matushansky’s (2006) theory of head-movement. Easons of space, | cannot review their intereginogosal and
leave this topic for future work (but see footnd&for a brief comparison of these proposals).
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(8) a. John shelved the books.

b. John saddled the horse.

(9) a. The strong winds cleared the sky.

b. The cook thinned the sauce.

(10) a. John ... [Mr [the book<ON SHELA]

b. The strong winds ... [Muse [the sky Mecome CLEAR]]

The distinction between conflation and incorponati@as also been shown to be
relevant when analyzing different types of resutatonstructions. As argued in Mateu
(2012), a bipartite typology of resultative constrans, exemplified by (11a) and (11b),
can be posited depending on how the verbal headaguire phonological content: via
conflation (i.e., the manner root is claimed todweectly adjoined to the null verbal
head), as depicted in (12a) (see Mateu & Riga0Z2@010), Embick (2004), Harley
(2005), Mcintyre (2004), Zubizarreta & Oh (200MdaAcedo-Matellan (2010), i.a., for
similar analyses) or via incorporation (i.e., tesult root is claimed to come from an
inner predicate position), as represented in (18lere solid does not occupy the
predicate position of the Small Clause (cfr. HoeKst(1988)Small Clause Resultith
Ramchand’s (2008ResultP*° but is an adjunct to it. Following Baker's (200221)

analysis, Mateu (2012) claims that the SC predipatgtion is occupied by the result

10 Following the so-called “localist hypothesi¢See Gruber (1965), Jackendoff (1983), and Taln891), i.a.),
whereby Result can be claimed to involve Path, Mg@005, 2012) claims that an abstract P(ath) mest b
represented in the syntactic argument structur@dpéctival resultative constructions. See also AeRidtellan
(2010) for a similar proposal.



root VFREEZE and that the adjectiveolid is adjoined to it (i.e., specifying the final

result)!

(11) a. John danced his feet sore.

b. Cold temperatures froze the river solid.
(12) a. vP
/v\ ResultP
VDANCE V DP Result’
his feet [\
Result X
~ VSORE
b. vP
/\
\% ResultP
\FREEZE DP Result’
/\
the river Result X
/\
NFrReEZE X A
aFrREEZE  solid

When dealing with Talmy’'s (1991, 2000) bipartitepdjogical distinction
(satellite- vs. verb-framed languageg has been claimed that the relevant difference

do not involve parametrizing syntax but rather heovdo with externalization facts like

11 Baker (2003) is silent on which analysis shouldpbsited for unergative resultatives like (11a).00firse, these
resultatives cannot be analyzed as (12b), i.a@nvadving incorporation: cf#John caused his feet to become danced
vs. Cold temperatures caused the river to become frozersolve this problem and to provide a structsyaitactic
account of so-called “strong” vs. “weak” resulas (Washio 1997), Mateu (2012) adopted HaugenX®qp
distinction between conflation and incorporatioh:(&2a) and (12b). Furthermore, in those reswiatithat are often
referred to in the literature as ‘spurious resives (Washio (1997); Mateu (2000, 2002)) or ‘pseudsultatives’
(Levinson 2010) (e.ghraid the hair tight; cut the meat thinthe adjective also behaves like an strandedhatlj$ee
Levinson (2010) for a very detailed syntactic aathantic analysis of pseudo-resultative construstion



the morphophonological licensing of some relatioaEments (cfr. Mateu 2000ff.;
Mateu & Rigau 2002; Acedo-Matellan 2010, i.a.). lExample, consider the relevant
examples in (13) and (15). Null light verbs in Bslglcan be saturated via incorporation
(e.g., (14a) and (16a)) or via conflation (e.g4k(land (16b)). In contrast, in Romance
the second option exemplified in (13b) and (15b)n available because of a
morphophonological fact: in Romance languages thigatorily incorporating status of
Path/Result saturates the phonological matrix & Werb, whereby conflation of
Manner is not allowed? As a result, the fact that Germanic languages ,(amate
generally, satellite-framed languages) but not Reaedanguages (and, more generally,
verb-framed languages), have complex path of motionstructions like (13b) and
complex resultative constructions like (15b) does imvolve parametrizing External
Merge (e.g., “conflation languages” (Germanic) Vson-conflation languages”
(Romance)) but can rather be explained by theifeiht morphophonological

encodings of Path/ResdftSee Levin & Rappaport Hovav (2015) and Acedo-Matell

12 In satellite-framed languages of the Slavic famtihe incorporation of Path/Result doest saturate the

phonological matrix of the verb (cf. Slavic prefike-co with Romanceentel), whereby conflation of a manner root

with the motion verbgo) is allowed in Slavic but not in Romance. See {985, 2000) for some remarks on the

“mixed” nature of English: cf. Germanic/satellitesfneddance inand Romance/verb-framediter dancing

135ee Mateu (2000: 75/89):
The relevant explanation of the parametric issuelired in resultative constructions has nothindaawith
the positive or negative application of soat hocoperations over the Lexical Conceptual Structure, t
Aspectual Structure, or the Event Structure, bub wne empirical fact: i.e., the morphological pedfes
associated to the lexical-syntactic element comedjng to the directional relation are not the same
English as in Romance (...) the lexical-syntactic afien accounting for the so-called lexical
subordination processes (...) has been shown to m&raeined by the nature of tieorphophonological
properties associated with lexical-syntactic eleiméamphasis added: JM).

For further elaboration of this idea, see AcedodWlah & Real-Puigdollers (2014: 161):
Verb-framed Romance does not possess a specialisedalulary>I<tem> for the expression of the
trajectory-denoting head Path, and Path can onlinteepreted in this language when it is fused toge
with thev and a root is inserted therein. This brings abbetdonsequence that only roots which fit well
with the semantic import of v+Path (“motion event’“trajectory”) can be insertable. By contrast, in
satellite-framed Germanic, Path receives a VI ®bivn, and the verb can be lexicalised throughraoy
(involving motion).

It is worth noting that an interesting parametitemative has been put forward in the literatimgoarticular,Folli &

Harley (2011, 2014) have claimed that it is a ragahtegorical syntactic feature-checking/valuipgration, akin to

V-to-T movement, rather than a purely morphophogiclal one, what appears to be involved. E.g., saé &

Harley (2011: 1/6):
Here we defend the view that it is a parameter ofiedl-understood type: a simple head-movement
parameter (...) In verb-framed languages, there Result-to-v parameter which is set to ‘on’: Feature
checking between (change-of-state) v and Resultyahnequires overt head movement in these languages,
while in satellite-framed languages, the same patanis set to ‘off’ —that is, in satellite-framkthguages,
checking between a change-of-state v° head anRéhalt in its complement can occur without trigggrin
movement. In satellite-framed languages, v-Resaltufe checking can occur with Resiltsity, just as
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& Mateu (2015) for two recent overviews of the hugeerature on Talmy’s

lexicalization patterns.

(13) a. He entered the room dancing.
b. He danced into the room.
(14) a. [/P [v enter(:\/lNi-VGo)] [RESULTP/SC hei the room]]
b. [ve [v VDANCE-Vco] [resuirische into the room]]
(15) a. He flattened the metal with a hammer
b. He hammered the metal flat.

(16) a. [/oicePHe . [\/P [v ﬂati-VDo][ ResuLTPssc the metal:I:A—'H]]] 14

b. [VoicerHe...[vp [\WHAMMER-Vpo][ Resutrisc the metal flat]]]

With the previous, admittedly sketchy, theoreticatkground in mind, let us turn back

to the locative alternation.

3. Thelocative alternation variants asresultative-like constructions
The starting point of this section is the followingservation put forward by Mulder

(1992: 177):

The verbs involved <in the locative alternation:>&gpically have Small Clause complements
(...) the structures involved are just simpésultative constructions <emphasis mine: JM>.

feature checking between T and V (in the traditi@@@ount of the verb-raising parameter) occur$ Wit
in situin English.
14 According to Marantz (2005), the event operatoresponding to the light verb in complex resultaiie better
understood aso rather than asause The latter could be claimed to arisgucturally from merging wo with a
Small Clause Result (see also Zubizarreta and O§204., for similar remarks).
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| claim that the locative alternation in (5), refgeh in (17), involves two
resultative-like constructions, which are not rethtlerivationally: see (18a) and (18b).
Accordingly, both (18a) and (18b) can be regardetha different instantiations of the
S(mall) C(lause) Result structure in (19) (see Htek(1988); as for ResultP, see
Ramchand (2008), i.a.), where the rdoRREGA ‘load’ is interpreted as a final Result
and the locative PRI carro ‘on the cart’ and the Pée rocs'of stones’ can be regarded
as inner modifiers of the final state (cf. RamcHar{fd008) Rhemes of Result): e.g., cf.
(17a/18aRamon caused the stones to become loaded on theitaK17b/18b)Ramon

caused the cart to become loaded with stdhes

17) a. En Ramon carrega els rocs al carro. (Catalan)
det. Ramon loaded the stones at.the cart
‘Ramon loaded the stones on the cart.’
b. En Ramon carrega el carro de rocs.
det. Ramon loaded the cart of stones

‘Ramon loaded the cart with stones.’

(18) a. \[P \% [ResultPDPTHEME [Result’ VX PPLOCATION]]] VX =VCARREGA ‘load’

b. .. P V [ResutPDPLocation [Result VX PPruevel]]

(19) ... [PV [ResutpDP Result]]

15 For a similar non-derivational view, see Labell®€42, 2000) and Moreno Cabrera (1998, 2003), amdngrs
Furthermore, it is important to distinguish thegmet proposal from Levin and Rappoport Hovav's (1298®-261)
non-derivational L(exical)C(conceptual)S(tructura@sed proposal in (i), which only assigns the resivk/change-
of-state structurbecome loadetb the variant represented in (ib):
@) a. [[x ACT] CAUSE [y BECOME Pioc Z] [LOAD] manner ] (cfr. (18a))
b. [[X ACT] CAUSE [Z BECOME[  ]state WITH-RESPECTFTO Y] [LOAD]manner ] (Cfr. (18Db))
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As depicted in (20), it is the incorporation presethat is involved in both
variants of the type of locative alternation exeifigal in (17). The result roo{CARREGA
is not directly adjoined to the verb (i.e., as onftation cases) but is claimed to be

{moved/copied} from an inner embedded posittén.

(20) a. ...P[v VCARREGA-Voo) [ResultPfOCS  Resulr VEARREGA al carro]]]

b. ... [p[v VCARREGA-Vpo] [Resuitr€l Carro kesulr VEARREGA de rocs]]]

Mulder’'s claim that the locative alternation vatgnare instantiations of
resultative-like constructions directly leads usptd forward the following correlation

between (21a) and (21b) in light of Talmy'’s typoldd@991, 2000):

(21) a. Unlike satellite-framed languages, weamed languages lack
resultative-like constructions formed via confatiof a root with a null
light verb (e.g., see (14b) and (16b)). Resultaliike constructions found
in verb-framed languages can only be claimed to fdyened via
incorporation (e.g., see (14a) and (16a)).

b. Unlike satellite-framed languages, verb-framadglages lack locative
alternation variants formed via conflation of atreath a null light verb

(e.g., see (1b) and (2b)). Locative alternationiards found in verb-

16 An anonymous reviewer is wondering what predictiarssmade by proposing that the root is containigtimthe
Small Clause predicate in both formations in (20he Tsame reviewer suggests that one predictionats ah
adjectival participle should permit either readifrgerestingly, this prediction is borne out sifm®h examples in (i)
are well-formed in Catalan.
() a. Elsrocs carregats no sén meus. (@3ta

the rocks loaded notare mine

‘The loaded rocks are not mine.’

b. El carro carregat no és meu.
the cart loaded notis meu.
‘The loaded cart is not mine’.
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framed languages can be claimed to be formed oialyincorporation

(e.q., see (5)/(17)).

As pointed out by Mateu (2012), incorporation paiseare more typologically
widespread: i.e., the patterns where an embeddest glement (e.g., Path/Result) is
incorporated into an upper null light verb can berfd in nearly all languagés.in
contrast, as noted above, conflation patterns (he. ones that involve external merge
of a root with a null light verb) are not found afi languages. Accordingly, satellite-
framed languages can be found to have resultalkeedonstructions formed via
incorporation and conflation (e.g., cf. (16a) addk), respectively), whereas verb-
framed languages are expected to have resultatiwezbnstructions that can only be
formed via incorporation (e.g., see (16autatis mutandisthe prediction is that the
former languages are expected to have locativernalien variants that involve
conflation (e.g., (22b) and (23b)) and incorponat{e.g., (22a) and (23a)), whereas the

latter are expected to have variants that onlylirevncorporation (e.g., (5)/(173.

(22) a. The children taped pictures on the wall.
b. The children taped up the wall with pictures (cFhe children taped the

wall with pictures).

(23) a. Gertrude sewed buttons on the dress.
b. Gertrude sewed up the entire dress with but{ghs'Gertrude sewed the

dress with buttors

17 Here | concur with Beavers et al. (2010: 20): “sinearly all languages have path verbs, then nedirlgnguages
have at least one verb-framed encoding option”.
18 The examples in (22) and (23) are taken from Ro%884: 206-207; exs. (35)-(37)).
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The rootsVTAPE andVSeEw can be claimed to be conflated with the null verb i
the syntactic argument structure of the locatiojectbvariant in (22b) and (23b): see
(24a) and (24b), respectively. Unlike the locatamect variant of the other type of
locative alternation, i.e., the one that involvesorporation (see (20b)), the examples in
(22b) and (23b) involve conflation of the roatsaPe andVsew with a null verb. The
roots in the location-object variant of (22b) a@8lf) cannot be claimed to come from
the inner/embedded Small Clause Result predicatause this position is already
occupied by the directional/resultative partiole see (24). Accordingly, | claim that

the conflation analysis of (24) turns out to bealal to that of (25b).

(24) a. {vicer The children.. .{p[WWTAPE-Voo][ rrsc the wall up with pictures]]]

b. [voicer Gertrude.. {p [WWSEW-Vpo][rrisc the dress up with buttons]]]

(25) a. John worked his debts off.

b. [Voicer JONN...[p [WWWORK-Vpo][ rrisc his debts off]]]

Let us now see how the present proposal can acdourgome well-known
contrasts (e.g., cpour vs. fill; see Pinker (1989) and Rosen (1996), i.a.). Orotie
hand, the English verpour only enters into the theme-object frame (see (26&d)e
location-object frame is not possible unless altesellite likefull is present (cf. (26b)
with (26c)). Interestingly, (26b) is ruled out imlwdt English but is attested in child
English: see the nice example in (27), taken froow&man (1982)apud Pinker

(1989: 26).
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(26) a. Bill poured water into the glass.
b. *Bill poured the glass with water.

C. Bill poured the glass full with water.

(27) E, 2;11Pour, pour, pour. Mommy, | poured ygWaving empty container near

M. M: You poured mg?'eah, with water.

From the present perspective, (26a) and (26c¢) o#mlie analyzed as involving
conflation of the manner roePourwith a null verb: see (28a) and (28b), respectively
(28b’), which represents the analysis of (26b)uied out since the result head is not
licensed (i.e., lexicalized) by any element. Fypall27) can be claimed to involve
incorporation of a result root onto the verb (s2g&cj: ‘| caused you to beconpeured
with water’). Probably, the fact that (27) is ruledt in adult English has to do with the
fact that, unlike in child Englistpour cannot be lexicalized any longer as a result root

in the location-object fram¥.

(28) a. Voicep Bill...[ vp[WWPOURVpo][ rrisc Water into the glass]]]
b. [voicep Bill...[ vp[vWPOUR Vo[ reisc the glass full with water]]]
b’.  *[voicer Bill...[ vp [\WPOURVpo][ reisc the glass BSULT? with water]]
C. [oicep I...[vp [vPOUR-Voo] [reisc YOUVPOUR (With water)]]]

On the other hand, as is well-known, the vidtbbehaves differently frorpour.

cf. (29a,b) with (26a,b). In (29c¢) is depicted theorporation analysis corresponding to

19 An anonymous reviewer raises the interesting qoiests to what evidence would cause the childrencee away
from the result root analysis that they initiallypothesized, and which permits them to producegthlike (27). The
same reviewer provides a plausible hint by relating fact to the often noted u-shaped learningeyroblem (see
also Pinker (1989), i.a., for related discussion).

15



(29b), which is the typical one for ‘causative \&df change of state’ (cdohn caused

the tank to become flull

(29) a. *John filled water into the tank.
b. John filled the tank with water.

C. [voicer JOhN...[p[v FULLi-Voo] [resc the tank/Futki (with water)]]]

The fact that the verbll alternates in Chinese (see (30)) and in Germaa (se
(31)), but not in English (see (29)), is not dikgatelated to Talmy’'s typological

distinction but to the idiosyncratic properties@sated to the particular lexical item at

stake?®
(30) a. Wo ba shue zhuang zai  pinzi li. (Chinese)
I BA water fill at bottle inside
‘I have filled the bottle with water.’
b. Wo ba pinzi zhuang le shue.
I BA  bottle il ASP  water
‘| have filled the bottle with water.’
(31) a John flllte Wasser in das Glass. (German)
John filled water in the glass
b. John fillte das Glass mit Wasser.

20 The examples in (30) and (31) are taken from R¢@86: 211; exs. (50)-(51)). According to Rosen @9811),
“(...) Zhuangdoes not necessarily encode the fullness of théagter as does Englishl. (...) It appears thdtillen
permits either alloframe because its lexical repmégtion lacks a fullness specification on its tmsaargument (...)
Languages vary the most in their lexicons, andstedion is only approximate”.

As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, it sedkedyl that it is becaus&ll names a result state in
English that it cannot operate as a manner-couflatement (but see the example in (32)). | agrek thie reviewer
that it is an important issue to work out what éx@@mantic properties permit the alternation in) (@0d (31) but
typically forbid it in English. | leave this topfor future research.
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John filled the glass with water

As far as | can see, no general explanation cagives to the idiosyncratic fact thal
alternates in Chinese or in German, but does nBhglish nor in Romance. One could
then speculate that for those English speakers adeept the example in (32) or for
those English children who can say (38)he idiosyncratic semantic restrictions of the
verbfill are similar to the ones that hold in German. Irepthords, for these speakers
VFULL can act both as a result root (e.g., (29b)) aral msinner root (e.g., (32) or (33)).
Accordingly, both (32) and (33) can be claimed mwolve the Manner conflation

analysis, whereby the rodkuLL is directly adjoined to a null verb, as depicted3a):

(32) Take a little of the mixture at a time and fillnto the zucchini.

(33) E, 5;0Can I fill some salt into the bearftill a bear-shaped salt shaker with

some salt]
(34) a. Voicer You...[vp [WFULL-Vpo][reisc the mixture into the zucchini]]]
b. [oicep I...[vp[vWFULL-Voo][rrsc SOMe salt into the bear]]]

Furthermore, it is worth pointing out some inteirggtfacts that are also
predicted by Talmy’s (1991, 2000) typology. For myde, the theme-object variant in
verb-framed languages lacks complex directionakHiRe the telic onemto or onto

(e.g., see (35a)). A simple locative PP like the exemplified in (35b) is typically

21 The examples in (32) and (33) are taken from Ro$@86; 210; ex. (49)) and Pinker (1989: 26), respelst
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found in these languages instead: e.g., see tla@a@atxample in (35c¢) and the Spanish

one in (35df?

(35) a. John loaded the stones onto the cart.
b. John loaded the stones on the cart.
C. Ramon carrega els rocs al carro. (Catalan)
Ramon loaded the stones at.the cart
d. Ramoén cargo las piedras en el carro. (Spanish)

Ramon loaded the stones in the cart

(35a) can be claimed to involve a conflation suuetike the one represented in
(36a), whereas (35b/35c/35d) can be claimed tolwevthe incorporation structure in
(36b) (cf. (20a)]. Roughly, the corresponding seticgparaphrases of (36a) and (36b)
would be:John’s loading caused the stones to go onto thé aad John caused the

stones to become loaded on the caaspectively.

(36) a. {ricer JOhN...[p [WWLOAD-Voo|[ reisc the stones onto the cart]]]

b. [Voicer JOhN...[p[WWLOADI-Vpo] [reisc the stones'teabi on the cart]]]

Here is my present account of why locative alteomatis typically more

productive in satellite-framed languages than irbsfeamed ones (see Mateu (2002);

22 The explanation of why a directional reading isitable in (ia), but not in (ib), could also be mgited to explain
why a locative PP is possible in (35b): locativesHAR directional contexts are expected to be fbssh those cases
where the verb does not encquiére manner but encodes path/result: see Folli & Ranth{aA05) and Mateu &
Rigau (2010) for a lexical-syntactic treatment oé tholysemy involved irrun-verbs. See also Gehrke (2008),
Ramchand (2008), Den Dikken (2010), and Real-Puigdo(R013), i.a., for further discussion on congéike (i).

0] a. Johnranin the kitchen.  (both locative and directional readings available

b. John danced in the kitchen(only locative reading available)

In Mateu (2012) I claim that the directional reaglof (ia) involves incorporation of a result roatjile John ran into
the kitchen(or John danced into the kitcheimvolves conflation of a manner root.
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Acedo-Matellan (2010); Lewandowski (2014a,b)): fblener languages have two types
of locative alternation (the ones given by conflatiand incorporation), whereas the
latter only have one type (the one given by incaapon). For example, a verb-framed
language like Catalan lacks locative alternationavds like the one exemplified in
(37a) for the same reason it lacks complex preposit constructions like (37b) or
(37¢) (cf. (38b) and (38c¥} as noted above, the Path/Result head has an tobiiga

incorporating status in Catalan (e.g., see thectimeal verbtragué ‘got.out’ in (38a)),

which prevents conflation of a manner root with wl fight verb. Only the locative

alternation variants that involve incorporation Rdith/Result into the null verb (e.g.,
cases like (5)/(17), where the root is claimed tome from an inner complement

position), are expected to be found in Catalan.

37) a Phil swept the crumbs off the floor(cf. Phil swept the floor (clean of

crumbs)
b. Phil swept the crumbs onto the floor
C. Phil swept the crumbs into a pile.
(38) a. Phil tragué [les molles] [del banc] (ambaiescombra)(Catalan)

Phil gobut the crumbs of.the bench (witha broom)
‘Phil swept the crumbs off the bench.’
b. *Phil escombra les molles fora del banc.
Phil swept the crumbs off of.thench
‘Phil swept the crumbs off the bench.’

C. *Phil escombra les molles en una pila.

23 The English examples in (37) are taken from Rappapovav & Levin (1998: 120-121).
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Phil swept the crumbsin a pile

‘Phil swept the crumbs into a pile.’

The syntactic argument structure of (37a) is regmesd in (39). In accordance
with the satellite nature of Path/Result in Engligshe phonological content of
Path/Result (cf. the satellitaff) does not saturate the null verb, whereby the mann

rootVSweePis allowed to be conflated (i.e., externally mergeith it.

(39)  [voicer Phil...[vp [vWSWEEPRVoo[ resupiscthe crumbs off the floor]]]

A syntactic analysis similar to the one depicted3f) has been claimed to be
the adequate one for Greek examples like (40a) lexiddou & Anagnostopoulou
(2011). Indeed, since Modern Greek is a verb-frataeguage (see Acedo-Matellan
(2010), i.a.), the well-formedness of (40a) coudddaid to pose a non-trivial problem
for proponents of the Talmian typology. Howevegrthare some reasons for doubting
the validity of the Manner conflation analysis #0&): to start with, the same Greek
authors point out that such an analysis cannoteberglized to those cases that involve

a preposition different frorapo ‘from’ (cf. (40b)).

(40) a. O Jannis skoupise ta pesmena fila apo to pato(tzaeek)
the Jannis swept the fallen leaves from therflo
b. ?/*O Jannis skoup-is-e ta pesmena fila ston dromo

the Jannis swept the fallen leaves up to theestr
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Interestingly, a contrast very similar to the oneeraplified in (40) can be
replicated in Spanish, another verb-framed languadpch shows that the contrast in

(40) is not a mere idiosyncrasy of Modern Greek: (gd.).

41) a Jannis barri6 [las migas] [del suelo]. (Spanish)
Jannis swept the crumbs from.the floor
b. *Jannis barrié las migas a la calle.

Jannis swept the crumbs to the street

Positing a Manner conflation analysis like (39) bamth Gr. (40a) and Sp. (41a)
would leave it unexplained why such an analysisoae extended to Gr. (40b)/Sp.

(41b). In contrast, both examples are well-fornre&mglish: see (42).

(42) a. Jannis swept the crumbs off the floor.

b. Jannis swept the crumbs into the street.

Accordingly, there are reasons for doubting abasitphg a Manner conflation
analysis for (40a) and (4l1a). Rather it seems naolequate to posit a Path/Result
incorporation analysis for these examples. At fsight, the incorporation analysis
could be said to be quited hocbut the important contrast between the grammatycal

of (43a,b) vs. the ungrammaticality of (43c) gig&®ng evidence for it.

(43) a. O Jannis skoup-is-e ta pesmena fila. (Greek)
the Jannis swept the fallen leaves
b. Jannis barri6 las migas. (Spanish)
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Jannis swept the crumbs
C. *Phil swept the crumbgex. Rappaport Hovav & Levin (1998: ex. [40] :

120))

As pointed out by Rappaport Hovav & Levin (1998:1)2 “the only
interpretation that speakers are able to assowdte <43c> is the nonsensical one
where the crumbs are the the surface that is b@igpt. This reading is precisely the
expected one if the sentence is associated witadtigty event structure <e.g., éhil
swept the floor for five minutegdM>". In contrast, (43a) and (43b) have a ndtura
interpretation that is missing in English: the Greand Spanish examples are
grammatically well-formed on the reading where divect argument is not the surface
but the removed stuff. That is to say, both (43a) é3b) are grammatical on the
reading ‘Jannis removed the leaves/crumbs’. Crycislis reading is missing in the
English example in (43c), which explains why Rapgpgplovav & Levin (1998: 120)
starred their examplePhil swept the crumbsArguably, a directional particleoff) or
PP (e.g.,onto the floor/into a pile/off the tahletc.) is needed in (43c) for the same
reason it is needed in an “unselected object cactsdn” like (25) John worked his
debts {off) (see Mateu (2002), Mcintyre (2004), or Acedo-Mate (2010) for the
syntax of so-called “unselected object construstibnMy point is that both involve

Manner conflation, as shown in (44):

(44) a. Voicep Phil...[vp[WWSWEEPVpo|[reisc the crumbs {off/into a pile/...}]]]

b. [VoiceP John.. .[/P [v\/WORK'VDo][RP/sc his debts Ofﬂ]]
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As noted, the PP can be omitted in the Greek amaahiSip examples in (40a) and
(41a), whereas such an omission is impossible gli&n *John swept the crumb&on
the relevant reading). Interestingly, the explamatof this contrast can be found in
Talmy’'s (1991, 2000) typological distinction: it tee case that Gskoupiseand Sp.
barrié ‘swept’ in (43) can be interpreted as a Path/Regrb (cf.Jannis removed the
leaves/crumbs In English such an interpretation is not possilolr (43c), since in this
satellite-framed language the Path/Result is nobrporated into the verb but is
encoded as satellite: cfannis swept the crumbs .offs a result, unlike their Greek and
Spanish counterparts, Englweepcannot be (re)interpreted as a Result/Path verb. In
(45) are depicted the Manner conflation analysi¢4@f) and the Result incorporation

analysis of Sp. (4313}

(45) a. [oicer Jannis.. .Jp [vWSWEEPVoo][ rrisc the crumbs *(off the floor)]]]

b. [Voicer Jannis {p[vWBARRER-Voo] [re/sclas migas/BARRER]]]]]

To conclude this section, despite some criticisid qualifications (e.g., see
Beavers et al. (2010) and Alexiadou & Anagnostopou|2011), i.a.), the following
Talmian generalization can be maintainfalire (i.e., non-directional) manner verb +
Small Clause Result] constructions are predictetbdoabsent from Talmy’'s verb-
framed languages (e.g., Romance, Modern Greek,ndapa etc.).Accordingly,
Romance languages like Catalan or Spanish lack leongath of motion constructions

that involve conflation (cf. (46a) with (47a)) fehe same reason they lack complex

24 As predicted, the Spanish adnominal participle tanton in (ia) is better than its English couptat in (ib). See
footnote 16.
(i) a.Jannis eliminé las migas barridas. (cf. (43b))
Jannis eliminated the crumbs swept
b. ?Phil eliminated the swept crumbs. (cf. (43c))
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resultative constructions (cf. (46b) with (47b)hieh also involve a Manner conflation

analysis: see (48).

(46) a. Phil swept the crumbs into a pile.
b. Phil swept the floor clean of crumbs
C. Phil cleaned the floor of crumbs.
47 a *Phil escombra les molles en una pila (Catalan)

Phil swept the crumbs ina pile

b. *Phil escombrael terra net de molléon the resultative reading)
Phil swept the floor clean of crumbs

C. Phil neteja el terra de molles (amb una esbm)

Phil cleanethe floor of crumbs (with a broom)

(48)  [voicer He ...[yp [WWSWEERVoo][ rrisc the floor clean]]]

4. The prefixed variants of locative alternation

In this section | make some remarks on the locaiternation in Germanic languages
like Dutch and German in light of the conflatiom@mporation distinction (cf.
Brinkmann (1997); Groot (1998); Hoekstra & Muld&é®90); Laffut (1998); Michaelis
& Ruppenhofer (2001); Mulder (1992), i.a.). In theation-object frame of some
locative alternation patterns, both Manner/Means Rath/Result are encoded into the
verb: the verbal root usually expresses the formveile the prefix expresses the latter
(e.g., see (49b) and (50B%)However, as pointed out in footnote 12, the affom of

the resultative prefibe-onto the verb is not to be equated with the saturanvolved

25 The examples in (49) and (50) are taken from Mu(d®92: 180; ex. (43)) and Brinkmann (1997: 69; 4%)),
respectively.
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in monomorphemic directional verbs lilenter or Cat.treure ‘get out’: due to the
satellite nature of the affike-,2® a Manner component is allowed to be conflated with
the null verbal head. In this sense the préixcan be regarded as a satellite (like the
resultative phraseol ‘full’ in (49c)), in spite of its forming a morphagical unit with
the verb. Such a parallelism betwds andvol is in tune with Mulder’s (1992) Small
Clause analysis in (49e), which accounts for theaglementary distribution of the

prefix and the resultative phrase shown in (49d).

(49) a. hij hangt foto’s op de muur. (Dutch)

he hangs photos on the wall

b. hij behangt de muur met foto’s.
he BE-hangs the wall with photos

C. hij hangt de muur vol met foto’s.
he hangs the wall full with photos

d. *hij behangt de muur__vol met foto’s.
he BE-hangs the wall full with photos

e. hij hangt §c de muur pe-/vol}]

(50) a. Die Vandalen spritzen Farbe auf das Auto (German)
the vandals sprayed paint onto the car
b. Die Vandalen besprizten das Auto mit Farbe.

the vandals BE-sprayed the car with paint

26 See also Talmy (2000) and Acedo-Matellan (2010)ttie proposal that Russian and Latin prefixessatellite
elements.
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An interesting problem is the apparent optionadityhe resultative prefix in the
location-object frame of some verbs (e.g., see )%l (52b)}’ My proposal is that
the unprefixed variant of the location-object frameto be analyzed as its Romance

counterpart in (20b), i.e., the one that involves &t incorporation (cf... [ve [v/LOAD-

Voo] [ resuitpthe wagon gesurr vEeAB with hay]]]), whereas the prefixed variant is to be
analyzed as involving Manner conflation: to putatighly, the unprefixed variant can
be paraphrased &$e caused the wagon to become loadelile the prefixed variant
would be something likelis loading caused the wagon to become totallycedte This
mere description can then account for the factahasultative phrase with the meaning
of “total affectedness” (e.gvol ‘full’) is not compatible with the prefixed variaicf.

(51c)):He caused the wagon to become @, totally affected) by means of loading

(51) a. Hij laadde het hooi op de wagen. (Dutch)
he loaded the hay on the wagon
b. Hij (be-)laadde de wagen met hdbi
he BE-loaded the wagon with hay
C. Hij (*be-)laadde de wagen vol met hooi.

he loaded the wagon full with hay

(52) a. Sie luden Heu auf den Wagen (German)
they loaded hay onto the wagon
b. Sie (be-)luden den Wagen mit Heu

they (BE-)loaded the wagon with hay

27 Cf. Mulder (1992: 180f.), Brinkmann (1997: 68f.)Maylor (2001), i.a., for the optionality of BE-predition.

28 De Groot (1998: 68; ex. (24b)) says that the gegfivariant of the verlmad is ungrammatical in Dutch, whereas
Lafut (1998: 138) points out that “the fordpeladenonly occurs in the subpart of the corpus contgirégal texts”.
For my present purposes, | will omit this type afiation (which, by the way, is not found in theetature with
respect to German (52b)) and will assume Muldexdgements in (51) as correct.
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Accordingly, the prefixed variant in (51b) and ($2an be argued to involve the
very same conflation process that correspondsctinglex resultative construction like

He loaded the wagon full of hay He loaded the wagon up with h&§ee (53):

(53)  [voicer He ...[p [wWLOAD-Voo][ reisc the wagon full/vol-/bed]]]

Furthermore, as for those prefixes that lack tlangnaticalized character bé&
(cf. German (2b)John _lbergoss die Blumen mit Wasser ‘John over-poured the
flowers with water’), 1 would like to suggest thgnsactic analysis in (54), which
involves demoting the Figure/Therdéasserwater’ to an adjunct status and rasing the
complement of PP, i.e., the Groudig Blumerithe flowers’, to the specifier position of
ResultP where it is interpreted as ‘Subject of Regsee Ramchand (2008), i.a.).
Moreover, the prefixiber- can be claimed to undergo head-to-head movement fr
Path°® to Res® This analysis can also be claimed to account Her location-object

variant of the Danish examples in (55b) and (56iKen from Herslund (1995: 44).

(54)  [voicer JOhn ...Jp [WWGOSSVpo][Rresuie die Blumen [resuir Ubey] [pap tbey die
Blumen]]]]

(55) a. Han borede kniven gennem gardinet. (Danish)
he pierced the knife through the curtain
b. Han gennemborede gardinet med kniven.

he through.pierced the curtain  with the knife

2 The syntactic analysis in (54) is based on oriiegpby the one put forward by Svenonius (2004) wHealing
with what he calls “unaccusative particle consinr®t” like fill in the form (cf. fill in the information). According to
Svenonius (2004: 223), “what distinguishes unadteessparticle constructions is the absence of aféigntroducing
p head, parallel to the Agent-introducin@f much recent work. (...) In <54: JM> no internateas available, as in
the classic Burzio’s Generalization cases, so timeptement of P must get case from the verb, and doesurface
as a prepositional complement”. See also McInt2@07), Mateu (2008), Acedo-Matellan (2010), and (B@09),
i.a., for further discussion on this type of preposal structures.
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‘He pierced the curtain with the knife.’

(56) a. De sjaskede vand over mgblerne.
they splashed water upon the furniture
b. De oversjaskede mgblerne med vand.
they over.splashed the furniture with water

‘They splashed the furniture with water all over.’

Finally, as pointed out above, the so-calleith-phrase (cf. the {Dutchmet/
Germ mit Dan. med-phrase) turns out to be a structural adjunct wihpect to the
syntactic argument structure in (538)Mulder (1992: 193ff.) provides some relevant
arguments in favor of the adjunct status of thehe&ed bymet‘with’. For example,
he shows that in Dutch this phrase can be extra@paseomissible or can be clefted
(e.q., cf. his examples (57a) and (57b)), thests faguing against its alleged argument

status®!

301t should be pointed out that the fact that with-phrase is obligatory in some cases does not iat@iMulder’s
(1992) hypothesis that this PP istuctural adjunct since the presence of this modifier candapiired for non-
structural but information/pragmatic reasons. Ecf.the following relevant contrast in (i-ii), tak from Herslund
(1995: 49/52). For discussion on so-called “obbgatadjuncts”, see Grimshaw & Vikner (1993) and dharg &
Ackerman (2001), i.a.

0] Han fyldte kassen (med bgger). (Danish)
he filled the box with books
(i) De fyldte ham #(med lagn).

they filled him with lies

31 As pointed out by Mateu (2002), the prepositiotmdducing the locatum object in the location-objeatiant in
Romance languages can be the preposition corresgptwlivith or the partitive preposition correspondingofoAs
can be inferred from the Catalan data in (i), thetreg coincidence relatioamb ‘with’ is only licensed as a certain
kind of adjunct instrumental object, requiring themimplicit or explicit agent. This explains whyid preposition is
not typically found in adjectival participial comsttions where the agent has been eliminated {g@pe rfor is found
coappearing with a true instrumental (see (iiby).plt it in structural terms, trembphrase is an upper adjunct to v,
whereas thelephrase is an inner adjunct to the Small Clausef?R#sultP. For more discussion on with-phrase
in the location-object variant in Romance, see Dam¢2006) and Mayoral-Hernandez (2010), i.a.

@) a. El Pep carrega el camié de totxos. (Catalan)

the Pep loaded the truck of bricks

b. El Pep carrega el camio amb totxos.
the Pep loaded the truck with bricks

C. Aquest cami6 esta {molt carregat/carregadissim}  de totxos.
this  truck is very loaded/loadegetiat of bricks

d. ??Aquest camié esta {molt carregat/carregadissim} amb totxos.
this truck is  very loadeditied-superlat with bricks
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(57) a. dat hij de tuin  beplant (met tulpen). (Dutch)
that he the garden BE-plants (with tulips)
b. hij beplant detuin  en doet dat met tulpen.

he BE-plants the garden and does that withsul

5. Conclusions

In this paper | have dealt with the typological igsdon involved in the locative
alternation in the light of a formal distinctiontive@en incorporation and conflation (see
Haugen (2009), Mateu (2012), and Acedo-Matellanl80i.a.). In particular, it has
been claimed that the null verbal head in bothardas of the locative alternation (i.e.,
the theme-object frame and the location-object cae)acquire phonological content in
two different ways: via incorporation (the root cesnfrom an inner complement
position and is copied into the empty matrix of ttegbal head) or via conflation (the
root is directly adjoined to the null light verb).

Talmy's (1991, 2000) well-known typological disttran between satellite-
framed languages and verb-framed languages has dfemmn to be relevant when
arguing for two types of locative alternation. Aeglicted by the Talmian typology,
verb-framed languages (i.e., those languages wiieee Path/Result head lacks
independent morphophonological status with resoettte verbal root) lack the locative
alternation variants that involve conflation of aivher root with a null verb. Only the

locative alternation variants that can be claimedntvolve Result incorporation are

(i) a. El Pep carrega el cami6 de totxos amb la grua
the Pep loaded the truck of bricks wita thane
b. ??El Pep carrega el cami6 amb totxos amb laiag

the Pep loaded the truck with bricks with trane
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expected to be found in these languages (for ebldicussion, see Mateu (2002: 206-
227) and Acedo-Matellan (2010: 155-164)).

Assuming the plausible proposal that conflation tenreduced to External
Merge and incorporation to Internal Merge, thevate crosslinguistic differences have
been shown not to involve parametrizing the syrdbbargument structure but rather
have to do with the morphophonological licensingsofme relational elements. For
example, as pointed out by Mateu & Rigau (2002,020the obligatorily incorporating
status of Path/Result in Romance languages pretlets from having complex path of
motion constructions and the variety of resultatike constructions that involve
Manner conflation (see also Acedo-Matellan (201Rgal-Puigdollers (2013), and

Acedo-Matellan & Real-Puigdollers (2014), for fugttformal elaboration of this idea).
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