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ABSTRACT

The Grammatical Status of the English Dative Alternation
Richard T. Oehrle

Submitted to the Department of Forelgn Literatures and
Linguisties on September 23, 1975, 1in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

This thesis 1s concerned with the syntactic alternation between

structures of the form X-Vi—NPJ—NPk-Y and structures of the

form X-Vi-NPk-P-NPJ-Y (where 'P' 1is either 'to' or 'for').

Two theories of this alternation are considered: on one theory,
in cases where the alternation 1s applicable, one of these
structures 1s base-generated and the other 1is derived by means
of transformation; on the other theory, both structures are
base-generated and the relation between them is characterized
by means of a lexical redundancy rule which reduces the in-
dependent information content of the lexicon (along lines
proposed by Jackendoff). The thesis 1s divided into three
parts. In Part One, on the basis of a detalled semantic
analysis of sentences which conform to one or the other of
these structures, the following conclusions are reached: first,
that 1ndependent of the alternation 1n question, both
structures are generated by the phrase-structure rules of

the base; second, that there are semantic restrictions on the
alternation; third, that semantic interpretation 1s not

always invarilant under the alternation; fourth, that semantic
considerations alone cannot provide sufficient conditions for
the applicabllity of the alternation. In Part Two, syntactic
considerations which bear on the choice between these two
hypotheses are discussed. The main conclusion of this part

is that with respect to syntactic operations, there is no
evidence that favors a distinction between base-generated
instances of the double object construction and transformation-
ally-derived instances of the double object construction. In
Part Three, a variety of arguments are presented which favor
the theory based on a lexical redundancy rule over a trans-
formational theory.

Thesis Supervisor: Morris Halle
Title: Professor of Lingulstics
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INTRODUCTION 7

Since the advent of the theory of transformational generative
grammar, there has been a presumption that a transformational
analysis 1s the appropriate way of handling English sentences
related by what I shall call throughout this work the 'dative
alternation', as in:

la) John gave a book to Mary.

b) John gave Mary a book.

2a) John bought a car for Mary.

b) John bought Mary a car.
In the context of certain grammatical theories, such a presumption
has some justification. In particular, if transformations are
the only device in a grammar by which shared distributional
regularities can be stated (or shared semantic properties, for
that matter), postulating a dative transformation offers a way
of accounting for some of the shared properties of sentences of
the prepositional dative form (e.g., (la), (2a)) and the
corresponding sentences of the double object structure (e.g.,
(1b), (2b)). On the other hand, if we enrich grammatical theory
to such an extent that such regularities can be stated in other
ways, the question arises as to what 1s the appropriate way in
which to state the relation between such pairs of sentences.

Chomsky (1972, p. 13) states the general problem in

the followling way:
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In general, 1t 1s to be expected that enrichment
of one component of the grammar will permit simplfica-
tion 1n other parts. Thus certaln descriptilve
problems can be handled by enriching the lexicon and
simplifying the categorlal component of the base, or
conversely; or by simplifying the base at the cost of
greater complexity of transformations, or conversely.

The proper balance between various components of the

grammar is entirely an emplrical issue. We have no

a priorl insight into the "trading relation" between

the various parts. There are no general considerations

that settle this matter....
Our inquiry into the dative alternation is thus a special case
of thls general problem.

In particular, we shall attempt to adjudge the relatlve
merits of two hypotheses. On one hypothesis, the relations
between the sentences of (1), and the sentences of (2) as well,
is accounted for by a transformation, i.e., an operation which
maps phrase-markers into phrase-markers. On this hypothesis,
then, sentences (la) and (1lb) have a common deep structure, as
do the sentences of (2). On the second hypothesis, all four
sentences have distinct deep structures. 1In other words, the
verb give 1s subcategorized in two distinct ways, and will
consequently satisfy the conditions for lexical insertion into
both the prepositional dative structure and the double object
structure. On this hypothesis, the relation between the pair
of sentences 1in (1), as well as the relation between the palr
of sentences in (2), will be stated by means of a lexlcal
redundancy rule, essentially along the lines of Jackendoff's
proposals concerning morphology (cf. Jackendoff 1974a). If it
is correct to assume, as I have, that linguistic theory provides

both of these ways of expressing regularitlies of varilous kilnds,




it 1s of some interest to ask not only which device 1s to be
preferred for the expression of the dative alternation, but
also whether there are general principles which enable us to
decide for any gliven phenomenon what is the preferred way of
expressing it in a grammar.

In the case of the dative alternation, it 1is obvious
that in many respects the two hypotheses have equlvalent empirical
consequences. Nevertheless, we shall argue at the conclusion of
this work that there exist a variety of considerations, all of
which support the postulation of a lexical redundancy rule over
the postulation of a transformational rule to account for the
dative alternation. This conclusion arises from consideratlons
based on factors implicit in the nature of the two hypotheses
we have proposed. For example, iIn a lexical entry, the
phonological representation of a word is assoclated with
morphological, categorial, subcategorizational, and semantic
information. It 1s apparently the case that transformations
need only refer to a subset of this information. In particular,
if it 1s possible to restrict transformations so that they can
refer only to categorial 1information, 1t 1s methodologically
desirable to do so. Thus, if in the general case transformations
operate only on the basis of categorial distinctions and it is
found that the domain of the dative alternation 1s constrained
on other grounds, then a transformational solution of the dative
problem 1s not to be preferred.

Another relevant factor pertains to the interaction



of the dative alternation with the varilous rules that constitute
the transformational component of the grammar. Since on the
redundancy rule hypothesis, there 1s no distinction between those
instances of the dative constructions which are base-generated
and those which are transformationally derived, thils theory
entails that the alternation is totally lndependent of whatever
rules makes up the transformational component. Consider the
interaction of there-insertion and the passive transformation,

in which we find there-insertion applicable to the output of the

passive, as in There was a demonstrator arrested by the police,

while we find the passive applying to the output of there-inser-

tion, as in There was bellieved to have been a riot. If we could

find evidence of this kind of interaction involving the datilve
alternation, the redundancy rule hypothesis would be clearly
falsified and the transformational hypothesis would be perferred.
In the absence of such interaction, however, methodological
considerations favor the redundancy rule hypothesis, as we shall
in fact argue in Part Three.

Thus, although the two hypotheses we consider are
equivalent with respect to the expression of some of the
regularitlies manifested by the various dative constructions,
‘there remain ways of distinguishing the two hypotheses. 1In
this work, the investigation of this problem is carried out in
three parts. |

Part One deals with the semantic properties of the

dative constructions and the role semantic considerations play
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in characterizing the domain of the alternation. The groundwork
for this inquiry involves a detailed description of certain
semantic aspects of sentences which belong to the set of dative
constructions: 1n particular, we attempt to 1solate and
characterize a certain property of those verbs which occur in
the double object construction but not in the prepositional
dative construction.

In particular, we argue in section 1 of Part One that
sentences employing the verb give fall into two general classes
on the basis of certain structural characteristics of the set
of truth-conditions assigned to each sentence (on each
interpretation). Aspects of these two classes are further
explored in sections 2 and 3. Of particular interest is the
fact that 1in general, sentences whose interpretation falls into
the second of these two classes do not have a reflex in the
prepositional construction (although the verb in question may
occur 1in both the prepositional structure and the double object
structure). This provides an indication that the double object
structure 1s base-generated, at least for some cases. 1In
section 4, we show that the verbs teach and show have certain
uses in which they are restricted to the double object structure,
and, furthermore, that the interpretation of the sentences of
this kind falls within the general characterization of the second
class discussed above. In sectlion 5, the role of time and
modality in the semantic interpretation of the dative constructions

is discussed and we attempt to relate aspeets of this discussion
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tc the two classes we 1solated initially. Finally, in section 6,
the prepositional construction?ére considered, and we discuss
the general question of the role of semantic considerations in
the formulation of the domain of the dative alternation--a
question that arises whether the alternation 1s stated by means
of a transformation or accounted for on the basis of a lexical
redundancy rule. We shall argue that certain sentences which
meet the syntactic characterization of the domaln of the dative
alternation fail to meet certain necessary semantic criteria,
and propose that the domain of the alternation be formulated in
such a way that reference to these criteria is possible. We
also argue, however, that 1t 1s extremely implausible that
sufficient conditions (fer the applicability of the alternation)
based on semantic properties can be formulated. For this
reason, we propose a morphological constraint which further
limits the domain of the dative alternation. At the conclusion
of Part One, we propose a formulation of the dative alternation
and review the treatment of a variety of cases.

Part Two takes up various syntactic issues which are of
relevance in ascertalning the value of postulating a dative
transformation. The dative constructions betray a variety of
syntactlc 1ldiosyncracles. We whall be interested in what bearing
these ldlosyncracies have on the transformational hypothesis:
do aspects of the syntactic behavior of the dative structures
follow in a natural way from the postulation of a dative

transformat..on? 1Is there any way in which those instances of



the dative constructions whic?are base-generated can be
distinguished from those which are putatively transformationally
derived? We concentrate on four areas: pronominal restrictions
on the double object construction; the interaction of the dative
alternation and the passive transformation; the interaction of
the verb + particle construction and the dative constructions;
and movement constraints on the indirect object. For each of
these cases, we argue that the syntactic facts in question
provide no evidence in favor of a transformational theory of the
dative alternation. Our investigation of these syntactic problems
also bears on certain other problems of linguistic theory.

Part Three 1is devoted to the evaluation of the two
hypotheses we consider. As I salid above, there are a varlety
of considerations, based on the material of the first two parts
of this thesis, which support the redundancy rule hypothesis over
the transformational hypothesis. If this 1s correct, it suggests
that we explore the properties of these fwo types of rules
further in the hope that by distinguishing them deeper questions

in linguistic theory may be resolved.



I: SEMANTIC ASPECTS OF THE DATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

0. The purpose of this chapter 1s to give a correct
account of the semantlc properties of the sentences which occur
in one or the other of the dative constructions, and to assess
what Influence, 1f any, these semantlc properties exert on
questlons cf syntax. Ultimately, I will be concerned with two
principal questions: first, 1s there some semantic property or
set of propertles such that, given that a verb occurs in one of
the dative constructions and has this set of properties, it
follows that this verb does (or does not) occur in the other
dative construction; second, given that a verb occurs in both
constructlons, 1s it 1n general the case that the various pairs
of sentences which differ only in this syntactic respect are
equivalent.

I shall argue that, with respect to the first question,
there 1s a strong correlation between certain semantic properties
of a given set of verbs and certaln syntactic facts, i.e., that
this set of verbs occurs only in the double object construction.
If thls 1s in fact the case, 1t provides a principled reason to
generate at least some cases of the double object construction in
the base. I shall further argue that i1f a verb occurs in the
prepositional dative construction, its semantic properties, though
not entirely irrelevant, are not sufficlent to determine whether
or not 1t occurs in the double object consiruction. With respect

to the second question, I shall present a . .variety of cases



which demonstrate that 1t 1s not always the case that palrs of
sentences which differ only in that one 1s an instance of the
double object construction while the other 1is an instance of the

prepositional dative constructlion are semantically equivalent.

0.1 Since we will be trafficking shortly in 'semantic
properties', and slince semantic properties are notoriously the
subject of controversy, it i1s important to clarify to some extent
at least the semantlic framework adopted here. The fundamental
notion in what follows is that of truth, and the fundamental
method I have adopted 1s the postulation of truth-conditions, the
satisfaction of which is essential to the truth of the sentence
to which the truth conditions are assigned. I am far from
convinced that truth is the sole fundamental notion for linguistic
semantics and I make no claim in what follows to have given a
complete or exhaustive semantic analysis of the dative constructions:
I only harbor the hope that the analyses presented are descrip-
tively correct.

Although I shall not argue in depth for the position
I adopt here with respect to truth-conditions, there are several
considerations which in my opinion justify this position. For
oen thing, I can envision no adequate theory of meaning which
does not incorporate an equivalent to truth-conditions. Another
consideration is based on certain problems which arise concerning
the stétus of semantic intuiltions.

Among our lingulistic abilities are the ablility to



apply (or refuse to apply) a given sentence toc a gilven state of
affalrs and the abllity to recognize the truth or falsity of a

1 Of 1mportance 1s the

sentence relative to a glven situation.
constrast between intuitions concerning applicablility and
intultions about the meaning of sentences in isolation from
sltuations of which they are true or false. For instance, a
minimal conditlion on synonymy 1is that 1f two sentences A and B
are synonymous, then for any gilven state of affairs (or model),
they must have the same truth value. But there are cases 1n
which judgments of synonymity are rescinded. In particular,
this occurs if we are able to construct a model for which sentence
A and sentence B have distinet truth values. In other words, on
the basis of intuitions about applicabillity (or satisfaction
with respect to a given model), we can discover that two
sentences which we once considered synonymous are in fact not
synonymous. However, 1t would seem to be 1mpossible to discover
that two sentences are synonymous (except in cases which involve
stipulated definitions). It is for this reason that I consider
intuitions concerning applicability to have a different status
than intuitions concerning synonymity (and related notions2),
and concentrate on the problem of postulating sets of truth-
conditions.

If the analyses which I shall present below are correct,
then the truth-conditions posited for a given ¥erb are necessary
conditions for the sentences in which that verb occurs to be

true.3 I make no claim to have given sufficlent conditions:



I see no way in which to tell when one has arrived at a complete
set of such conditions. I must admit, however, that I would be
surprised in some cases 1f 1t 1s found that the conditions which

I postulate are not sufficient.

0.2 I shall postulate certalin predicates and relations that
are clalmed to hold 1f the sentence in question 1is true. I
represent these predicates and relations with single capiltal
letters, and I represent the arguments of these predicates and
relatlions 1n various ways: 1n the simplest cases, in whlich the
argument is merely the referent of a certain NP, we shall write
(in the case of a one-place predicate) either 'P(NPa)' or
merely 'P(a)'; in more complicated cases, certalin changes in
this notation may be 1introduced. The relations employed are of
various kinds, including two-place relations between individuals,
as in 'R(a,b)', relations between an individual and a proposition,
as 1n 'R(a, S(b,c))', and relations between propositions, as in
'?(R(a,b), S(c,d))'. For the most part quantifiers are simply
left out, even when they are essential to a proper translation
into first-order predicate calculus.u The purpose of our
notation is not formal rigor, but rather as a means of gaining
insight into semantic structure.

As usual, then, the truth-conditions will be stated
in a meta-language. The question invariably arises as to the
interpretation of the symbols employed in the meta-language.

In general, I see no reason to suppose that the various
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predicate- and relation-symbols of the meta-language will have
any single best translation into the objec¢t language.

In fact, we shall find that 1n some cases a clear characteriza-
tion of the interpretation of these symbols is difficult to
attain.

Ideally, one would like to be able to give an inter-
pretation of the symbols of the meta-language which was completely
independent of the vocabulary of the object language. Whether
this is possible even in principle in the case in which the
obJject language is one's own natural language can well be
doubted. Yet one may hope that such dependence on the object
language can be reduced to a minimum. One way of reducing this
dependence is to attempt to analyze the vocabulary of the object
language in terms of a small set of primitives which are them-
selves, however, dependent on the object language for their
interpretation. Such a manoeuvre, though perhaps useful, does
not face the problem squarely. A different tack would be to
attempt to provide each primitive symbol with a characterization
which would be clear enough so that the concept which the
primitive symbol represents 1s graspable (and perhaps even
communicable) without essential reliance on any particular item
of the vocabulary of the objJect language. Thus, while reliance
on the obJect language in giving the characterization would
still be indispensable, the dependency on particular words
would be reduced to a minimum. Such difficulties are a problem

for any theory of the semantics of natural language.
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1.0 For the purposes of our inquiry, the most important
semantic aspect of a verb which occurs in the double object
construction concerns certain structural properties of the set
of truth-conditions assigned to that verb.5 The most versatile
of all the double object verbs 1s give, and we shall begin by

investigating this verb.

1.1 I will begin with a case which 1is multiply ambiguous,
for in such a case it 1is perhaps slmplest to see the necessity
for sharply separating the semantilic properties of each reading.

Thus, consider the sentence:
1) Nixon gave Maller a book.

On one reading, (1) asserts that the ownership of the book
passed from Nixon to Maller; on another reading, (1) is

compatible with a situation in which Nixon merely handed the

book to Mailer, and questions of ownership are simply 1irrelevant;

on a third reading, (1) 1is compatible with a situation in
which Maller wrote a book which he wouldn't have been able to

write if 1t hadn't been for Nixon.

1.1.1 More precisely, the first reading of (1) seens to

involve the following elements:

2) 1) 1immediately prior to the tense-referent,

Nixon owned a certain book.
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11) at the time specified by the tense, Nixon acts
in such a way as to transfer the ownership of

the bock to Mailer.

We can formalize these conditions as follows, where 'to‘
represents the tense-referent, 'n' represents Nixon, 'm’

represents Maller, and 'b' represents the book in question:

3) i) prior to tys 0(n,b)
i1) at tys A(n)
111) at t,, M(A(n), o(m,b))

The interpretation of these conditions 1s relatively straight-
forward. The relation 'O(x,y)' holds if and only if x owns y.

In other words, the variable 'x' ranges over human individuals

k and the varlable 'y' ranges over objects (both physical and
abstract, as we shall see later) in the social domain. Moreover,
the relation '0O(x,y)' is exhaustive in the following sense: if
the varlables 'x' and 'w' range over human individuals, and the

varlable 'y' ranges over objects in the social domain, then

4)  (Ax) (Ay) ((O(x,y)) + (AW)((O(w,y)) ++ (x=w)))

This meaning postulate ruies out sentences like:

5) #John owns this bicycle and so does Mary.

It applies only after the operation of the scope component.6

The predicate 'A(x)' is to be interpreted as follows:
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x executes an intentional act within a domain of social action.
The relation 'M(X,Y)' i1s to be interpreted as follows: as a
result of X, Y holds. I have given the predicate 'A(x)' a

rather abstract interpretation, in order to avoid the problem

of specifying the myriad ways in which the transferrance of
ownership 1s actually carried out--the signing of a pilece of
paper, any one of a large variety of linguistic acts, any one

of a large variety of gestures which achieve a tacit understanding
between the gesturer and those to whom these gestures are directed,
etc. Such a specitication, even if feasible, would miss the

point that what 1s important is oniy that in order for a sentence
like (1) to be true on the interpretation that we are considering,
the referent of the subject of (1) need only have acted i1n such

a way as to ensure that the relation '0(x,y)' holds of the
respective referents of the indirect object and the direct object.
In conjunction with the meaning postulate (4), a consequence of
this 1s that the relation '0(x,y)' no longer holds of the referent

of the subject and the referent of the direct object.

1.1.2 We turn now to the second reading of (1), on which
the book changes hands without the ownership being affected.
The set of truth-conditions which we shall assign to (1) on
this reading is quite similar to (3), the set postulated to
account for the first reading. There appear to be two crucial
distinctions, however. One involves the replacement of the

relation '0(x,y)' by another relation, call it 'C(x,y)'. The



other involves the fact that this reading seems to hold of
situations only where there 1s an 'uptake' on the part of the
referent of the indirect object.7

We want the relation 'C(x,y)' to range over a variety
of cases, from cases 1in which x grasps y with the hand to cases
in which x has y at x's disposal to cases in which x has y
among his possessions. Thus we have setences like the following,

which on our account arc: all instances of the second reading:

6) I gave John my bicycle (for the afternoon).
7) 1 gave John my telephone number.
8) I gave John the paper he wanted: I left it in

his mailbox.

It has been pointed out, by Frege and C.I. Lewis for example,
that as the extension of a concept increases, 1ts content
diminishes. Nevertheless, we shall represent the various
relations which are pertinent to a more careful analysis of
(6-8) by the symbol 'C(x,y)', since a more precise delineation
of the concepts involved does not seem to affect our program in
any way.

The second questlon ralsed above concerns the 'uptake'
of the referent of the indirect object: by 'uptake', I mean
that the indirect obJect;8 must accept the custody of the direct
object, either by physically grasping 1t, or by acknowledging
that the transferrance of custody has taken place, or in some

cases merely by convention. Consider the following circumstance:
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A comes into B's office and lays something on B's desk; if B
is totally unaware of A's presence and in no way acknowledges
the presence of the article in question, then it seems to me
inappropriate to say that A gave B the article in question
(unless some prior arrangement had been made between A and B).
On the other hand, if some prior arrangement had in fact been
made, or if B acknowledges that he accepts the article (in any
one of a number of ways), then we might well say that A gave B
the article. If this 1s correct, then it will not suffice to
cast the truth-conditions of thils interpretation of sentences
like (1) merely in terms of the physical location of an object
with respect to various individuals.9 Rather, we must take
account of the social agreement--tacit or not--which holds
between subject and indirect object.

Assuming all of this to be correct, then, we write:

9) i) prior to ¢t C(n,b)

0’

11) at (or prior to) ¢t A(n) & A(m)

0’

i11) at ¢ M((A(n) & A(m)), C(m,b))

0’

In other words, our analysis states that in order for a sentence

of the form a gives b ¢ to hold on the second reading, it must

be the case that, first, a has custody of c; second, that a and
b arrive at least at a tacit agreement; and, finally, that as a
result of this agreement, b has custody of c.

In some ways, this schema 1s not altogether satisfac-

tory, since in some cases the agreement itself does not suffice
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to effect the transferrance of custody. I do not know exactly
how to improve the analysis: 1t may be the case that some kind
of physical action 1is always required. The difficulty stems from
the fact that, as long as the agreement has been reached (or
conventionally holds, as in the case of (8), where merely
deposliting an object in a mailbox seems to be sufficient) this
physical action may be undertaken by either the subject or the
indirect object: the subject may leave the article 1n question
at some prearranged location, or the indirect object may take

the article 1n question from its location, or the article in
question may remain in the same physical location. Below, we

try to give examples which 1llustrate the second and third cases;

an example of the first case is fiven 1in (8):

10) John gave Harry a copy:of the paper: he left 1t
on hlis desk and presumably 1t was Harry who

took 1t.

11) John gave Harry his bieycle for the day: but the
bicycle just sat there the whole day. I

guess Harry didn't need 1t.10

In other words, if it is desirable to treat these cases in a
unitary fashion,. then whatever physical action may be involved
i1s subsidiary to the agreement arrived at on the part of the
subject and the indirect object: the cooperative nature of
the enterprise 1s essential. It 1s this characteristic which

distinguishes this use of give from two other, very general,
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verbs: offer and take. Llke give, offer 1s equivocal

concerning whether ownership or custody 1s at issue, but unlike
give, the truth-conditions on offer necessitate only that the
possessor of the article in question is willing to give 1t up

to another: no agreement or 'uptake' 1s required on the latter's
part. Similarly, take 1s applicable to a wide range of circum-
stances in which an article undergoes a change 1in possession.

The salient distinction is that there need be no act of agree-
ment involved, in the case of take. Thus, although the range

of circumstances for which sentences using give are true inter-

sects with those for which sentences using offer or take are

true, they must be distinguilshed.

1.1.3 We sald above that the third reading of (1) is
compatible with a situation in which Mailer wrote a book which
he wouldn't have been able to write if it hadn't been for

Nixon. Rather than speaking of a single 'reading' in such
cases, 1t might have been more appropriate to speak of a family
of possible interpretations, for there 1s considerable variabil-
ity in the characterization of the relation between the indirect
object and the direct object. I shall illustrate this shortly.
The salient semantic property of this family of readings,
however, 1s not the range of relations which hold between the
indirect object and the direct object, but the fact that for the
purposes of analysis, no relation holds between the subject and

the direct object at all: rather there is a relation of a
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causal type which pertalns between the subject and the relation
holding between the indirect object and the direct object. 1In
other words, the structure of the truth-conditions for such

sentences is simply as follows:

12) at ¢t S(n, R(m,b))

O!

The question now at hand is how to properly constrain the

interpretation of the relations 'S(x,Y)' and 'R(w,z)'.

1.1.3.1 One of the properties which we should like to attribute
to the relation 'S(x,Y)' is that it be roughly of a causal
nature. Without attempting to present a characterization of

the various (linguistic) senses of causation, we may nevertheless
ask whether we want to construe 'S(x,Y)' as true only if the
exlstence of x 1s a.sufficient condition for Y.to hold; or whether
'x' represents a necessary condition for the truth of Y.

Neither interpretation of 'S(x,Y)' is very satisfactory. For
instance, 1t's clear that 1n many cases, the interpretation

based on sufficiency 1s out of place: in sentence (1), for
example, the truth of the sentence might well depend on many
other factors than Nixon's existence--Maller's talents, his
energy, and so forth. But the construal based on necessary
conditions 1s perhaps also not quite to the point, since Mailer
might easily have written some other book even if‘Nixon had
never existed. We might think that he wouldn't have written

the particular book he did write if it hadn't been for Nixon,
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but this tack constitutes only an evasion of the 1ssue which is

open to other objections. For example, we find sentences like:
13) The war years gave Mailer his first bilg success.

It makes little sense to say here that i1f it hadn't been for the
‘war years', Mailer would not have attained the particular 'big
success' that he did attain: the problem here is one of
individuation.

Regardless of what the correct analysis of (linguilstic)
causatlon may be, however, we may still distinguish the role the
subject plays in the interpretation of (1) on the third reading
from the role it plays in the interpretation of the first two
readings. We have already mentioned the fact that, on the third
reading, it 1s apparently the case that no relation whatsoever
is required to hold between the subject and the direct object,
in contradistinction to the first two readings. Another indica-
tion of this 1s the relative freedom of selection of the subject
for sentences which have the third reading as opposed to the
first two readings. An example of this 1is (13) above, which has

12

no readings corresponding to the first two readings. Further

examples of this freedom of selection are:

14) Interviewing Nixon gave Maller a book.

15) The American program to land a man on the moon

gave Maller a book.
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In nelther of these cases 1s elther of the first two readings

avallable.

1.1.3.2 When we turn to the relation 'R', things are not much
more perspicuous. The most obvious way to paraphrase sentence

(1) under the third reading i1s as something like:

16) If it hadn't been for Nixon, Mailler wouldn't have

written a (certain) book.

Yet, even assuming that such a paraphrase 1s correct in this
case, 1ts correctness 1is based to a large extent on our knowl-
edge of the world, rather than on linguilstic knowledge alone:

we are likely to know 1in this case that "Maller" probably denotes
Norman Maller, a well-known author. Yet, depending on the
referent of the indirect object in such sentences, paraphrases

can easlly vary. Consider:

17) A series of accidental circumstances gave Knopf &

Co. The Magic Mountain.

Here, we might wish to say, as a paraphrase, that i< it hadn't
been for those accidental circumstances, Knopf & Co. wouldn't

have had the rights to publish The Magic Mountain.

If we are interested in paraphrases of the form,
18) If it hadn't been for a, b wouldn't have V'ed c.

The content of V is probably determined to some extend on knowl-
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edge we have of the world. At least the plausibility of the
various paraphrases offered would seem to support this view,
since they are qulte distinct. Furthermore, with respect to
(17), i1f we have no idea what 'Knopf & Co.' or 'The Magic
Mountain' refer to, our choice of paraphrase--if indeed we have
one available--is 1likely to be quite different. 1In spite of
this, however, we might still want to say that there is some
notion of intrinsic connection between the indirect object and
the direct obJect.13 Another way of putting this point 1is as
follows: the semantic properties of the truth-conditions
assigned to sentences which have what I have called the third
reading provide a way of structuring the factual knowledge at
our disposal--the exact specification of what 1s meant by such
sentences 1s 1n many cases a matter of pragmatic guesswork.

One final point about the third reading of (1). This
concerns the fact that the NP a book receives an abstract inter-
pretation, at least on any interpretation for which (16) is an
approximate paraphrase. Although I am unable to specify exactly
how thls fact should be handled, it may be a special case of a

more general phenomenon that 1s taken up in section 3.4.2.

1.1.3.3 Although we have been unable to clarify successfully

the precise interpretation of 'S' and 'R', nevertheless it is
still possible to distinguish the third reading of (1) from the
first two readings on the basis of the structural characteristics:

of the set of truth-conditions assigned to each reading. Both of
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the first two readings contaln a statement to the effect that
there is a relation (either '0O' or 'C') hblding between the
subject and the direct object prlor to the tense-referent. The

third reading contains no such statement.lu

We shall see later
that this distinction 1s of use in characterizing in a partial
way the range of the intersectlion of the inslde datlve and out-

side dative constructilions.
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2.0 In this sectlion, we shall extend the analysis presented
for the first two readings of (1) to a variety of other cases.

We note the fact that the relation which 1s postulated to hold
between the subjJect and the direct object prior to the tense
referent 1s the same relation which later holds of the indirect
object and the direct object at the time of the tense-ref‘erent.l5
In other words, the first reading characterizes a transfer of
ownership, the second reading characterizes a transfer of custody,
and the third reading is distinguished in that questions of

transferrance are not involved.

2.1 It has often been noted that there 1s a connection
between a large subset of the verbs which occur in the dative
constructions and concepts 1involving 'possesslon'. Yet the
concept 'possession' is 1tself a diffuse one. For instance,

there 1s no English verb which exactly expresses the concept

of custody as we tried to define 1t 1s sectlon 1.1.2: have itself
i1s much too broad. Furthermore, although both own and possess are
used to express a certain relation between humans and their
belongings,l6 in abstract domains, the verb possess has strikingly

distinet uses, as the sentences below illustrate:

19) The citizens possess the right to appeal.
20) *The citizens own the right to appeal.

21) Bill Cosby possesses great talent.
22) #B111 Cosby owns great talent.
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23) ?Kennecott Copper possesses the mineral rights to
Chile.

24) Kennecott Copper owns the mineral rights to Chile.

Yet although we must evidently make a disfinctlon between
(inalienable) non-transferrable soclal rights and transferrable
soclal rights, on the one hand, to handle the constrast between
(19-20) and (23-24), we must make further distinctions to limit
the use of possess 1n 1ts 1lnalienable aspects. Thus, although
(21) is good, (25-26) are bad (in contrast to the corresponding

sentences with have given in (27-28)):

25) *¥John possesses a bad liver.

26) *John possesses a headache.

27) John has a bad liver.

28) John has a headache.

We can represent these various distinctions in the following

table:
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29)
CONCRETE ABSTRACT
have have
own own
possess ?possess
belong to belong to
hand *hand
pass ¥pass
bequeathe bequeathe
give give
ALIENABLE
INALIENABLE have have
#own ¥own
¥possess possess
*belong to ¥pbelong to
¥hand ¥*hand
®pass ¥pass
?bequeathe ?bequeathe (genetically)
glve glve
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This table represents only an initial step 1n analysis. Further
distinctions must be made at least along the followlng lines:
first, some notion of surrogate-ownership is necessary to
distirguish rent and sell, and this notion must come to grips
with whether it is possible, for example,to rent abstract things
like mineral rights; second, temporal qualifications are necessary
to distinguish lend from give; third, some qualification 1s
needed to distinguish the custody-reading of give, which is quite
general, from the rather speclal senses assoclated with verbs
like hand and pass; finally, if the possessional nature of the
dative-cases is to be assimilated within a general analysis of
'possessional' verbs, some means must be devised to deal with
verbs like throw, which, as we shall see shortly, ralse rather
special problems.

The first two problems railsed present no serious
problems for an enterprise that aims to assimilate (at least)
some of the dative (double object) constructions within an
analysis of 'possessional' verbs. Various detalls need working
out, however. Consider temporal qualifications on the relation
between the 1ndirect obJect and the direct object. Given

sentences like those below,

30) John rented Harry an apartment in the Bronx for
three months.
31) John leased me his apartment for a week.

32) John lent me his bicycle for a week.
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is 1t the case that the temporal period specified by the for-
phrase is a part of the (contractual) agreement entered into by
the subject and the indirect object? I myself have the feellng
that for the first two cases, the answer 1s yes, whereas for (32)
it's not clear: the for-phrase may simply specify the amount of
time during which the indirect object had the direct objJect in
his possession. Differences of this kind, 1f they exist, support
the decision made in section 1.1.2 to emphasize the social nature
of many of the instances of transferrance which such verbs are
used to describe. The fact that there are in certaln cases what
seem to be analytical connections between certaln lexical items,
e.g. begueathe17 and own, 1s represented in our analysis by the
fact that in the truth-conditions assigned to these verbs, there
will be certain predicates or relations in common. If enough
conceptual content can be given to the relations employed, such
an approach offers a promlsing way to deal wilth such perennial
problems as the connections between buy, sell, and own, for
example.18

Assuming that such analytical connections exist, then,
we have a (formally) precise way of representing them: given
two verbs for which we wish to pocit such a connection, the
truth-conditions assigned in each case will exhlibit an inter-
section. Such an approach 1s able to capture the felt similarity
between two lexical items as well as any approach can, without
19

incurring some of the more obvious drawbacks.

In many cases, however, there 1s no simple verb of
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'possession' which expresses precisely the possessive aspect

of a given double-object verb. Thlis may be seen by considering

in detail the cases of hand, pass, and throw.20
2.2 In both the cases of hdnd and pass, there must be

something like local contact between the subjJect and 1ndirect
object. The notion 'local contact' 1s both lmprecise and in

need of qualification. With gggg, for instance, the transferrance
of the entity represented by the direct object 1s from the hand

of the subject to the hand of the indirect object. This does

not obvliate the condition that there must be an act on the part

of the subject constituting an 'offer' and an act of acceptance

on the part of the indirect object. More precisely, we write:

33) NPi hand NPJ NPk

1) prior to tys H(NPi, NPk)

11) at t,, I(NP,, H(NPJ, NP, )) & A(NP,) & A(NPJ) &
M((A(NP,) & A(NPJ)), (~H(NP,, NP ) &
H(NPJ, NP,)))

The relation 'H(x,y)' holds of a person and a physical object:
its interpretation is that the person (x) holds the object (y)

in the hand. The relation 'I(x,Y)' holds of a person and a
predicate or relation: 1ts interpretation is that the person

(x) intends the predicate or relation (Y) to hold. The predicate
'A(x)' 1s to be interpreted as above in section 1.1.2: namely,

x executes an intentional act within a domain of soclal action.
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Similarly, the relation 'M(X,Y)' is to be interpreted: as a
result of X, Y holds. Thus, we claim that 1in order for a

sentence of the fcrm x hands y z to be true, 1t must first be

the case that x holds z in the hand, and then, that with the
intention that y hold z, x releases z and y takes z. It may be
felt that such conditions are merely an awkward way of dolng
viclence to what is a kind of;gestalt process. But our analysis
1s designed to account for several crucial aspects of this
process, namely: 1) the use of hand 1s inappropriate to describe
a situation in which one person takes an object from another
without consent; 2) the use of hand 1s inappropriate 1f there

1s no act of acceptance by the reclever of the object, 1.e.,
merely laying an object 1n the hand of another does not constitute
handing the object to that person; 3) the intention on the

part of the subject 1s important in order to rule out cases 1in
which the article 1n question 1s transferred in a way that
satisfies the physical criterila set up, but is brought about
without the explicit intention of the subject, i.e., 1f the
subject merely lets go of the article in question and the indirect

el The relation

object happens to simultaneously grasp 1it.
'H(x,y)' can be given a precise interpretation. Yet there is no
simple verb in English which expresses this concept.

The verb pass differs in a number of ways from hand.
One way in which the sets of truth-conditions assigned to these
verbs ciffer is that pass allows the presence of intermediaries

who cooperate 1in transferring the article in question, whereas
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hand does not. I shall leave open the way in which this
distinction is to be represented. Of more immediate importance
is the distinction manifested by these two verbs with respect to
the 'uptake' on the part of the indirect object.

That some uptake on the part of the indirect object 1s

in fact necessary for a sentence of the form x pass y z to be

true of a situation can be seen by considering cases in which
whatever physical criteria we set for pass are satisfied, yet
there is no acknowledgment on the part of the receptor. For
instance, sentence (34) is not true of a situation in which Mike
is asleep, or so deeply engrossed in conversation with some

third party that he does not notice the arrival of the picture:
34) Alex passed Mike the picture.

On the other hand, however, pass, unlike hand, does
not seem to requlre a physical uptake. In this respect, pass
resembles the custodial sense of give. Consider (34) again.
Suppose the picture in question had aroused Mike's interest while
he and hils friends were sitting at the dinner table. If Mike is
too busy manipulating his utensils to physically take the picture,
and Alex places the picture on the table in front of Mike 1n such
a way as to enable Mike to scrutinize the picture to his satisfac-
tion, then (34) might well be true. This distinguishes the uptake
of pass from the uptake of hand. But pass 1s distinct from give
in that a local contact 1s necessary.

The verb throw is again apparently different from
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elther of these verbs with respect to the uptake condition.
Without golng into all the detalls proper to the analysis of

sentences of the form x throw y z, we merely note that for such

a sentence to be true, the object z must come within some region
under the physical control of y. Agaln, the precise analysis

of 'physical control' is hard to specify: we merely note that it
has to be broad enough to comprehend situations in which y is
intended to catch z and situations in y is intended to hit z with
a bat (for instance). It appears to be the case that some
interaction on the part of y and z is necessary: thus a sentence
of the required form does not seem to be true if the object z
merely comes to rest near y. In any case, 1t can easily be seen
that the uptake condition on the part of the indirect object in
sentences with throw 1s distinct from the other cases we have

discussed.22

2.3 All of this raises the following problem: 1if we want
to claim that notion 'possessive verb' 1is of importance in
characterizing a certaln set of verbs which occur in the double
object construction, how can-this generalization be expressed,
in view of the fact that analysis shows that distinct concepts
of possession are needed? There are two ways in which this
problem can be met: a substantive theory of 'possesslion' which
would relate all of these different concepts in terms of their
content; and a formal theory which ignores the exact content of

the various 'possessive' concepts, but groups the cases we are
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interested in together on the basis of certain formal properties
assoclated with thelr assigned sets of truth-conditions.

Wilthout dlsparaging the substantive theory,23 I would
like to propose a way in which the formal theory, based on the
;notation which I have adopted, can handle this problem. I willl

first outline the proposal 1n a strong form.

The most striking aspect of the sets of truth-conditions
so far presented for the cases which we have claimed deal with
questions of transferrance is the fact that there 1s a relation
claimed to hold of the subject of the sentences at 1ssue and the
direct object, and this same relatlon holds (later) between the
indirect object and the direct object. This 1s the case for the
first reading we provided for give (cf. (3)); it 1s true for the
custodial interpretation of give (cf. (9)); it is true for hand
(ef. (33)). Furthermore, a proper analysis of verbs like sell
and bequeathe will manifest this property as well. We thus have
a formal way of characterizing the concept 'transferrance',

namely, as follows:

35) If the set of truth-conditions assigned to a verb
contains the following propositions and R and R'

are identical, then the verb has the transferrance

property:
i) prior to to, R(NPi, NPk)
L
11) at to, R (NPJ, NPk)

(where 'NPi' represents the subject of the verb)
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In cases in which we are interested 1n transferrance of possession,
we let 'R(x,y)' be any arbitrary relation holding of a person and
physlcal objects or alienable social rights.

As stated, this notion of transferrance may be too
general for our purposes, but lts lnterest stems from the fact
that given this characterization of transferrance, we can gilve
the following implication concerning the relation between syntactilc

form and semantic content:

36) If a verb occurs in the double object construction
and has the transferrance property, it occurs in

the prepositional dative construction as well.

In later sections of this thesis, we shall see certaln aspects
of the double object construction which suggest that we
strengthen this implication, but for the time being, there are
certain problems which require attention.

First, the definition of transferrance is too strong.
In particular, 1f the analysis of rent requires as I suggested
above a concept 'surrcgate-ownership', the definition fails for
the case of rent. Second, 1f the discussion above concerning
pass and throw was to the point, the fact that no physical uptake
1s required on the part of the 1ndirect object raises difficulties,l
since evidently more must be said about the relations holding of
the subJect and the direct object. In other words, both of
these cases violate the requlrement that the relation holding

of the subject and the indirect object be identical to the
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relation holding (later) of the indirect object and the direct
object.

I know of no way to handle the problem of rent within
a purely formal analysis. What apparently 1s needed 1s to relax
the identity condition in (35) that the relations be exactly
the same. Let us assume that the notion of 'surrogate-ownership!
1s subordinate to the relation '0O(x,y)' which represents the
ownership of y by x. Although this notion of subordination may
be intuitively satisfactory, I do not know at present how to give
it more content. Nevertheless, I shall modify the characteriza-

tion of transferrance so that 1t reads as follows:

37) If the set of truth-conditions assigned to a verb
contains the following propositions and either
R and R' are identical or R' is subordinate to R,

then the verb has the transferrance property:

i) prior to to, R(NPi, NPk)

1i1) at ¢t

R'(NPy, NP)

0’

(where NPi represents the subjJect of the verb)

As far as the second problem 1s concerned, one way in
which it can be avolded is as follows. Let there be some
general notion 'D(x,y)', which receives the interpretation
'x physically controls y'. We then incorporate this relation

into the truth-conditions of verbs like pass, throw, and hit

and put the burden of differentiating these verbs on various

- aspects of their interpretation which restrict them to certain
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kinds of physical action.2u I leave open exactly how such a

program can be carried out.

In this section, we have attempted to extend the analysis

proposed for the first two readings of the sentence Nixon gave

Mailer a book to various other instances of the double object

construction. The connection between a large group of verbs
which occur 1in the double object construction with the concept
'possession' was noted, and an analysis of 'possessive verbs' was
presented which shows that various distinctions are required in
order to adequately separate one type of possession from another.
Furthermore, we attempted to demonstrate that in the general

case the concepts of 'possesslon' which are relevant to the verbs
which occur in the double object construction are distinect from
those for which we have simple verbs. This has led to an attempt
to give a formal characterization of the notion 'transferrance'
as a way of expressing the 'possesslional' characteristics of
certaln double object verbs. In ensuing sections, we shall
explore in more detalil the consequences of the implicational
statement (36), a proposal which relates certain aspects of a
verb's semantic properties to aspects concerning its occurrence

in two different syntactic structures.
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3.0 Let us return to the third reading of sentence (1) of
section 1.1. The characterization of this type that I proposed

was simply:

1) at to, S(NP R(NP NPk))

i’ J?
where 'S(x,Y) 1s a causal relation whose precise interpretation
has been left open, and R(x,y) represents what we meérely called
an 'intrinsic connection' between x and y.

The crucial difference between this schema and the
schemata given for the other readings 1is, as I pointed out above,
the fact that no relation holds between NP1 and NPk prior to

t One consequence of this is that, other things being equal,

0"
the selectional range of NP1 for sentences of thils type is much
larger than it 1s for sentences of the type discussed in section
2. For the latter type, there 1s always some relation

'R(NPi, NPk)' which holds of the subject and the direct object,

and the necessity for NP1 to conform to this relation limits its

selectional range. Thus, iIn contrast to verbs like sell, for
example, verbs which occur in sentences that are interpreted

along the lines of the schema in (1) allow abstract subjects:

2) Interviewing Nixon gave Mailer a book.

3) #Interviewing Nixon sold Mailer a book.

By investigating the selectional range of NPk in sentences which

are Iinterpreted in accordance with the schema given in (1), we
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may hope to discover a more precise way of characterizing the
relations involved. 1In this section, I shall present three
rather speclal cases for which a more precise interpretation
can be formalized. T shall then attempt to provide a uniform
way of characterizing all three cases, and suggest a way in
which the analysis can be extended to some rather idiomatic

cases.

3.0.1 Consider the followlng sentences:

6) John gave the table a kick.
7) The concert tour gave Stravinsky a new patron.

8) The operation gave Max an ugly appearance.

In all of these cases, the sentence involved has the linear

structure NPi -V - NP, - NPk' But although in each sentence

J
there 1s an NPk, as shown by the typically nominal structure

'det - (adj) - noun', the various NPk have certain propertiles
which distingulsh them from garden-varlety referential expressions.

For example, in each of these cases, it 1s impossible to question

such expressions:

9) *Which kick did John give the table?
10) #*Which patron did the concert tour give Stravinsky?

11) #*which ugly appearance did the operation give Max?

By constructing an account of such behavior, we will be 1in a

position both to understand more about the relation 'R' of (1)
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and to understand the range of the dative alternation in an

improved fashion.

3.1 By 'predicational noun', I mean the (semelfactive)
nominalization of a verb. 1In particular, I shall mean

nominallizations like the following:

12) verb predicational noun
to kick a kick
to try a try
to start a start
to pull a pull
to push a push
to hit a hit
to swing a swing
to punch a punch
to test a test
to look a look
to glance a glance

Without attempting a complete characterization of the range of
this type of nominalizatlon, we note that only activity predicates

seem to be involved (*a know, ¥an own, ¥*a see, etc.) and only

one- or two-place predicates (*a put, *a give, etc.).

Such nominalizations have interesting propertiles.
Most important for our purposes 1s the fact that when they occur
in the double object construction as NPk, the predicate that they
are derived from plays a role in the entailments of the sentence
and NPJ is always construed as one of the arguments of this

predicate. For example, the sentence
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13) Gibson gave Smith a look at the samples.

entails that Smith looked at the examples. In certain cases
NPi is also construed as an argument of the predicate from which

the predicational ncun is derived. Thus, (14)
14) Gibson gave the rope a pull.

entails that Glbson pulled the rope. In some cases, this leads

to ambiguity:
15) The Braves gave Aaron a try.

(15) 1s consistent elther with a situation in which the Braves

tried Aaron or with a situation in which the Braves let Aaron try.
Predicational nouns share with infinitives, gerunds,

and participles certaln properties concerning control (of an

understood argument place by some other noun phrase in the

senternice) :

16) When I walked into the room, I noticed that John's

kick had caused the house of cards to collapse.

17) *When I walked into the room, I noticed that a kick

had caused the house of cards to collapse.

As with infinitives and gerunds and participles generally,

generic and modal contexts relax this constraint:

18) A kick may cause a house of cards to collapse.



48

As example (18) shows, predicational nouns may occur
in other environments than the double objJect construction. That
the envircnment affects the interpretation of the related

predicate 1s shown by examples like:

19) The mule got a kick (in the teeth).

20) The mule gave a kick (*in the teeth).

Thus, (19) 1s true of a situation in which the mule was kicked
in the teeth, whereas (20) is true of a situation in which the
mule kicked.

A way of dealing with the control problem raised by
such cases that captures the dependency on the matrix verb has
been suggested by Jackendoff (1972, particularly pp. 217-219)
and elaborated by Higgins (1973, pp. 179-187). The heart of the
suggestion 1s a 'matching principle' which pairs up the thematic
relations of the matrix sentence with the controlled arguments
of the predicate from which the nominalization 1is derived.
Higgins states the principle as follows:

21) To each of the understood noun phrases of the
noun phrase whose head 1s the nominalization
there must correspond a noun phrase 1in the
sentence which bears the same thematic relation
to the verb as that noun phrase bears to the
nominalization.

--Higgins, 1973, pp. 182-183.
The attractiveness oi this principle is its generality and 1its

expression of the dependency of the control relations on the

main verb.
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With respect to the verb give, however, this principle
ralses severe problems. What thematic relations are involved
when give 1is used in the double object construction? Depending
on which criterion we use, it would seem to change. And this in
turn robs the principle (21) of any explanatory value when we
apply 1t to constructions with give.

If a verb is used to descrilbe motion, the thing that
moves 1s the Theme. -in such contexts, the motion of the Theme
originates at the Source and terminates at the uoal. 1In order
to generalize the concepts employed in this system, something
like the following principle 1s required: when a verb whose
thematic relations are well-defined for motional contexts 1s
extended to non-motional contexts, the thematic relations of the
various syntactic positions for which the verb 1s subcategorized
remaln constant. Yet if this is so, the matching principle
as formulated in (21) cannot be right. For example, consider
the ambiguity of (15). On one reading, the one consistent with
'The Braves try Aaron', 'Aaron' 1s presumably the Theme of try;
on the other reading, the one consistent with 'The Braves let
Aaron try', 'Aaron' 1s presumably the Agent of try. Therefore,
if the matchling principle 1is correct, the principle of invariance
of thematlic relations is not. Similar conciusions follow from a

consideration of examples like:

22) Nixon gave his press secretary a shove.

23) Nixon gave his press secretary a thrill.
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There 1s one conslideration which provides some evidence that we
should relax the principle of invarliance of thematic relations
rather than dispense with the matiching principle. This concerns
the fact that a consequence of preserving the matching principle
is that the thematlic relation assigned to the indirect object
must change as the thematic relation of the argument place of

the predicate which the indirect object controls changes. From
this conslideration alone, 1t 1s not clear which principle to
reject. But note that as the thematlc relation assigned to the
indirect object changes, there appears to be a corresponding
shift in the thematic role of the subject of give. This provides
evidence that the principle of invariance 1s not always
applicable.

There 1is an alternative description of the facts,
independent of the system of thematic relations, which 1s
descriptively adequate (but goes no further) and provides a
nseful way of illustrating the problem. Assume that each

25 and each lexical

predicational noun 1s entered 1n the lexicon,
entry of a predicational noun is specified for which arguments
must be controlled. We noteda above that there appear to be no
predicational nouns which are derived from three-place predicates
like put. Therefore, we can restrict our attentlion to the case
in which there is elther one empty argument-place to be fillled,
or two. If there 1is only one empty argument-place to be filled,

the indirect object fills 1t. The completed predicate 1is then

listed as an entallment of the sentence. Concomitantly, however,
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we asslign to the subject of give the interpretation 'permissive
agent' with respect to this entalled predicate. Stated more

formally, this comes out as:

24) Given the structure:

NP NP

i J k
and 'NPk' is a predicational noun with one empty

give NP

argument place, derived from the predicate P,
the sentence represented by this structure is

true 1f and only if

1) P(NPJ) 1s true.
ii) E(NPi, P(NPJ)), where the relation

'E(x,Y)' 1s interpreted as 'x permits Y'26

Assuming that the expression 'a look at the samples' is a
predicational noun with one empty argument place (related to the
sentence 'x look at the samples'), applying these instructions
to (13) above provides a reasonable approximation to the
intuitive interpretation. It is worth pointing out that if
there 1s only one empty argument-place, 1t must be the subject,
and furthermore, in the cases of which I am aware, the subject
1s always interpreted agentively. One would hope that this
fact could be correlated with the fact that the subject of give
is interpreted in a permissive role.

Let us now turn to the case in which the predicational
noun is represented in the lexlicon with two empty argument-

places. Agalin we need to formulate rulés which fill these
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argument-places. The rules are simple: assign the indirect
object to the argument-place which corresponds to the direct
object of the verb from which the predicational noun 1s derived;
assign the subjJect of gilve to the argument-place of the
predicational noun which corresponds to the subject of the verb

from which the predicational noun 1s derived. Thus,

25) Given the structure:
NPi glve NP‘j NPk
and 'NPk' is a predicational noun with two
empty argument-places, derived from the predicate

P, the sentence represented by this structure

1s true if and only if

i) P(NPi, NPJ) is true.

In this case we need say nothing about permission. If the
subject of the verb from which the predicational noun is derived
1s interpreted agentively, then there 1s an agentive interpreta-
tion; 1if not, there is not.

We mentioned above 1n section 3.0 that the selectional
range of a given noun phrase 1s constrained by the different
predicates and relaticns which the noun phrase must satisfy in
order for the sentence in which the noun phrase occurs to be true.
If this 1s correct, and our two interpretive schemata (24) and
(25) are correct, then we should find selectlonal dependencies
between the empty argument-places of the predicational nouns

which occur with give and the noun phrases (NPi and NPJ) which
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are asslgned to these argument-places by our rules. Thils 1s

in fact the case, as examples like the following show:

26 a) Nixon shoved Ziegler.

b) Nixon gave Ziegler a shove.

27 a) Nixon shocked Ziegler.

b) Nixon gave Ziegler a shock.

28 a) *Being close to Nixon shoved Ziegler.

b) ¥Being close to Nixon gave Zliegler a shove.

29 a) Belng close to Nixon shocked Ziegler.

b) Being close to Nixon gave Ziegler a shock.

The analysis we have presented here accounts for these selection-
al dependencies in a stralghtforward and natural way.27
Although the analysis we have presented here 1s a
descriptively adequate account of the cases at issue, 1t has the
drawback of being tailor-made for the cases in which the main
verb 1s give. Thus, it 1s difflcult to see how to extend it to
cases in which the main verb differs from give (e.g. (19), for
example) in any but a piecemeal fashion. Insofar as the
Jackendoff-Higgins matching principle (21) shows promise of a
general theory of accomplishing this goal, it should be main-
tained. A consequence of this 1s, as I pointed out, that the
principle of invariance of thematic relations must be weakened:

in this case, we must say that glve can occur with a variety of

pairs of thematic relations assigned to its arguments. But
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perhaps thls reflects the intuitive feeling that in such

constructions, the verb give 1s semantically empty.

3.2 We turn now to the case in which NPk is an expression

like 'a patron'. Consider sentences like:

30) Stravinsky has a book.

31) Stravinsky has a patron.

In (30) we understand Stravinsky to own a book or to have a
book in his custody. Sentence (31) can have corresponding
interpretations, say in discusslons concerning slavery or
incarceration. But (31) has a further interpretation, which we
may paraphrase as 'there is a person who 1s Stravinsky's patron’'.
In other words, on this latter interpretation, the logical form
of (31) is distinct from that of (30): we shall treat this
difference as stemming from the fact that 'a patron' is a
relational expression which, like the predicational nouns
discussed in the last section, lacks a specification of its
argument 1n the surface structure,28 whereas 'a book' 1s not a
relatlonal expression. Thus, we represent the interpretation
of (30) in which Stravinsky has custody of the book roughly as
in (32). A formal representation of (31) on the interpretation
in which 'a patron' 1s accorded the relational interpretation

is given in (33).

32) (Ex)(B(x) & C(s,x))
33) (Ex)(P(s,x))




55

'B(x)' 1s interpreted as 'x 1s a book'; 's' represents
Stravinsky; 'C(s,x)' 1s the custody relation discussed in

section 1.1.2; 'P(x,y)' 1s to be interpreted as 'y is x's

patron'.
In support of the distinction between a book and a
patron in the environment 'x have ', we note that whereas

the argument in (34) is valid, the argument in (35) is not:

34) Stravinsky has a book.

All books are physical objects.

Stravinsky has a physical object.

35) Stravinsky has a patron.

All patrons are supporters of the avant-garde.

Stravinsky has a supporter of the avant-garde.

Note further that in order for a sentence like (31)
to have the interpretation given in (33), it 1s essential that
the relational expression lack its argument. If we f11l1 the
argument-place, the sentence has only a reading appropriate to

slavery or incarceration:
36) Stravinsky has the patron of Hindemith.

Llke the predicational nouns discussed above, we find
that when relational expressions occur without overt arguments,

their distribution may be restricted. Consider the fact that
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although every person 1s the son or daughter of someone, it 1is

qulite bizarre to say things like:

37) *A daughter will be chosen to succeed President Ford.

(37) is not strange because it is misleading or uninformativc,

It is just as informative as (38):

38) A woman will be chosen to succeed President Ford.

What seems to be necessary in order to improve (37) is that some

specification of whose daughter it 1s be given, as in (39).

39) A daughter of the vice-president will be chosen

to succeed President Ford.
Consider further the sentences:

40) Harry 1s on his way to see a friend.

41) Harry was talking to a friend.

In these sentences, the final NP 1is construed as a friend of the
subjJect, not some individual characterized abstractly as "friend
(of x)", where the variable is given no interpretation.

A strong claim here would be that these relational
expresslions are constrained in theilr distribution by principles
of control, similar to those that apply to headless gerunds. It

1s true that there are some similarities to be noted here. For

example:
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hy)

45)
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A patron would have helped Stravinsky.29

(= Stravinsky's patron)

Consulting a doctor would have helped Stravinsky.

(= Stravinsky's consulting a doctor)

Stravinsky always deplored a patron.

(# Stravinsky's patron)

Stravinsky always deplored arriving at concerts
late.

(# Stravinsky's arriving at concerts late)

This partial similarity notwithstanding--and it is far from

overwhelming--it is clear that relational expressions must be

treated 1n a different way than headless gerunds, and in fact,

that relational expressions do not uniformly require the

specification of their argument.30 For example, consider the

following contrast:

46)
47)

48)

After lunch, John has to meet one of his clients.

After lunch, John has to meet a client.

(= his client)

After lunch, John has to meet one of hils sons.

49) *After lunch, John has to meet a son.

I have no way of accounting for this difference, but it is

worth noting that in some cases relational expressions relax

the requlrement that the argument-place be specified: thus, 1n
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hospitals, for example, reference to 'patients' 1is quite common.31

3.2.1 In those cases 1n which an expression has a 'relational'
interpretation as the dlrect object in the double object con-
struction, the interpretation of the sentence as a whole always
contains a 'causal' element. The role of the indirect object

and the relational expression 1s quite simple: there is an
individual such that he and the indirect object satisfy the
relation in question. The subject 1s interpreted merely as

having played a crucial role in establishing the relation. Thus,

50) Given a sentence of the form

NPi give NP NP

J k
ir NPk is a relational expression connected to
the relation 'P(x,y)', then the sentence is true

if and only if

i) (Ex)(P(NPJ, x)
i1) S(NPi, (Ex)(P(NPJ, x))), where 'Sy, W)' is

a 'causal' relation

Apparently, it 1s a requirement on this interpretation that the
argument of the relation (cf. footnote 28) be unspecified at
the time the rule appl’es. Otherwise, the rules of interpreta-

tion willl treat e.g. NP, as a definite (or indefinite) descrip-

k
tion: the interpretation of (51) parallels that of (52):

51) The concert tour gave Stravinsky the patron of

Hindemith.
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52) The concert tour gave Stravinsky Paul Smith.

Although there are cases 1n which the direct object can be a
proper name, the interpretation sultable to them 1s hardly

appropriate in these cases.32

3.3 Inalienable possession.

I shall treat cases of 1nallienable possession 1in a
manner similar to the treatment I proposed for relational
expressions: namely, the question of control 1is cruclal. A
clear 1llustration of why I think such a treatment 1s necessary
is found in cases in which an NP with only an inalienable inter-

pretation appears in subject position. Compare the following

cases.:

53) John's 1illness hampered him.

54) An illness hampered John.

55) John's 1illness hampered the team.

56)??An 1llness hampered the team.

If an illness has only an inalienable interpretation, there is

no difficulty in accounting for the strangeness of (56) insofar
as we have a way of correlating the objJect of hamper with the
subjJect: a collective cannot have an 1llness. I won't take a
stand here on how the necessary correlation 1s to be established,
though several possibilities suggest themselves.33

In order to make precise the lnterpretation of
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sentences in the double object construction where the direct
object has an 1lnallenable interpretation, I shall again propose
a set of interpretive rules. The sentences concerned are of the

type exemplified below:

57) Hot food gives Reginald heartburn.
58) The constant chatter gave me a headache.

59) His palr of new shoes gave John a blister.

To see that the direct object in such cases 1s 1n fact interpreted
inalienably, it suffices to add to the direct object a possessilve
pronoun whose reference is distinct from that of the indirect

object.

60) #Hot food gives Reginald my heartburn.
61) #The constant chatter gave me Arncld's headache.

62) #His pair of new shoes gave John Mary's blister.

I propose the following interpretation for these

sentences:

63) Given a sentence of the form

NP give NP NP

i k

J

if NP receilves an lnalienable Interpretation,

k
then the sentence is true 1f and only if NPJ

has the property denoted by NPk’ and NP1 plays

a causal role in this fact.3u
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3.4 Summary.

In the three cases discussed 1n this sectlion, we have
examined three rather special types of interpretatlion assigned
to give when the direct object of the double object construction
has certaln properties. There 1s a common thread running through
the different cases: 1in each instance, 1t seems that the direct
object expression has the property that it requires 'control'--
similar but not ldentical to the control of infinitlves and
headless gerunds, and that although in the case of predicational
nouns the subject may play a role in the control of the direct
object, the indirect object must play a role. A striking
syntactic fact concerning this class of cases 1s that the
prepositional dative construction by and large fails to occur.
It would be of interest if this fact could be made to follow
from the semantlc properties of such sentences.

We proposed above 1n section 2 the followilng implica-

tion, repeated below:

64) If a verb occurs in the double object construction
and has the transferrance property, it occurs in

the prepositional dative construction as well.

If an expression denotes an inalienable property, by the very
meaning of 'inalienable', the denotation of the expression can
35

be a property of at mcst one individual. Therefore, in cases

of the double object construction, if the direct objJject is an

expression with an inalienable interpretation, it cannot satisfy
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the definition of transferrance, since in order to do so, both
the referent of the subject and the referent of the indirect
object would have to both have (at one time or another) the
(same) manifestation of an inalienable property. But this is
senseless.

A similar argument holds for the predicational nouns.
As we trled to demonstrate above, the truth-conditions for
double object constructlons 1in which the direct object 1s a
predicational noun state that the predicate from which the
predicational noun is derived is true of the indirect object
(and possibly of the subject as well, in the case of predicational
nouns derived from two-place predicates): transferrance would
appear to be inapplicable to the role an individual plays in a
(single) action.

Such an argument can be extended only partially to the
case 1n which the direct object is a relational expression.
Only inallienable relations (like those based on genetic relation-
ships) can be handled. In the case of soclal relationships,
there is obviously a way in which transferrance could be satisfiled.

In fact, there are sentences based on'such transferrance:
65) Dr. Johnson bequeathed Dr. Smith his patients.

Roughly, (65) 1s true in cases in which those who were once
Dr.vJohnspn's patients became Dr. Smith's patients. I am not
sure how to treat such cases, however,

In any case, although the implication stated in (64)
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1s consistent with the observations made here, we would prefer
a generalization which would rule out the possibility of such
cases occurring in the prepositional construction. I shall
defer this matter until a fuller analysis of the prepoéitional

cases has been discussed.

3.4.1 We have postulated varioug ways in which sentences with
glve are to be 1nterpreted in the doubile object construction.
Thus, 1f the conditions under which one¢ or anothr of our rules
of interpretation applies are met, the sentence in question
should have the specified interpretation. 1In cases in which

more than one set of conditions 1s satisfied, the sentence in
question should have more than one reading. This 1s 1n fact the

case, and our rules account for ambiguities like the following:

66) 5Theidoctor gave Mary an attractive skin.36

67) Dr. Frankenstein gave the monster a strange 1look.

In (66), 'an attractive skin' is either an expression with an
inalienable interpretation or simply an indefinite description
of a physical object, 1.e., a piece of leather for example. In
(67), 'a strange look' is either an expression with an inalien-
able interpretation (cf. 'The monster has a strange look') or a
predicational noun (cf. 'Dr. Frankenstein looked at the monster

strangely').

3.4.2 Some idiomatic expressions.
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Before leaving the domain of the interpretation of
glve 1n the double object construction, it is of interest to
observe some 1diomatic cases which are assimilable to the treat-
ment we have suggested above.

Consider first a sentence like:
68) The doctor gave Jack a shot.

This sentence has several readings. On one 1t 1s paraphrasable
by 'The doctor gave Jack an injection'. On a second, it 1s
elliptical for 'The doctor gave Jack a shot at it', which is
roughly equivalent to 'The doctor gave Jack a try at it'.

In terms of our classification of expressions, both
of these readings ought to be generated as a result of the rule
which applies in the case 1in which the direct object 1s a
predicational noun. However, it 1s evident that although there
exists a verb to shoot and a noun shot, there 1s no very close
relation between these lexical items and the senses of shot 1n
(68).

Suppose we extend the theory in the following way: we
wlll say that the lexical range of the concept 'predicational
noun' includes nominals for which there 1is no corresponding verb
morphologically, but for which there 1s a semantically related
predicate. In other words, the lexicon will contain specifica-

tions for shot as follows:

69) [shot]N/ (predicational noun associated with the

predicate’''x inject y'...)
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70) [shot]N, + [ at NP], (predicational noun,
associated with the predicate 'x try

By specifying that shot occurs as a predicational noun with vary-
ing argument-places, dependlng on the sense attached, we lmmediate-
ly account for certain aspects of its distribution, as well as
give the basis for the sort of interpretation it receives as the
direct objJect 1n double object construction with gave.

Such expressions are usually treated as idioms. 1In
constructions with give, what 1s 1dlomatic 1s 1in many cases
simply the interpretation of the direct object, and therefore

isolable. Consider such cases as:

71) The editor gave the manuscript a once-over.
(The editor inspected the manuscript 1n such and

such a way.)

72) Ford gave Rockefeller the nod.

(Ford chose Rockefeller)

73) Rockefeller gave Ford a tip-of-the-hat.
(Rockefeller acknowledged Ford in such and such a

way.)

74) The vacation gave me a break.

(The vacation let me rest.)

Although the glosses in parentheses are only intended as crude
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indications of the interpretation of such sentences, it would
appear that we can assimilate all off these cases to the category
of predicational nouns. There are also clearly cases of idiomatic

expressions which recelve an inallienable interpretation:
75) The movie gave me the creeps.

In certaln cases, however, it 1s not so clear to what category
of our present inventory we should assign a given idiomatic

expression. For instance:
76) John has been giving me trouble.

The surprising thing about such cases, however, 1s the pervaslve-

ness of idiomatic interpretations. For example, consider (77)
77) We sent the general a messenger.

Here we have an interpretation in which the general is sent a
messenger so that he has a messenger at his disposal. But there
seems to be a reading as well in which what is 1ndicated is
merely that the general was sént a message. We may attribute
this second reading to the fact that 'a messenger' can be con-
strued as a predicational noun. But although we have a framework
in which to interpret such sentences, more general principles are

needed to account for when such interpretations are available.
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4.0 A notable fact about what we have called the 'third
reading' of sentences with give 1s that the prepositional

dative construction is not avallable--or if so only 1n certain
rather special cases. It 1s, of course, of descriptive interest
to classify the various instances in which the 'third reading'

1s avallable. A more satisfactory theory, however, would attempt
to relate the syntactic distribution of this reading more closely
to aspects of underlying structure.

We noted at the end of Sectlion 3 that there are several
factors which distinguish the syntactic properties of the sentences
which can bear the third reading from those in which the first
two éeadings only are available. For instance, a common aspect
of the three speclal cases discussed in 3.1 - 3.3 1s that whenever
the third reading is available, the direct object had the property
that 1t was not a common referring expression. We postulated
that in all of these cases, the direct object was 'incomplete'
and devised a set of rules--somewhat idiosyncratic for each case,
to be sure--which assigned a reading to the empty argument place.

But we also noted that the avallability of the third
reading had other consequences--among them, a freedom of
selection with respect to the subjJect. If we want a comprehensive
theory of the occurrence possibllities available for each reading,
this fact should be taken into account. Yet, it 1s almost as if
we have a superflulty of properties on which to hang the non-
occurrence of both forms: the causal nature of the interpretation

assigned to the 'third reading'; the properties of the subject,
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e.g. the freedom of selection; the properties of the direct
object, e.g. thelr 'incompleteness', properties of the indirect
object, 1i.e., relaxation of the condition of animacy.

First, I will propose that in all cases in which the
third reading is available, the double object construction is
base-generated, since to assume the opposite is to commit oneself
to the existence of some abstract form which distinguilishes these
cases from the other cases which undergo the dative alternation.
I have mentioned some of the difficulties which arise if we
derlve these constructions from a causative structure: we will
have an opportunity to consider this possibility in a slightly
different context (e.g. at the end of section 4.5), but there are
general considerations which militate against this whole approach
(cf. Fodor, 1970). If we generate such sentences in the pre-
positional dative construction, then we must postulate the
existence of a rich enough set of devices to distinguish the
sentences which have thls third reading and map them obligatorily
into bthe double object construction. But such power is either
not avallable in present theories or else it is theoretically
undesirable: we must either be able to refer to the fact that
phrase-maker has been assigned a certain interpretation, which
involves global rules or ad hoc features, or we must be able to
refer to varlious properties of the constituents of the sentence
in such a way that we increase the power of transformations.

The assumption that these sentences are base-generated

avolds such problems: there is no difficulty in accounting for



69

the syntactic form which these sentences take; and we have a
structural difference on which to hang the differences we find
in interpretation.s’ )
In the ensuilng sections, we will discuss other aspects
of the double object construction. First, we shall take up the
analysis of two other rather versatile verbs: teach and show.
Our purpose will be to show that on a variety of interpretations,
these two verbs are restricted to the double object structure,
and that in a general way, the interpretations at issue form a

natural class with those which we have discussed as the 'third

reading' of sentences with give.

4.1 In the case of give, it is a striking fact that in
almost all cases, certaln aspects of the interpretation can be
roughly paraphrased with sentences employing have or get. I
will argue below that this 1s not a result of these lexical items
occurring in the derivatlon of sentences involving give, either
as part of the phrase-maker into which the lexical 1item glve 1s
inserted or as part of the lexical representation of give.
Rather, I will propose a purely semantic account of this fact.
In the case of other verbs which occur 1In the dative
constructions, there are simllar cases of a connection with
another lexical item. The two most striking cases of this are
the pairs teach and learn, on the one hand, and show and see,
on the other. But as with give and have/get, the correspondence

between the elements of each palr is far from perfect. We shall
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see this below.

.2 We base our remarks concerning teach on the following

32 sentences.

1) Faustroll taught.

2) Faustroll taught pataphysics.

3) Faustroll taught the sixth grade.

§) Faustroll taught the sixth grade pataphysics.

5) Faustroll taught pataphysics to the sixth grade.

6) Erwin taught the procedure to us } for six weeks.
in six weeks.

7) Erwin taught us the procedure {*for six weeks.
in six weeks.

8) John taught me the way to Inman Square.

9) #¥John taught the way to Inman Square to me.

10) John taught me what the way to Inman Square 1is.

11) John told me Harry's suggestion.

12) John taught me what Harry's suggestion was.

13) *John taught me Harry's suggestion.

14) John taught me Harry's solution.

15) ¥John taught the way to Inman Square.

16) Tomorrow, I'l11l teach ¥(the kids) that Shakespeare penned the
immortal lines: "“If music be the food of love, play cn,/
Give me excess of 1it...

17) Christ taught that the meek shall inherit the earth.

18) Jack taught me to swim.
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19) Jack taught me{not to make omelettes in oil.
never to smoke.

20) Jack taught me to{use}the Australian crawl in heavy seas.
do

21) #Jack taught me how tofuse)the Australian crawl in heavy seas.
do

22) Peachum's treachery taught the gang to use more caution.

23) #Peachum's treachery taught the gang how to use more caution.

24) Peachum's treachery taught the gang not to gossip so much.

25)#%Peachum's treachery taught the gang how not to gossip so much.

26) Lestrade's trampling of the crucial footprint taught Holmes
that he was not a man of much sophistication.

27) The sheet music on the piano taught Holmes a few things
concerning the lodger's taste and general attitude toward life.

28) The Grundziige teaches students an important approach to
phonological theory.

29) Katya taught me Russian.

30) Katya taught Russian to me.

31) Lipson's textbook taught me Russian.

32) *Lipson's textbook taught Russian to me.

It is evident that an attempt to derive all instances
of the dual-NP (or V NP 3, V NP VP) type from some other structure
faces immedlate difficulties of both a syntactic and semantic
kind. Note first of all that the distinction between the double
object construction and the to-dative construction is conditioned
by the subject (29-32), controls the choice of time adverbials

in some cases (6-7), and for the most part 1s not freely available.
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As one can see from these examples, teach has two

prevalling senses: one 1s roughly equivalent to CAUSE X to

know/learn, the other corresponds to an activity assoclated with

this goal (in a not very direct way in many cases). These two
senses are related to the distinction between the first two
readings of give discussed in section 1 and the third reading.
We first systematize the data gliven above and then attempt to
explicate the relevance of the correlation with these two types

of interpretive schemna.

33) TEACH
a) NP, V (ef. (1))
NP1 is [+ human]
V predicates the (generic) activity of teaching
of NPi
b) NPi \' NPk (ef. (2))
NPi is [+ human]
NP is an 'academic subject' (or a subject to

k
which some teaching procedure 18 associated)

V predicates the (generic) activity of teaching
of NP

i
NPk specifies the content involved
c) NP, V NP, (ef. (3))
NPi, NPJ are [+ human]

V predicates the activity of teaching of NP1
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NPJ specifles the audience or goal

d) NPi v NP'j NPk (ef. (4))

NP, , NPJ are [+ human]

NP, 1s an 'academlc subject' (vide supra)

i) prior to ¢t -K(NPJ, NP

0’ k)

11) at ¢t V predicates the activity of

0)
teaching of NPi, with the content

specified by NPk

111) NPJ specifies the audlence/goal

e) NP, V NP

i

. to NPJ (ef. (5))

[same as (d) above]

f) NP, V NP

1 NP

(cf. (6-16))

j Kk

NPi, NP.j are [+ human]
NPk denotes information not specific to an

'academic subject'

1) prior to to, -K(NPJ, NPk)

11) at tys M(NPi, K(NPJ, NPk))’ where
'M(x,Y)' 1s interpreted as a 'causal'
relation
NPk

g) NP, V (ef. (17))
that S

NP1 is [+ human] or represents a literary work
{NPk } 1s a set of religious, ethical, political,

that S ... Maxims
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The distinction between the activity sense of teach
and 1ts causal counterpart 1s crucial. The activity inter-
pretation 1s impossible 1f the subject of teach 1s [-animate].
Note then that whenever the subject 1s [-animate], the indirect

object 1s obllgatory and the to-phrase 1s impossible:

34) a) The defeat taught (*to) the administration
that Congress was‘not to be fooled with.
b) *The defeat taught that Congress was not to be

fooled with.

35) a) Lipson's textbook taught me Russian.
b) ¥Lipson's textbook taught Russian to me.

c) *Lipson's textbook taught Russian.

In fact, the only cases in which a to-phrase 1s possible are
those cases for which an activity reading 1s possible, and the
activity reading, in turn, seems to be assoclated with the
tendency for the direct object to be interpreted as what I

called above an 'academic subject'. The concept 'academic subject'
is hardly a technical term, and what counts as one seems to be

a matter which purely grammatical considerations are ill-equlpped
to settle. There seems to be only one constraint involved, and
that is that in order to generate sentences in which the activity
reading is permitted, the direct object must be an NP, not S or
VP.39 But thils single requiréement is obviously too general, as
4o

sentences like (9) illustrate.

If more content could be given to this notion, then we
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would have at least a descriptive way of accounting for when

the to-phrase '1s available. Filnally, note that if the activity
interpretation is possible, then there is no implication that the
indirect object has actually learned anything. 1In every other
case, some effect on the individuals represented by the indirect
object 1s entalled.

The most problematic case, then 1s something like (33):
37) Max is teaching the class trigonometry.

Is this simply vague between the activity interpretation and the
causal 1lnterpretation, or really ambiguous? If the sort of test
based on conjunéeyis valld, then I think that we have to side with
two dist'nct readings: the sentence below seems to me to have

two readings (which I try to bring out in the parenthesized

continuations):

38) Max is teaching the class trigonometry because

Harold wasn't able to.

a) he (Harold) came down with the flu)
b) he (Harold was incompetent--he couldn't tell
a sine from a cosine and the kids weren't

learning a thing.)

There 1s no ambiguity at all in (39), which has only the activity

interpretation.

39) Max is teaching trig to the class because Harold

wasn't able to.
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The actlvity sense I am trying to convey here of course does not
entall the absence of learning.

A further indication of the existence of two readings
is the interpretation of the progressive aspect: 1n one case,
it simply indicates the extended nature of the activity; in the
other it 1ndicatés progress toward a goal, namely K(NPJ, X).

(cf. Vendler, 1967).

If all of this 1s correct, then we have a cholce between
generating these sentences in two structures: the double object
structure and the to-dative structure, assigning the first a
causal interpretation in every case, assigning the second an
activity interpretation in every case, and postulating a to-dative
rule; or we generate both syntactic types and add an interpretive
rule for the special case of school-room instruction which
optionally assigns an activity interpretation to an underiying
double object structure.

The relevant syntactic data (for this case) 1s the

followlng:

40) Max taught Jthe children
#to the chilldren
41) Max gave Jto the United Fund
#the United Fund.

42) Max paid [the bank.
®#to the bank.
off the bank.
#off to the bank.

43) Max wrote [Henderson.
to Henderson.
off to Henderson.
#off Henderson.
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(40) has only the activity reading. We can see that the deriva-
tion of (40) from a to-phrase is not a fact which is amenable to
general statement, unless we are willing to countenance obligat-
ory rule features to mark positive absolute exceptions. The
alternative is lexical specification. Nelther alternative 1is
very elegant or appealing. But which we choose depends on the
type of transformational power we wish to allow. If we rule out
the exception features, we have elther a theory in which the
appearance of to with the goal phrase can be accounted for by a

set of rules like the following:

b)) to » @/ teach NP

to + @/ write NP (optional)

Or, we adopt the solut'ion based on lexical specification and an
extension of the interpretive devices.
Ore plece of evidence for the latter cholce 1s that

pairs like:

45) I wrote to Henderson.

46) I wrote Henderson.

are somewhat distinct. With sentences like (45) it is possible
to append adjuncts llke but I destroyed the letter. Adding this

to (46) produces a conflict of at least minor proportions. We
return to this problem later.

Independent lexical specification can at least describe
such situations in a way that 1s no different from the normal

case. One would like to be able to have a more general theory
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however.

This concludes our discussion of teach.

4.3 I turn now to a brief discussion of the verb show. I
will first give evidence for the existence of a 'causal' inter-

pretation of the double object construction with show.

47) Attila showed me the destruction of Rome.

NPi show NPJ NPk
i) at to, R(NPJ, NPk), where R 1s interpreted
as 'NPJ sees NPk'
ii) at tgs M(NPi, R(NPJ, NPk)’ where M 1s a

'causal' relation.

48) Reading the Bible showed me that I was a miserable

sinner.

NP show NPJ X, where X syntactically NP, or S.

i

1) at ¢t R(NPJ, X), where R is interpreted

0’

'NPi know X!

11) at to,

'causal' relation.

M(NPi, R(NPJ, X), where M is a

These two interpretations of R, the visual and the cognitive,
provide an undercurrent of ambiguity in the 'causal' reading.

Thus, consider:

49) John showed me how to iron sheets.
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(49) 1s ambiguous between the readings given in (47) and (48).

We may paraphrase the readings as follows:

50) John demonstrated to me how 1t is done (although
in spite of the fact that I saw him do it I still

don't understand how 1t 1is done).
51) John's demonstrations taught me how it is done.

One may be tempted to complaln that these senses are not to be
distinguished semantically. Nevertheless, there are cases in

which only reading is avallable:

52) & John showed me the value of a good penknife.
Now I know why one comes in handy 1n the woods.
The tag read $4.98.

53) ¥ Getting lost in the woods showed me the value
of a good penknife.

Now I know why one comes in handy 1n the woods.
??The tag read $5.98.

54) & The price tag shows the customer the value of
the penknife.
{ The tag reads $6.98.

??Now I know why one comes in handy in the woods.

55) 9?¥Turning the tag over showed me the value of a

good penknife.
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As in the case of many sentences with glve, the possibllity
of ambiguity is correlated with the ambigulty of the direct
object. The interpretation of the subject plays a role here
as well. We need to make a variety of distinctions. Filrst,

concerning the subject, we set up three groups:

56) A. Animates (agentive)
B. concrete objects.
C. abstracts (headless gerunds, NPs ‘denoting

experiences,...)

Concerning the direct object, we divide things into three groups:

\n
-3

A. visual events

~ /2

B. visual objects

C. cognltive objects

The indirect object is always [+ animate].

This results in the following possible combinations:

58) NPi show NPJ X

1. Animate Animate a) visual event
b) visual object
¢) cognitive object

2. Concrete Object ' Animate a) visual event
b) visual object
¢) cognitive object

3. Abstract Animate a) visual event

b) visual object
c) cognitive object

Not all possibilities exist. Consider:
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59a) Attila showed me the destruction of Rome
his army destroying Rome
how to use a sword (though I
still don't understand how)
50b) Attila showed me his (rusty, chipped) sword.

how to sharpen a sword (and
now I understand how)

59c¢) Attila showed me {the strength of his sword.

60a) *The vantage point showed me the destruction of
Rome.

60b) The price tag shows the customer the value--$7.98.

60c) ¥The price tag shows the customer what a poverty-
stricken wretch he 1is.

6la) *¥Sitting at the top of the arena showed me the

execution of the bull.

61b) [¥*Reaching the summit
¥Standing on the summit

} showed me the Eiger.
6lc) Watching Attila practice showed me
the strength of his sword
how to wield a short-sword.

First, a word about the good example in the second
category (60b), as examples of this type constitute a rather
interesting case. Notice that the 1ndirect object 1is optional
in these constructions (but not replaceable by to + NP).

Second, there 1s a relation here between NPi and NPk—-namely,

NPk is an intrinsic visual property of NPi. Thus:

62) The steps of Building 20 show the marks of
hard wear.
63) #?%The steps of Building 20 show what the marks

of hard wear are.
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Characteristically, such sentences do not describe an action,
but a state. Perhaps this accounts for their blas toward

generically-interpreted indirect objects:

64) ?%*The steps of Bullding 20 show me the marks

of hard wear.

customers

65) The price tag showed {?*¥only a few people|the value
?me

Assuming that these generalizations are correct, we set up a

system of 1nterpretation:

66) NP, show (NP,) NP, , where NP, is a physical

i
object.

k i

J

1) NP, 1s an intrinsic visible property of NP

k i

11) at tgs R(NPJ, NPk)’ where R 1s interpreted
]
'NPJ see NPk

111) at to, M(NPi, R(NPJ, NPk)), where 'M(x,Y)'

is a 'causal' relation

Turning to the other examples, for the third category we set

up the following interpretive schema:

67) NP, Show NPJ NP, , where NP, 1s interpreted

abstractly

i) at tgs R(NPJ, NPk) where R is interpreted
1 ?
NPJ know NPk.

11) at to, M(NPi, R(NPJ, NPk), where M is a

'causal' relation.
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The first category is the most complex. We begiln by
noting that a [+ animate] subject may be construed abstractly,
thus falling under the interpretive schema immediately above.
Perhaps we may incorporate examples like (59c) into this schema,
merely adding that an agentive interpretation 1s possible. An
agentive interpretation seems to entaill that in e.g. (59c¢),
Attila undertook some action in order to bring about R(NPJ, NPk).
I am not quite sure how to represent this and leave the problem
open.

Although we class (59c¢c) with the third category, not-
ing that it differs with respect to the oontional ascription of
agentivity, (59a) and (59b) differ in that an agentive inter-
pretation appears to be obligatory. Agentivity 1s to be
distinguished here from intention. In other words, both (59a)
and (59b) (as well as (59c¢c) on an agentive reading) are compat-

ible with adverbs like unintentionally, inadvertently, and so

on. They are not compatible with adverbs like without dolng

a thing. An 1lnteresting problem, then, is to characterize the
relation of the action undertaken by the subject and R(NPJ, NPk).

I have in mind situations like:
LBJ showed a group of reporters his scars.

It happens to be the case that LBJ showed scmeone his scar.
Let us assume that it was a group of reporters. Further.let
us assume that an industrious film crew videotaped the event
and it was shown on a network news broadcast. It would not

be appropriate then to say:
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LBJ showed the American public his scar.

Is this merely the spectre of direct/indirect causation rearing
its meddlesom head again? In part, probably yes. But perhaps
not altogether. Berhaps we can contribute to the clarification

of this problem by representing this case as follows:

68) NP, show NP, NP

i J k

Animate animate visual object, visual event.

1) at to, V(NPi) where V is some action.
i1) at to> R(NPJ, NPk), where R is interpreted
1 1
NP1 see NPk

111) M(V(NPi), R(NPJ, NPk)), where M is a 'causal'

relation.

This completes our discussion of the range of show

in the double object construction.

4.y The discussion of teach and show above has attempted

to demonstrate the existence of other verbs besides give which
clearly have to receive multiple subcategorization in the
lexicon: 1in particular, a subcategorization for the double
object construction. Of particular interest is the fact that,
generally speaking, in the cases in which these verbs are
restricted to the double object constructlon, the interpreta-
tion associated with this structure is similar in certaln crucilal
respects to the 'third reading' of give discussed previously,
particularly with respect to its 'causal' character. In the

next section, we explore this similarity further.
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4.5 We have assumed that the different interpretations

in the case of verbs 1like give, teach, and show are the mani-

festation of different semantic rules applying to structures
which contaln these verbs. It is of interest to contrast this
approach with a transformational alternative, particularly in
cases 1in which the interpretation contains what I have called
a 'causal' relacvion. Basically, the transformational approach
will assign a structure like the following as the structure
underlying sentences (with a 'causal' interpretation) contain-

ing give, or teach, or show.

/\
b /\
VAN
J V;// ‘\\\\NP

In this structure, 'NPi', 'NPJ', 'NPk' represent the subject,

69)

indirect object, and direct object of the double object con-
struction respectively; 'VM' represents a 'causal' verb, 'VR'
represents an embedded verb assoclated with the verb of the
double object construction. There are several routes one can
now take to generate the appropriace range of sentences: one
involves predicate-raising; another would involve deletion

of V For our purposes these are equivalent.

R.
The transformational analysis is based on two claims:
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1) the selectional and subcategorizational propertles of the
derived sentence are a consequence of the selectional and
subcategorizational properties of the underlying structure;

2) the interpretation of the derived sentence follows from the
interpretation accorded to the underlying structure.

I think that both of these claims are in fact not
borne out. To claim the above is to claim that the propertles
of certain words follow from the properties of certaln other
words. In the theory that has been employed here, the claim is
that the relation between the properties of some words and the
properties of other words follows from the intersection of the
sets of semantlic relations that each word represents.

The difficulties in the way of a transformational
account of the 'causal' nature of the constructions we are
considering are quite serious. As 1s well-known, the lexlcal
item 'cause' does not adequately represent the concept of

41

causation which 1s usually called for. For example, although

one might say

70) The cat caused the soup to have a spicy flavor
by knocking 3 heads of garlic into it with
his tail.

one would hardly say (in such a circumstance)

71) The cat gave the soup a spicy flavor by knocking
3 heads of garlic into it with his tail.

It's sometimes proposed that one may avoid such

problems by postulating an abstract lexical item 'CAUSE' which
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more closely resembles the deslred semantlc concept of causa-
tion. But this would apparently remove the empirical content
from the theory altogether, for then the second claim listed
above--that the interpretation of the derived sentence follows
from the interpretation accorded to the underlylng structure--
follows by hypothesis, and the first 1s empirically vacuous as
well, since there 1s no way of determining the selectional and
subcategorizational properties of abstract lexical items
except by stipulation.

There are difficultles with the embedded predicate
as well, which is represented in (69) by 'V_'. For example,

R
compare the following sentences:

72 a) John has an ugly appearance.
b) The operation caused John to have an ugly
appearance.

¢) The operation gave John an ugly appearance.

73 a) *John has his ugly appearance.,42

b) ?*The operation caused John to have his ugly
appearance.

¢c) The operation gave John his ugly appearance.

In the interests of symmetry, surely (72c¢) and (73c) should
receive parallel treatments. Yet in the absence of auxiliary
hypotheses to explain the badness of (73a), the causative
analysis will not generate (73c).

Another difficulty faced by the transformational

approach concerns the fact that there are well-formed sentences
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with the verb cause and the embedded verb have for which there

1s no corresponding sentence with give:

T4) Ziegler's absent-mindedness caused him to have
an acclident.

75) *Ziegler's absent-mindedness gave him an accident.

Evidently there is some property of sentences llike John had an

accldent which would prevent the causative constructlon 1in
which they are embedded from undergoing a transformational
derivation into the double object constr’uction.u3 But it
seems extremely implausible to argue that a different verb
have is involved here: have often seems to play the role of

a syntactic place-holder and one may wonder whether 1t should
be treated as a lexlcal item at all. Furthermore, if we start
distinguishing different 'senses' of have, the one attractive
generalization about the 'causal' interpretation of double
object sentences with give that the transformational hypothesls
makes seems to disappear: for instead of having united a
disparate group of cases by referring to have, the transforma-
tional approach is back at scratch.

Still, even if the transformational approach 1is not
entirely satisfactory, it does seem to provide a means of
treating a large group of cases. If we want to replace the
transformational analysis, we shall have to suggest an alterna-
tive. It is at this point, I think, that a substantive theory
of semantic concepts would be useful. Such a theory might be

able to account for why it 1s often the case that 1f two words
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represent related concepts, they exhibit semantic extensions

in similar ways. Although I am unable to present such a theory--
or even the main outlines of such a theory--I would like to
suggest here why 1its development would be useful.

It's a striking fact that the word see has both a
visual and a cognitive sense, and we find a similar range of
senses wlth show. But this 1s not a fact about English: 1in
the languages with which I have some familiarity, the word
corresponding to see has much the same semantic range. This
is also true for other areas of the vocabulary, especially with
respect to baslc words like grasp. This seems to be the case
regardless of whether there 1s a genetic relationship between
the languages in question. Such considerations also play a role
in syntactic change. Isa¥enko (1974) presents a compelling
1llustration of this, 1n a paper devoted to a typological
distinction between what he calls 'have-languages' and 'be-

languages':

2. It is well-known that Indo-European was a [be-
language] and that the verbal stems ¥*es- and *bhu-
very early merged into a suppletive paradigm pre-
served in most historically attested IE idioms. It
is also known that verbs meaning 'have' are secondary
acquisitions in all IE languages and that such verbs
stem from transitive verbs with the general meaning
'to hold, to grasp'. This is true of Greek Exew

'to have' (originally 'to hold'), of Latin habere
which is related to capere 'to catch, get hold of';
it 1s true of Germanic *habail- which yielded ME have,
Germ haben and i1s not related to Latin habere, but

to Goth hafjan, ME heave, Germ heben; the Slavic verb
%jgmetli, 'to have' (R imet'/imeju, Cz miti/mam,

Slk mat'/mam, etc.) is formed from the root ¥jsm-

as attested in OCS jetil (from ®*jem-ti) 'to take'.

The semantic change 'take' + 'have' occurred 1in
historical times in Spanish, where tengo 'I have'

1s derived from VLat tenire 'to hold'. [fcotnotes omilttec
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To deal with such facts, what one would like 1s a
substantlve theory of semantic structure which would deal with
varlous degrees of paraphrase, semantic shifts, certain universal
aspects of metaphor, and so on. Note that the deslderatum is
not a theory of words--the word itself 1s relatively arbltrary--
but rather a formal and substantive theory of what lies behind
the words. I have suggested above that to analyze words like
give as belng composed other lexlical items leads to the wrong
results. Perhaps a theory of the semantic structure of lexical

items along the lines suggested here would improve on this.
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5.0 The final aspect of the dual-NP construction that I
want to touch on involves time and modality. In this section I
shall attempt to elucldate the relevance of these concepts to
the dative constructions.

We begin with the role of time. We distinguish two
relevant notions: first, the time to which the tense refers;
second, the temporal relations which take as thelr arguments the
tense referent and the time at which the various semantic
relations which are the basls of the interpretation hold. We
shall be concerned only with the latter.

In the simplest cases, the relation R(NP NPk) holds

J’

at t the tense-referent. It 1s probably a requlirement on every

0°
interpretive schema that some relation holds at to. There are
other possibilities: R could hold prior to to (only), prior to
some t' prior to to (prior to to and discontinuous with it), at
ty and after t4, at some t' after to (discontinuous with to),
both prior to to and after to. Schematically, we represent these
possibllities as follows, where the solid horizontal line repre-

sents time and to the tense referent.uu
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1) | ty
TIME
Rl h .
R2 p
R3.--
Ru'
L
R e o o l
6 1
5.1 Thus far, we have encountered only instances of the

first two types (where Rn represents the different possibili-

ties schematized in (1)):

2) Rl: John gave Max a used copy of Aspects.

3) R2: John gave Max a kick.

5.2 Consider R3. With respect to NPs within the VP, R3

is appropriate in privative verbs. Williams (1974) has discus-
sed certalin aspects of a very interesting phenomenon he calls
"negative dative movement." This involves syntactic (and some-

times lexical) alternations between of/from, particularly as

follows:

4) NP, V NP, of NPk NP, V' NP, from NP

1 1 k J

J
5) John emptied the tank of gas.
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6) ?John emptied gas from the tank.

R3 is appropriate here, for instance in the interpretation of a

sentence like

7) Arnold robbed me of my wallet.us

The R3 type also plays a role in the dual-NP construc-

tion. Consider the verb to lose, as 1t 1s used in the following

sentences (from Bowers, 1973):

8) That decision lost me a lot of friends
my reputatlon
my fortune
a valuable plece of land.

Let us suppose that the interpretation of lose 1s as follows:u6

9) NPi lose NPJ NPk
1) prior to to, R(NPJ, NPk)

ii) at to,

ii1) M(NPi, -R(NPJ, NPk)

-R(NPJ, NPk)

There are other analyses posslible here. It 1s instructive to
compare the interpretations of rob and lose with that of cost

in sentences like:

10) The movie cost me $5.

11) The mistake cost me my chance.

12) Nixon's implication in an act of obstructing
Justice cost him the presidency.

13) Eagleton cost McGovern the presidency.
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14) Getting to work late cost Arnold his job.

The problem here 1s to determine what type of relation Rn holds
between NPJ and NPk‘ In particular, the choice is between the

following two schemata:

15) 1I. 1) prior to tos R(NPJ, NPk)

i1) at t -R(NPJ, NPk)

0’

IT. i) at t -R(NPJ, NPk)

0’
This 1s a factual question. We can test the clalms of these
two schemata by contradlcting the relations involved. Since

they beth share one statement, the cruclal aspect will involve

the claim that is stated in I(1). Thus, consider:

16) The revelations concerning Eagleton cost
McGovern the presidency.

17) ??The revelations concerning Eagleton lost
McGovern the presidency.

18) The revelations concerning the plumbers lost
Nixon the presidency.

19) The decision to fold cost me a good deal of
money that I would have won.

20) ??The decision to fold lost me a good deal of
money that I would have won.

21) The decision to told lost me all the money I

had previously bet.

These jJudgments are rather subtle, I suppose. Assuming that they

are correct, however, we represent lose as containing a statement
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of the type R3, whereas the interpretation of cost will include
elther:

at t —R(NPJ, NPk)

0’
or

at tO’ and immedlately after T, -R(NPJ, NPk)

in other words, the negation of a relation of type Rl or R2.
The combination of —R1 and the causal
relation suggests that cost is similar to counterfactual

condltions. Thus the interpretation of
22) Eagleton cost McGovern the presidency.
is very similar in meaning to the sentence

23) If it hadn't been for Eagleton, McGovern would

have (won) the presidency.

I will not attempt to state this formally here, however.
Note that such a paraphrase fails for the use of cost

1llustrated in (6):

24) The movie cost me $5.
25) #If it hadn't been for the movie, I would have
had (that) $5.

Thus, we must distinguish this sense of cost. Recall the dis-

cussion of the use of show in: The price tag shows (NP) the

value. (cf. section U4.3). There we claimed:

26) NPi show (NPJ) NPk, where NP, is a concrete object




97

i) NP is an intrinsic visible property of NPi

k

i1) at ¢t R(NPJ, NPk), where R 1s roughly see

0,
in the visual sense.

111) at tos M(NPi, R(NPJ, NPk)), where M is
'causal’'.

The interpretation of cost in (24) is similar. We represent 1t

as follows:

i

27) NP, cost (NPJ) NPk

1. At t P(NPi) = NP, , where P(x) 1s the
function 'the price of x!
2. R(NPJ, NPi)—é-—H(NPJ, NPk) where H(x,y)

1s custody.

This schema leaves certaln questions open, e.g. how to precilsely
represent the fact that the loss of money is tied up with the
acquisition by NPJ of NPi' Note that for the relation 'R’
there doesn't seem to be a single English work which represents
the apprcpriate range of interpretations. The range is broad
and further specification 1s necessary:
28) The book
The vacation
Tuition cost me X dollars.
The operation
The fine
It will have been noticed that we have made some
innovations in our notation, adopting functions as well as

implication. The function P seems to be necessary to rule out

sentences like
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29) *Eagleton cost McGovern $5.

30) #*The decision to go costs $5.98.

5.3 Let us now consider RH' This type represents the case
in which a relation holds both prior to and after the tense-
referent. This type is relevant to verbs like envy and forgive.
With both envy and forgive there 1s an implied (and pragmatically
j and NPk‘

Consider forgive. Here the relevant R(NPJ, NPk) is

specifiable) relation between NP

roughly responsibility. Consider

31) God will forgive me my sins.

32) God will forgive me Harry's sins.

€2) may seem strange, but circumstances are easily constructible
in which 1ts grammaticality 1s without doubt, though its truth
might be contested. All that 1s necessary 1s that the me of
(2) be responsible for Harry's sins. One needs to add of course
that what 1s represented by NPk here 1s considered counter to
a certain body of ethical or religious tenets. I will simply
smuggle this into the relation I adopt as holding between NP1
and the responsibility relation, which 1s absolution. We 1leave
as an open question whether absolution 1s construed as dissolv-
ing the responsibility relation. This 1s a matter for theologilans
We will assume that it 1s not the case.

We will treat envy in a similar way. In both cases,
there will be a relation R(NPJ, NPk). Furthermore, there will

be a (mental, attitudinal, or what not) relation that holds
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between NP1 and thils relation. In other words, we will say
that although there 1s a relation A holding between NP1 and
R(NPJ, NPk), A does not materially affect R.

Compare the effects of negation on sentences whose

verb 1s forgive or envy with those in which the verb is glve

33) God didn't forgive me ([my sins.
that mistake.
those inhumane acts of
omlssion.

34) I don't envy Gabriel the abillity to fly.
35) I didn't give Mary a copy of Aspects.
36) I didn't throw Mary the ball.

In these cases, the relevant relations which are specified by
envy and forgive are not (in the simplest and most readily
available cases) called into question.

We represent forgive and envy as follows:

37) NPi forgive NPJ NPk

i) for some span tm...to...t R(NPJ, NPk)’

n)

where R represents responsibility.
i11) F(NPi, R(NPJ, NPk), where F represents

absolution.

38) NP, envy NPJ NP,

i) for some span tm...to...t R(NPJ, NPk)

n’

i1) E(NPi, R(NP NPk), where E represents a

J’
desire on the part of NP, that R(NP,, NP,)

hold.
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5.4 We now turn to the question of whether there exist any
examples which employ the types R5 or R6. Recall that these

represent the followlng temporal situations:

I know of no case for which R5 is appropriate. This may not be
an acclidental gap. In order to show that it 1s not accidental,
however, 1t would be necessary to argue that 1ts non-existence
follows from more general considerations.

R6 seems to be appropriate for verbs 1lilke ggggg, verbs
like send, and dual-NP constructions which have a for-dative

paraphrase. Let's first consider the verb offer.
4o) John offered Max a cigarette.

Here we are not concerned with the content of the relation which
holds between Max and cigarette. As 1in other instances of the
dual NP constructions, this may vary. The problem is how to
express the modallty of offer properly. First, it 1s not a
consequence of the truth of (40) that the requisite relaticn

'R(NP NPk)' is in force. Therefore, we do not want to state

J’

that 'R(NPJ, NPk)' holds at tg- Nor will it do simply to state

that 'R(NP NPk)' holds at some t' after to, since 1t 1s not

J’
a consequence of (U40) that the requisite relation will in fact

ever hold. An alternative 1s to say that:
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41) 1) at t OR(NPJ, NPk) at t' after t

0° 0

11) M(NPi, (Q(R(NP NPk) at t' > to))), where

J’
M is 'causal'.
Although thils 1s becoming somewhat complex, it 1s still probably
not qulte right. For instance, we probably want to add a
statement that at ¢t

-R(NP NPk)’ although 1if we specify 'M'

0’ J°
properly, such a statement may not be necessary. Furthermore,
we might want to make the relation 'M' stronger than stated:
for example, although I might convince Harry to hire Arnold in
a certain capacity, thereby making 1t possible that Harry have
a job, in doing so I do not thereby offer Harry a job. I leave
open exactly how this 1s to be done.

A more central question is how to deal with the fact

that an offer can be left open or retracted. Thils suggests

that we add a time operator to M. Thus we will way:

ii) At tg and for some span of time tge--ty

M(NPi,(o(R(NPJ, NP,) at t' < t ))).
We will test this in the following way. Consider the sentence:
42) Access to the tapes offered Cox the best evidence.

Notice that (U42) does not entail that Co Xever had access to

the tapes. I willl not take up this problem. On the other hand,
if Cox did 1n fact have access to the tapes, it might have been
the case that his access lasted only a specified period of time.

In view of this, I think we want to state that the "offer" here
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1s 1imited (at the broadest) to that period in which Cox in fact
dld have access. Furthermore, we want to add that the "offer"
expires upon the establishment of R(NPJ, NPk). But the "offer"

may be still further limited.

43) Access to the tapes offered Cox the best evidence
untill it was revealed that a good deal of the

content had been erased.

In such a situation, the access may still hold, while the offer
does not. If this 1s correct, then, although offer contains an
instance of R the R6 type, this instance is embedded under the

relation 'M' which is actually an instance of Rl. Schematically,

L)
t
fAMmemmmmmmm e d e e e S ——
[ ; S
Qo P, ))
Q(R(NPJ, N Kk
t
n
N - -7
M(NP; , O(R(NPy, NP,)))
5.4.1 Compare offer to promise. The cruclal distinction

seems to be here the difference between two modal notions:
possibllity and obligation. For our purposes, then, the distinc-

tion 1s easlly representable:
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45) NP, promise NPJ NP,

k) At t, and for some span of time to...t

0 n
M(NPi,(R(NPJ, NPk)at tn)), where 'M(x,Y)' is
interpreted 'x 1s obligated to make Y hold'

From this it cannot be deduced that R is true (at t or at t').

This is consistent with intuition.

5.5 The extension of the system to modal notions immediately
opens the way for an account of the dual-N? reflex of the for-
dative. The relevant modality here is intention. Two preliminary
remarks about the dual-NP reflex of the for-dative. First, as

far as I know, the relatlon R(NPJ, NPk) 1s never entailed; second,
there is always a direct relation between NP1 and NPk. In other

words, from the truth of the sentence
46) John baked Mary a cake.

it follows, first, that John baked a cake and second, I claim,
that John intends R (Mary, the cake). We represent this as

follows:

47) NPi bake NPJ NPk
i) At to, B(NPi, NPk), where B is bake
i1) At to...tn, I(NPi, (R(NPJ, NPk) at t')),

where I = intend, R a relevant relation.

It 1s rather interesting that the relation I holds at t, rather
than at t'. There 1s data that supports this assuniption.

Consider first the strangéness of a discourse like:
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5) I baked a cake. I think I'll glve it to Mary.
No, I guess I'1l1l give it to you. What actually

happened then was that I baked you a cake.

Another example involves the following contrast with an explicit

for-dative. Compare:

6) I bought my wife this tea-kettle, let me sece,

back in 195¢2.

7) Originally, I bought this tea-kettle for my wife,

but I decided to keep it.

8) *Originally, I bought my wife this tea-kettle, but

I decided to keep 1it.

If we represent the intentlon relation as holding from the time
of the tense-referent until the time at which R(NPJ, NPk) holds
(or becomes impossible to establish), we have the basls of an
account for these problems: namely, there is an explicit
contradiction of the intentlon asserted of the subject that

R(NP NPk) is to hold at some point.

J,

5.6 In view of our discussion of offer, promise, and the

double-object reflex of the for-dative, 1t appears to be the
case that we can claim that there are no pure cases of the types

R- and R6. It is true that there exist relations which do not

5
hold at to. We have ample evidence of this, and they are all

instances of the type R6. Yet when they do occur, it is
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arguably the case that they always occur 1lnside the scope of

a relation which 1s itself an instance of Rl. In view of the

fact that an offer can be rescinded whereas a promise cannot
(ethically) be broken nor an asserted intention countermanded,
perhaps a distinction based on the content of the various
modalities 1s called for. Notice that all the modal notions
employed are future-oriented. Are there any retrospective modals?

If not, this suggests that the lack of any instance of the type

R5 may be due to the lack of retrospective modal notilons.
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6.0 In this section, I shall take up the question of what
I call, for convenience, 'the prepositional dative constructions'.
My caution stems from the fact that it is an open question
whether we can construct a theory which renders this class well-
defined. For our purposes, we may begin with the following
necessary condition: a 'prepositional dative construction' 1s
a simple sentence whose VP (at some level) 1s of the fourm
X-V-NP-P-NP-Y, where the fourth term ('P') 1s either to or for.
I shall argue that 1n certain respects this definitlion is too
broad, as there are certaln cases which meet the above criterion,
on the one hand, yet should be excluded from the domain of the
dative alternation in a princlpled way. In part, the principles
which underly this exclusion are the subject of the present
section. We obviously cannot in advance define the prepositional
dative constructions as Just the cases for which the double
object construction is an alternative, since this 1s Just the
question at issue. Until further discussion has clarified the
matter, I beg the reader's indulgence for my loose terminology.
Even by the above definlition, there are at least two
prepositional dative constructions--one in which the preposition
is to and one in which 1t is 222.&7 I treat them together, how-
ever, since with respect to certain gross characteristics which
are of interest they are quite similar. In particular, I shall
try to demonstrate that in the case of both the 'to-dative' and
the 'for-dative': 1) there are semantic distinctions to be drawn
(in some cases) between the prepositional dative and the corre-

sponding double object sentence; 2) the alternation in question
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(be it to-dative or for-dative) operates over several disparate
semantic domains; 3) the alternation in question is subject

to morphological conditions. At the end of this sectilon,
following the discussion of these problems, we shall try to
assess thelr role in attempts to formulate the domain of the

alternation, particularly the role of semantlic conslderations.

6.1.0 For-datives
For-phrases have been 1investigated recently by
Williams (1974), and, more extensively, by Faraci (1974). They
point out that for-phrases occur as complements to NP's, VP's,
and some higher node, elther PredPhrase or S. A variety of
interpretations are involved. According to Faracl's analysis,
for-phrases which have a 'dative' interpretation are a subset
of the for-phrases immediately dominated by VP. This conclusion
is helpful, as 1t places a syntactic limitation on which for-
phrases we can expect to find with verbs which occur in both
the for-dative construction and the double object construction,
a limitation which was reflected in our preliminary definition
of 'prepositional dative'construction'. What does 1t mean for
a for-phrase to have a 'dative' interpretation, however?
Williams (1974) suggested that for 1s essentlally a
marker of (thematic) Goal within the scope of an intention
operator. Regardless of whether thls assumptlion can handle the
variety of interpretations which for plays a role in,ua‘it
formed the basls of our analysis above of the double object

reflex of the for-dative construction, and it also serves as the
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basis of our interpretation of the prepositional for-dative.

Consider the sentence:
1) John baked a cake for Mary.

Ignoring irrelevant readings--i.e., those parallel to 'What
John did for Mary was bake a cake' and 'What John baked was a

cake for Mary'--we represent the reading of (1) as follows:

2) NP1 bake NPk for NPJ

i) at t B(NPi, NPk)"9

0’

11) at t I(NPi, (H(NP NPk) at t! to))

0’ J’
Interpreting 'B(x,y)' as 'x bake y', 'H(x,y)' as 'x have y',
and 'I(x,Y)' as 'x intend Y', we can account for two entailments

of (1), e.g.

3) John baked a cake.

4) John intended that Mary have the cake he baked.

Notice that there 1s no entallment to the effect that Mary has
the cake or anything of the sort. The crucial distinction be-
tween the representation of the overt for-datlive and its double
object reflex lies 1in the treatment of the intention relation.
T claim that in the overt for-dative case, the intention 1s
asserted only at to, whereas with respect to the double object
reflex of the for-dative, the intention relation holds not only
at to, but subsequently as well. Assuming such a distinction,
we can account for facts of the following kind, already noted

in part in section 5.5 above:
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5) I baked a cake for Max, but now that you're here,

you may as well take 1it.

6) ¥ I baked Max a cake, but now that you're here,

you may as well take 1t.
7) John made the pancakes he gave Mary for Jack.
8) *John made Jack the parncakes he gave Mary.

I have tried to construct sentences which wlll be true only in
situations in which the intentions of the subject have changed.
Since thls seems to be the distinctive factor involved in the
oddity of sentences like (6) and (8), this has been reflected
in the difference between the set of truth-conditlions assigned
to (1) and the set of truth-conditions assigned to the double

object reflex of (1). (cf. §5.5 above).

6.1.1 "Independently of whether or not the distinction that
we have drawn with respect to intention 1s the correct way of
accounting for the difference between (5) and (7), on the one
hand, and (6) and (8), on the other, the essential aspects of a
set of truth-conditlions like (2) are first that there 1s a
relation between the subject and the direct object, and second,
that the subject intends that there will be a relation (of a
restricted sort) between the indirect cbject and the direct
object. 1Is this sort of structure adequate for all the verbs
which undergo the for-dative alternation?

Consider, for example, the classification of for-dative
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verbs proposed by Green (1974). Green divides the verbs in

question into five classes, as follows:

9) 1) ‘'verbs denoting creative acts--acts in which
an objJject 1s created or transformed to

produce a certain effect: make, cook, boll,

roast, sew, knit, paint, draw, etc. .

ii) ‘'verbs denoting activities lnvolving

selection, such as buy, purchase, find, get,

choose, pick out, gather, save, and leave ...'

iii) ‘'verbs denoting performances considered

artistic: sing, chant, recite, play (instru-

ments and compositions), dance.’

iv) 'verbs that express a kind of obtaining;

earn, galn, and win are the most conspicuous

members."'

v) benefactive constructions such as rob me a

bank.

I shall assume that tﬁis classification 1s complete in the sense
that for any verb that occurs in both the for-dative construction
and the double object construction there 1s a class which includes
it. If this 1s correct, it 1s not difficult to see that two sorts
of problems prevent the extension of a semantic structure like

(2) to the remaining cases. Both of these concern the second

argument of the intention relation: 1) does the direct object
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play a distinctive role in the intention relation or not? 2)
what 1s the content of the second argument of the intention

relatlion?

6.1.2 Consider first what Green refers to as the 'benefac-
tive' construction. It 1s immediately obvious that a schema
like (2) cannot account for the interpretation of sentences of
this type, since evidently there 1is no relation whatsoever
which holds between the indirect object and the direct object

per se. 1In other words, in a sentence like (10),

10) All you have to do to gain my confidence is rob

me a couple of banks.

It is not being suggested by the speaker that the indirect

object of the verb phrase rob me a couple of banks should come

to have a couple of banks. Rather, it is suggested that the
indirect object will in some sense benefit from the robbing of
the banks. How the 'benefit' accruing to the indirect object
is to be characterized is far from clear.

It is conceivable that a characterization of the notion
'dative for' can be constructed which will comprehend both this
benefactive construction and the cases discussed earlier. In
terms of the semantlc framework adopted here, however, such a
unified characterization would require a level of abstraction
so great that the notion would have little content left. I
shall therefore treat the benefactive construction as an

1diosyncratic case.
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There 1s some evidence that such a treatment 1is
independently necessary, as the benefactive construction--at
least In its double object gulse--1s notable for several tendenci-
es not generally shared by other cases of the dative alternation.
Two factors stick out. The first concerns the fact that a
pronominal indirect objJect 1s far more acceptable in such
constructions than a non-pronominal one. The second concerns the
fact that thls construction seems to be most fellcitous in
sentences of a hortatory nature (and sentences reporting speech
acts of a hortatory nature) than elsewhere. Thus, contrast a
sentence like (10), in which both of these requirements are

fulfilled, with (11), in which they are both violated.

11) ??Six months later, John seems to have robbed

Frank a couple of banks.

Whether or not even rough limits on the domain of this
alternation can be set 1s not clear, particularly since in
contemporary literary Engllish the construction is of a rather
marginal character ara intultions concerning the data tend to be
vague. Nevertheless, it seems to me that along with distinctions
like that between (10) and (11), we also find differences like

the 'followilng:

12) Do me Just one more thing before you leave.
13) He did just one more thing for me before he left.

14) ?He did me Just one more thing before he left.

15) He asked me to rob him a couple of banks.
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16) He refused to rob a couple of banks for me.

17) ?He refused to rob me a couple of banks.

If the judgments assigned to these sentences are a reliable
indication at all of the appearance of the benefactive double
object construction, 1ts appearance is dependent on far more
than merely the compatibility of the verb in questlion with a
benefactive for-phrase. It is for this reason that I have in-
voked the notion 'hortatory speech act', since this provides a
bridge between cases like (12) vs. (14), where the syntactic
distinction between imperative and declarative‘is relevant, and
cases like (15) vs. (17), where the locus of differentiation
involves the matrix verb.

How these constructions are to be generated hinges
primarily on how the constraint concerning the hortatory nature
of the sentence 1is to be dealt with. The pronominal restriction
can easily be handled either by a speclal transformation which
applies only to pronouns or by establishing a pronominal clitic

position to the right of (transitive) verbs.50

Assuming that
transformations do not have the power to distinguish between
different sorts of speech acts, the possibility of a transforma-
tional account of this alternation 1is contingent on whether
surface structure 1s the appropriate level to enforce this
constraint. The resolution of this question depends on the

power of surface interpretive rules: 1in particular, whether rules
of surface structure interpretation are able to distinguish

benefactive 1ndirect objects from other indirect objJects, since

in many cases of the double object construction, a benefactive
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interpretation 1s simply irrelevant. On either of these
hypotheses, however, the benefactive indirect objects are
accorded distinct treatment. This 1s necessitated by the
distinction concerning pronouns which holds between the bene-

factive cases and the other dative cases.

6.1.3 Analogous problems arise when we attempt to extend
our interpretive schema to Green's third and fourth classes.

For instance, consider (18):
18) Pinza sang us the Catalogue Aria.

It is difficult to see what sense can be made of saying that

the indirect object 1s intended to have (in some sense) the direct
object. In fact, one wonders whether it 1s appropriate to
specilfy any relation holding between the indirect object and the
direct object in such sentences: 1n this regard, they seem to
have more affinities with the sentences of Green's benefactive
construction, in that the performance of the action in question
is fc: the benefit of the indirect object, as opposed to the
referent of the direct object per se. And in sentences like
(19), which correspond to (18) with respect to the dative
alternation, it seems to do no violence to the intuition to

assl gn the for-phrase a 'benefactive' interpretation.
19) Pinza sang the Catalogue Aria for us.

What blocks the assimilation of this class to the benefactive

construction, however, 1s the lack of the two constraints dis-
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cussed above concerning pronouns and the 'hortatory' force of
the sentences in which the benefactive constructlon occurs most
idiomatically. Thus, in contrast to the distinctions noted 1in
the last section (ef. 10-17), the following sentences seem

perfectly fine:

20) Pinza sang the audlence a medley of show tunes.

21) John refused to play me any Scriabin sonatas.

It 1s occasionally assumed that the double object
construction as it appears with the verbs of this class 1s in
fact a reflex of a prepositional to-dative construction. Note,

however, that the verb play does not occur with to:

22) John played us a sonata.
23) *John played a sonata to us.

2l) John played a sonata for us.

It's not entirely clear that the prepositional for-construction
is an appropriate source for the double object construction in
the case of these verbs. For example, consider sentences like

the followlng:

25) Thelonius played a few traditional pieces for
the critics.
26) Thelonius played the critics a few traditional

pleces.

The problem here is that (26) seems to imply that Thelonius

was performing for an audience made up entirely of critics,
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whereas (25) has no such implication. It would be imprudent to
base any argument on these facts, however, since the putative
implication might simply arise from the different accentual
patterns usually accorded to sentences of these kinds: in

particular, it is easier to accentuate the critics when it is

the object of for than when 1t 1s the indirect object, thus
facilitating a contrastive interpretation.51
In short, the situation is this: for this class of
cases, the interpretation of both the for-phrase and the indirect
object seems quite similar to that of the benefactlve construc-
tion; yet the indirect object is not subject to the constraints
which are common to the benefactive cases discussed above. Thus,
from the point of view of relating the for-construction to the
double object construction for these verbs, it 1s desirable to
treat the alternation for these cases in tihe same manner as we
treat the alternation for the first two clesses, given the
simllarity in syntactic behavior. A consequence of this, however,
is that no uniform semantic characterization can be given of the

domain of the for-dative domain.52

6.1.4 It i1s well-known that the preposition for has non-
dative interpretations as well. The most extensive work in this
area that I am aware of 1s that of Faraci (1974). Faracl points
out, for example, that sentences such as the followlng are

ambiguous:

27) Helmut built an electric chair for Himmler.
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Here we do not know whether Helmut intends Himmler to get the
electric chair or simply to have it. In the double object

construction, only one of these readings 1is available:
28) Helmut built Himmler an electric chair.

Evidently, the dative alternation is sensitive to this sort of
distinction.

Yet it is difficult to conclude anything striking from
this fact. If the argument in the last section is correct, there
is no uniform semantic characterization of the domain of the for-
dative alternation in terms of the semantic interpretation of
the for-phrase. On the other hand, there appear to be instances
of for-phrases that we would 1like to exclude on a principled
basis from the domain of the for-dative alternation, and the
interpretation of sentences 1in which such phrases occur is in
general quite distinct from the Interpretation of sentences which
contaln a 'dative' for.

What seems to be lacking here is a theory of preposi-
tions. Suppose we consider the question whebher i1t is preferable
to postulate a single preposition for, for example, which is
subject to a variety of context-sensitive interpretive rules or
whether 1t 1s preferable to postulate many prepositions for, each
of which has a fixed semantic interpretation which 1s contributes
to the sentences in which it occurs. The difficulty in choosing
between these two hypotheses lies in the fact that they are
probably notational variants: each theory is able (in principle)

to account for the fact that the interpretation is context-de-
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pendent--one theory on semantic grounds, the other theory on

syntactlec grounds. It 1s true that one theory purports to
account for the fact that there 1s a single preposition,
orthographic for, correlated with a varlety of interpretations,
but this 1s a purely descriptive advantage, since we have no
account on this theory of why this should be the case as opposed
to any number of other possibilities.

It 1s possible of course that a theory which mixes
the two hypotheses suggested above may succeed 1n justifying a
single preposition for which correlates with the domain of the
for-dative alternation. Since a syntactic definition (in terms
of orthographic for) seems too crude, while a semantic definition
cuts too fine, there may be some intermediate level--the level
of thematic relations, perhaps--at which a precise characteriza-
tion of the domain of the for-dative alternation can be stated.

At the moment, however, I don't see how this can be
done. And as things stand now, we simply have to list the two
distinct interpretations of for which appear to be relevant.
Furthermore, as far as I can tell, very little hinges on whether
this 1list 1s stated directly 1in terms of semantic properties
or in terms of distinct prepositions for. One might argue, of
course, that if the basis for postulating distinct prepositions
for is the distinctions in interpretation that arise in various
contexts, one could do away with the excess baggage of multiple
prepositions for. Such an argument, however, provides no 1in-
sight into the characterization of the domain of the rule.

We have been considering the problem of stating the
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domain of the for-dative alternation from the point of view of
the semantic contrihution of the for-phrase. Another possibll-
ity is to search for a property common to the set of verbs which
occur in both constructions. 1In fact, this 1s the way Green
(1974) approached the problem. But Green's efforts resulted

in five classes (cf. 9, above), and the prospects of reducing
these flve classes to a single one seem remote at best, even
excluding the fourth and fifth classes from consideration. Thus,
regardless of whether we concentrate our efforts on the set of
verbs in question or the interpretation of the preposition for,
we seem forced to the conclusion that the for-dative alternation
operates on several distinct semantic domains. And as there are
a variety of ways in which such semantic generalizatlons as we
are able to extract can be implemented 1n the actual statement

of the alternation, we shall not pursue this question further.

6.1.5 Let us grant for the sake of argument that 1t 1s a
necessary condlition for a verb that occurs in the for-dative
construction to occur in the double object construction that 1t
meet such-and-such semantlic conditions, and raise the question

of whether semantic consliderations can in principle provide
sufficient conditicns. 1In certain respects, one may wonder
whether it 1s possible to falsify the claim that semantic con-
silderations provide both necessary and sufficient conditiocns

for the applicability of the for-dative alternation (or any

other syntactlic alternation for that matter), since in construct-

ing an argument against this position one 1s always cpen to the
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objection that one has formulated the semantic conditions at
issue incorrectly. But although it may be impossible to falsify
this thesls, 1t 1s possible to construct an argument which
demonstrates that 1t 1s extremely implausible that this claim
is true.

Note first of all that the for-dative alternation is
a prcductive one. An indication of this 1s the fact that the
addition of particles such as out and off to verbs which
ordinarily do not occur in either dative construction often
renders the new combination compatible with both dative con-

structions. Typlcal examples of this process are:

29) *John fished a trout for Mary.

30) *John fished Mary a trout.

31) John fished out an apple for Mary.
32) John fished Mary out an apple.

33) *John bit a pilece of licorice for himself.
34) #*John bit himself a plece of licorice.
35) John bit off a plece of licorice for himself.

36) John bit himself off a plece of licorice.

37) *John hacked a piece of steak for himself.
38) *John hacked himself a plece of steak.
39) John hacked off a plece of steak for himself.

4o) John hacked himself off a plece of steak.

One may hypothesize that in these cases the combination of verb

and particle has the result that the new entity satisfies
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certaln semantic conditions not satisfied by the verb alone.

Having established the productivity of the for-dative
alternation, it is obvious that semantic properties of a given
verb that occurs in the for-dative construction cannot provide
sufficient conditions for it to occur in the double objJect
construction. This follows from the fact that there are many
palrs of verbs which are roughly equivalent in interpretation
yet which display an asymmetry with respect to theilr occurrence
in the double object construction. I give examples below:

got
41) John obtained a ticket for Mary.
procured

got
42) John {*obtained Mary a ticket.
¥procured

wrote

43) Brahms {composed

} a concerto for Joachim.

44) Brahms {*gggggsed} Joachim a concerto.

built

45) Wright {erected

} a house for Roble.

46) Wright {*gﬁéized} Robie a house.

Many such pairs exist. In principle, of course, 1t 1s possible
that a set of semantic properties could be devised such that for
each pair, one member of the pairs conformed to this set of
properties whereas the other member did not. Yet such an
accomplishment 1s extremely implausible. In particular, note
that the semantic conditions which specify when the dative
alternation i1s possible must be stated with sufficlent general-

ity to let in a wide variety of cases. Thus, even assuming
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that 1t could be demonstrated that the members of the above
pairs are not synonymous with each other, such a demonstration
would not add much to the plausibility of the hypothesis that
semantic properties alone can provide sufficlent conditions for
the operation of the datlve alternation, since a general state-
ment of such condltions is likely to let in both members of each
palr if it lets in one. The same point can be made with respect
to acquisition: 1if semantlc considerations alone provided
necessary and sufflcient conditions for the operation of the
dative alternation, one would expect the above distinections to
vanish virtually overnight. Yet they persist.

Let us consider the question of whether 1t 1is possible
to distlnguish the members of the above pairs on non-semantic
grounds. There are a variety of ways in which thils might be
done, most of which have been suggested in the past. For instance,
we might set up a distinction between words of Germanic origin
and words of Romance origin. Or we might distinguish them on
the basis of morphological structure. Nelther of these alter-
natlves 1s wlthout weaknesses.

Yet before attempting to adjudicate between these
hypotheses, there are some remarks of a more general nature which
clarify the productivity of the for-dative alternation in general,
it's obvious that we would like to have a principled and general
basis on which to exclude certain words from the domain. Second,
if the argument given above 1s sound, 1t 1s quite implausible
that semantic considerations will be of much use in restricting

these cases from the.domain of the rule. Thus, we can be
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reasonably sure that the property or set of properties which we
are looking for 1s to be found not in considering the concepts
involved but rather in considering the words themselves.

Consider now various ways of stating the constraint
in question. Green (1974), for example, suggests four possibllit-
ies (all of which she rejects--cf. Green, 1974, pp. 78-79).
These are: 1) 'a corstraint on surface structures to the
effect that only one-syllable words may have internal indirect

objects', countered by words like promise, signal, guarantee,

ete.; 2) a constraint on surface structures to the effect that
only initial-stressed words containing less than three syllables
may internal indirect objects', countered by words like allow,

advance, deny; 3) a requirement that 'only [+ Anglo-Saxon]

words may have an internal indirect object', countered by the
fact that speakers need not have any historical knowledge of
the language in order to know the domaln of the dative alterna-
tion, as well as by the fact that some words of Anglo-Saxon
origin do not occur in the double object construction while there
are words of Romance origin that do; and finally, U4) 'a re-
striction on the operation of the dative-movement rule, not on
surface structure; the rule applies only to words with initilally-
stressed stems of two syllables or fewer', which is open to the
objection that words such as guarantee and telephone occur in
both constructions.

Green appears to be aiming for a phonological
characterization of the entire domain of the rule. It seems to

me to be profitable to consider a weaker theory, one which
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merely excludes from the domaln a certain class of words. Suppos

we state the followlng constraint:

47) The dative alternation does not apply if the

verb in question has the internal structure

Essentially, this constraint will only apply to words of Romance
origin, if, following Chomsky & Halle (1968), we restrict the
occurrence of thée '=' boundary to Latinate words with a prefix +
stem structure. This formulation has several advantages. First,
it excludes words like obtain and procure from the domain of

the dative alternation, since they evidently have the specified
structure. On the other hand, words like promise and offer are
not affected, since one of the effects of the specified structure
is to restrict stress to the stem (cf. Oehrle (1971)) and these
words do not have thls characteristic stress pattern. Second,

we attempt to avoid the problem of the historical origin of words
in the English lexlicon: an advantage since, although we cannot
expect speakers of English to have detailed knowledge of
etynology, there are grounds for thinking that speakers must have
some knowledge of the internal structure of some words.

Note, however, that the constralnt as stated 1s
probably both too strong and too weak. It 1s too strong because
it wrongly excludes words like assign from the dative alternatior
and too weak because it fails to deal properly with cases which
are not of the specified structure. The best way of countering

this objection, however, is to point out that we come closer
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to descriptive adequacy by lmposing the constraint than we would
without it, since without the constraint, we apparently have to
deal with all the words of thls form 1n an ad hoc way, whereas
the exceptions to the formulation of the constraint are far
fewer.

Finally, note that the for-datlve alternation is not
alone 1in being subject to a constraint of th*s kind. Not only
1s the to-dative alternation constralned in the same way as well,
but the construction of verb + particle ccmbinatlions also seem
to be subject to a constraint of this kind (c¢f. Fraser, 1965).
We shall return to this point briliefly below in our discussion
of the to-datlve alternation, and agalin 1in Part Three.

This ends our discussion of the domain of the for-
dative alternation. I have tried to make three points: first,
that there exist palrs of sentences related by the for-dative
rule which are not semantically equivalent; second, that althoug}!
on semantic grounds only a subset of the sentences of the form
X-V-NP-for-NP-Y are within the domain of the rule, there 1is
apparently no uniform semantic characterization of the domain
of the rule; and third, that the for-dative alternation 1s
subject to a morphological condition. In the next section,

I shall argue that these same conslderations apply to the to-

dative alternation as well.

6.2 To-datives

6.2.1 The question of non-equivalence.
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It is not difficult to find cases in which, given a
pair of strings which exhlbit the to-dative alternation, one
1s ambiguous and the other is not. 1In fact, we can show this

in both directions. Consider first:53

48) The doctor gave Mary an attractive skin.

49) The doctor gave an attractive skin to Mary.

The interpretation of (49) is consistent with a transfer of
ownership or custody of a certain physical object--for example,
the tanned hide of some animal. (48) has this interpretation
as well. But (48) also has an interpretation in which, in some
way in which the doctor played a role, Mary's complexion im-
proved. This reading is not available in (49). But such
sentences involve no more than a distinct interpretation in each
case for the expression 'an attractive skin'. And we can easily
handle the ambiguity of (48) according to the rules proposed in
sections 1-3. Nor 1s it terribly difficult to block the in-
alienable reading in (49): we merely need to find a way to rule
out expressions with an inalienable interpretation from occurring
in thils position.

A more interesting example, perhaps, involves the verb
send. In one of its uses, send 1s a dative verb, and its set
of truth-conditions meets the transferrance criterion. On
another interpretation, send is used as a causative of motion.

For example:

50) John sent a letter to Mary.
51) John sent Mary a letter.
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52) The collision sent the car to the other side of
the gas station.
53) *¥The collision sent the other side of the gas

stetion the car.

Again, there is no difficulty in ruling out (53), since the
relation between the car and the gas station 1s a purely spatilal

one. But consider sentences llke:

54) John sent the ball back to the piltcher.

55) John sent the pitcher back the ball.

(54) is ambiguous, whereas (55) has only the dative interpretation.
I think that thils can be brought out by adding more material, com-

patible only with the motional interpretation:

56) With one stroke of the bat, John sent the ball
back to the piltcher.
57) *With one stroke of the bat, John sent the pitcher

back the ball.

This case 1s more interesting than the case given in (48-49),
because here there 1s no question of a change in interpretation
of one of the noun phrases of the sentence. To block (57), we
must have a way of blocking the strictly motional reading in the
double object construction and ensuring that the phrase 'with one
stroke of the bat' occurs only when the motional reading is
possible. A number of ways of doing this suggest themselves,

but I shall not attempt to choose between them.

Now, in both of these cases, there has been a clear
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distinction between the interpretation of various constituents,
in the first case concerning the expression 'an attractive skin',
in the second case concerning the motional interpretation of
send. There are, however, cases in which a pair of sentences
which manifest the dative alternation apparently lack this

property, yet have distinct truth-conditions. Consider:

58) John threw the ball to the catcher, but the
throw went wide.
59) ??John threw the catcher the ball, but the throw

went wide.

In this case, unlike the previous cases, one does not have the
feeling that there are two distinct senses involved (with
respect to one of the constituents of the sentence), and that
the distinction between (58) and (59) is somehow related to this
sense-differentiation. In fact, without the added material
following but, there is virtually no way of distinguishing
the sentences at all. But if the distinction between (58) and
(59) is correct, we have an example of distinguishable ranges
of applicability concerning a pair of sentences related by the
to-dative alternation.

It 1s difficult to see exactly how to characterize
the distinction involved. Nevertheless, we make the following

attempt:

60) NP throw NP NP

i k

J

1) prior to tos H(NPi, NPk)
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ii) at t I(NPi, P(NP NPk))& A(NPi, -H(NPi, NPk))

0, J,

& M(A(NPi, —H(NPi, NPk», P(NP NPk))

Ik
Here, as mentiored in note 22, 'H(x,y)' 1s interpreted as
'x hold y', 'I(x,Y)' is interpreted as 'x intends Y', 'P(x,y)'
is interpreted as 'x has physical control of y', 'A(x,Y)' is
interpreted as 'x acts (in a characteristic way) with the
result Y', and 'M(X,Y)' is interpreted as 'X is sufficient to
cause Y'.

The heart of this representation is the clause that

states that the action of NP suffices to bring NP, into the

i k

sphere of NPj's physical control. 1In the case of the to-datilve
structure, as opposed to the double object structure, we can
account for the distinction between (58) and (59) by weakening
this relation slightly, so that it is interpreted roughly as

'the action of NP, 1s of a kind that is normally sufficient

1
to bring NPk into the sphere of NPJ's physical control'.
Regardless of the adequacy of our representation, we
are faced with the problem that such distinctions are possible.
Let us use the term 'success condition' as a way of talking
about the minimal criteria which the set of truth-conditions
assigned to a given verb set up for the relation between the
direct object and either the indirect object or the prepositional
dative. We now want to ask whether for any given verb which
undergoes the to-dative alternation the success condltions for

the double object structure differ from the success conditions

for the prepositional dative structure.
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In general, I think, the success condltlion does not
change. For example, in cases where the ownership of an object
is transferred, 1.e., where social relations are changed by
mutual consent, no such distinction seems to be possible. 1In
other words, there seems f£o be no distinction whatsoever between

sell x to y and sell y x. Among communication verbs, the

distinction appears more as a typological one than as a differ-
ence in dative pairs. Thus, we find differences between tell x S

and say to x S like the following:

61) I {?*told Baravelli

said to Baravelli} that Flynose had won,

but he was already out of earshot.

¥told noone in particular
62) I { said to noone in particular} that Flynose

54

had won.

If the distinction we have suggested above to account for the
difference between (58) and (59) is on the right track, the cases
in which we would expect to find differences in success condition
are Just those in which the action of the subject does not
immediately bring about the specified result. Thus, the relevant

class will include verbs like throw, send, toss, kick, and so on.

But I think one must be sangulne about the possibilities of find-
ing real distinctions in truth-conditlions between the two datilve
manifestations of these verbs. It 1s possible that there are

distinctions to be drawn between the palrs of sentences below:

63) After I wrote a few words to him, I tore the

letter up.
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64) 2?After I wrote him a few words, I tore the

letter up.

65) I handed the sandwich to him--but he couldn't
take it because hils hands were tiled.
66) 2?I handed him the sandwich--but he couldn't take

it because his hands were tied.

In fact, the stability of interpretations for these verbs 1n the
two different structures is somewhat surprising. If there are
in general two distinct ways of interpreting double object con-
structions (cf. sections 1-3), then we might expect to find
more cases in which there 1is variability in 1nterpretation.55
Most of the cases of non-equivalence arise, however, not because
of distinctions between the two structure per se, but rather
because of the ability of varlous verbs to occur with noun
phrases which, hecause of properties of thelr own, do not occur
as the direct object in fhe prepositional construction (cf. 48-
49). It seems to be a property of human languages that the
ability to alter the linear structure of a given message 1is
highly-valued (though not without 1limits), and one may speculate

that this property renders the dative constructions by and large

semantically stable.

6.2.2 The domain of the to-dative alternation.
In this section, I shall attempt to demonstrate that,
as in the case of the for-dative alternation, although there are

instances of the structure X-V-NP-to-NP-Y which we would like
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to exclude from the domaln of the to-dative alternatlion, 1t 1s
difficult to give a unified semantic characterization of the
domain of the rule. Furthermore, I shall argue that the
morphological constraint on the operation of the for-dative
alternation that was formulated in section 6.1.5 holds for the
to-dative alternation as well.

We have seen that with the possible exceptlion of a
few cases 1f a verb appears in both manifestations of the to-
dative alternation, the semantlc properties of the palrs of
sentences related by the rule are invariant (at least with
respect to properties relevant to the truth value of the
sentence with respect to a given model). In sections 1-2 we
tried to formulate sets of truth-conditions which would account
for the interpretation of double object sentences which have
corresponding to-dative forms, and thesé formulations seem
adequate 1n general for the prepositional to-dative construction
as well. Recall that in that discussion, I trlied to resolve
some of the difficulties that came up because different sub-~
stantive notions of possession are involved for different verbs
within the domaln of the dative alternation by giving a formal
definition of the notion 'transferrance'. Furthermore, we stated
an implication using this notion which was meant to characterize
the class of verbs occurring in the double object construction
which also occur in the prepositional dative constructions. One
of the problems that arose with this implication was the fact
that we had to weaken the definition of transferrance so that it

involved the notion of subordinate relations. Let us now con-
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sider the consequences of turning the implication around in
order to see 1f 1t provides any insight into the problem of
which verbs that occur In the structure X-V-NP-to-NP-Y also
occur in the double object structure. To faclllitate discussion,
we repeat the definition of transferrance and reformulate the

implication so that it operates in the opposite direction.

63) If the set of truth-conditions assigned to a
verb contalns the followling propositions and
either R and R' are identical or R' is sub-
ordinate to R, then the verb has the trans-

ferrance property:

1) prior to tys R(NPi, NPk)

i1) at t R' (NP NPk)

0’ J’
(where 'NPi' represents the subject of the

simple sentence containing the verb in question)

64) A verb occurring in the structure X-V-NP-to-NP-Y
occurs in the double object structure only 1f it

has the transferrance property.

Although (64) 1is not strong enough to tell us exactly which
verbs occur in both structures, it still does some work,
since it excludes those verbs which lack the transferrance
property from occurring in both structures.

Consider some cases of the structure X-V-NP-to-NP-Y

which do not undergo the dative alternation:
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65) John credited the success of the mission to
Kissinger.

66) John attributed the success of the mission to
Kissinger.

67) We owe the success of the mission to Kissinger.

68) John attached the picture to the wall.

69) John nailed the medal to the floor.

70) The turned the guns to the sea.

71) They polnted the guns to the sea.

For each of these cases, I think that it 1s possible to show
that the transferrance criterion is not met. 1In the case of
(65-67), the subject (crudely speaking) places the responsibil-
ity for the success on Kissinger, a situation which does not
require any relation at all to hold between the subject and the
direct object. In the case of (68-69), an action is said to
take place which results in a certain fixed physical configura-
tion; again, there 1s no necessity for any physical configura-
tion to hold between the subject and the direct object. Finally,
Zn the case of (70-71), an action 1is said to take place which
results 1n the referent of the direct objJject's having a certain
orientation 1n space, and again there 1s no particular orienta-
tion that holds between the subject and the direct object. 1In
other words, 1f we can define the domain of the to-dative
alternation in terms of transferrance, we can exclude cases
like (65-T71).

Consider now whether such a characterization can
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succeed. In section 2, we noted the fact that in order for this
characterization to get off the ground, we had to allow for a
hierarchy of possessive relations, which we did not attempt to
Justify. If we extend this sort of hlerarchy to other sorts of
relations as well, it 1s possible that our characterization will
cover verbs like assign which (at least in some cases) do not

deal with 'possesslion' but with responsibility, as in:

72) John assigned the task of cleaning the latrine
to Arnold.
73) John assigned Arnold the task of cleaning the

latrine.

A more difficult problem, it seems to me, concerns
verbs which are associated with lingulstic acts, such as tell

(a Joke), read, and so forth. Conslider a sentence pair 1like

the following:

74) John read the paragraph to Edward.

75) John read Edward the paragraph.

With a verb like hand, it 1s a relatlvely straightforward task

to determine the various relations that hold of the subject, the
direct object, and the indirect object. When the direct object
denotes linguistic materlal, however, this becomes more difficult.
Suppose that weccould agree that sentences like (74-75) are true
in cases where certain linguistic material 1s 'transferred'

from John to Edward (or intended to be so transferred). Even if

this were the case, it seems unlikely that this 'transter'
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could be characterized in such a way that our definition of the
transferrance property would be satisfied, simply because 1t
willl be necessary to say John utters the lingulstic material
and Edward hears (or 1s intended to hear) 1t--or something of
the sort--and these relations are neither identlcal nor sub-

ordinate.56

Of course, we could extend the notion of trans-
ferrance to 1nclude this case, but this constitutes a further
weakening of an already dangerously vague concept.

However thils particular problem is to be dealt wilth,
it should be clear that the 'transferrance property' that we
have trled to define 1s not really a single concept but a
collection of concepts, in splite of the fact that we have tried
to minimize our rellance on the substantive aspects of the
semantic relations employed in the characterization of the
interpretation of various verbs. I think the same point will
carry over to any attempt to provide a unified characterization
of the domain of the to-dative alternation. Thus, again we are
faced with the same problem that arose in trying to characterize
the domaln of the for-dative alternation: a syntactic definition
of the domaln in terms of the preposition to 1s too crude, in
that it fails to exclude cases which one feels ought to be
excluded in a principled way, whereas our attempt to characterize
the domain in terms of certaln properties of the sets of truth-
conditions assigned to the various verbs fails to achleve the
desired generality, and we are left with a set of distinct cases
which in principle might have bzen some other set altogether.

Now 1t may be the case that there simply is no uniform character-
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ization of this domain. On the other hand, we might construe
thls result--if 1t 1s correct--as a simple demonstration of
the fallure of a semantic theory based on truth-conditions to
come to terms properly with this range of lingulstic data.

In any case, a purely semantic characterization of
the domaln of the to-dative alternation 1s unllkely to be
forthcoming, for preclisely the same reasons that semantic
properties in general fall to provide sufficlent condltions
for the operation of the for-dative alternation: namely, the
to-dative alternation seems to be subject to the same morphologl-
cal constraint as the for-dative alternation. As the argument
is precisely the same as in the case of the for-dative cases,
I shall not repeat it here. Some examplés of verbs which are
correctly excluded by this constraint from the domalin of the

to-dative alternation are given below:

76) return
transfer
convey
deliver
reveal
explain
report
submit
restore

exhibit

In addition, there are a variety of morphologically complex
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cases which might be excluded on other grounds (e.g. the
typological distinction among communicative verbs mentloned
above in section 6.2.1).

Both the transferrance property and the constralnt
on morphological complexity 1limit the domain of the to-datlve
alternation. It would be an illusion to think that even in
combination they adequately specify it, however. Many cases
remain which we have nothing to say about. For example, why
does the verb lower undergo the datlive alternation whereas the
verbs raise and 1ift do not? Why does the verb get in the
double object construction have a paraphrase in the for-dative
construction but not in the to-construction, although 1t occurs
with to as well? The theory outlined above does not treat such
cases correctly, but this is a defect common to all theoriles

of the dative alternatiun of which I am aware.
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7.0 Summary.

In sections 1-6 we have been concerned with two related
problems. One is to construct a semantlic description of the
dative constructions. The other 1s to 1lnvestigate the role
semantic consliderations play in determining the domain of the
dative alternation. 1In this section we summarize our results.

Note that 1t is trivial to write a grammar which
generates the correct range of data. All that is required 1s

that we subcategorize all verbs which undergo the alternation

for
to

(ordered before Heavy-NP Shift) which optionally deletes the

for the structure NP____{ } NP NP; postulate a transformation
preposition; if this rule dces not apply, an obligatory trans-
formation postposes the prepositional phrase to the right of the
NP flanking it. But as there is no independent evidence for

such a hypothesis, 1t is totally ad hoc and provides no insight
into the problem of why some verbs occur in both the preposition-
al construction and the double obJect construction and why some
verbs occur 1in only one of these structures.

Although I have spent a good deal of time discussing
the domain of the dative alternations, I have not as yet for-
mulated a rule to actually carry out the alternation. I will
now remedy this defect. I will assume that the rule maps
instances of the prepositional construction into the double
object structure, for the simple reason that if the mapping
is formulated in this way, we do not have the additional

5:7

problem of specifying which preposition is called for. Thus,
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1)

2)

To~dative

140

SD: X-V-NP-to-NP-Y

123 4

SC: 1253@6

conditions: 1)

2)

For-dative

5 6

Term 2 has the transferrance
property
Term 2 does not have the morpholog-

ical structure [X]Prefix = [Y]Stem

SD: X-V-NP-for-NP-Y

123 4
SC: 125306

conditions: 1)

5 6

The set of truth-conditlons
assigned to term 2 (in the
structure NP, NPk for NPJ)
contain one of the following sets

of statements:

a) at t R(NP NPk) &

0°? 1
I(NPi, (R'(NPJ, NPk) at t'>t0))
where 'I(x,Y)' is the intention
relation and 'R(x,y)' is an
action and 'R'(x,y)' is a

'possessive' relation

OR
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b) at ty, R(NP,, NP, ) &

0,

I(NP,, Ben(NP,, R(NP,,NP ))

12 J?
where again 'R(x,y)' 1s an
action, 'I(x,Y)' is the
intention relation and
'Ben(x,Y)' symbolizes the

benefactive interpretatilon

accorded to certaln for-phrases.

2) Term 2 does not have the morpho-

logical strucure [xPrefix = [Y]Stem

We leave several things open in thls formulation: first, the

derived structure--i.e. 1is the indirect object a daughter of

NP or 1s 1t Chomsky-adjolned to V; second, we have not attempted

to account here for the distinctions in truth-conditions noted

in section 6; third, as stated the formulation of the for-dative

rule will cover the benefactive cases discussed in section 6.1.2--

if these cases are accorded a separate treatment as the pronomin-

al and 'hortatory' constraints suggest, we can exclude them

from the domain of the for-dative rule by restricting 'R(x,y)’

in condition (1b) to actions involving artistic performance.
Consider now the distributional facts concerning the

dative constructions. There are a variety of cases.

Case 1: sentences which occur only in the double

object construction.

3) John envied Mary her talent.
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) The debacle cost McGovefn the election,
5) The priest forgave him his sins.

6) Lipson's textbook taught Arnold Russilan.
7) John gave Max a kick.

8) Craft brought Stravinsky a patron.

9) The examination gave Frank a headache.

All of these cases wlll be subcategorized for the double object
construction, where they will remaln untouched, as there 1s no
rule which operates on this structure. One would of course like
a principled explanation of why such sentences have no preposi-
tional dative form. We note that 1n none of these cases 1is the
transferrance criterion satisfied. One reason for this is that
for the most part there 1s no relation needed bétween the sub-
Ject and the direct obJect. If 1t could be shown that all
simple sentences of the structure X-NPi—V—NPi%ggérNPJ—Y‘ have
the semantic property that there exists a relation R(NPi, NPk),
then we would have aﬁprincipled reason to exclude such verbs
(on the given interpretations) from the prepositional dative
constructions. At the moment, however, such a conjecture

faces problems that I am not able to pursue here.58

The account
we glive of these sentences is descriptively adequate, and that

i1s enough.
Case 2: sentences which occur only in the prepositiona:
constructions.

A) 10) Reagan bullt a prison for his opponents.

(on the reading in line with Reagan's
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intention to incarcerate his opponents)

11) The collision sent the car to the other side
of the gas station.

12) John attached a new significance to Kissinger.

13) John credited the success to Kissinger.

These sentences are properly excluded from the domain of the
dative alternation because of theilr failure to satisfy the

semantic conditions on the rules.

B) 14) John obtained a car for Mary.
15) John purchased a present for Mary.
16) John transferred the stock to Mary.

17) John conveyed the sandwich to Mary.

These sentences are properly excluded from the domain of the
rules as formulated because of their fallure to meet the
morphological condition as stated, although they satisfy the

various semantic conditilons.

C) 18) John raised the bucket to Max.
19) John got the message to Mary.
20) John carried the bucket (over) to Mary.
21) John floated the canoe (down) to Mary.
22) John turned the gun over to the police.

23) Mary trapped a wolf for Frank.

Most of these cases will have to be treated as ad hoc exceptions
to the rules as formulated. One might claim that in a sentence

like (20) the to-phrase does not have a 'dative' interpretation,
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but simply a locative one, or that verbs like float are
characteristically used of situations in which the subject's
action 1s not 'normally sufficient' to bring about the desired
relation between the indirect object and the direct object.
But such minor adjustments do not affect the point that many
counterexamples to the semantic characterization of the domain

that we have arrived at remain.

Case 3: prepositional sentences for which there is a

reflex in the double object construction.

24) John gave a book to Mary.
25) John bought a book for Mary.
26) John kicked the ball to me.
27) John played a tune for Mary.

28) Mary mailed the letter to Frank.

For the central cases of the datlve alternation, the characteriza-
tion we have given of the domain of hte rule seems adequate,
i.e., our characterization--though too broad to handle all
cases (cf. 18-23)--does not seem to exclude any of the central
cases of the alternation.

Certain marginal cases remain, however. Consider the

possibility of dative pairs like the following:

29) They denled us admission.
30) ?They denied admission to us.
31) They denied me my chance.
32) ®They denied my chance to me.
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33) The act earned Mary a lot of money.

34) ?The act earned a lot of money for Mary.

These verbs evidently do not have the transferrance property.

On the theory outlined here, they have to be treated 1dio-
syncratically. Perhaps future research can clarify the relation
of these cases to the more familiar cases of the dative alterna-
tion that we have concentrated on.

The major result of this section has been to 1isolate
some of the semantic propertlies of the verbs that occur only 1n
the double obJect construction, propertles that in general are
not shared by elther of the prepositional datlve constructions.
This distinction in semantic propertles strongly suggests that
these verbs are generated in the base 1n the double object
construction and not derived from either prepositional construc-
tion. Such a conclusion will play a role in some of the
arguments to follow 1in later sections. Although we have not
succeeded in adequately characterizing the domain of the dative
alternations, we have tried to constrain 1t by playlng both
semantic and morphological limitations on the operation of the

rule. Nelther type of condition by itself will suffice.
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FOOTNOTES
1. This ability is not without 1limits. There are difficulties
involving vagueness, 'open texture', and literalness, among
others. Cf. Austin (1963a, 1963b), for example, for discussion.

In some cases, however, such problems can be kept to a minimum.
2. Cf. Quine (1953), Katz (1972) for further discussion.

3. In cases of ambiguity, more than one set of truth-conditiocns

is assigned.

4. In some cases, a higher-order calculus might be more appropri-
ate. Compare section 3, below. Such problems are external to

our maln interests here, however.

5. As pointed out above, cases of ambiguity will be dealt with

by the assignment of multiple sets of truth-conditions.

6. This condition is necessary so that the reading of e.g. 'These
men own these cars' in which each man owns one car will not be
blocked. (Cf. Fiengc, 1973, for comments on this and similar

problems.) On the notion 'scope component', c¢f. Kroch (1974).

7. The notion of 'uptake' on the part of the indirect object's
referent should be extended to verbs of ownership 1n some cases
at least, 1.e., sell, which describes a contractual situation.
In other cases--those involving gifts, for instance--it seems

to be 1irrelevant.
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8. 1In the interests of conciseness, I shall often use the
expressions 'subject', 'direct object', and 'indirect object’

to refer to the referents of the subject, direct object, in-
direct obJject (respectively) of the sentence under consideration.
The context makes clear the way in which these expressions are

used in any given case.

9. It 1s Sometimes clalmed that semantic representations take
the form of trees. As Chomsky (1972) has pointed out, this
would not be surprising, "given the enormous descriptive power
of the [concept]." 1If the notion 'uptake' 1s important for this
class of cases, then 1t would appear that a representation in the
form of a tree would requlre at least that the tree contain a
cocrdinate structure, since there are two actions and neither 1is

within the scope of the other.

10. Note 1in this example that the for-phrase specifies a temporal
limitation on the custody relation. Such modification also plays

a role in the semantic interpretation of verbs 1like lend.

1l. We discuss the verb offer in more detail below 1in section

5.4,

12. Note that (13) does not satisfy the criteria we have
established for 'O(x,y)' or 'C(x,y)': 1in both cases, the first

term of the relation must be animate.

13. Higgins (1973, pp. 86-87) discusses a similar case, involv-
ing the construction 'What A did to B was...', noting that a
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wlde varlety of materlial can replace the gap indicated, but Just
so long as there seems to be some 'intrinsic connection' between
the object of to and the material that fills in the gap. I have

borrowed the term 'intrinsic connection' from this source.

14. The fact that the truth-conditions contain no such statement
does not, of course, imply that there could be no relation hold-
ing of the referent of the subjJect and the referent of the direct
object: merely that any relation that does hold of these two

individuals is 1rrelevant to the truth or falsity of the sentence

at 1ssue.

15. We shall see later that qualifications are needed in several
ways here: first, as pointed out earlier, the notion of the
tense-referent as a point in time i1s an idealization; second,
further qualifications are needed that necessitate the incorpora-

tion of modal notions. See below, section 5.

16. There are a number of other distinctions between own and
possess whlch have some intrinsic interest. One has to do with
the fact that when possess has a direct object which refers to
a physical object (rather than an abstract individual or social

property), indefinites are far better-sounding than definites:

i) Does he still possess a ranch?

11) ??Does he still possess the ranch?

Second, the behavior of temporal adverblals 1s distinct:
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i1ji) *He's always possessed a ranch.

iv) He's always owned a ranch.

Finally, as I think Lakoff (1965) has pointed out, own undergoes
the passive transformation, whereas possess does not. But the

passive seems to apply to own only if its object 1s definite:

v) The ranch is owned by Nelson Rockeloafer.

vi) ¥*A ranch is owned by Nelson Rockeloafer.

How does the relation between (i11) and (vi) bear on the contrast

of passivizability of own and possess, if at all?

17. The verb bequeathe raises an interesting problem with respect
to time. Does the tense refer to the time at which the subject
makes a decision as to the disposition of his property posthumous-
ly, or to the time at which the property is finally disposed? If
the sentence is uttered after the death of the subject, this
question is difficult to determine. But if the sentence 1s
uttered while the subject is still alive, I find a 8treng;preler-

ence for the use of the aspectual auxiliary have. Compare:

vii) ?I bequeathed the piano to Marthe.

viii) I have bequeathed the plano to Marthe.

I don't know why this should be, but 1t strikes me as related to
the way 1n which sportscasters announce football-passes or
baseball-throws while the ball is in flight. In such circum-

stances, one would clearly say (ix), not (x):
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ix) Unitas has thrown a beautiful pass downfield to
Berry.

X) Unitas threw a beautiful pass downfield to Berry.

Perhaps this distinction has something to do with the fact that
the role of the subject 1n the action 1s completed, while the

actlon as a whole is not.

18. The problem 1s not only to give an account of the similarities
between buy and sell but to deal with the differences which are
to be found between them concerning such things as agency, thelr

behavior 1n generic contexts, etc., as well.

19. Not that our approach is immune from criticism, particularly
from those who have philosophical scruples about semantic concepts.
Yet if we wish to develop a theory of semantic abllitles, there

1s no real alternative.

20. The prepositional dative construction with respect to these

verbs is considered in section 6 below.

21. One of the difficulties inherent in descriptive semantilcs

is that we are able to formulate sharper questions concerning
semantic data than we may be able to answer. For example, it
might be desirable to specify, in the case of the verb hand, that
there is a point at which both subject and indirect object
simultaneously grasp the direct obJect. My intultions concerning
this vary to some extent according to the circumstances in which

sentences involving hand are tested.
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Another question that arises in thils context 1s
whether the particular conditions specifled would follow from
general characteristics of actions. If the variabllity concern-
ing, say, the uptake on the part of the 1ndirect object is actual,
one might be inclined to think that the general theory of action
would have to be quite rich in order to account for 1it. On the
other hand, it 1s worth pointing out that there are many cases
which seem to be most easily definable with respect to some result,
although 1t may not in fact be necessary for that result to hold
in order for the case at 1ssue to be felt to be true. For example,
we have claimed (cf. 33) that for the conditions assoclated with
hand to be satisfied, a certain relation, 'H(x,y)', must hold of
the 1indirect object and the direct object. Yet there are uses
of hand which we might well take to be true, in spite of the fact

that this condition 1s patently not satisfled:

x) I handed him the platter: 1it's not my fault that

he didn't take 1it.

If the conditions that we have set down are correct, then a more
general theory of the lingulstic description of actions might
well account for the deviation of such sentences from the

stipulated conditions.
22. Thus, for throw, we write:

x1) NP1 throw NPJ NPk

i) prior to tg> H(NPi, NPk)
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i1) at tys I(NPi, P(NPJ, NPk))'&A(NPi, —H(NPi, NPk))

& M(A(NP;, -H(NPy, NP.), P(NP,, NP

1° k)

Here, 'H(x,y)' 1is interpreted 'x hoids y in the hand'; 'I(x,Y)'

1s interpreted 'x intends Y to be true at t! to. 'P(x,y)' 1s
interpreted 'x has y within physical control'; 'A(x,Y)' is
interpreted 'x acts with the result Y'; and 'M(X,Y)' 1s interpret-

ed 'X normally suffices to bring about Y'.

23. In fact, we argue below that such a theory 1s necessary:

cf. section 4.5.

24. For the most part, I will ignore here what can be termed
verb-internal features relevant to manner or instrument, e.g.

the distinction between toss and throw. In thils partie:lar case,
the distinction seems to be a kind of gestalt difference based
on the casualness with which the action is performed. As far as
I have been able to determine, beyond the possibility of affect-
ing the variation of the 'uptake' condition, differences in

manner are simply 1rrelevant to the present inquiry.

25. See section 3.4.2 for some independent support for a lexical
treatment of these derived nouns. On some difficulties for one

formulation of a transformational treatment, cf. note 27 below.

26. By using the word 'permit' in the gloss of the relation
'E(x,Y)' we do not mean to restrict the interpretation to the
deontic sense of permission only. 1In some cases, 'enable' might

be an improvement. This interpretation of the role played by
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the subject seems to be a fact with more general application than
Just the predicational noun cases. In fact, it may be correlated
with the notion of agency applied to the indirect object in any
relation between the indirect object and the direct object. Thus,
roughly the same interpretation might be said to hold in the
'causal' 1nterpretation of 'Nixon gave Mailer a book'. Since
writing books 1s something which requires individual initiative,
perhaps the interpretation of Nixon's role in Mailer's enterprise

is 1limited.

27. One might suppose that sentences like 'John gave the table
a kick' could be derived from 'John gave a kick at the table'.
Yet the sentences are not equivalent: 1n particular, the first

entalls that the table was kicked, whereas the second does not.

28. Note that the relation 'P(x,y)'--interpreted as 'y 1s x's
patron'--has two argument places. The first argument place is
assoclated with the complement of the noun 'patron': in other
words, with respect to a referring expression of the form 'the
patron of Stravinsky', the first argument 1s assoclated with
Stravinsky. The second argument place is associated with the
referent cf the expression, namely that person who is the patron
of Stravinsky. Since the second argument place has no syntactic
manifestation 1n expressions of the form 'patron of x', when we
speak of specifyling the argument or filling the argument--place
of the relational expression, it 1s tc be understood that we

are referring to the first argument or argument-place.
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29. Sentence (U42) is actually ambiguous, due to the modality
of would. One reading is roughly 'Having a patron would have
helped Stravinsky'; the other 1is 'If Stravinsky had had a patron,
that patron would have helped him'. It is the latter reading

that 1s of interest to us.
30. Cf. Ross (1974).

31. The grammatical properties of relational expressions are not
based strictly on what we vake to be their logical properties.
Cf. Sapir (1917), who notes that in languages that have a
morphological marker for relational expressions, the use of the
marker varies from one language to another, although there do
seem to be implicational generalizations to be made, e.g. kinship

terms are marked before other relational terms.

32. The sort of circumstance that I refer to here involves
choosing sides for games, trading sports stars, and so forth.

Thus, we find sentences like
1) The luck of the draft gave the Celtics Cowens.

Sentences 1like (51) and (52) do not easily adapt themselves to

such an interpretation.

33. One transformational approach would postulate a rule of

Having-deletion, thus deriving (54) from

i1) Having an illness hampered John.

But this raises difficulties in cases like:
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1ii) His illness hampered John.

¥*Having his 1llness hampered John.

iv) The o0ld illness hampered John.

*Having the old 1llness hampered John.

34. There are difficulties in formulating a notation here, based
on the uncertain status of the reference of expressions with an
inalienable interpretation. Do such expressions denote propertlies?
If so, does thils fact throw any light on how best to provide a

representation for them? I leave this question open.

35. The term 'inalienable' 1s not altogether appropriate. For
instance, 1t seems to me that one can 'inalienably possess' a

wooden leg. Cf. note 10 above.
36. Sentence (66) 1is an example from Cattell (1970).

37. It's stlll the case that on the interpretive approach, how-
every, we might find it necessary to postulate various rules of
interpretation which apply to the same underlying structure, thus
generating more than one reading. One would prefer to have the
grammar be such that for each underlying structure there would

be only one reading.

38. By a strong sense of 'has the ability', I mean to distinguish
here between capacity and capability. The sense involving
'capacity' can be 1llustrated by 'All human beings are able to

swim', by asserting which one hardly commits oneself to the belief
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that every person has in fact demonstrated his swimming ability.
In a sentence like 'John 1s able to swim', it 1s unlikely that
the speaker 1s trying to convey the information that John--like
all humans--has the capacity to swim, but rather that John in
fact swims cor has swum. It is thils latter interpretation which

demonstrates what I mean by the strong sense.

39. The one exception to this 1s the rather special sense of
teach from which the nominalization teachings is derived. This
is also an exception to the claim that if teach has a [-animate]

subject, the indirect object 1s required:

1) The Bible teaches that the meek shall inherit

what's left.’

40. A way to block such sentences 1s to derive such noun phrases

as the way to Inman Square from indirect questions, as suggested

by Baker (1968). Thus, the underlying structure for (8), for
example, would be something like (M), and a transformation would
remove the complementizer and the copula. Now although the fact
that the indirect objJect 1s obligatory would then follow, it 1is
difficult to write a transformation which would distinguish (1)

from (12), and (13) shows that the transformation in question

cannot apply to the structure underlying (12). What would apparent-
ly be necessary would be to identify certaln NP's which allow the
transformation to operate. Yet we have the alternative of simply
generating NP's with this property as the direct object of teach

(and know and other epistemic verbs). A principled way of
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accounting for the positioning of the indirect object is stilll

necessary.
41. Cf. Fodor (1970), Chomsky (1972).

42. I have no explanation that 1s sound for why (73a) sounds so

bad. This 1is not a general fact about have:
11) (As we all know) John has his problems.

I have a feeling that this difference 1is somewhat parallel to
the use of definites and indefinites in existentlial sentences
with there, but I don't see how the difference between (i1) and

(73a) would follow from such a claim.

43. This property is apparently shared by noun phrases which

seem to form a natural class with accldent:

ii1) John's stupidity caused him to have a mishap.

#John's stupidity gave him a mishap.

iv) Their common interests caused them to have a
chance meeting.

®Their common interests gave them a chance meeting.
I do not know how to explain these facts, however.

4y, In this table, we make two idealizations: 1) the tense-
referent is always a point on the line; 2) the relation 'R!
is never discontinuous. Both of these assumptions are probably

false.



158

45. Williams (1974) points out that rob and steal differ in
an interesting way. One can be robbed of inalienable properties,
for example, although 1t 1s impossible to steal inalienable

properties from anyone:

i) The defeat robbed John of his pride.

11) #*The defeat stole his pride from John.

Similarly, the subjJect of rob can be [- animate], as (1)
illustrates, whereas the subject of steal must be [+ animate].

In both of these respects, rob is like the double object con-
structions discussed in section 3, whereas steal is like the cases
discussed in section 2, which have corresponding forms with the
prepositional dative. A more general treatment of these parallel-

isms 1s clearly called for.

46. We are not concerned here with the occurrences of lose in

sentences like I lost the hand to Tom, who was holding a full

house or The money was lost to me. In correspondence, Dwight

Bolinger has pointed out to me the ambiguity of thls last
example: 1t 1s elither the passive of a sentence of the first

type, or analyzable as 'NP be ADJCOMP'.

47. It is occasionally suggested that the preposition with
also be included. As there appears to be only one example of the

alternation applying in such cases, l.e., play me a game of

chess/play a game of chess with me, we exclude this marginal

case from conslideration.
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48. See Faraci (1974) for a clear exposition of the variety of

interpretations assigned to for-phrases.

9. I have represented 'x bake y' as the relation 'B(x,y)'

only for expository purposes. The fact that the object represent-
ed as 'y' only comes into existence as a result of the action
involved poses a sever?problem for such an analysis, a problem

that we shall not attempt to deal with here.

50. I know of no examples of a sentence of the form NP-V-for-NP
where the for-phrase has a 'benefactive' interpretatlion which
undergoes deletion of the preposition. Thus we have (1) but not

(11):

1) Laugh for me.

ii) *Laugh me.

There are further constraints on the appearance of a benefactilve
indirect object which I have no 1dea how to even describe. For

example, (1ii) seems clearly impossible, although we have (iv).

1i1) *Stamp me your foot again.

iv) Stamp your foot again for me.

51. Thus, although (v) seems alright, I find (vi) virtually

impossible (with accentual prominence as indicated):

v) After Playing the audience a series of hard-bop
tunes, Thelonius played a few traditional pleces

P
for the critiecs.
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vi)??After playing the audience a series of hard-bop tunes,
/
Thelonlus played the critics a few traditional

pleces.

This 1s somewhat surprising., as the double object construction
does not in general bar the indirect object from having accentual

prominence. Compare (viil):

vii) You want to know what I bought for whom? Is that 1t?
Well, I bought Mary a new hat and I bought Alberg a
bowtle. Is that alright?

52. Is 1is worthwhile at this point to say something about the
members of Green's fourth class. I will take earn to be typical

of this class. Conslider the sentences below:

viiil) John earned a lot of money for Mary.

ix) John earned Mary a lot of money.

The interpretaticn of (ix) 1s roughly: Mary got a lot of money
because of John. Sentence (viii) has this interpretation, it
seems, but 1t has another interpretation as well: namely, John
earred a lot of money which he intends for Mary. The surprising
thing about thls 1is that 1t 1s the latter interpretation which
conforms to our characterization of the domain of the alternation,
and not the former, whiéh 1s actually the one preserved in the
alternation. Thus we actually have two problems: one 1s to
exclude earn on the latter interpretation from the domain of the

alternation; the other i1s to generate (viii) on both interpreta-
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tions. A possible way to deal with the latter problem 1s to take

the double object structure as baslc, and write a rule which
converts 1t to the preposlitional for-construction. Such a rule
would require careful formulation, however, for it would be

necessary to distinguish cases like (ix) from a large variety of

other sentences occurring in the double object structure, including

sentences whose verb 1s earn:

X) Success earned a man I know many frlends.

x1) ?¥*¥Success earned many friends for a man I know.

Even if it 1s possible to write such a rule, this approach leaves

the first problem untouched. I have no better account of these

facts, however.

53. These sentences are from Cattell.

54. One might be tempted to claim that tell requires that the

communicative act be successful, but this would be too strong.

Sentences llke the following would then be ruled out:

xii) I told Sam that it was raining, but I guess he

didn't hear me.

Rather, I think that what we want to say is that in using the
" verb tell to report a communicative situation, the speaker claims
that what the subject did was sufficient under normal circum-

stances to assure the success of the communicative act.

55. In fact, along with give, teach, bring, and show, discussed
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earlier, there are many verbs which develop senses in which they
are restricted to the double object structure. As far as I can
tell, however, these extensions always fall roughly into the class

of interpretations discussed in section 3. Examples of this are:

xiii) Running the traffic light got John a speeding ticket.
xiv) *Running the traffic light got a speeding ticket for

John.

Xv) The game offered the team the possibility of a
champlionship.
xvi) *The game offered the possibility of a championship

to the teamn.

A reliable Indication of this shift 1in interpretation is the

abllity of these verbs to take a non-animate subject.

56. In the case of possession, the notion of subordination has an
intuitive appeal, in that ownership of an object seems to give one
more rights over 1ts disposition than does mere custody. The
existence of chalins of responsibility renders the extension of
subordination to these cases not totally implausible. Even these
cases make one somewhat uncomfortable, however. But I see no
intuitive way in which to extend this notion to speaking and hear-
ing. Rather, it seems as if we are dealing here with two sides

of the same linguistic coin.

57. The problem 1s non-trivial, since for many of the to-dative

cases the role of the intention relation in the set of truth-
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conditions will be indistinguilshable from the for-dative cases.
58. For instance, consider a sentence like (1):
i) John showed the plcture to Mary.

Sentence (1) does not meet the transferrance criterion, since
evidently the sentence can be true if John merely ushers Mary

into a room in which the picture 1s hanging: thus, there 1s no
relatlon between John and the picture. If our arguments con-
cerning the necessity of an independent double object subcategoriza-
tion for show in section 4.3 are correct, however, the fact that
show apparently does not meet. the transferrance criterion does

not affect our analysis in a serious way. It 1s a problem for

the conjecture stated in the text that the verbs of Case 1 do

not occur in the prepositional construction because they fail

to meet the transferrance criterion.
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II. Syr ctic Aspects of the Dative Constructions
a. Inicoduction

In Part One, certaln semantic aspects of the dative
constructions have bheen discussed, and we have suggested
formulations of the dative alternations which account for
certaln aspects of the domains in question. The question now
arises as to the status of the datlve alternations in a
grammar of contemporary English. Are they transformational
rules which map phrase-markers onto phrase-markers, or are
they rules of lexical redundancy? Solld support for the
transformational alternatlive would exist i1f it could be
shown that the postulation of a dative transformation pro-
vided some insight into some of the syntactic idiosyncrasies
of the dative constructions. As an 1llustration of this type
of argument, consider the interaction of the there-insertion
transformation and the passive transformation: there-
insertion appllies to the output of the passive, which in turn
operates on the output of there-insertion. If a similar
interaction with transformational rules could be found, it
would support a transformational account of the dative
alternation.

In the sections that follow we shall not deal with all
the problems that arise in giving a complete description of
the syntax of the dative constructions.1 The reason:for

this is that if no standard account of the problem exists,
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dative alternations will provide insight into the problem,
then solutions to these problems--although of interest--do
not bear on the cholce between alternatives that we are
considering. Rather, we will concentrate on cases for which
there 1s some initial plausibility to the value of a trans-
formational account. The cases we have chosen involve
pronominal restrictions on the second object in the double
object construction, the interaction of the passive and the
dative constructions, the interaction of the dative con-
structions with particles, and movement constraints on the
double object construction. For each of these cases, we
shall argue that a transformational account of the dative
alternation provides no insight into the syntactic problem
at 1ssue. Since for the most part we take up each question
in isolation, Part Two has a certain fragmentary character.
But 1t is important to decide each case on its own merits,
and the conclusion that we arrive at plays an important role
in Part Three, where we take up the status of the dative

alternation in more detall.




1. Pronominal Restrictions on the Double Object Construction.

1.0 It has often been noted that double-object constructions
in which the second object is an unstressed definite pronoun
are ungrammatical. Thus, contrast (1) and (2):

1) John sent it to Arnold.

2) *¥John sent Arnold 1it.
In this section, we wlll consider two ways in which to
account for the deviance of (2): one based on a transform-
ational account of the dative alternation; one based on an

output filter. I will argue that the output filter 1s

superior to the transformational account 1n several respects.

1.1 Pronominal instances of the second object.

Under certain conditions, the second object may be
pronominal. Note first of all that 1f a pronominal second
object bears stress, a situation compatible with a contrast-
ive, emphatic, or deictic interpretation, sentences like (3)
are much improved. It 1s necessary to change the pronoun 1n
question, however, since 1t is incapable of bearing stress.

3) I know you had to send her something, but why did

you send Mary them?

Second, what happens in a case in which both NP's are
pronouns? In my speech there 1is a hierarchy of acceptability

based on two parameters: greater reduction of the first
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pronoun increases acceptability; greater prominence of the
second pronoun increases acceptability.
In (4) below, I have constructed a table based on four

distinct phonetic realizations of the pronoun them: 5£w“ 55”5
m, Am.

4) v Amim gev B Bgm
?9tv Am Jewm ?Ev dm JEm
% giv Am 3, XY Ym R,
ik 3“' Am 3, ¥ gw 5”, .A-W\
TV ltm Bém 3“ %ém Z'Em
? ng Jswm dem 291y Yew Bem

? v
Y e A % qlv Jem Im

¥ v 3Ew Am

Ranking all of these combinations in a precise way is a
task for which I have neither the talent nor the patience.
Nevertheless, I think the point i1s clear: the crucial aspect
of this problem has to do with the relative prominence of
the pronounsiinvolved. Furthermore, as it happens, pronouns
differ from one another with respect to factors like re-
duceability, the ease with which they cliticize to the verb,
and so forth. Compare the following cases, for example:

5) Gimme it (back)!

6a) %He didn't give you it, did he.
b) ?%He didn't give ya it, did he.
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Note as well, that when the pronoun is indefinite, violations

comparable to (2) do not exist:

7) The reason you didn't get one was that I never sent
you one.
8) I sent Arnold one as well.

With respect to full NP's, there seem to be no restrictions

at all:
9) I sent John the package.
10) I sent John a package.
11) I handed a man a leaflet.
12) I handed an usher the ticket.

1.2 Two accounts of the pronominal restriction.
1.2.1 A surface filter
We may describe the above array of facts in terms of a

surface filter stated as follows:

13) The following surface structure is ungrammatical
if NP; 1s higher on the scale of prominence than

NP2.
VR\\\\\\\\\
eesV NPl NPZ"'

'Prominence' is defined with respect to the
following hierarchy: a lower number reflects lower
prominence.

l. cliticized pronouns

2. me, 1t

3. us, you

4, other third person pronouns
5. everything else.
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Such a filter or output condition is a descriptive device.
It is possible that future insights into the English 1in-

tonational system may allow us to dispense with 1it.

1.2.2 A transformational account.

If the data presented in section 2 are correct, it 1s
incorrect to include in the specification of the structural
description of the dative movement transformation, as 1is
sometimes done, a requirement to the effect that the direct
object must be non-pronominal. Furthermore, assuming that
our hierarchy of prominence 1is in fact correct, 1t 1s not
clear that the sort of conditional dependency which this
hierarchy reflects can be formulated in any simple way in
terms of conditions on analyzability. Ignoring such detalls,
however, and assuming for the sake of exposition that a
transformational account takes the prepositional dative form

as basic, we may formulate the transformational rule as

follows:
14)  X-V-NP- ggr}-NP-Y
12 3 4 § 6 === 1-2-5-3-f-6

condition: term 5 is not higher on the hierarchy
of prominence than term 3.
1.3 A comparison.
In the cases so far discussed, the transformational

account and the output condition are equivalent. Yet there
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are two ways in which the different theories have different
consequences. First, on the transformational account, any
application of rule (1l4) 1is subject to the stated condition.
Therefore, no derivation may include an application of (14)
which violates this condition. On the output-condition
theory, such applications are allowed jJust so long as the de-
rivation in which they occur does not result in a structure
which violates the output condition stated in (13). Second,
on the transformational account, the deviance of sentences
like (2) is incurred as a result of the misapplication of
(14). Thus, if the structure ruled out by the output con-
dition (13) should be generated independently of the appli-
cation of (14), the output condition (13) will rule it out,
whereas the transformational account based on (14) will take
no stand on the gramiatical status of such a structure. On
both these counts, the theory based on the output condition

is superior.

1.3.1 The Passive

We may determine the status of the first difference
between the two accounts by considering the passive trans-
formation. Given standard formulations of the passive trans-
formation, it 1s obvious that the dative transformation (14)
--or at least that branch of it which contains to in the
fourth term--may only apply before the passive: otherwise its

structural description will not be met. Furthermore, this
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ordering, as 1s well-known, is necessary in order to generate

sentences such as
15) John was offered the job.

Now, if the condition on rule (14) 1is correct, the subject of
passives like (15) should never be higher on the hierarchy of
prominence than the direct object (in (15), the job). The
output condition (13) is irrelevant to the grammatical status
of such sentences, since it is applicable only to different
surface structures.
In this case, the transformational account is clearly
falsified. Consider cases like the following:
16) -=Did John take the job?
--John was never offered it: how could he take 1t?
17) --What did the Judges think of Harry's etchings?
-=-I don't know; for some reason, the judges were
never shown them.

1.3.2 Although the above argument provides sufficient justi-
fication to adopt the account based on (13) over the account
based on (14), there is a more general reason to do so as
well: this is because (13) offers an account of a broader
range of facts than does (14). As I argued in Part One, there
are numerous instances of double object constructions which
do not plausibly undergo rule (14) or something like it in
the course of their derivation. Yet the condition on pro-

minence formulated in (13) holds for these cases as well.
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An account of the deviance of these sentences based on rule
(14) 1s impossible in these cases, since the application

(or misapplication) of rule (14) is simply irrelevant to

thelr generation. A few examples:

*What gave him 1it?
¥What gave 1t to him?
19) As for John's talents, I envy them.
20) ¥As for John's talents, I envy him them.
21) As far as his fortune is concerned, he earned 1it.
22) %*As far as his fortune 1s concerned, his diligence
earned him 1i¢t.

18) Max sure has an ugly scar.{'Where did he get 1t?

In short, the output condition offers a more general state-

ment of these facts than 1s possible on an account based on

(14).

1.4 Summary

In this chapter, I have attempted to formulate more
precisely the conditions under which a pronominal direct
object affects the grammatical status of double object con-
structions. Furthermore, I have tried to show that the
appropriate way in which to account for the deviance of
sentences like (2) is by means of an output condition. As I
mentioned in section L1, it 1s to be hoped that the
particular features of this output condition will follow from
more general considerations on the properties of Fnglish
intonation. One indication of this is that verb-particle

constructions manifest similar restrictions.
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Regardless of whether the output condition (13) follows
from a more sweeping theory of English intonation, however,
if the arguments presented above are valid, then it 1s clear
that the constraints on pronominal occurrence offer no support

whatsoever to a transformational theory of the dative

alternation.
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2. On the application of the passive transformation to the

double object construction.

2.0 In hls classic treatment of the dative constructions,
Fillmore (1965) noted two peculiarities concerning the inter-
action of the passive transformation and the double

object construction. One concerns the fact that some double
object constructions related to 'to-datives' have two
passives; the other concerns the fact that double object
constructions related to 'for-datives' do not normally under-
go the passive at all. 1In this chapter, I shall present a
theory which accounts for certain hitherto unnoticed proper-
ties of' the second passive in double objJect constructions
related to to-datives. And although I have no completely
satisfactory account of the failure of the passive in the
double object construction related to 'for-datives', I shall
call into question the appropriateness of treating this

problem on the basis of rule-ordering, as Fillmore suggests.

2.1 The problem of two passives.

Fillmore noted the existence of the following paradigm:

He gave a book to me.
He gave me a book.

A book was given to me.
I was given a book.

A book was given me.

NEWn -
N Wt o o s

The existence of sentences like (5)--which I refer to as the




'second passive'-~1s somewhat problematic. Are we to extend
the passive in some way so as to derive (5) directly by the
passive's application to the structure underlying (2)? Or is
it possible to maintain the form of the passive rule intact,
perhaps by adding a rule deleting to, as suggested in
Jackendoff and Culicover (1971)? Another alternative would
be to monkey around with rule ordering and allow the passive
to apply after the to-dative rule in some derivations
(ylelding (4)), and in other derivations allowing the passive
to apply first and fixing up the dative rule somehow so as
to derive (5).

Fillmore's account of all this 1s as follows: his

grammar contalns the base rules:

6) V - Verp Nom (Man)
Vep —7 Ve
Vt -3 VA Ac
Va7 Viiot
Vtiot Ac -9 Vtiot TO Nom

These rules generate trees like his (70), the relevant

details of which I reproduce below:
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7) S

o

To renerate sentences like (2), Fillmore postulates a rule
deleting 'TO'. If this rule daes not apply, the constituent
'AC' 1s postposed to the right of 'Nom', generating (1).

The passive 1s formulated:

A"/
tr
8) SD: Nom- (Prev) Aux- -Nom'-Y
vtiot
1 2 3 y 5
SC: 4 -2-BE-EN-3-5-(BY-1)

In other words, phrase-markers like (7) which have undergone
the rule of TO-deletion satisfy the structural description of
(8) in two different ways, thus generating two kinds of
psssives. Although Fillmore's account is adequate to des-

cribe the paradigm presented in(1-5), there are considerations
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concerning the second passive which he failed to address. We
shall propose an alternative account, which, however, 1s

similar in spirit to the one Fillmore presents.

2.1.1 The most striking aspect of the sentences which
exhibit the second passive is that in virtually all the
examples I have encountered, the indirect object is a rronoun.
For example, of the numerous citations offered by Jespersen
(III.15.22; III.15.5), only one--from the fifteenth-century
writer Malory--contains a non-pronominal indirect obtject.

Nor have I found such examples among the extensive data cited
by Poutsma, Similarly, I have encountered examples of this
construction among Mark Twaln's letters, on the Op-Ed page

of the New York Times in recent months, and on the CBS

Evening News: 1n every case the indirect object 1s a pronoun.2
Compare the following examples:
9) No explanation was given them.
10) The job was offered him.
1) Fake documents were given him.
12) #*Who were fake documents given?
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