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ABSTRACT 

The Grammatical S t a t u s  o f  t h e  E n g l i s h  Dat ive  A l t e r n a t i o n  
Richard  T .  Oehr le  
Submi t t ed  t o  t h e  Department of Fore ign  L i t e r a t u r e s  and 
L i n g u i s t i c s  on September 2 3 ,  1975, i n  p a r t i a l  f u l f i l l m e n t  of 
t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  t h e  d e g r e e  of  Doctor  of Phi losophy.  

T h i s  t h e s i s  i s  concerned w i t h  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  a l t e r n a t i o n  between 
s t r u c t u r e s  o f  t h e  form X-Vi-NPs-NPk-Y and s t r u c t u r e s  of  t h e  

- 
form X-Vi-NPk-P-NP -Y (where i s  e i t h e r  ' t o t  o r  ' f o r ' ) .  

.I 
Two t h e o r i e s  o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i o n  a r e  c o n s i d e r e d :  on one t h e o r y ,  
i n  c a s e s  where t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  a p p l i c a b l e ,  one of  t h e s e  
s t r u c t u r e s  i s  base-genera ted  and t h e  o t h e r  i s  d e r i v e d  by means 
o f  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n ;  on t h e  o t h e r  t h e o r y ,  b o t h  s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  
base-genera ted  and t h e  r e l ? . t i o n  between them i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  
by means o f  a  l e x i c a l  redundancy r u l e  which r e d u c e s  t h e  i n -  
dependent  i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  l e x i c o n  ( a l o n g  l i n e s  
proposed by J a c k e n d o f f ) .  The t h e s i s  Is d i v i d e d  i n t o  t h r e e  
p a r t s .  I n  P a r t  One, on t h e  basis o f  a  d e t a i l e d  semant i c  
a n a l y s i s  o f  s e n t e n c e s  which conform t o  one o r  t h e  o t h e r  o f  
these s t r u c t u r e s ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c o n c l u s i o n s  a r e  r e a c h e d :  f i r s t ,  
t h a t  independen t  o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i n  q u e s t i o n ,  b o t h  
s t r u c t u r e s  are g e n e r a t e d  by t h e  p h r a s e - s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  of  
t h e  b a s e ;  second ,  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  semant i c  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  
a l t e r n a . t i o n ;  t h i r d ,  t h a t  s e m s n t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  n o t  
a lways i n v a r i a n t  under  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n ;  f o u r t h ,  t h a t  semant i c  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a l o n e  cannot  provide  s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  
t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  I n  P a r t  Two, s y n t a c t i c  
c ~ n s i d e r a t i o n s  which b e a r  on t h e  c h o i c e  between t h e s e  two 
hypo theses  a r e  d i s c u s s e d .  The main c o n c l u s i o n  o f  t h i s  p a r t  
i s  t h a t  with r e s p e c t  t o  s y n t a c t i c  o p e r a t i o n s ,  t h e r e  i s  no 
e v i d e n c e  t h a t  f a v o r s  a d i s t i n c t i o n  between base -genera ted  
i n s t a n c e s  of t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and t r a n s f o r m a t i o n -  
a l l y - d e r i v e d  i n s t a n c e s  o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  I n  
P a r t  Three ,  a v a r i e t y  o f  arguments  are p r e s e n t e d  which f a v o r  
t h e  t h e o r y  based  on a l e x i c a l  redundancy r u l e  o v e r  a t r a n s -  
f o r m a t i o n a l  t h e o r y .  

T h e s i s  S u p e r v i s o r :  Mor r i s  Halle 
T i t l e :  P r o f e s s o r  of  L i n g u i s t i c s  
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INTRODUCTION 

S i n c e  t h e  a d v e n t  o f  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  g e n e r a t i v e  

grammar, t h e r e  h a s  been  a p re sumpt ion  t h a t  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  

a n a l y s i s  is, t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  way o f  h a n d l i n g  E n g l i s h  s e n t e n c e s  

r e l a t e d  by what 1 s h a l l  c a l l  t h r o u g h o u t  t h i s  work t h e  ' d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n ' ,  a s  i n :  

l a )  John  gave a  book t o  Mary. 
b )  John  gave  Mary a book.  

2 a )  John  bought  a c a r  f o r  Mary. 
b )  John  bought  Mary a  c a r .  

I n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of c e r t a i n  g r a m m a t i c a l  t h e o r i e s ,  s u c h  a p r e s u m p t i o n  

h a s  some j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i f  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  a r e  

t h e  o n l y  d e v i c e  i n  a grammar b y  which s h a r e d  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  

r e g u l a r i t i e s  c a n  be  s ta ted  ( o r  s h a r e d  s e m a n t i c  p r o p e r t i e s ,  f o r  

t h a t  m a t t e r ) ,  p o s t u l a t i n g  a d a t i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  o f f e r s  a way 

o f  acco1;r~ting f o r  some o f  t h e  s h a r e d  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  s e n t e n c e s  o f  

t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  form ( e . g . ,  ( l a ) ,  ( 2 a ) )  and  t h e  

c o r r e s p o n d i n g  s e n t e n c e s  o f  t h e  d o u b l e  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e  ( e . g . ,  

( 1 )  ( 2 ) )  On t h e  o t h e r  hand ,  i f  w e  e n r i c h  g r a m m a t i c a l  t h e o r y  

t o  s u c h  a n  e x t e n t  t h a t  s u c h  r e g u l a r i t i e s  c a n  be  s t a t e d  i n  o t h e r  

ways, t h e  q u e s t i o n  a r i ses  as t o  what is  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  way i n  

which t o  s t a t e  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between s u c h  p a i r s  o f  s e n t e n c e s .  

Chomsky (1972 ,  p .  1 3 )  s ta tes  t h e  g e n e r a l  problem i n  

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  way: 



I n  g e n e r a l ,  i t  i s  t o  be e x p e c t e d  t h a t  en r i chmen t  
o f  one component o f  t h e  grammar w i l l  p e r m i t  s i m p l f i c a -  
t i o n  i n  o t h e r  p a r t s .  Thus c e r t a i n  d e s c r i p t i v e  
p rob lems  c a n  be hand led  by e n r i c h i n g  t h e  l e x i c o n  and  
s i m p l i f y i n g  t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component o f  t h e  b a s e ,  o r  
c o n v e r s e l y ;  o r  by s i m p l i f y i n g  t h e  b a s e  a t  t h e  c o s t  o f  
g r e a t e r  c o m p l e x i t y  o f  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s ,  o r  c o n v e r s e l y .  
The p r o p e r  b a l a n c e  between v a r i o u s  components o f  t h e  
grammar i s  e n t i r e l y  a n  e m p i r i c a l  i s s u e .  We have no 
a p r i o r i  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  ' ' t r a d i n g  r e l a t i o n "  between 
t h e  v a r i o u s  p a r t s .  The re  a r e  no g e n e r a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  
t h a t  s e t t l e  t h i s  m a t t e r . . . .  

Our i n q u i r y  i n t o  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  t h u s  a  s p e c i a l  c a s e  

o f  t h i s  g e n e r a l  p rob lem.  

I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  we s h a l l  a t t e m p t  t o  a d j u d g e  t h e  r e l a t i v e  

m e r i t s  o f  two h y p o t h e s e s .  On one h y p o t h e s i s ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  

between t h e  s e n t e n c e s  of ( I ) ,  a n d  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  o f  ( 2 )  a s  w e l l ,  

i s  a c c o u n t e d  f o r  by a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  a n  o p e r a t i o n  which 

maps ph ra se -marke r s  i n t o  ph ra se -marke r s .  On t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s ,  

t h e n ,  s e n t e n c e s  ( l a )  and ( l b )  have  a common deep  s t r u c t u r e ,  as 

do  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  of ( 2 ) .  On t h e  second  h y p o t h e s i s ,  a l l  f o u r  

s e n t e n c e s  have d i s t i n c t  d e e p  s t r u c t u r e s .  I n  o t h e r  words ,  t h e  

v e r b  g i v e  i s  s u b c a t e g o r i z e d  i n  two d i s t i n c t  ways,  and  w i l l  

c o n s e q u e n t l y  s a t i s f y  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  i n t o  

b o t h  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  s t r u c t u r e  and  t h e  d o u b l e  o b j e c t  

s t r u c t u r e .  On t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  be tween  t h e  p a i r  

o f  s e n t e n c e s  i n  ( I ) ,  as well as t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  p a i r  

o f  s e n t e n c e s  i n  (2), w i l l  b e  s ta ted  by means o f  a l e x i c a l  

redundancy  r u l e ,  e s s e n t i a l l y  a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  o f  J a c k e n d o f f ' s  

p r o p o s a l s  c o n c e r n i n g  morphology ( c f .  J a c k e n d o f f  1 9 7 4 a ) .  If i t  

i s  c o r r e c t  t o  assume,  as I h a v e ,  t h a t  l i n g u i s t i c  t h e o r y  p r o v i d e s  

b o t h  of  t h e s e  ways of  e x p r e s s i n g  r e g u l a r i t i e s  o f  v a r i o u s  k i n d s ,  



i t  i s  of  some i n t e r e s t  t o  a s k  no t  only  which d e v i c e  i s  t o  be 

p r e f e r r e d  f o r  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  of  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  but  

a l s o  whether  t h e r e  a r e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  which e n a b l e  us  t o  

d e c i d e  f o r  any g i v e n  phenomenon what  Is t h e  p r e f e r r e d  way of  

e x p r e s s i n g  i t  i n  a  grammar. 

I n  t h e  c a s e  of  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  i t  i s  obvious  

t h a t  i n  many r e s p e c t s  t h e  two hypotheses  have e q u i v a l e n t  e m p i r i c a l  

consequences.  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  we s h a l l  a r g u e  a t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  of 

t h i s  work t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t  a  v a r i e t y  of c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  a l l  of  

which s u p p o r t  t h e  p o s t u l a t i o n  of  a l e x i c a l  redundancy r u l e  o v e r  

t h e  p o s t u l a t i o n  of  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  r u l e  t o  account  f o r  t h e  

d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  T h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  a r i s e s  from c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  

based  on f a c t o r s  i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of  t h e  two hypotheses  

w e  have proposed .  For  example,  i n  a l e x i c a l  e n t r y ,  t h e  

pk.anologica1 r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a word i s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  

morpho log ica l ,  c a t e g o r i a l ,  s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n a l ,  and semant i c  

i n f o r m a t i o n .  I t  i s  a p p a r e n t l y  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  

need on ly  r e f e r  t o  a s u b s e t  o f  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  

i f  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  r e s t r i c t  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  s o  t h a t  t h e y  can 

r e f e r  o n l y  t o  c a t e g o r i a l  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  it i s  m e t h o d o l o g i c a l l y  

d e s i r a b l e  t o  d o  s o .  Thus,  i f  i n  t h e  g e n e r a l  c a s e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  

o p e r a t e  o n l y  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  c a t e g o r i a l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  and i t  i s  

found t h a t  t h e  domain o f  t h e  d a t i v e , a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  c o n s t r a i n e d  

on o t h e r  grounds ,  t h e n  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  

problem is n o t  t o  b e  p r e f e r r e d .  

Another r e l e v a n t  f a c t o r  p e r t a i n s  t o  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  



o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  v a r i o u s  r u l e s  t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e  

t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  component o f  t h e  grammar. S i n c e  on t h e  

redundancy r u l e  h y p o t h e s i s ,  t h e r e  i s  no d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h o s e  

i n s t a n c e s  of t h e  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  which a r e  base-genera ted  

and t h o s e  which a r e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l l y  d e r i v e d ,  t h i s  t h e o r y  

e n t a i l s  t h a t  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  t o t a l l y  independent  of whatever  

r u l e s  makes up t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  component. Cons ider  t h e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  of  t h e r e - i n s e r t i o n  and t h e  p a s s i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n ,  

i n  which we f i n d  t k e r e - i n s e r t i o n  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h e  o u t p u t  of t h e  

p a s s i v e ,  as i n  There was a  d e m o n s t r a t o r  a r r e s t e d  by t h e  p o l i c e ,  

whi l e  we f i n d  t h e  p a s s i v e  a p p l y i n g  t o  t h e  o u t p u t  o f  t h e r e - i n s e r -  -- 
t i o n ,  as i n  There was b e l i e v e d  t o  have been a r i o t .  If we cou ld  

f i n d  ev idence  o f  t h i s  k i n a  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  t h e  d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n ,  t h e  redundancy r u l e  h y p o t h e s i s  would be c l e a r l y  

f a l s i f i e d  and t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  h y p o t h e s i s  would be p e r f e r r e d .  

I n  t h e  absence  of such  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  however, me thodo log ica l  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  f a v o r  t h e  redundancy r u l e  h y p o t h e s i s ,  as we s h a l l  

i n  f a c t  a r g u e  i n  P a r t  Three .  

Thus, a l t h o u g h  t h e  two hypo theses  w e  c o n s i d e r  a r e  

e q u i v a l e n t  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  of  some of  t h e  

r e g u l a r i t i e s  m a n i f e s t e d  by t h e  v a r i o u s  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  

t h e r e  remain  ways o f  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  t h e  two hypo theses .  I n  

t h i s  work, t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  t h i s  problem i s  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  

t h r e e  p a r t s .  

P a r t  One d e a l s  w i t h  t h e  semant ic  p r o p e r t i e s  of  t h e  

d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and t h e  r o l e  semant i c  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  p l a y  



i n  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  t h e  domain of  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  The groundwork 

f o r  t h i s  i n q u i r y  i n v o l v e s  a d e t a i l e d  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  

semant ic  a s p e c t s  o f  s e n t e n c e s  which be long t o  t h e  s e t  of  d a t i v e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s :  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  we a t t e m p t  t o  i s o l a t e  and 

c h a r a c t e r i z e  a  c e r t a i n  p r o p e r t y  o f  t h o s e  v e r b s  which occur  i n  

t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  bu t  n o t  i n  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  

d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  we a r g u e  i n  s e c t i o n  1 of  P a r t  One t h a t  

s e n t e n c e s  employing t h e  v e r b  g i v e  f a l l  i n t o  two g e n e r a l  c l a s s e s  

on t h e  b a s i s  of c e r t a i n  s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  s e t  

o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  each  s e n t e n c e  ( o n  each  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o ? ) .  Aspects  of  t h e s e  two c l a s s e s  a r e  f u r t h e r  

e x p l o r e d  i n  s e c t i o n s  2 and 3 .  O f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  i s  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  i n  g e n e r a l ,  s e n t e n c e s  whose i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f a l l s  i n t o  

t h e  second o f  t h e s e  two c l a s s e s  do n o t  have a r e f l e x  i n  t h e  

p r e p o s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  ( a l t h o u g h  t h e  v e r b  i n  q u e s t i o n  may 

occur  i n  b o t h  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  and t h e  double  o b j e c t  

s t r u c t u r e ) .  Th i s  p r o v i d e s  a n  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  double  o b j e c t  

s t r u c t u r e  i s  base -genera ted ,  a t  l e a s t  f o r  some c a s e s .  I n  

s e c t i o n  4 ,  w e  show t h a t  t h e  v e r b s  t e a c h  and show have c e r t a i n  

u s e s  i n  which t h e y  are r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e ,  

and,  f u r t h e r m o r e ,  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  o f  

t h i s  k ind  f a l l s  w i t h i n  t h e  g e n e r a l  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  t h e  second 

c l a s s  d i s c u s s e d  above.  I n  s e c t i o n  5 ,  t h e  r o l e  o f  t ime and 

moda l i ty  i n  t h e  semant i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  

i s  d i s c u s s e d  and w e  a t t e m p t  t o  r e l a t e  a s p e c t s  o f  t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  



t c  t h e  two c l a s s e s  we i s o l a t e d  i n i t i a l l y .  F i n a l l y ,  i n  s e c t i o n  6 ,  

t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n ~ a r e  c o n s i d e r e d ,  and we d i s c u s s  

t h e  g e n e r a l  q u e s t i o n  of t h e  r o l e  o f  semant ic  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  i n  

t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  of  t h e  domain of t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n - - a  

q u e s t i o n  t h a t  a r i s e s  whether  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  s t a t e d  by means 

of  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  o r  accounted  f o r  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  a l e x i c a l  

redun6ancy r u l e .  We s h a l l  a r g u e  t h a t  c e r t a i n  s e n t e n c e s  which 

meet t h e  s y n t a c t i c  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  t h e  domain of t h e  d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n  f a i l  t o  meet c e r t a i n  n e c e s s a r y  semant ic  c r i t e r i a ,  

and propose  t h a t  t h e  domain of  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  be fo rmula ted  i n  

such  a way t h a t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e s e  c r i t e r i a  Is p o s s i b l e .  We 

a l s o  a r g u e ,  however, t h a t  i t  i s  ex t remely  i m p l a u s i b l e  t h a t  

s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  ( f o r  t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n )  

based on  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  c a n  be f o r m u l a t e d .  For  t h i s  

r e a s o n ,  w e  propose  a morpho log ica l  c o n s t r a i n t  which f u r t h e r  

l i m i t s  t h e  domain o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  A t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  

o f  P a r t  One, we propose  a f o r m u l a t i o n  of  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  

and r e v i e w  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  a v a r i e t y  of c a s e s .  

P a r t  Two t a k e s  up v a r i o u s  s y n t a c t i c  i s s u e s  which a r e  o f  

r e l e v a n c e  i n  a s c e r t a i n i n g  t h e  v a l u e  o f  p o s t u l a t l . n g  a d a t i v e  

t r a n s f o r m a t i o n .  The d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  b e t r a y  a v a r i e t y  o f  

s y n t a c t i c  i d i o s y n c r a c i e s .  We w h a l l  be i n t e r e s t e d  i n  what b e a r i n g  

t h e s e  i d i o s y n c r a c i e s  have on t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  h p p o t h e s i s :  

d o  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  behav io r  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  s t r u c t u r e s  

f o l l o w  i n  a n a t u r a l  way from t h e  p o s t u l a t i o n  o f  a d a t i v e  

transformat: .on? Is t h e r e  any way i n  which t h o s e  i n s t a n c e s  of 



the dative constructions whicpare base-generated can be 

distinguished from those which are putatively transformationally 

derived? We concentrate on four areas: pronaminal restrictions 

or 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 is devoted to the evaluation of the two 

hypotheses we consider. As I said above, there are a variety 

of considerations, based on the material of the first two parts 

of this thesis, which support the redundancy rule hypothesis over 

the transfornational hypothesis. If this is correct, it suggests 

that we explore the properties of these $wo 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 t h i s  c h a p t e r  i s  t o  g i v e  a c o r r e c t  

accoun t  o f  t h e  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  which occur  

i n  one o r  t h e  o t h e r  of t h e  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  and t o  a s s e s s  , 

what i n f l u e n c e ,  if any,  t h e s e  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  e x e r t  on 

q u e s t i o n e  cf s y n t a x .  U l t i m a t e l y ,  I w i l l  be concerned w i t h  two 

p r i n c i p a l  q u e s t i o n s :  f i r s t ,  i s  t h e r e  some semznt i c  p r o p e r t y  o r  

set o f  p r o p e r t i e s  such  t h a t ,  g i v e n  t h a t  a v e r b  o c c u r s  i n  one of 

t h e  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and has t h i s  s e t  of  p r o p e r t i e s ,  i t  

f o l l o w s  t h a t  t h i s  v e r b  d o e s  ( o r  does  n o t )  o c c u r  i n  t h e  o t h e r  

d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n ;  second,  g i v e n  t h a t  a v e r b  o c c u r s  i n  b o t h  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  i s  i t  i n  g e n e r a l  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t h e  v a r i o u s  p a i r s  

o f  s e n t e n c e s  which d i f f e r  o n l y  i n  t h i s  s y n t a c t i c  r e s p e c t  a r e  

equivz i l sn t  . 
I s h a l l  a r g u e  t h a t ,  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  f irst  q u e s t i o n ,  

t h e r e  i s  a s t r o n g  c o r r e l a t i o n  between c e r t a i n  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  

of  a g i v e n  set  of  v e r b s  and c e r t a i n  s y n t a c t i c  f a c t s ,  i . e . ,  t h a t  

t h i s  set  o f  v e r b s  o c c u r s  o n l y  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

I f  t h i s  i s  i n  f a c t  t h e  case, i t  p r o v i d e s  a p r i n c i p l e d  r e a s o n  t o  

g e n e r a t e  a t  l e a s t  some c a s e s  o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  

t h e  base .  I s h a l l  f u r t h e r  a r g u e  t h a t  i f  a v e r b  o c c u r s  i n  t h e  

p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  i t s  semant ic  p r o p e r t i e s ,  though 

n o t  e n t i r e l y  i r r e l e v a n t ,  are n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  d e t e r m i n e  whether  

o r  n o t  i t  o c c u r s  i n  t h e  doub le  o b J e c t  cons.Lruct ion.  With r e s p e c t  

t o  t h e  second q u e s t i o n ,  I s h a l l  p r e s e n t  a . . v a r i e t y  o f  c a s e s  



which demons t ra te  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  a lways t h e  c a s e  t h a t  p a i r s  of 

s e n t e n c e s  which d i f f e r  o n l y  i n  t h a t  one i s  a n  i n s t a n c e  of  t h e  

doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  whi le  t h e  o t h e r  i s  a n  i n s t a n c e  o f  t h e  

p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a r e  s e m a n t i c a l l y  e q u i v a l e n t .  

0 . 1  S i n c e  we w i l l  be t r a f f i c k i n g  s h o r t l y  i n  ' s emant i c  

p r o p e r t i e s 1 ,  and s i n c e  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  n o t o r i o u s l y  t h e  

s u b j e c t  o f  c o n t r o v e r s y ,  i t  i s  impor tan t  t o  c l a r i f y  t o  some e x t e n t  

a t  l e a s t  t h e  semant i c  framework adopted  h e r e .  The fundamental  

n o t i o n  i n  what f o l l o w s  i s  t h a t  o f  t r u t h ,  and t h e  fundamental  

method I have adopted  i s  t h e  p o s t u l a t i o n  o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s ,  t h e  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  which i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  t r u t h  of  t h e  s e n t e n c e  

t o  which t h e  t r u t h  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  a s s i g n e d .  I am f a r  from 

convinced t h a t  t r u t h  i s  t h e  s o l e  fundamenta l  n o t i o n  f o r  l i n g u i s t i c  

s e m a n t i c s  and I make no c l a i m  i n  what f o l l o w s  t o  have g i v e n  a 

complete  o r  e x h a u s t i v e  semant i c  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s :  

I o n l y  h a r b o r  t h e  hope t h a t  t h e  a n a l y s e s  p r e s e n t e d  a r e  d e s c r i p -  

t i v e l y  c o r r e c t .  

Although I s h a l l  n o t  a r g u e  i n  d e p t h  f o r  t h e  p o s i t i o n  

I adop t  h e r e  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s ,  t h e r e  are s e v e r a l  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  which i n  my o p i n i o n  J u s t i f y  t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  For  

oen t h i n g ,  I can e n v i s i o n  no a d e q u a t e  t h e o r y  o f  meaning which 

does  n o t  i n c o r p o r a t e  a n  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s .  Another 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  i s  based o n  c e r t a i n  problems which ar ise concern ing  

t h e  s t a t u s  of semant i c  i n t u i t i a n s .  

Among o u r  l i n g u i s t i c  a b i l i t i e s  are t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  



a p p l y  ( o r  r e f u s e  t o  a p p l y )  a g i v e n  s e n t e n c e  t o  a g i v e n  s t a t e  of 

a f f a i r s  and t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  t r u t h  o r  f a l s i t y  of  a 

s e n t e n c e  r e l a t i v e  t o  a g i v e n  s i t u a t i o n . '  O f  impor tance  i s  t h e  

c o n s t r a s t  between i n t u i t i o n s  concern ing  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  and 

i n t u i t i o n s  abou t  t h e  meaning o f  s e n t e n c e s  i n  i s o l a t i o n  from 

s i t u a t i o n s  o f  which t h e y  a r e  t r u e  o r  f a l s e .  For  i n s t a n c e ,  a 

minimal c o n d i t i o n  on synonymy i s  t h a t  i f  two s e n t e n c e s  A and B 

a r e  synonymous, t h e n  f o r  any g i v e n  s t a t e  of  a f f a i r s  ( o r  mode l ) ,  

t h e y  must have t h e  same t r u t h  v a l u e .  But t h e r e  a r e  c a s e s  i n  

which judgments of  synonymity a r e  r e s c i n d e d .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  

t h i s  o c c u r s  i f  we a r e  a b l e  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a model f o r  which s e n t e n c e  

A and s e n t e n c e  B have d i s t i n c t  t r u t h  v a l u e s .  I n  o t h e r  words,  on 

t h e  b a s i s  o f  i n t u i t i o n s  a b o u t  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  ( o r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  

w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  a g i v e n  model ) ,  we can d i s c o v e r  t h a t  two 

s e n t e n c e s  which we once c o n s i d e r e d  synonymous a r e  i n  f a c t  n o t  

synonymous. However, it would seem t o  be i m p o s s i b l e  t o  d i s c o v e r  

t h a t  two s e n t e n c e s  are synonymous ( e x c e p t  i n  c a s e s  which i n v o l v e  

s t i p u l a t e d  d e f i n i t i o n s ) .  It i s  f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  t h a t  I c o n s i d e r  

i n t u i t i o n s  concern ing  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  t o  have a d i f f e r e n t  s t a t u s  
2 t h a n  i n t u i t i o n s  concern ing  synonymity (and  r e l a t e d  n o t i o n s  ) ,  

and c o n c e n t r a t e  on t h e  problem o f  p o s t u l a t i n g  s e t s  o f  t r u t h -  

c o n d i t i o n s .  

If t h e  a n a l y s e s  which I s h a l l  p r e s e n t  below are c o r r e c t ,  

t h e n  t h e  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  p o s i t e d  f o r  a g i v e n  Verb are n e c e s s a r y  

c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  i n  which t h a t  v e r b  o c c u r s  t o  be 

t r u e . 3  I make no c l a i m  t o  have g i v e n  s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s :  



I s e e  no way i n  which t o  t e l l  when one h a s  a r r i v e d  a t  a complete  

s e t  o f  such c o n d i t i o n s .  I must a d m i t ,  however, t h a t  I would be 

s u r p r i s e d  i n  some c a s e s  i f  i t  i s  found t h a t  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  which 

I p o s t u l a t e  a r e  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t .  

0 . 2  I s h a l l  p o s t u l a t e  c e r t a i n  p r e d i c a t e s  and r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  

a r e  c la imed t o  ho ld  i f  t h e  s e n t e n c e  i n  q u e s t i o n  i s  t r u e .  I 

r e p r e s e n t  t h e s e  p r e d i c a t e s  and r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  s i n g l e  c a p i t a l  

l e t t e r s ,  and I r e p r e s e n t  t h e  arguments o f  t h e s e  p r e d i c a t e s  and 

r e l a t i o n s  i n  v a r i o u s  ways: i n  t h e  s i m p l e s t  c a s e s ,  i n  which t h e  

argument i s  merely t h e  r e f e r e n t  of  a c e r t a i n  NP, we s h a l l  w r i t e  

( i n  t h e  c a s e  of  a one-place p r e d i c a t e )  e i t h e r  'P(NPa) '  o r  

mere ly  ' P ( a ) ' ;  i n  more compl ica ted  c a s e s ,  c e r t a i n  changes i n  

t h i s  n o t a t i o n  may be  i n t r o d u c e d .  The r e l a t i o n s  employed a r e  of  

v a r i o u s  k i n d s ,  i n c l u d i n g  two-place r e l a t i o n s  between i n d i v i d u a l s ,  

as  i n  ' R ( a , b ) ' ,  r e l a t i o n s  between a n  i n d i v i d u a l  and a p r o p o s i t i o n ,  

as i n  'R(a ,  S ( b , c ) ) ' ,  and r e l a t i o n s  between p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  as i n  

' T ( R ( a , b ) ,  S ( c , d ) ) ' .  For  t h e  most p a r t  q u a n t i f i e r s  are s imply  

l e f t  o u t ,  even when t h e y  are e s s e n t i a l  t o  a p r o p e r  t r a n s l a t i o n  
4 i n t o  f i r s t - o r d e r  p r e d i c a t e  c a l c u l u s .  The purpose  o f  o u r  

n o t a t i o n  i s  n o t  fo rmal  r i g o r ,  b u t  r a t h e r  as a means of  g a i n i n g  

i n s i g h t  i n t o  semant i c  s t r u c t u r e .  

As u s u a l ,  t h e n ,  t h e  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  w i l l  be  s t a t e d  

i n  a meta-language. The q u e s t i o n  i n v a r i a b l y  arisss as t o  t h e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  symbols employed i n  t h e  meta-language. 

I n  g e n e r a l ,  I see no r e a s o n  t o  suppose t h a t  t h e  v a r i o u s  



p r e d i c a t e -  and r e l a t i o n - s y m b o l s  of t h e  meta-language w i l l  have 

any s i n g l e  b e s t  t r a n s l a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  o b j e c t  language .  

I n  f a c t ,  we sha l l  f i n d  t h a t  i n  some c a s e s  a c l e a r  c h a r a c t e r i z a -  

t i o n  o f  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  symbols i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  

a t t a i n  . 
I d e a l l y ,  one would l i k e  t o  be a b l e  t o  g i v e  an  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  symbols o f  t h e  meta-language which was comple te ly  

independent  of  t h e  vocabu la ry  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  l anguage .  Whether 

t h i s  i s  p o s s i b l e  even i n  p r i n c i p l e  i n  t h e  c a s e  i n  which t h e  

o b j e c t  language  i s  o n e ' s  own n a t u r a l  language  can w e l l  be 

doubted .  Yet one may hope t h a t  such  dependence on t h e  o b j e c t  

language  can  be reduced t o  a  minimum. One way of  r e d u c i n g  t h i s  

dependence i s  t o  a t t e m p t  'o a n a l y z e  t h e  vocabu la ry  of  t h e  o b J e c t  

language  i n  t e rms  o f  a small s e t  of  p r i m i t i v e s  which a r e  them- 

s e l v e s ,  however, dependent  on t h e  o b j e c t  language  f o r  t h s i r  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Such a manoeuvre, though pe rhaps  u s e f u l ,  does  

n o t  f a c e  t h e  problem s q u a r e l y .  A d i f f e r e n t  t a c k  would be t o  

a t t e m p t  t o  p r o v i d e  each  p r i m i t i v e  symbol w i t h  a c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  

which would be c l e a r  enough s o  t h a t  t h e  concept  which t h e  

p r i m i t i v e  symbol r e p r e s e n t s  i s  g r a s p a b l e  (and pe rhaps  even 

communicable) wi thou t  e s s e n t i a l  r e l i a n c e  on any p a r t i c u l a r  item 

o f  t h e  vocabu la ry  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  language .  Thus,  w h i l e  r e l i a n c e  

on t h e  o b j e c t  language  i n  g i v i n g  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  would 

s t i l l  be i n d i s p e n s a b l e ,  t h e  dependency on p a r t i c u l a r  words 

would be reduced t o  a minimum. Such d i f f i c u l t i e s  are a problem 

f o r  any t h e o r y  o f  the s e m a n t i c s  o f  n a t u r a l  language .  



1 . 0  For  t h e  purposes  o f  our  i n q u i r y ,  t h e  most impor tan t  

semant i c  a s p e c t  of a v e r b  which o c c u r s  I n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  concerns  c e r t a i n  s t r u c t u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  s e t  

o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h a t  v e r b .  The most v e r s a t i l e  

of all t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  v e r b s  i s  g i v e ,  and we s h a l l  b e g i n  by 

i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h i s  v e r b .  

1.1 I w i l l  b e g i n  w i t h  a c a s e  which i s  m u l t i p l y  amblguous, 

f o r  i n  such a  c a s e  i t  i s  p e r h a p s  s i m p l e s t  t o  s e e  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  

f o r  s h a r p l y  s e p a r a t i n g  t h e  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  of  each  r e a d i n g .  

Thus,  c o n s i d e r  t h e  s e n t e n c e :  

1) Nixon gave  M a i l e r  a book. 

On one r e a d i n g ,  (1) asserts t h a t  t h e  ownership of  t h e  book 

p a s s e d  from Nixon t o  Mai le r ;  on a n o t h e r  r e a d i n g ,  (1) i s  

compa t ib le  w i t h  a s i t u a t i o n  i n  which Nixon mere ly  handed t h e  

book t o  Mailer, and q u e s t i o n s  o f  ownership a r e  s imply  i r r e l e v a n t ;  

on a t h i r d  r e a d i n g ,  (1) i s  compa t ib le  w i t h  a s i t u a t i o n  i n  

which Mailer wro te  a book which h e  wouldn ' t  have been a b l e  t o  

w r i t e  i f  i t  h a d n ' t  been f o r  Nixon. 

1.1.1 More p r e c i s e l y ,  t h e  f i r s t  r e a d i n g  of  ( 1 )  s e e n s  t o  

i n v o l v e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  e lements :  

2 )  i )  immedia te ly  p r i o r  t o  t h e  t e n s e - r e f e r e n t ,  

Nixon owned a c e r t a i n  book. 



ii) a t  t h e  t i m e  s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  t e n s e ,  Nixon a c t s  

i n  such  a way as t o  t r a n s f e r  t h e  ownership of  

t h e  book t o  biailer. 

We can f o r m a l i z e  t h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  as f o l l o w s ,  where l t O 1  

r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  t e n s e - r e f e r e n t ,  ' n l  r e p r e s e n t s  Nixon, 'm' 

r e p r e s e n t s  Mailer, and ' b t  r e p r e s e n t s  the  book i n  q u e s t i o n :  

3 )  i) p r i o r  t o  to ,  O(n,b)  

ii) a t  to,  A(n) 

iii) a t  to, M(A(n), O(m,b)) 

The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  s t r a i g h t -  

forward .  The r e l a t i o n  'O(x ,y) '  h o l d s  i f  and o n l y  i f  x owns y .  

I n  o t h e r  words,  t h e  v a r i a b l e  * x l  r a n g e s  o v e r  human i n d i v i d u a l s  

a n d  t h e  v a r i a b l e  ' y '  r a n g e s  o v e r  o b j e c t s  ( b o t h  p h y s i c a l  and 

a b s t r a c t ,  as w e  s h a l l  see l a t e r )  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  domain. Moreover, 

t h e  r e l a t i o n  'O(x ,y) '  i s  e x h a u s t i v e  i n  the f o l l o w i n g  s e n s e :  i f  

t h e  v a r i a b l e s  'x '  and ' w l  r a n g e  o v e r  human i n d i v i d u a l s ,  and t h e  

v a r i a b l e  ' y '  r a n g e s  o v e r  o b j e c t s  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  domain, t h e n  

T h i s  meanlng p o s t u l a t e  r u l e s  out s e n t e n c e s  like: 

5) #John m n s  t h i s  b i c y c l e  and  s o  d o e s  Mary. 

It a p p l i e s  o n l y  after t h e  o p e r a t i o n  of t h e  scope  component. 6 

The p r e d i c a t e  'A(x) '  i s  t o  b e  i n t e r p r e t e d  as f o l l o w s :  



x e x e c u t e s  a n  i n t e n t i o n a l  a c t  w i t h i n  a domain o f  s o c i a l  a c t i o n .  

The r e l a t i o n  ? M ( X , Y ) '  i s  t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  as f o l l o w s :  as a 

r e s u l t  of X ,  Y h o l d s .  I have g i v e n  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  ' A ( x ) '  a 

r a t h e r  a b s t r a c t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  a v o i d  t h e  p r o b l e ~ n  

of  s p e c i f y i n g  t h e  myriad ways i n  which t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  o f  

ownership i s  a c t u a l l y  c a r r i e d  out - - the  s i g n i n g  of a p i e c e  o f  

p a p e r ,  any one of  a large v a r i e t y  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  a c t s ,  any one 

o f  a l a r g e  v a r i e t y  of g e s t u r e s  which a c h i e v e  a t a c i t  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  

between t h e  g e s t u r e r  and t h o s e  t o  whom t h e s e  g e s t u r e s  a r e  d i r e c t e d ,  

e t c .  Such a s p e c i z ' i c a t i o n ,  even  i f  f e a s i b l e ,  would m i s s  t h e  

p o i n t  t h a t  what i s  impor tan t  i s  o n l y  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  f o r  a s e n t e n c e  

l i k e  (1) t o  be t r u e  on t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h a t  w e  a r e  c o n s i d e r i n g ,  

t h e  r e f e r e n t  of t h e  s u b j e c t  of (1) need o n l y  have a c t e d  i n  such 

a way as t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  'O(x ,y ) '  h o l d s  o f  t h e  

r e s p e c t i v e  r e f e r e n t s  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  

I n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  meaning p o s t u l a t e  ( 4 ) ,  a consequence of  

t h i s  i s  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  1 0 ( x , y ) t  no l o n g e r  h o l d s  o f  t h e  r e f e r e n t  

o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  r e f e r e n t  o f  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  

1 . 1 . 2  We t u r n  now t o  t h e  second r e a d i n g  o f  ( I ) ,  on which 

t h e  book changes  hands wi thou t  t h e  ownership b e i n g  a f f e c t e d .  

The set  o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  which w e  s h a l l  a s s i g n  t o  ( 1 )  on 

t h i s  r e a d i n g  i s  q u i t e  similar t o  ( 3 ) ,  t h e  s e t  p o s t u l a t e d  t o  

account  f o r  t h e  f irst  r e a d i n g .  There  appear '  t o  be two c r u c i a l  

d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  however. One i n v o l v e s  t h e  replacement  o f  t h e  

r e l a t i o n  'O(x,y) '  by a n o t h e r  r e l a t i o n ,  c a l l  i t  ' C ( x , y ) l .  The 



o t h e r  i n v o l v e s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  r e a d i n g  seems t o  hold  of  

s i t u a t i o n s  o n l y  where t h e r e  i s  a n  ' u p t a k e '  on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  

r e f e r e n t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  7 

We want t h e  r e l a t i o n  ' C ( x , y ) '  t o  range  o v e r  a v a r i e t y  

of c a s e s ,  from c a s e s  i n  which x g r a s p s  y w i t h  t h e  hand t o  cases 

i n  which x h a s  y a t  x ' s  d i s p o s a l  t o  c a s e s  i n  which x h a s  y 

among h i s  p o s s e s s i o n s .  Thus w e  have s e t e ~ c e s  l i k e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g ,  

which on o u r  account  a r ~  a l l  i n s t a n c e s  o f  t h e  second r e a d i n g :  

6 )  I gave John my b i c y c l e  ( f o r  t h e  a f t e r n o o n ) .  

7 )  I gave John my t e l e p h o n e  number. 

8 )  I gave  John t h e  p a p e r  he  wanted:  I l e f t  i t  i n  

h i s  mai lbox.  

It h a s  been p o i n t e d  o u t ,  by Frege  and C . I .  L e w i s  f o r  example, 

t h a t  as t h e  e x t e n s i o n  o f  a concept  i n c r e a s e s ,  i t s  c o n t e n t  

d i m i n i s h e s .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  we s h a l l  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  v a r i o u s  

r e l a t i o n s  whfch are p e r t i n e n t  t o  a Tore  c a r e f u l  a n a l y s i s  of  

(6-8) by t h e  symbol ' C ( x , y ) ' ,  s i n c e  a more p r e c i s e  d e l i n e a t i o n  

o f  the c o n c e p t s  i n v o l v e d  d o e s  n o t  seem t o  a f f e c t  o u r  program i n  

any way. 

The second q u e s t i o n  r a i s e d  above concerns  t h e  ' u p t a k e '  

o f  t h e  r e f e r e n t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t :  by ' u p t a k e t ,  I mean 

t h a t  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t 8  must a c c e p t  t h e  cus tody  of  t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t ,  e i t h e r  by p h y s i c a l l y  g r a s p i n g  i t ,  o r  by acknowledging 

t h a t  t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  o f  c u s t o d y  has t a k e n  p l a c e ,  o r  i n  some 

c a s e s  mere ly  by conven t ion .  Cons ider  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c i rcums tance :  



A comes i n t o  B r s  o f f i c e  and l a y s  something on B 1 s  d e s k ;  i f  B 

i s  t o t a l l y  unaware of A ' s  p resence  and i n  no way acknowledges 

t h e  p r e s e n c e  of t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  q u e s t i o n ,  t h e n  i t  seems t o  me 

i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  s a y  t h a t  A gave B t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  q u e s t i o n  

( u n l e s s  some p r i o r  arrangement  had been made between A and B ) .  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand,  i f  some p r i o r  arrangement  had i n  f a c t  been 

made, o r  if B acknowledges t h a t  h e  a c c e p t s  t h e  a r t i c l e  ( i n  any 

one of  a number o f  w a y s ) ,  t h e n  we might well s a y  t h a t  A gave B 

t h e  a r t i c l e .  If t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  t h e n  i t  w i l l  n o t  s u f f i c e  t o  

c a s t  t h e  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  o f  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  s e n t e n c e s  

l i k e  (1) mere ly  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  p h y s i c a l  l o c a t i o n  o f  a n  o b j e c t  

w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  v a r i o u s  i n d i ~ i d u a l o . ~  Rather, we must t a k e  

account  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  ag reement - - t ac i t  o r  not--which h o l d s  

between s u b j e c t  and i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  

Assuming a l l  o f  t h i s  t o  be c o r r e c t ,  t h e n ,  w e  w r i t e :  

9) i )  p r i o r  t o  to,  C(n,b)  

ii) a t  ( o r  p r i o r  t o )  to,  A(n) & A(m) 

iii) a t  to, M((A(n) & A(m)), C(m,b)) 

I n  o t h e r  words, o u r  a n a l y s i s  s t a t e s  tha t  i n  o r d e r  f o r  a sen , tence  

o f  t h e  form a g i v e s  b  c  t o  hold on t h e  second r e a d i n g ,  i t  must 

be t h e  c a s e  t h a t ,  f i r s t ,  a h a s  cus tody  o f  c ;  second,  t h a t  a and 

b a r r i v e  a t  least  a t  a t a c i t  agreement;  and,  f i n a l l y ,  t h a t  as a 

r e s u l t  of t h i s  agreement ,  b h a s  cus tody  of  c .  

I n  some ways, t h i s  schema i s  n o t  a l t o g e t h e r  s a t i s f a c -  

t o r y ,  since i n  some c a s e s  t h e  agreement  i t se l f  does  n o t  s u f f i c e  



t o  e f f e c t  t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  o f  cus tody .  I do nc: know e x a c t l y  

how t o  improve t h e  a n a l y s i s :  i t  may be t h e  c a s e  t h a t  some kind  

o f  p h y s i c a l  a c t i o n  i s  a lways  r e q u i r e d .  The d i f f i c u l t y  s tems from 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  a s  long  as t h e  agreement h a s  been reached  ( o r  

c o n v e n t i o n a l l y  h o l d s ,  as i n  t h e  c a s e  of  t 8 ) ,  where merely 

d e p o s i t i n g  a n  o b j e c t  i n  a mailbox seems t o  be s u f f i c i e n t )  t h i s  

p h y s i c a l  a c t i o n  may be  undert .aken by e i t h e r  t h e  s u b j e c t  o r  t h e  

i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t :  t h e  s u b j e c t  may l e a v e  t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  q u e s t i o n  

a t  some p r e a r r a n g e d  l o c a t i o n ,  o r  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  may t a k e  

t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  q u e s t i o n  from i t s  l o c a t i o n ,  o r  t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  

q u e s t i o n  may remain i n  t h e  same p h y s i c a l  l o c a t i o o .  Below, we 

t r y  t o  g i v e  examples which i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  second and t h i r d  c a s e s ;  

a n  example o f  t h e  f i rs t  c a s e  i s  fi- en i n  ( 8 ) :  

1 0 )  John  gave Harry  a c o p y ; o f  t h e  paper :  h e  l e f t  it 

on h i s  desk  and presumably i t  was Harry  who 

t o o k  i t .  

1 1 )  John gave  Harry  h i s  b i c y c l e  f o r  t h e  day:  b u t  t h e  

b i c y c l e  j u s t  sat t h e r e  t h e  whole day.  I 

g u e s s  Harry  d i d n ' t  need i t .  10  

I n  o t h e r  words,  i f  it i s  d e s i r a b l e  t o  t rea t  t h e s e  c a s e s  I n  a 

u n i t a r y  f a s h i o n , . t h e n  whatever  p h y s i c a l  a c t i o n  may be i n v o l v e d  

i s  s u b s i d i a r y  t o  the  agreement  a r r i v e d  a t  on t h e  p a r t  of  t h e  

s u b j e c t  a n d  the  I n d i r e c t  o b j e c t :  the c o o p e r a t i v e  n a t u r e  o f  

t h e  e n t e r p r i s e  i s  e s s e n t i a l .  It i s  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  which 

d i s t i n g u i e h e s  t h i s  u s e  of give from two o t h e r ,  v e r y  g e n e r a l ,  



v e r b s :  o f f e r  and t a k e ,  Like  g i v e ,  o f f e r  i s  e q u i v o c a l  

concern ing  whetheii ownership o r  cus tody  i s  a t  i s s u e ,  b u t  u n l i k e  

g i v e ,  t h e  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  on o f f e r  n e c e s s i t a t e  o n l y  t h a t  t h e  

p o s s e s s o r  of t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  q u e s t i o n  i s  w i l l i n g  t o  g i v e  I t  up 

t o  a n o t h e r :  no agreement o r  ' u p t a k e t  i s  r e q u i r e d  on t h e  l a t t e r ' s  

p a r t .  S i m i l a r l y ,  t a k e  i s  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  a wide range  of  circum- 

s t a n c e s  i n  which a n  a r t i c l e  undergoes a change i n  p o s s e s s l o n .  

The s z l i e n t  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  need be no a c t  of  ag ree -  

ment i n v o l v e d ,  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t a k e .  Thus,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  r ange  

of  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  f o r  which s e ~ t e n c e s  u s i n g  g i v e  a r e  t r u e  i n t e r - .  

s e c , t s  w i t h  t h o s e  f o r  which s e n t e n c e s  u s i n g  o f f e r  o r  t a k e  a r e  

t r u e ,  t h e y  must be  d i s t i n g u i s h e d .  

1 . 1 . 3  We s a i d  above t h a t  t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  of (1) i s  

compa t ib le  w i t h  a s i t u a t i o n  i n  which M a i l e r  wrote  a book which 

h e  wouldn ' t  have been a b l e  t o  wri te  i f  it h a d n ' t  been f o r  

Nixon. R a t h e r  t h a n  speak ing  o f  a s i n g l e  ' r e a d i n g '  i n  such  

c a s e s ,  i t  might  have been more a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  speak  of  a  f a m i l y  

o f  p o s s i b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  f o r  t h e r e  i s  c o n s i d e r a b l e  v a r i a b i l -  

i t y  i n  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  an? t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  I s h a l l  i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  s h o r t l y .  

The s a l i e n t  semant i c  p r o p e r t y  o f  t h i s  f a m i l y  of  r e a d i n g s ,  

however, i s  n o t  t h e  r a n g e  o f  r e l a t i o n s  which h o l d  between t h e  

i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and  the  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  bu t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  f o r  t h e  

purposes  o f  a n a l y s i s ,  no r e l a t i o n  h o l d s  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and 

t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  a t  a l l :  r a t h e r  t h e r e  i s  a r e l a t i o n  o f  a 



causal type which pertains between the subject and the relation 

holding between the indirect object and the direct object. In 

other words, the structure of the truth-conditions for such 

sentences is slmply as follows: 

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)l 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)l as true only if the 

existence ofx is a sufficient condition for Y to hold, or whether 

lxl represents a necessary condition for the truth of Y. 

Neither interpretation of lS(x,Y)' is very satisfactory. For 

instance, it's clear that in many cases, the interpretation 

based on sufficiency is out of place: in sentence (I), for 

example, the truth of the sentence might well depend on many 

other factors than Nixon's existence--Mailer's talents, his 

energy, and so forth. But the construal based on necessary 

conditions is 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 Nlxon, 



but  t h i s  t a c k  c o n s t i t u t e s  o n l y  a n  e v a s i o n  of  t h e  i s s u e  which I s  

open t o  o t h e r  o b j e c t i o n s .  F o r  example, we f i n d  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e :  

13) The war y e a r s  gave M a i l e r  h i s  f i r s t  b i g  s u c c e s s .  

It makes l i t t l e  s e n s e  t o  s a y  h e r e  t h a t  i f  i t  h a d n ' t  been f o r  t h e  

'war y e a r s ' ,  Mai l e r  would n o t  have a t t a i n e d  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  ' b i g  

s u c c e s s f  t h a t  he d i d  a t t a i n :  t h e  problem h e r e  i s  one of 

I n d i v i d u a t i o n .  

R e g a r d l e s s  of what t h e  c o r r e c t  a n a l y s i s  of ( l i n g u i s t i c )  

c a u s a t i o n  mag be ,  however, we may s t i l l  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  r o l e  t h e  

s u b j e c t  p l a y s  i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  (1) on t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  

from t h e  r o l e  i t  p l a y s  i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  f i r s t  two 

r e a d i n g s .  We have a l r e a d y  mentioned t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  on t h e  t h i r d  

r e a d i n g ,  i t  is a p p a r e n t l y  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  no r e l a t i o n  whatsoever  

i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  h o l d  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  

i n  c o n t r a d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  t h e  first two r e a d i n g s .  Another i n d i c a -  

t i o n  o f  t h i s  i s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  freedom of  s e l e c t i o n  of  t h e  s u b j e c t  

for s e n t e n c e s  which have t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  as opposed t o  t h e  

first two r e a d i n g s .  An example o f  this i s  (13) above, which h a s  

no r e a d i n g s  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  t o  the  first two r e a d i n g s .  l2 F u r t h e r  

examples o f  t h i s  freedom of  s e l e c t i o n  a r e :  

14) I n t e r v i e w i n g  Nixon gave M a i l e r  a book. 

15) The American program to l a n d  a man on t h e  moon 

gave  Mailer a book. 



I n  n e i t h e r  of t h e s e  c a s e s  i s  e i t h e r  o f  t h e  f i r s t  two r e a d i n g s  

a v a i l a b l e .  

1 . 1 . 3 . 2  When we t u r n  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n  ' R ' ,  t h i n g s  a r e  no t  much 

more p e r s p i c u o u s .  The most obvious  way t o  p a r a p h r a s e  s e n t e n c e  

(1) under  t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  i s  as something l i k e :  

1 If i t  h a d n ' t  been f o r  Nlxun, M a i l e r  wouldn ' t  have 

w r i t t e n  a ( c e r t a i n )  book. 

Yet, even assuming t h a t  such  a p a r a p h r a s e  i s  c o r r e c t  i n  t h i s  

c a s e ,  i t s  c o r r e c t n e s s  i s  based  t o  a l a r g e  e x t e n t  on our  knowl- 

edge o f  t h e  world,  r a t h e r  t h a n  on l i n g u i s t i c  knowledge a l o n e :  

we are l i k e l y  t o  know i n  t h i s  c a s e  t h a t  "Mai ler"  probably  d e n o t e s  

Norman M a i l e r ,  a well-known a u t h o r .  Yet ,  depending on t h e  

r e f e r e n t  of t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i n  such  s e n t e n c e s ,  p a r a p h r a s e s  

can  e a s i l y  v a r y .  Cons ider :  

1 7 )  A series of  a c c i d e n t a l  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  gave  Knopf & 

Co. The Magic Mountain. 

Here,  w e  might  wish t o  s a y ,  as a p a r a p h r a s e ,  t h a t  1 ? i t  h a d n ' t  

been  f o r  t h o s e  a c c i d e n t a l  c i r c u m s t a n c e s ,  Knopf & Co. wouldn ' t  

have had t h e  r i g h t s  t o  p u b l i s h  The Magic Mountain. 

If w e  are i n t e r e s t e d  I n  p a r a p h r a s e s  o f  t h e  form, 

1 8 )  If i t  h a d n ' t  been f o r  a ,  b  wouldn ' t  have Vted  c .  - - - - 

The c o n t e n t  o f  V - is  probab ly  de te rmined  t o  some e x t e n d  on knowl- 



edge w e  have of t h e  world.  A t  l e a s t  t h e  p l a u s i b i l i t y  of  t h e  

v a r i o u s  p a r a p h r a s e s  o f f e r e d  would seem t o  s u p p o r t  t h i s  view,  

s i n c e  t h e y  a r e  q u i t e  d i s t i n c t .  Fur thermore ,  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  

( 1 7 ) ,  i f  we have no i d e a  what 'Knopf & C 0 . l  o r  'The Magic 

Mountain1 r e f e r  t o ,  o u r  c h o i c e  o f  pa raphrase - - i f  indeed we have 

one a v a i l a b l e - - i s  l i k e l y  t o  be q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t .  I n  s p i t e  of 

t h i s ,  however, we might s t i l l  want t o  s a y  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some 

n o t i o n  of  i n t r i n s i c  c o n n e c t i o n  between t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and 

t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  l3 Another way of  p u t t i n g  t h i s  p o i n t  i s  as 

f o l l o w s :  t h e  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  

a s s i g n e d  t o  s e n t e n c e s  which have what I have c a l l e d  t h e  t h i r d  

r e a d i n g  p r o v i d e  a way o f  s t r u c t u r i n g  t h e  f a c t u a l  knowledge a t  

o u r  d i s p o s a l - - t h e  e x a c t  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  what i s  meant by  such 

s e n t e n c e s  i s  i n  many c a s e s  a m a t t e r  of  p ragmat ic  guesswork. 

One f i n a l  p o i n t  abou t  t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  o f  (1). T h i s  

concerns  t h e  f a c t  tha t  t h e  NP a book r e c e i v e s  an  a b s t r a c t  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n ,  a t  l e a s t  on any i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f o r  which ( 1 6 )  i s  a n  

approximate  p a r a p h r a s e .  Although I a m  unable  t o  s p e c i f y  e x a c t l y  

how t h i s  f a c t  shou ld  be hand led ,  i t  may be a s p e c i a l  c a s e  of  a  

more g e n e r a l  phenomenon t h a t  i s  t a k e n  up i n  s e c t i o n  3.4.2.  

1 .1 .3 .3  Although we have been unab le  t o  c l a r i f y  s u c c e s s f u l l y  

t h e  p r e c i s e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  ' S t  and ' R t ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s  i t  i s  

s t i l l  p o s s i b l e  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  of ( 1 )  from t h e  

first two r e a d i n g s  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  the s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  

o f  t h e  set  o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  e a c h  r e a d i n g .  Both of 



t h e  f i r s t  two r e a d i n g s  c o n t a i n  a s t a t e m e n t  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  

t h e r e  i s  a r e l a t i o n  ( e i t h e r  ' 0 '  o r  'C') h o l d i n g  between t h e  

s u b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  p r i o r  t o  t h e  t e n s e - r e f e r e n t .  The 

t h i r d  r e a d i n g  c o n t a i n s  no such  s t a t e m e n t .  l4 We s h a l l  s e e  l a t e r  

t h a t  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  of  use  i n  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  i n  a p a r t i a l  

way t h e  r ange  of t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  of t h e  I n s i d e  d a t i v e  and o u t -  

s i d e  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  



2.0  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we s h a l l  ex tend  t h e  a n a l y s i s  p r e s e n t e d  

f o r  t h e  f irst  two r e a d i n g s  of  (1) t o  a v a r i e t y  o f  o t h e r  c a s e s .  

We n o t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  which i s  p o s t u l a t e d  t o  hold  

between th? s u b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  p r i o r  t o  t h e  t e n s e  

r e f e r e n t  i s  t h e  same r e l a t i o n  which l a t e r  h o l d s  of  t h e  I n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  a t  t h e  t ime  of  t h e  t e n s e - r e f e r e n t .  15 

I n  o t h e r  words,  t h e  f irst  r e a d i n g  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  a t r a n s f e r  of 

ownership,  t h e  second r e a d i n g  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  a t r a n s f e r  of c u s t o d y ,  

and t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  i s  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  i n  t h a t  q u e s t i o n s  of  

t r a n s f e r r a n c e  are n o t  i n v o l v e d .  

2 . 1  It h a s  o f t e n  been n o t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a c o n n e c t i o n  

between a l a r g e  s u b s e t  of  t h e  v e r b s  which occur  i n  t h e  d a t i v e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and c o n c e p t s  i n v o l v i n g  l p o s s e s s i o n l .  Yet t h e  

concept  l p o s s e s s i o n f  i s  i t s e l f  a d i f f u s e  one. For  i n s . t a n c e ,  

t h e r e  i s  no E n g l i s h  v e r b  which e x a c t l y  e x p r e s s e s  t h e  concept  

o f  c u s t o d y  as we t r i e d  t o  d e f i n e  i t  i s  s e c t i o n  1 . 1 . 2 :  have I t s e l f  

i s  much t o o  broad.  Fur thermore ,  a l t h o u g h  b o t h  - own and p o s s e s s  a r e  

used  t o  e x p r e s s  a c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n  between humans and t h e i r  

be longihgs ,16  i n  a b s t r a c t  domains, t h e  v e r b  p o s s e s s  h a s  s t r i k i n g l y  

d i s t i n c t  u s e s ,  as t h e  s e n t e n c e s  below i l l u s t r a t e :  

1 9 )  The citizens p o s s e s s  t h e  r i g h t  t o  a p p e a l .  

20) *The c i t i z e n s  own t h e  r i g h t  t o  a p p e a l .  

21) B i l l  Cosby p o s s e s s e s  g r e a t  t a l e n t .  

22) +Bill Cosby owns great t a l e n t .  



2 3 )  ?Kennecott  Copper p o s s e s s e s  t h e  m i n e r a l  r i g h t s  t o  

C h i l e .  

2 4 )  Kennecott  Copper owns t h e  m i n e r a l  r i g h t s  t o  C h i l e .  

Yet a l t h o u g h  we must e v i d e n t l y  make a  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

( i n a l i e n a b l e )  n o n - t r a n s f e r r a b l e  s o c i a l  r i g h t s  and t r a n s f e r r a b l e  

s o c i a l  r i g h t s ,  on t h e  one hand, t o  hand le  t h e  c o n s t r a s t  between 

(19-20)  and (23-24) ,  we must make f u r t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n s  t o  l i m i t  

t h e  use  o f  p o s s e s s  i n  i t s  i n a l i e n a b l e  a s p e c t s .  Thus, a l t h o u g h  

( 2 1 )  i s  good, (25-26) a r e  bad ( i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  co r respond ing  

s e n t e n c e s  w i t h  have g i v e n  i n  ( 2 7 - 2 8 ) ) :  

25) *John p o s s e s s e s  a bad l i v e r .  

26) *John p o s s e s s e s  a headache.  

27)  John h a s  a bad l i v e r .  

28) John h a s  a headache.  

We can  r e p r e s e n t  t h e s e  v a r i o u s  d i s t i n c t i o n s  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

t a 5 l e :  



CONCRETE 

have 
own 
p o s s e s s  
be long t o  
hand 
p a s s  
bequeathe  
g i v e  

ALIENABLE 

INALIENABLE have 
*own 
* p o s s e s s  
*belong t o  
*hand 
* p a s s  
?bequeathe  
g i v e  

ABSTRACT 

have 
own 

? p o s s e s s  
be long  t o  

*hand 
* p a s s  

bequeathe  
g i v e  

have 
*own 

p o s s e s s  
*belong t o  
*hand 
*pass  
?bequeathe  ( g e n e t i c a l l y )  
g i v e  



T h i s  t ab le  r e p r e s e n t s  o n l y  an  i n i t i a l  s t e p  i n  a n a l y s i s .  F u r t h e r  

d i s t i n c t i o n s  must be  made a t  least a l o n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  l i n e s :  

f i r s t ,  some n o t i o n  of  sur rogate-ownership  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  

d i s t i r g u i s h  r e n t  and -3 s e l l  and t h i s  n o t i o n  must come t o  g r i p s  

w i t h  whether  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  f o r  example , to  r e n t  a b s t r a c t  t h i n g s  

l i k e  m i n e r a l  r i g h t s ;  second,  t empora l  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  n e c e s s a r y  

t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  l e n d  from g i v e ;  t h i r d ,  some q u a l i f i c a t i o n  i s  

needed t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  cus tody- read ing  o f  g i v e ,  which i s  q u i t e  

g e n e r a l ,  from t h e  r a t h e r  s p e c i a l  s e n s e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  v e r b s  

l i k e  hand and p a s s ;  f i n a l l y ,  i f  t h e  p o s s e s s i o n a l  n a t u r e  of' t h e  

d a t i v e - c a s e s  I s  t o  be  a s s i m i l a t e d  w i t h i n  a g e n e r a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  

l p o s s e s s i o n a l f  v e r b s ,  some means must be d e v i s e d  t o  d e a l  w i t h  

v e r b s  l i k e  throw, which, as w e  sha l l  s e e  s h o r t l y ,  r a i s e  r a t h e r  

s p e c i a l  problems.  

The first two problems r a i s e d  p r e s e n t  no s e r i o u s  

problems f o r  a n  e n t e r p r i s e  t h a t  aims t o  a s s h i l a t e  ( a t  leas t )  

some o f  t h e  d a t i v e  (doub le  o b j e c t )  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  wa th in  a n  

a n a l y s i s  o f  l p o s s e s s i o n a l ~  v e r b s .  Var ious  d e t a i l s  need working 

o u t ,  however. Cons ider  t empora l  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  on t h e  r e l a t i o n  

between t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  Given 

s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  t h o s e  below, 

30) John r e n t e d  Har ry  a n  apa r tmen t  i n  t h e  Bronx f o r  

three months. 

31) John l e a s e d  me h i s  apa r tmen t  f o r  a week. 

32) John l e n t  m e  his b i c y c l e  f o r  a week. 



i s  i t  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t h e  t empora l  p e r i o d  s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  - f o r -  

p h r a s e  i s  a p a r t  o f  t h e  ( c o n t r a c t u a l )  agreement e n t e r e d  i n t o  by 

t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t ?  I myself  have t h e  f e e l i n g  

tha t  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  two c a s e s ,  t h e  answer i s  y e s ,  whereas f o r  ( 3 2 )  

i t ' s  n o t  c l e a r :  t h e  - fo r -phrase  may s imply s p e c i f y  t h e  amount of  

t ime  d u r i n g  which t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  had t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i n  

h i s  p o s s e s s i o n .  D i f f e r e n c e s  o f  t h i s  k i n d ,  i f  t h e y  e x i s t ,  s u p p o r t  

t h e  d e c i s i o n  made i n  s e c t i o n  1 . 1 . 2  t o  emphasize t h e  s o c i a l  n a t u r e  

o f  many o f  t h e  i n s t a n c e s  o f  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  which such  v e r b s  a r e  

used  t o  d e s c r i b e .  The f a c t  t ha t  t h e r e  a r e  i n  c e r t a i n  c a s e s  what 

seem t o  be a n a l y t i c a l  c o n n e c t i o n s  between c e r t a i n  l e x i c a l  i t e m s ,  

e .g .  bequeathe17 and - 9  own i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  o u r  a n a l y s i s  by t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  i n  t h e  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e s e  v e r b s ,  t h e r e  

w i l l  b e  c e r t a i n  p r e d i c a t e s  o r  r e l a t i o n s  i n  common. I f  enough 

c o n c e p t u a l  c o n t e n t  can  b e  g i v e n  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  employed, such  

a n  approach o f f e r s  a p romis ing  way t o  d e a l  w i t h  such  p e r e n n i a l  

problems as t h e  c o n n e c t i o n s  between buy, -9 s e l l  and -3 own f o r  

example. 1 8  

Assuming t h a t  such  a n a l y t i c a l  c o n n e c t i o n s  e x i s t ,  t h e n ,  

w e  have a ( f o r m a l l y )  p r e c i s e  way o f  r e p r e s e n t i n g  them: g i v e n  

two v e r b s  f o r  which w e  wish t o  p o s i t  such  a c o n n e c t i o n ,  t h e  

t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  i n  e a c h  c a s e  w i l l  e x h i b i t  a n  i n t e r -  

s e c t i o n .  Such a n  approach  i s  able t o  c a p t u r e  t h e  f e l t  s i m i l a r i t y  

between two l e x i c a l  items as well as any approach can ,  w i t h o u t  

I n c u r r i n g  some o f  the  more obv ious  drawbacks.  1 9  

I n  many cases, however, t h e r e  i s  no s imple  velsb o f  



' p o s s e s s i o n '  which e x p r e s s e s  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  p o s s e s s i v e  a s p e c t  

o f  a g i v e n  doub le -ob jec t  v e r b .  T h i s  may be s e e n  by c o n s i d e r i n g  

i n  d e t a i l  t h e  c a s e s  of hand, p a s s ,  and throw.  20 

2 . 2  I n  bo th  t h e  c a s e s  of  hdnd and p a s s ,  t h e r e  must be 

something l i k e  l o c a l  c o n t a c t  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t .  The n o t i o n  ' l o c a l  c o n t a c t '  i s  b o t h  i m p r e c i s e  and i n  

need o f  q u a l i f i c a t i o n .  With hand, f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  
7 

of  t h e  e n t i t y  r e p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  from t h e  hand 

o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  hand o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  T h i s  does  

n o t  o b v i a t e  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  tha t  t h e r e  must be a n  a c t  on t h e  p a r t  

o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  c o n s t i t u t i n g  a n  ' o f f e r '  and an  a c t  of  a c c e p t a n c e  

on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  More p r e c i s e l y ,  we w r i t e :  

33)  NPI hand NP NPk J 
I) p r i o r  t o  to, H(NPi, NPk) 

i i )  a t  to, I(NPi, H(NPj , NPk)) & A ( N P i )  & A(NPJ) & 

M((A(NPi) & A(NPJ 1) , (-H(NPi, NPk) 8 

H( NPj , NPk).).) 

The r e l a t i o n  'H(x,y) '  h o l d s  o f  a p e r s o n  and a p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t :  

i t s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e  p e r s o n  ( x )  h o l d s  t h e  o b j e c t  [ y )  

i n  t h e  hand. The r e l a t i o n  l I ( x , Y ) '  h o l d s  o f  a p e r s o n  and a 

p r e d i c a t e  o r  r e l a t i o n :  i t s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e  pe r son  

( x )  i n t e n d s  the  p r e d i c a t e  or  r e l a t i o n  ( Y )  t o  ho ld .  The p r e d i c a t e  

'A(x) l  i s  t o  b e  i n t e r p r e t e d  as above i n  s e c t i o n  1 .1 .2 :  namely, 

x e x e c u t e s  a n  I n t e n t i o n a l  a c t  w i t h i n  a domain of  s o c i a l  a c t i o n .  



S i r ~ ~ i l a r l y ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  ' M ( X , Y ) '  i s  t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d :  a s  a 

r e s u l t  of  X ,  Y h o l d s .  Thus, we c la im t h a t  i n  o r d e r  f o r  a  

s e n t e n c e  of t h e  fcrm x hands y z t o  be t r u e ,  It must f i r s t  be 

t h e  c a s e  t h a t  x ho lds  z i n  t h e  hand, and t h e n ,  t h a t  w i t h  t h e  

i n t e n t i o n  t h a t  y hold  z ,  x r e l e a s e s  z and y t a k e s  z .  I t  may be 

f e l t  t h a t  such  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  mere ly  a n  awkward way of  do ing  

v i c l e n c e  t o  what i s  a k ind  o f  g e s t a l t  p r o c e s s .  But our  a n a l y s i s  

i s  des igned  t o  account  f o r  s e v e r a l  c r u c i a l  a s p e c t s  o f  t h i s  

p r o c e s s ,  namely: 1) t h e  u s e  o f  hand i s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  d e s c r i b e  

a s i t u a t i o n  I n  which one  p e r s o n  t a k e s  an o b j e c t  from a n o t h e r  

wi thou t  c o n s e n t ;  2 )  t h e  u s e  o f  hand i s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  i f  t h e r e  

i s  no a c t  o f  a c c e p t a n c e  by t h e  r e c i e v e r  o f  t h e  o b j e c t ,  i . e . ,  

m e r e l y  l a y i n g  a n  o b j e c t  i n  t h e  hand of  a n o t h e r  d o e s  n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  

handing t h e  o b j e c t  t o  t h a t  p e r s o n ;  3 )  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  on t h e  

p a r t  o f  t h e  s u b J e c t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  i n  o r d e r  t o  r u l e  o u t  c a s e s  i n  

which t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  q u e s t i o n  i s  t r a n s f e r r e d  i n  a way t h a t  

sa t i s f ies  t h e  p h y s i c a l  c r i t e r i a  s e t  up,  b u t  i s  brought  abou t  

wi thou t  t h e  e x p l i c i t  i n t e n t i o n  of  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  i . e . ,  i f  t h e  

s u b j e c t  mere ly  l e t s  go o f  t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  q u e s t i o n  and t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  happens t o  s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  g r a s p  i t .  21 The r e l a t i o n  

'B(x ,y ) '  c a n  b e  g i v e n  a p r e c i s e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Yet t h e r e  i s  no 

s imple  v e r b  I n  E n g l i s h  which e x p r e s s e s  t h i s  c o n c e p t .  

The v e r b  p a s s  differs  i n  a number o f  ways  from hand. - 
One way i n  which t h e  sets  o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e s e  

v e r b s  Ciffer  i s  t h a t  p a s s  a l l o w s  the p r e s e n c e  of i n t e r m e d i a r i e s  

who c o o p e r a t e  I n  t r a n s f e r r i n g  t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  q u e s t i o n ,  whereas 



hand does n o t .  I s h a l l  l e a v e  open t h e  way i n  which t h i s  

d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  t o  be r e p r e s e n t e d .  Of more immediate impor tance  

i s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  m a n i f e s t e d  by t h e s e  two v e r b s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  

t h e  ' u p t a k e '  on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  

That  some up take  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  

i n  f a c t  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  a s e n t e n c e  o f  t he  form x p a s s  y z t o  be 

t r u e  o f  a s i t u a t i o n  can be s e e n  by c o n s i d e r i n g  c a s e s  In which 

whatever  p h y s i c a l  c r i t e r i a  we set f o r  p a s s  a r e  s a t i s f i e d ,  y e t  

t h e r e  i s  no acknowledgment on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  r e c e p t o r .  For  

i n s t a n c e ,  s e n t e n c e  ( 3 4 )  i s  n o t  t r u e  o f  a s i t u a t i o n  I n  which Mike 

i s  a s l e e p ,  o r  s o  deep ly  engrossed  I n  c o n v e r s a t i o n  w i t h  some 

t h i r d  p a r t y  t h a t  h e  d o e s  n o t  n o t i c e  t h e  a r r i v a l  o f  t h e  p i c t u r e :  

3 4 )  Alex p a s s e d  Mike t h e  p i c t u r e .  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, however, p a s s ,  u n l i k e  hand, d o e s  

n o t  seem t o  r e q u i r e  a p h y s i c a l  up take .  I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  p a s s  

r e sembles  t h e  c u s t o d i a l  s e n s e  of  g i v e .  Cons ide r  (34) a g a i n .  

Suppase t h e  p i c t u r e  i n  q u e s t i o n  had a r o u s e d  Mike 's  i n t e r e s t  w h i l e  

h e  and h & s  f r i e n d s  were s i t t i n g  a t  t h e  d i n n e r  t a b l e .  I f  Mike i s  

t o o  busy m a n i p u l a t i n g  h i s  u t e n s i l s  t o  p h y s i c a l l y  t a k e  t h e  p i c t u r e ,  

and Alex p l a c e s  t h e  p i c t u r e  on t h e  t a b l e  i n  f r o n t  of  Mike i n  such  

a way as t o  e n a b l e  Mike t o  s c r u t i n i z e  t h e  p i c t u r e  t o  h i s  s a t i s f a c -  

t i o n ,  t h e n  ( 3 4 )  might w e l l  be t r u e .  T h i s  d i s t i n g ~ r i s h e s  t h e  up take  

o f  p a s s  from t h e  u p t a k e  of hand. But p a s s  i s  d i s t i n c t  from ~ l v e  

i n  t h a t  a l o c a l  c o n t a c t  i s  n e c e s s a r y .  

The v e r b  throw i s  a g a i n  a p p a r e n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from 



e i t h e r  of t h e s e  v e r b s  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  u p t a k e  c o n d i t i o n .  

Without go ing  i n t o  a l l  t h e  d e t a i l s  p r o p e r  t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of 

s e n t e n c e s  of t h e  form x throw y z ,  we mere ly  n o t e  t h a t  f o r  such 

a s e n t e n c e  t o  be t r u e ,  t h e  o b j e c t  z must come w i t h i n  some r e g i o n  

under  t h e  p h y s i c a l  c o n t r o l  o f  y .  Again,  t h e  p r e c l s e  a n a l y s i s  

of  ' p h y s i c a l  c o n t r o l '  i s  hard  t o  s p e c i f y :  w e  merely n o t e  t h a t  i t  

h a s  t o  be broad enough t o  comprehend s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which y I s  

i n t e n d e d  t o  c a t c h  z and s i t u a t i o n s  i n  y  i s  i n t e n d e d  t o  h i t  z  w i t h  

a b a t  ( f o r  i n s t a n c e ) .  It a p p e a r s  t o  be t h e  c a s e  t h a t  some 

i n t e r a c t i o n  on t h e  p a r t  of  y and z i s  n e c e s s a r y :  t h u s  a s e n t e n c e  

o f  t h e  r e q u i r e d  form does  n o t  seem t o  be t r u e  i f  t h e  o b j e c t  z  

mere ly  comes t o  r e s t  n e a r  y .  I n  any c a s e ,  i t  can e a s i l y  be s e e n  

tha t  t h e  up take  c o n d i t i o n  on t h e  p a r t  of  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i n  

s e n t e n c e s  w i t h  throw i s  d i s t i n c t  from t h e  o t h e r  c a s e s  we have 

d i s c u s s e d .  22 

2.3 A l l  o f  t h i s  r a i s e s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  problem: i f  we want 

t o  c l a i m  t h a t  n o t i o n  ' p o s s e s s i v e  v e r b 1  13 of  impor tance  i n  

c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  a c e r t a i n  s e t  o f  v e r b s  which o c c u r  i n  t h e  doub le  

o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  how can  t h i s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  be e x p r e s s e d ,  

i n  view of  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a n a l y s i s  shows t h a t  d i s t i n c t  c o n c e p t s  

o f  p o s s e s s i o n  are needed? There  are two ways i n  which t h i s  

problem can  b e  m e t :  a s l l b s t a n t i v e  t h e o r y  o f  ' p o s s e s s i o n 1  which 

would r e l a t e  a l l  o f  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  c o n c e p t s  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e i r  

c o n t e n t ;  and  a f o r m a l  t h e o r y  which i g n o r e s  t h e  e x a c t  c o n t e n t  o f  

t h e  v a r i o u s  l p o s s e s s i v e t  c o n c e p t s ,  b u t  groups  t h e  c a s e s  we a r e  



i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t o g e t h e r  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  c e r t a i n  formal  p r o p e r t i e s  

a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e i r  a s s i g n e d  s e t s  o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s .  

Without disparaging t h e  s u b s t a n t i v e  t h e o r y ,  23 I would 

l i k e  t o  propose  a way i n  which t h e  fo rmal  t h e o r y ,  based on t h e  

n o t a t i o n  which I have a d o p t e d ,  can  h a n d l e  t h i s  problem. I w i l l  

f i rs t  o u t l i n e  t h e  p r o p o s a l  i n  a  s t r o n g  form. 

The most s t r i k i n g  a s p e c t  of  t h e  s e t s  of t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  

s o  f a r  p r e s e n t e d  f o r  t h e  c a s e s  which we have c la imed d e a l  w i t h  

q u e s t i o n s  o f  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the re  i s  a r e l a t i o n  

claimed t o  h o l d  of  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  a t  i s s u e  and t h e  

d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  and t h i s  same r e l a t i o n  h o l d s  ( l a t e r )  between t h e  

i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  T h i s  i s  t h e  c a s e  f o r  t h e  

f i rs t  r e a d i n g  we p rov ided  f o r  g i v e  ( c f .  ( 3 ) ) ;  i t  i s  t r u e  f o r  t h e  

c u s t o d i a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  g i v e  ( c f .  ( 9 ) ) ;  i t  i s  t r u e  f o r  hand 

( c f .  ( 3 3 ) ) .  Fur thermore ,  a p r o p e r  a n a l y s i s  o f  v e r b s  l i k e  s e l l  

and beqdeathe  w i l l  m a n i f e s t  t h i s  p r o p e r t y  as w e l l .  We t h u s  have 

a f o r m a l  way of  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  t h e  concep t  l t r a n s f e r r s n c e l ,  

namely, as f o l l o w s :  

35)  If t h e  set o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  a v e r b  

c o n t a i n s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p r o p o s i t i o n s  and R and R 1  

are i d e n t i c a l ,  t h e n  t h e  v e r b  has  t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  

p r o p e r t y  : 

i )  p r i o r  t o  to, R(NPi, NPk) 

(where 'NPil r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  t h e  v e r b )  



I n  c a s e s  i n  which w e  a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  o f  p o s s e s s i o n ,  

w e  l e t  'R(x,y)' be any a r b i t r a r y  r e l a t i o n  h o l d i n g  of  a  p e r s o n  and 

p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s  o r  a l i e n a b l e  s o c i a l  r i g h t s .  

A s  s t a t e d ,  t h i s  n o t i o n  of  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  may be t o o  

g e n e r a l  f o r  o u r  purposes ,  bu t  i t s  i n t e r e s t  s tems from t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  g i v e n  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of t r a n s f e r r a n c e ,  we can g i v e  

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i m p l i c a t i o n  concern ing  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between s y n t a c t i c  

form and semant i c  c o n t e n t :  

36)  If a v e r b  o c c u r s  i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

and h a s ' t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  p r o p e r t y ,  i t  o c c u r s  i n  

t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a s  w e l l .  

I n  l a t e r  s e c t i o n s  o f  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  we s h a l l  s e e  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  

o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  which s u g g e s t  t h a t  we 

s t r e n g t h e n  t h i s  i m p l i c a t i o n j  b u t  f o r  t h e  t ime  be ing ,  t h e r e  a r e  

c e r t a i n  problems which r e q u i r e  a t t e n t i o n .  

F i r s t ,  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  i s  t o o  s t r o n g .  

I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i f  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  r e n t  r e q u i r e s  as I sugges ted  

above a concept  ' s u r r c g a t e - o w n e r s h i p 1 ,  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  f a i l s  f o r  

t h e  c a s e  o f  r e n t .  Second, i f  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  above concern ing  

pass - and throw was t o  t h e  p o i n t ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  no p h y s i c a l  up take  

i s  r e q u i r e d  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  r a i s e s  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  

s i n c e  e v i d e n t l y  more must be  s a i d  a b o u t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  h o l d i n g  of  

t h e  s u b j e c t  and  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  I n  o t h e r  words, bo th  o f  

t h e s e  c a s e s  v i o l a t e  t h e  r equ i rement  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  h o l d i n g  

o f  the  s u b j e c t  and t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  be i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h e  



r e l a t i o n  h o l d i n g  ( l a t e r )  of  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t .  

I know o f  no way t o  hand le  t h e  problem of  r e n t  w i t h i n  

a p u r e l y  fo rmal  a n a l y s i s .  What a p p a r e n t l y  i s  needed i s  t o  r e l a x  

t h e  i d e n t i t y  c o n d i t i o n  i n  (35 )  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  be e x a c t l y  

t h e  same. Let u s  assume t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  of  l s u r r o g a t e - o w n e r s h i p t  

i s  s u b o r d i n a t e  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n  ' O ( x , y ) I  which r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  

ownership of y by x .  Although t h i s  n o t i o n  of  s u b o r d i n a t i o n  may 

be i n t u i t i v e l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  I do n o t  know a t  p r e s e n t  how t o  g i v e  

i t  more c o n t e n t .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  I s h a l l  modify t h e  c h a r a c t e r i z a -  

t i o n  of t r a n s f e r r a n c e  s o  t h a t  i t  r e a d s  as  f o l l o w s :  

37) If t h e  set o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  a  verb  

c o n t a i n s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p r o p o s f t i o n s  and e i t h e r  

R and  R 1  a r e  i d e n t i c a l  o r  R' i s  s u b o r d i n a t e  t o  R ,  

t h e n  t h e  v e r b  h a s  t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  p r o p e r t y :  

i )  p r i o r  t o  to ,  R ( N P i ,  NPk) 

(where NPi r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  t h e  v e r b )  

A s  far as t h e  second problem i s  concerned ,  one way i n  

which it c a n  b e  avoided  i s  as f o l l o w s .  Let  t h e r e  be some 

g e n e r a l  n o t i o n  'D(x ,y ) ' ,  which r e c e i v e s  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

' x  p h y s i c a l l y  c o n t r o l s  y ' .  We t h e n  i n c o r p o r a t e  t h i s  r e l a t i o n  

i n t o  t h e  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  o f  v e r b s  l i k e  p a s s ,  throw,  and h i t  - 
and  p u t  t h e  burden o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  t h e s e  v e r b s  on v a r i o u s  

a s p e c t s  of  t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  which r e s t r i c t  them t o  c e r t a i n  



kinds of physical action. 24 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 c~nnection between a large group of verbs 

which occur in 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 vpossession~ which are relevant to the verbs 

which occur in the double object construction are distinct 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 tpossessional.l characteristics of 

certain double object verbs. In ensuing sections, we shall 

explore in more detail the consequences of the implicational 

statement ( 3 6 ) ,  a proposal which relates certain aspects of a 

verb's semantic properties to aspects concerning its occurrence 

in two different syntactic structures. 



3 .0  L e t  u s  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  of s e n t e n c e  (1) of  

s e c t i o n  1.1. The c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  t h i s  t y p e  t h a t  I proposed 

was s imply :  

where 'S(x,Y) i s  a c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  whose p r e c i s e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

has been l e f t  open, and R(x,y)  r e p r e s e n t s  what w.e mere ly  c a l l e d  

an  ' i n t r i n s i c  c o n n e c t i o n '  between x and y .  

The c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h i s  schema and t h e  

schemata g i v e n  f o r  t h e  o t h e r  r e a d i n g s  i s ,  as I p o i n t e d  ou t  above ,  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  no r e l a t i o n  h o l d s  between NPi and NPk p r i o r  t o  

to. One consequence of t h i s  i s  t h a t ,  o t h e r  t h i n g s  b e i n g  e q u a l ,  

t h e  s e l e c t i o n a l  r a n g e  o f  NPi f o r  s e n t e n c e s  of t h i s  t y p e  i s  much 

l a r g e r  t h a n  it i s  f o r  s e n t e n c e s  of t h e  t y p e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  s e c t i o n  

2.  For  t h e  l a t t e r  t y p e ,  t h e r e  i s  a l w a y s  some r e l a t i o n  

'R(NPi, NPL)' which h o l d s  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  

and t h e  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  NPi t o  conform t o  t h i s  r e l a t i o n  l i m i t s  i t s  

s e l e c t i o n a l  r ange .  Thus, i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  v e r b s  l i k e  -9 s e l l  f o r  

example,  v e r b s  which occur  i n  s e n t e n c e s  t h a t  a r e  i n t e r p r e t e d  

a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  of  t h e  schema i n  (1) a l l o w  a b s t r a c t  s u b j e c t s :  

2 )  I n t e r v i e w i n g  Nixon gave M a i l e r  a book. 

3 )  # I n t e r v i e w i n g  Nixon s o l d  M a i l e r  a book. 

By i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  s e l e c t i o n a l  r a n g e  o f  NPk i n  s e n t e n c e s  which 

are i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  accordance  w i t h  t h e  schema g i v e n  i n  ( l ) ,  w e  



may hope t o  d i s c o v e r  a more p r e c i s e  way of c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  t h e  

r e l a t i o n s  i n v o l v e d .  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  I s h a l l  p r e s e n t  t h r e e  

r a t h e r  s p e c i a l  c a s e s  f o r  which a  more p r e c i s e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

can  be f o r m a l i z e d .  I s h a l l  t h e n  a t t e m p t  t o  p r o v i d e  a uniform 

way o f  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  a l l  t h r e e  c a s e s ,  and sugges t  a way i n  

which t h e  a n a l y s i s  can be extended t o  some r a t h e r  idiomatic 

c a s e s .  

3 . 0 . 1  Consider  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e n t e n c e s :  

6 )  John gave t h e  t ab le  a k i c k .  

7 )  The c o n c e r t  t o u r  gave  S t r a v i n s k y  s new p a t r o n .  

8 )  The o p e r a t i o n  gave  Max a n  ug ly  appearance .  

I n  a l l  of t h e s e  c a s e s ,  t h e  s s n t e n c e  i n v o l v e d  has  t h e  l i n e a r  

s t r u c t u r e  NPi - V - NP - NPk. But a l t h o u g h  i n  each  s e n t e n c e  
'I 

t h e r e  i s  a n  NPk, as shown by t h e  t y p i c a l l y  nominal s t r u c t u r e  

1 ' d e t  - ( a d j )  - noun , t h e  v a r i o u s  NPk have c e r t a i n  p r o p e r t i e s  

which d i s t i n g u i s h  them from g a r d e n - v a r i e t y  r e f e r e n t i a l  e x p r e s s i o n s .  

For  example, i n  e a c h  o f  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  i t  is i m p o s s i b l e  t o  q u e s t i o n  

such  e x p r e s s i o n s :  

9) *Which k i c k  d i d  John give t h e  t a b l e ?  

1 0 )  *Which p a t r o n  d i d  t h e  c o n c e r t  t o u r  g i v e  S t r a v i n s k y ?  

11) SWkich u g l y  appearance  d i d  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  g i v e  Max? 

By c o n s t r u c t i n g  a n  a c c o u n t  of such  b e h a v i o r ,  w e  w i l l  be i n  a 

p o s i t i o n  b o t h  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  more a b o u t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  'R' o f  ( l j  



and t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  r ange  of  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i n  an 

improved f a s h i o n .  

3 . 1  By p r e d i c a t i o n a l  nount , I mean t h e  ( s e m e l f a c t i v e )  

n o m i n a l i z a t i o n  o f  a v e r b .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  I s h a l l  mean 

n o m i n a l i z a t i o n s  l i k e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

v e r b  

t o  k i c k  
t o  t r y  
t o  s t a r t  
t o  p u l l  
t o  push 
t o  h i t  
t o  swing 
t o  punch 
t o  t e s t  
t o  l o o k  
t o  g l a n c e  

p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun 

a k i c k  
a t r y  
a s t a r t  
a  p u l l  
a push 
a h i t  
a swing 
a punch 
a t es t  
a l o o k  
a g l a n c e  

Without a t t e m p t i n g  a comple te  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  r ange  o f  

t h i s  t y p e  of  n o m i n a l i z a t i o n ,  w e  n o t e  t h a t  o n l y  a c t i v i t y  p r e d i c a t e s  

seem t o  be i n v o l v e d  (*a know, *an own, *a s e e ,  e t c . )  and o n l y  

one- o r  two-place p r e d i c a t e s  (*a p u t ,  *a g i v e ,  e t c . ) .  

Such n o m i n a l i z a t i o n s  have i n t e r e s t i n g  p r o p e r t i e s .  

Most i m p o r t a n t  f o r  o u r  purposes  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  when t h e y  occur  

i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  as NPk, t h e  p r e d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e y  

are d e r i v e d  from p l a y s  a r o l e  I n  t h e  e n t a i l m e n t s  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e  

and NP i s  a l w a y s  c o n s t r u e d  as one o f  t h e  arguments  o f  t h i s  3 
p r e d i c a t e .  For- example,  the s e n t e n c e  



1 3 )  Gibson gave Smith a look a t  t h e  samples .  

e n t a i l s  tha t  Smith looked a t  t h e  examples.  I n  c e r t a i n  c a s e s  

NPi i s  a l s o  c o n s t r u e d  as a n  argument of  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  from which 

t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun i s  d e r i v e d .  Thus, ( 1 4 )  

1 4 )  Gibson gave t h e  r o p e  a  p u l l .  

e n t a i l s  t h a t  Gibson p u l l e d  t h e  rope .  I n  some c a s e s ,  t h i s  l e a d s  

t o  ambigu i ty :  

1 5 )  The Braves gave Aaron a t r y .  

(15)  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  e i t h e r  w i t h  a s i t u a t i o n  i n  which t h e  Braves  

t r i e d  Aaron o r  w i t h  a s i t u a t i o n  i n  which t h e  Braves  l e t  Aaron t r y .  

P r e d i c a t i o n a l  nouns share w i t h  i n f i n i t i v e s ,  ge runds ,  

and p a r t i c i p l e s  c e r t a i n  p r o p e r t i e s  concern ing  c o n t r o l  ( o f  an  

unders tood  argument p l a c e  by some o t h e r  noun p h r a s e  i n  t h e  

sentef ice)  : 

16)  When I walked i n t o  t h e  room, I n o t i c e d  t ha t  J o h n ' s  

k i c k  had caused  t h e  house o f  c a r d s  t o  c o l l a p s e .  

17) *When I walked i n t o  t h e  room, I n o t i c e d  that  a k i c k  

had caused  t h e  house o f  c a r d s  t o  c o l l a p s e .  

A s  w i t h  i n f i n i t i v e s  and ge runds  and p a r t i c i p l e s  g e n e r a l l y ,  

g e n e r i c  and  modal c o n t e x t s  r e l a x  t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t :  

18) A k i c k  may c a u s e  a house o f  c a r d s  t o  c o l l a p s e .  



A s  example ( 1 8 )  shows, p r e d i c a t i o n a l  nouns may occur  

i n  o t h e r  envi ronments  t h a n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  That 

t h e  envircnment  a f f e c t s  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t h e  r e l a t e d  

p r e d i c a t e  i s  shown by examples l i k e :  

1 9 )  The mule g o t  a k i c k  ( i n  t h e  t e e t h ) .  

20) The mule gave  a k i c k  ( * i n  t h e  t e e t h ) .  

Thus, ( 1 9 )  i s  t r u e  o f  a s i t u a t i o n  i n  which t h e  mule was kicked 

i n  t h e  t e e t h ,  whereas ( 2 0 )  i s  t r u e  o f  a s i t u a t i o n  i n  which t h e  

mule k icked .  

A way o f  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  c o n t r o l  problem r a i s e d  by 

such  c a s e s  t h a t  c a p t u r e s  t h e  dependency on t h e  m a t r i x  v e r b  has 

been sugges ted  by Jackendof f  (1972,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  pp. 217-219) 

and e l a b o r a t e d  by Higg ins  (1973, pp. 179-187).  The h e a r t  o f  t h e  

s u g g e s t i o n  i s  a 'matching p r i n c i p l e '  which p a i r s  up t h e m a t i c  

r e l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  m a t r i x  s e n t e n c e  w i t h  t h e  c o n t r o l l e d  arguments  

o f  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  from which t h e  n o m i n a l i z a t i o n  i s  d e r i v e d .  

Higgins  states t h e  p r i n c i p l e  as f o l l o w s :  

21 )  To e a c h  o f  t h e  unders tood  noun p h r a s e s  o f  t h e  
noun p h r a s e  whose head i s  t h e  n o m i n a l i z a t i o n  
t h e r e  must co r respond  a noun p h r a s e  i n  t h e  
s e n t e n c e  which b e a r s  t h e  same t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n  
t o  t h e  v e r b  as t h a t  noun p h r a s e  b e a r s  t o  t h e  
n o m i n a l i z a t i o n .  

--Higgins, 1973, pp. 182-183. 

The a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  01  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  i t s  g e n e r a l i t y  and i t s  

e x p r e s s i o n  o f  t h e  dependency o f  t h e  c o n t r o l  r e l a t i o n s  on t h e  

main verb.  



With r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  v e r b  g i v e ,  however, t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  

r a i s e s  s e v e r e  problems.  What t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  Involved 

when g i v e  i s  used  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ?  Depending 

on which c r i t e r i o n  we u s e ,  i t  would seem t 9  change.  And t h i s  In 

t u r n  r o b s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  ( 2 1 )  of any e x p l a n a t o r y  v a l u e  when he 

a p p l y  it  t o  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i b h  g i v e .  

I f  a v e r b  i s  used t o  d e s c r i b e  mot ion ,  t h e  t h i n g  t h a t  

moves i s  t h e  Theme. I n  such  c o n t e x t s ,  t h e  motion of t h e  Theme 

o r i g i n a t e s  a t  t h e  Source  and t e r m i n a t e s  a t  t h e  Goal.  I n  o r d e r  

t o  g e n e r a l i z e  t h e  c o n c e p t s  employed i n  t h i s  sys tem,  something 

l i k e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p r i n c i p l e  i s  r e q u i r e d :  when a v e r b  whose 

t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  we l l -de f ined  i'oiq m o t i o n a l  c o n t e x t s  i s  

extended t o  non-motional c o n t e x t s ,  t h e  t h e n l a t i c  r e l a t i o n s  of  t h e  

v a r i o u s  s j n t a c t i c  p o s i t i o n s  f o r  which t h e  v e r b  i s  s u b c a t e g o r i z e d  

remain c o n s t a n t .  Yet if t h i s  i s  s o ,  t h e  matching  p r i n c i p l e  

as f o r m u l a t e d  i n  ( 2 1 )  cannot  be r i g h t .  For  example, c o n s i d e r  

t h e  ambigu i ty  o f  ( 1 5 ) .  On one r e a d i n g ,  t h e  one c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  

'The Braves t r y  Aaron1,  "Aaront i s  p r e s m a b l y  t h e  Theme of  t a ;  

on t h e  o t h e r  r e a d i n g ,  t h e  one c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  'The Braves l e t  

Aaron t r y 1 ,  'Aaron1 i s  presumably t h e  Agent of  9. T h e r e f o r e ,  

i f  t h e  matching  p r i n c i p l e  i s  c o r r e c t ,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  i n v a r i a n c e  

o f  t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s  i s  n o t .  S i m i l a r  c o n c l u s i o n s  f o l l o w  from a 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  examples like: 

22 )  Nixon gave h i s  p r e s s  s e c r e t a r y  a shove.  

23) Nixon gave h i s  p r e s s  s e c r e t a r y  a t h r i l l .  



There  i s  one c o n s i d e r a t i o n  which p r o v i d e s  some ev idence  t h a t  we 

should r e l a x  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of i n v a r i a n c e  of t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s  

r a t h e r  t h a n  d i s p e n s e  w i t h  t h e  m a t i c h i n g  p r i n c i p l e .  T h i s  concerns  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a  consequence of  p r e s e r v i n g  t h e  matching p r i n c i p l e  

i s  t h a t  t h e  t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b J e c t  

must change as t h e  t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n  of  t h e  argument p l a c e  of 

t h e  p r e d i c a t e  which t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  c o n t r o l s  changes .  From 

t h i s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a l o n e ,  i t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  whlch p r i n c i p l e  t o  

r e j e c t .  But n o t e  t h a t  a s  t h e  t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  

i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  changes ,  t h e r e  a p p e a r s  t o  be a cor respond ing  

s h i f t  i n  t h e  t h e m a t i c  r o l e  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  g i v e .  T h i s  p r o v i d e s  

ev idence  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  i n v a r i a n c e  i s  n o t  a lways  

a p p l i c a b l e .  

There i s  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  f a c t s ,  

independent  of  t h e  sys tem of  t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s ,  which i s  

d e s c r i p t i v e l y  a d e q u a t e  ( b u t  goes  no f u r t h e r )  a-nd p r o v i d e s  a 

i i s e f u l  way o f  i l l u s t r a t i n g  t h e  problem. Assume t h a t  each 

p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun i s  e n t e r e d  i n  t h e  l e x i c o n , 2 5  and each  l e x i c a l  

e n t r y  of a p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun i s  s p e c i f i e d  f o r  which arguments  

must be c o n t r o l l e d .  We n o t e d  above t h a t  t h e r e  a p p e a r  t o  be no 

p r e d i c a t i o n a l  nouns which are d e r i v e d  from t h r e e - p l a c e  p r e d i c a t e s  

l i k e  put. T h e r e f o r e ,  we can  r e s t r i c t  o u r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  c a s e  

i n  which t h e r e  i s  e i t h e r  one empty argument-place t o  be f i l l e d ,  

o r  two. I f  t h e r e  i s  o n l y  one empty argument-place t o  be f i l l e d ,  

t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  f i l l s  i t .  The completed p r e d i c a t e  i s  t h e n  

l i s t e d  as a n  e n t a i l m e n t  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e .  Concomitant ly ,  however, 



we a s s i g n  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  g i v e  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ' p e r m i s s i v e  

a g e n t '  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h i s  e n t a i l e d  p r e d i c a t e .  S t a t e d  more 

f o r m a l l y ,  t h i s  comes ou t  as: 

2 4 )  Given t h e  s t r u c t u r e :  

NPi g i v e  NPj NPk 

and ' N P k l  i s  a  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun w i t h  one empty  

argument p l a c e ,  d e r i v e d  from t h e  p r e d i c a t e  P ,  

t h e  s e n t e n c e  r e p r e s e n t e d  by t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  i s  

t r u e  i f  and o n l y  i f  

i )  P(NP ) i s  t r u e .  
j 

ii) E(NPi ,  P(NP ) ) ,  where t h e  r e l a t i o n  
j 

'E(x,Y) '  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as ' x  p e r m i t s  Y f  26 

Assuming t h a t  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  ' a  look a t  t h e  samples1  i s  a 

p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun w i t h  one empty argument p l a c e  ( r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  

s e n t e n c e  l x  l o o k  a t  t h e  s a m p l e s 1 ) ,  a p p l y i n g  t h e s e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  

t o  ( 1 3 )  above p r o v i d e s  a r e a s o n a b l e  approx imat ion  t o  t h e  

i n t u i t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a f i o n .  It i s  wor th  p o i n t i n g  ou t  t h a t  i f  

t h e r e  i s  o n l y  one empty a r g m e n t - p l a c e ,  i t  must be t h e  s u b j e c t ,  

and f u r t h e r m o r e ,  i n  t h e  c a s e s  o f  which I am aware ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  

i s  a lways  i n t e r p r e t e d  a g e n t i v e l y .  One would hope t h a t  t h i s  

f a c t  c o u l d  be c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  g i v e  

i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  a p e r m i s s i v e  r o l e .  

Let  us  now t u r n  t o  t h e  c a s e  I n  which t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  

noun is  r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  l e x i c o n  w i t h  two empty argument- 

p l a c e s .  Again w e  need t o  f o r m u l a t e  r u l e s  which f i l l  t h e s e  



arguinent-places.  The r u l e s  a r e  s imple :  a s s i g n  t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  t o  t h e  argument-place which cor responds  t o  t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  of  t h e  v e r b  from which t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun i s  d e r i v e d ;  

a s s i g n  t h e  s u b j e c t  of g i v e  t o  t h e  argument-place of t h e  

p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun which cor responds  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  v e r b  

from which t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun i s  d e r i v e d .  Thus,  

25)  Given t h e  s t r u c t u r e :  

NPi g i v e  NPJ NPk 

and 'NPkl i s  a p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun w i t h  two 

empty argument-p laces ,  d e r i v e d  from t h e  p r e d i c a t e  

P ,  t h e  s e n t e n c e  r e p r e s e n t e d  by t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  

i s  t r u e  i f  and o n l y  i f  

i )  P(NPi, NP ) i s  t r u e .  
j 

I n  t h i s  c a s e  w e  need s a y  n o t h i n g  about  pe rmiss ion .  I f  t h e  

s u b j e c t  of  t h e  v e r b  from which t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun i s  d e r i v e d  

I s  i n t e r p r e t e d  a g e n t i v e l y ,  t h e n  t h e r e  i s  an  a g e n t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a -  

t i o n ;  i f  n o t ,  t h e r e  i s  n o t .  

We mentioned above i n  s e c t i o n  3.0 t h a t  t h e  s e l e c t i o n a l  

r a n g e  o f  a g i v e n  noun p h r a s e  i s  c o n s t r a i n e d  by t h e  d i f f e r e n t  

p r e d i c a t e s  and r e l a t i c n s  which t h e  noun p h r a s e  must s a t i s f y  i n  

o r d e r  f o r  t h e  s e n t e n c e  i n  which t h e  noun p h r a s e  o c c u r s  t o  be t r u e .  

If  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  and o u r  two i n t e r p r e t i v e  schemata ( 2 4 )  and 

( 2 5 )  are c o r r e c t ,  t h e n  w e  shou ld  f i n d  s e l e c t i o n a l  dependencies  

between t h e  empty argument-places o f  t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  nouns 

which o c c u r  w i t h  g i v e  and t h e  noun p h r a s e s  (NPi and NP ) which J 



a r e  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e s e  argument-places by  our  r u l e s .  T h i s  i s  

i n  f a c t  t h e  c a s e ,  as examples l i k e  t h e  fol . lowing show: 

26 a )  Nixon shoved Z i e g l e r .  

b) Nixon gave Z i e g l e r  a shove.  

27 a )  Nixon shocked Z i e g l e r .  

b )  Nixon gave Z i e g l e r  a shock.  

28 a )  *Being c l o s e  t o  Nixon shoved. Z i e g l e r .  

b )  *Being c l o s e  t o  Nixon gave Z i e g l e r  a shove .  

29 a )  Being c l o s e  t o  Nixon shocked Z i e g l e r .  

b) Being c l o s e  t o  Nixon gave  Z i e g l e r  a shock.  

The a n a l y s i s  we have p r e s e n t e d  h e r e  a c c o u n t s  f o r  these s e l e c t i o n -  

a1 dependencies  i n  a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  and n a t u r a l  way. 27 

Although t h e  a n a l y s i s  we have p r e s e n t e d  h e r e  i s  a 

d e s c r i p t i v e l y  adequa te  account  of  t h e  c a s e s  a t  i s s u e ,  i t  h a s  t h e  

drawback o f  b e i n g  t a i lo r -made  f o r  t h e  c a s e s  i n  which t h e  main 

v e r b  i s  g i v e .  Thus, it i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e e  how t o  extend i t  t o  

c a s e s  i n  which t h e  main v e r b  d i f f e r s  from g i v e  (e .g.  ( l g ) ,  f o r  

example) i n  any b u t  a p iecemeal  f a s h i o n .  I n s o f a r  as t h e  

Jackendoff -Higgins  matching p r i n c i p l e  (21)  shows promise of  a 

g e n e r a l  t h e o r y  o f  accompl ish ing  t h i s  g o a l ,  it shou ld  be main- 

t a i n e d .  A consequence o f  t h i s  i s ,  as I p o i n t e d  o u t ,  t h a t  t h e  

p r i n c i p l e  o f  i n v a r i a n c e  o f  t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s  must be weakened: 

i n  t h i s  c a s e ,  w e  must s a y  t h a t  g l v e  can  occur  w i t h  a v a r i e t y  o f  

p a i r s  of t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  i t s  arguments .  But 



perhaps  t h i s  r e f l e c t s  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  f e e l i n g  t h a t  i n  such 

c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  t h e  ve rb  g i v e  i s  s e m a n t i c a l l y  empty. 

3.2 We t u r n  now t o  t h e  c a s e  i n  which NPk i s  an e x p r e s s i o n  

like ' a  p a t r o n t .  Cons ider  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e :  

30) S t r a v i n s k y  has a  book. 

31) S t r a v i n s k y  has a p a t r o n .  

I n  (30)  w e  unders tand S t r a v i n s k y  t o  own a  book o r  t o  have a 

book i n  h i s  cus tody .  Sen tence  ( 3 1 )  can have cor respond ing  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  s a y  i n  d i s c u s s i o n s  concern ing  s l a v e r y  o r  

i n c a r c e r a t i o n .  But ( 3 1 )  has a f u r t h e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  which we 

may p a r a p h r a s e  as ' t h e r e  i s  a pe r son  who i s  S t r a v l n s k y t s  p a t r o n ' .  

I n  o t h e r  words,  on t h i s  l a t t e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  t h e  l o g i c a l  form 

of  (31)  i s  d i s t i n c t  from t h a t  o f  ( 3 0 ) :  we s h a l l  t r e a t  t h i s  

d i f f e r e n c e  as stemming from t h e  f a c t  that ' a  p a t r o n 1  i s  a 

r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n  which, l i k e  t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  nouns 

d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  l as t  s e c t i o n ,  l a c k s  a s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of  i t s  

argument i n  t h e  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e , 2 8  whereas 'a bookf i s  n o t  a 

r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n .  Thus, w e  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

of  (30)  i n  which S t r a v l n s k y  h a s  cus tody  o f  t h e  book rough ly  a s  

i n  ( 3 2 ) .  A f o r m a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  (31)  on t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

i n  which 'a p a t r o n t  i s  accorded  t h e  r e l a t i o n a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

i s  g i v e n  i n  ( 3 3 ) .  



l B ( x ) l  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as lx  i s  a  book1;  I s 1  r e p r e s e n t s  

S t r a v i n s k y ;  ' C ( s , x ) '  i s  t h e  cus tody r e l a t i o n  d i s c u s s e d  i n  

s e c t i o n  1 . 1 . 2 ;  'P(x,y!I i s  t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  l y  i s  x ' s  

p a t r o n ' .  

I n  s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between a book and a - 
p a t r o n  i n  t h e  environment Ix have l ,  we n o t e  t h a t  whereas 

t h e  argument i n  ( 3 4 )  i s  v a l i d ,  t h e  argument i n  ( 3 5 )  i s  n o t :  

3 4 )  S t r a v i n s k y  has  a book. 

A l l  books a r e  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s .  

S t r a v i n s k y  h a s  a p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t .  

35) S t r a v i n s k y  has a p a t r o n .  

A l l  p a t r o n s  a r e  s u p p o r t e r s  o f  t h e  avant -garde .  

S t r a v i n s k y  h a s  a s u p p o r t e r  o f  t h e  avant -garde .  

Note f u r t h e r  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  f o r  a s e n t e n c e  l i k e  (31) 

t o  have t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  g i v e n  i n  ( 3 3 ) ,  i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  

t h e  r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n  l a c k  i t s  argument .  I f  we f i l l  t h e  

argument-place,  t h e  s e n t e n c e  h a s  o n l y  a r e a d i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  

s l a v e r y  o r  i n c a r c e r a t i o n :  

361) S t r a v i n s k y  h a s  t h e  p a t r o n  of  Hindemith.  

Like t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  nouns d i s c u s s e d  above, we f i n d  

t h a t  when r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n s  o c c u r  wi thou t  o v e r t  arguments ,  

t h e i r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  may be r e s t r i c t e d .  Cons ider  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  



a l t h o u g h  every  pe r son  i s  t h e  son o r  d a u g h t e r  of someone, i t  Is  

q u i t e  b i z a r r e  t o  s a y  t h i n g s  l i k e :  

37)  *A  d a u g h t e r  w i l l  be chosen t o  succeed P r e s i d e n t  Ford.  

( 3 7 )  i s  n o t  s t r a n g e  because  i t  i s  m i s l e a d i n g  o r  un in fo rm~t i - :E .  

It i s  j u s t  as i n f o r m a t i v e  as ( 3 8 ) :  

38) A woman w i l l  be chosen t o  succeed P r e s i d e n t  Ford.  

What seems t o  be n e c e s s a r y  i n  o r d e r  t o  improve ( 3 7 )  i s  t h a t  some 

s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of  whose daugh te r  i t  i s  be g i v e n ,  as i n  ( 3 9 ) .  

39) A d a u g h t e r  o f  t h e  v i c e - p r e s i d e n t  w i l l  be chosen 

t o  succeed P r e s i d e n t  Ford.  

Cons ider  f u r t h e r  t h e  s e n t e n c e s :  

40) Harry i s  on h i s  way t o  s e e  a f r i e n d .  

41) Harry was t a l k i n g  t o  a f r i e n d .  

I n  t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s ,  t h e  f i n a l  NP i s  c o n s t r u e d  as a f r i e n d  o f  t he  

s u b j e c t ,  n o t  some i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a b s t r a c t l y  as " f r i e n d  

( o f  x ) " ,  where t h e  v a r i a b l e  i s  g i v e n  no i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

A s t r o n g  c l a i m  h e r e  would be t h a t  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n a l  

e x p r e s s i o n s  a r e  c o n s t r a i n e d  i n  t h e i r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  by p r i n c i p l e s  

o f  c o n t r o l ,  similar t o  t h o s e  t h a t  a p p l y  t o  h e a d l e s s  gerunds .  It 

i s  t r u e  t h a t  t h e r e  are some s imilar i t ies  t o  be no ted  h e r e .  For  

example : 



4 2 )  A patron would have helped Stravinsky. 29  

( =  Stravinskyls patron) 

43) Consulting a doctor would have helped Stravinsky. 

( =  Stravinskyls consulting a doctor) 

44) Stravinsky always deplored a patron. 

( #  Stravinskyts patron) 

45) Stravinsky always deplored arriving at concerts 

late. 

(P Stravinskyls arriving at concerts late) 

This partial similarity notwithstanding--and it is far from 

overwhelming--it is clear that relational expressions must be 

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

47) After lunch, John has to meet a client. 

(=  his client) 

48) After lunch, John has to meet one of his 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 requirement that the argument-place be specified: thus, in 



h o s p i t a l s ,  f o r  example, r e f e r e n c e  t o  ' p a t i e n t s '  i s  q u i t e  common. 3 1  

3 .2 .1  I n  t h o s e  c a s e s  i n  which an  e x p r e s s i o n  has a ' r e l a t i o n a l t  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  as t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  con- 

s t r u c t i o n ,  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  s e n t e n c e  as a whole always 

c o n t a i n s  a ' c a u s a l 1  e l ement .  The r o l e  of  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  

and t h e  r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n  i s  q u i t e  sLmple: t h e r e  i s  an  

i n d i v i d u a l  such tha t  he and t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  s a t i s f y  t h e  

r e l a t i o n  i n  q u e s t i o n .  The s u b j e c t  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  merely as 

hav ing  p layed  a c r u c i a l  r o l e  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  r e l a t i o n .  Thus,  

50) Given a s e n t e n c e  o f  t h e  form 

NPi g i v e  NP NPk 
j 

i f  NPk i s  a r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n  connected  t o  

t h e  r e l a t i o n  ' P ( x , y ) ' ,  t h e n  t h e  s e n t e n c e  i s  t r u e  

i f  and o n l y  i f  

ii) S(NPi, (Ex)(P(NPJ,  x ) ) ) ,  where ' S ( y ,  W)' i s  

a s c a u s a l f  r e l a t i o n  

Apparent ly ,  i t  is  a requ i rement  on t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  

argument o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  ( c f .  f o o t n o t e  28 )  be u n s p e c i f i e d  a t  

t h e  t i m e  t h e  r u l e  a p p l ' e s .  Otherwise ,  t h e  r u l e s  o f  i n t e r p r e t a -  

t i o n  w i l l  t reat  e .g .  NPk as a d e f i n i t e  ( o r  i n d e f i n i t e )  d e s c r i p -  

t i o n :  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  (51)  p a r a l l e l s  t h a t  of  ( 5 2 ) :  

51) The c o n c e r t  t o u r  gave  S t r a v i n s k y  t h e  p a t r o n  of 

Hindemith.  



52) The concert tour gave Stravinsky Paul Smith. 

Although there are cases in which the direct object can be a 

proper name, the interpretation suitable to them is hardly 

appropriate in these cases. 32 

3.3 Inalienable possession. 

I shall treat cases of inalienable possession in a 

manner similar to the treatment I proposed for relational 

expressions: namely, the question of control is crucial. A 

clear illustration of why I think such a treatment is 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 illness hampered him. 

54) An illness hampered John. 

55) John's illness hampered the team. 

56)??An illness 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 object of hamper with the 

subject: a collective cannot have an illness. I won't take a 

stand here on how the necessary correlation is to be established, 

though several possibilities suggest themselves. 33 

In order to make precise the interpretation of 



s e n t e n c e s  i n  t h e  d o u b l e  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  where t h e  d l r e c b  

o b j e c t  h a s  a n  i n a l i e n a b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  I s h a l l  a g a i n  p ropose  

a s e t  o f  i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u l e s .  The s e n t e n c e s  conce rned  a r e  o f  t h e  

t y p e  e x e m p l i f i e d  below:  

5 7 )  Hot food  g i v e s  R e g i n a l d  h e a r t b u r n .  

5 8 )  The c o n s t a n t  c h a t t e r  gave  me a headache .  

5 9 )  H i s  p a i r  o f  new s h o e s  gave  John  a  b l i s t e r .  

To see t h a t  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i n  s u c h  c a s e s  i s  i n  f a c t  i n t e r p r e t e d  

i n a l i e n h b l y ,  I t  s u f f i c e s  t o  add  t o  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  a p o s s e s s i v e  

pronoun  whose r e f e r e n c e  i s  d i s t i n c t  f r ~ m  t h a t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t .  

6 0 )  #Hot f o o d  g i v e s  R e g i n a l d  my h e a r t b u r n .  

6 1 )  #The c o n s t a n t  c h a t t e r  g a v e  me A r n o l d l s  headache .  

6 2 )  #His  p a i r  o f  new s h o e s  g a v e  John  Mary 's  b l i s t e r .  

I p r o p o s e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f o r  t h e s e  

s e n t e n c e s :  

6 3 )  Given a s e n t e n c e  o f  t h e  form 

NPi g i v e  NPJ NPk 

i f  NPk r e c e i v e s  a n  I n a l i e n a b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  

t h e n  t h e  s e n t e n c e  i s  t r u e  i f '  and  o n l y  i f  
N P ~  

h a s  the  p r o p a r t y  d e n o t e d  by NPk, and NPi p l a y s  

a c a u s a l  r o l e  i n  t h i s  f a c t .  34 



Summary. 

I n  t h e  th ree  c a s e s  d i s c u s s e d  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we have 

examined t h r e e  r a t h e r  s p e c i a l  t y p e s  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a s s i g n e d  

t o  g i v e  when t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  of  the  double o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

has  c e r t a i n  p r o p e r t i e s .  There i s  a common t h r e a d  runn ing  through 

t h e  d i f f e r e n t  c a s e s :  i n  each i n s t a n c e ,  i t  seems t h a t  t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  e x p r e s s i o n  h a s  t h e  p r o p e r t y  t h a t  i t  r e q u i r e s  ' c o n t r o l t - -  

s i m i l a r  b u t  n o t  i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h e  c o n t r o l  of  i n f i n i t i v e s  and 

h e a d l e s s  g e r u n d s ,  and t h a t  a l t h o u g h  i n  t h e  c a s e  of  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  

nouns t h e  s u b j e c t  may p l a y  a r o l e  i n  t h e  c o n t r o l  of  t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t ,  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  must p l a y  a  r o l e .  A s t r i k i n g  

s y n t a c t i c  f a c t  concern ing  t h i s  c l a s s  o f  c a s e s  i s  t h a t  t h e  

p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  by and l a r g e  f a i l s  t o  o c c u r .  

It would be o f  i n t e r e s t  i f  t h i s  f a c t  cou ld  be made t o  f o l l o w  

from t h e  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  such  s e n t e n c e s .  

We proposed above i n  s e c t i o n  2 t h e  f o l l o w i n g  impl ica -  

t i o n ,  r e p e a t e d  below: 

6 4 )  If a v e r b  o c c u r s  i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

and h a s  t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  p r o p e r t y ,  i t  o c c u r s  i n  

t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  as w e l l .  

If a n  e x p r e s s i o n  d e n o t e s  a n  i n a l i e n a b l e  p r o p e r t y ,  by t h e  v e r y  

meaning o f  ' i n a l i e n a b l e 1 ,  t h e  d e n o t a t i o n  of  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  can 

be a p r o p e r t y  o f  a t  mcst one i n d i v i d u a l .  T h e r e f o r e ,  i n  c a s e s  

o f  t h e  d a u b l e  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  if t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  a n  

e x p r e s s i o n  w i t h  a n  i n a l i e n a b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  i t  cannot  s a t i s f y  



t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t r a n s f e r r a n c e ,  s i n c e  i n  o r d e r  t o  do s o ,  both  

t h e  r e f e r e n t  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  r e f e r e n t  of t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  would have t o  bo th  have ( a t  one t ime o r  a n o t h e r )  t h e  

(same) m a n i f e s t a t i o n  of an  i n a l i e n a b l e  p r o p e r t y .  But t h i s  i s  

s e n s e l e s s .  

A s i m i l a r  argument h o l d s  f o r  the!  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  nouns.  

A s  we t r i e d  t o  demons t ra te  above ,  t h e  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  

doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  which t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  a 

p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun s t a t e  t h a t  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  from which t h e  

p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun i s  d e r i v e 2  i s  t r u e  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  

(and  p o s s i b l y  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  as w e l l ,  i n  t h e  c a s e  of p r e d i c a t i o n a l  

nouns d e r i v e d  from two-place p r e d i c a t e s ) :  t r a n s r e r r a n c e  would 

appear  t o  be i n a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h e  r o l e  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  p l a y s  i n  a 

( s i n g l e )  a c t i o n .  

Such a n  argument can  be extended on ly  p a r t i a l l y  t o  t h e  

c a s e  i n  which t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  a  r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n .  

Only i n a l i e n a b l e  r e l a t i o n s  ( l i k e  t h o s e  based on g e n e t i c  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p s )  can  be hhndled .  I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  

t h e r e  i s  o b v i o u s l y  a way i n  which t r a n s f e r r a n c e  cou ld  be s a t i s f i e d .  

I n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  are s e n t e n c e s  based  on such t r a n s f e r r a n c e :  

65)  D r .  Johnson bequeathed  D r .  Smith h i s  p a t i e n t s .  

Roughly, (65 )  i s  t r u e  i n  c a s e s  i n  which t h o s e  who were once 

D r .  Johnson ' s  p a t i e n t s  became D r .  S m i t h ' s  p a t i e n t s .  I am no t  

s u r e  how t o  t reat  such  o a s e s ,  however, 

I n  any c a s e ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n  s t a t e d  i n  (54) 



is 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 prepositional 

cases has been discussed. 

3.4.1 We have postulated various ways in which sentences with 

give are to be interpreted in the do~.rt;le ob,Ject construction. 

Thus, If the conditions under whic1.1 ,:):iQ o r n  anot?,:.:?r of our rules 

of interpretation applies are met, the sentence in question 

should have the specified interpretation. In cases in which 

more than one set of conditions is satisfled, the sentence in 

question should have more than one reading. This is in fact the 

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

6 The' doctor gave Mary an attractive skin. 36 

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

h (66), 'an attractive skin'is either an expression with an 

inalienable interpretation or simply an indefinite description 

of a physical object, i.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. 



Before  l e a v i n g  t h e  domain of  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

g i v e  i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  i t  i s  of  i n t e r e s t  t o  

obse rve  some i d i o m a t i c  c a s e s  which a r e  a s s i m i l a b l e  t o  the  t r e a t -  

ment we have sugges ted  above .  

Consider  f i r s t  a s e n t e n c e  l i k e :  

68 )  The d o c t o r  gave J a c k  a s h o t .  

T h i s  s e n t e n c e  has  s e v e r a l  r e a d i n g s .  On one i t  i s  p a r a p h r a s a b l e  

by 'The d o c t o r  gave J a c k  an i n j e c t i o n f .  On a second,  i t  i s  

e l l i p t i c a l  f o r  !The d o c t o r  gave J a c k  a s h o t  a t  i t 1 ,  which i s  

roughly  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  'The d o c t o r  gave J a c k  a  t r y  a t  i t f .  

I n  te rms o f  o u r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of e x p r e s s i o n s ,  bo th  

of  t h e s e  r e a d i n g s  ought  t o  be g e n e r a t e d  as a r e s u l t  of  t h e  r u l e  

which a p p l i e s  i n  t h e  c a s e  i n  which t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  a  

p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun. However, i t  i s  e v i d e n t  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  t h e r e  

e x i s t s  a v e r b  t o  s h o o t  and a noun s h o t ,  t h e r e  i s  no v e r y  c l o s e  

r e l a t i o n  between t h e s e  l e x i c a l  items and t h e  s e n s e s  of  s h o t  i n  

( 6 8 )  

Suppose we ex tend  t h e  t h e o r y  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  way: we 

w i l l  s a y  t h a t  t h e  l e x i c a l  r ange  of  t h e  concept  I p r e d i c a t i o n a l  

nount i n c l u d e s  nominals  f o r  which t h e r e  i s  no cor respond ing  v e r b  

m o r p h o l o g i c a l l y ,  b u t  f o r  which t h e r e  i s  a s e m a n t i c a l l y  r e l a t e d  

p r e d i c a t e .  I n  o t h e r  words,  t h e  l e x i c o n  w i l l  c o n t a i n  s p e c i f i c a -  

t i o n s  f o r  s h o t  as f o l l o w s :  

69) CshotlN/ ( p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  

p r e d I c a t e l 1 x  i n j e c t  y l . .  .) 



7 0 )  [ s h o t ] * ,  + [ - a t  NP], ( p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun, 

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  ' x  t r y  

By s p e c i f y i n g  t h a t  s h o t  o c c u r s  a s  a  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun w i t h  v a r y -  

i n g  argument-p laces ,  depending on t h e  sense  a t t a c h e d ,  we immediate- 

l y  account  f o r  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  of  i t s  d i s t r i b u t l o n ,  a s  w e l l  a s  

g i v e  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  s o r t  of  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i t  r e c e i v e s  a s  t h e  

d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i n  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r ~ u c t i o n  w i t h  gave .  

Such e x p r e s s i o n s  a r e  u s u a l l y  t r e a t e d  as id ioms.  I n  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i t h  g i v e ,  what i s  i d i o m a t i c  i s  i n  many c a s e s  

s imply  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  and t h e r e f o r e  

i s o l a b l e .  Cons ider  such  c a s e s  a s :  

71) The e d i t o r  gave t h e  manusc r ip t  a  once-over .  

(The e d i t o r  i n s p e c t e d  t h e  manuscr ip t  i n  such  and  

such  a way.) 

72)  Ford gave  R o c k e f e l l e r  t h e  nod. 

(Ford  chose R o c k e f e l l e r )  

7 3 )  R o c k e f e l l e r  gave Ford a t i p - o f - t h e - h a t .  

( R o c k e f e l l e r  acknowledged Ford i n  such  and such a  

way 

74) The v a c a t i o n  gave me a b r e a k .  

(The v a c a t i o n  l e t  me r e s t . )  

Although t h e  g l o s s e s  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s  are o n l y  i n t e n d e d  as c r u d e  



i n d i c a t i o n s  of t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  such  s e n t e n c e s ,  i t  would 

appear  t h a t  we can a s s i m i l a t e  a l l  oP t h e s e  c a s e s  t o  t h e  c a t e g o r y  

o f  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  nouns.  There a r e  a l s o  c l e a r l y  c a s e s  of  i d i o m a t i c  

e x p r e s s i o n s  which r e c e i v e  an  i n a l i e n a b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n :  

7 5 )  The movie gave  me t h e  c r e e p s .  

I n  c e r t a i n  c a s e s ,  however, i t  i s  no t  s o  c l e a r  t o  what c a t e g o r y  

o f  o u r  p r e s e n t  i n v e n t o r y  w e  shou ld  a s s i g n  a g i v e n  i d i o m a t i c  

e x p r e s s i o n .  For  i n s t a n c e :  

7 6 )  John has been g i v i n g  me t r o u b l e .  

The s u r p r i s i n g  t h i n g  a b o u t  such  c a s e s ,  however, i s  t h e  p e r v a s i v e -  

n e s s  o f  i d i o m a t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  For  example, c o n s i d e r  ( 7 7 )  

7 7 )  We s e n t  t h e  g e n e r a l  a messenger .  

Here we have a n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  which t h e  gener3.1 i s  s e n t  a 

messenger s o  t h a t  he  h a s  a messenger a t  h i s  d i s p o s a l .  But t h e r e  

seems t o  be a r e a d i n g  as w e l l  i n  which what i s  i n d i c a t e d  i s  

mere ly  t h a t  t h e  g e n e r a l  was s e n t  a message. We may a t t r i b u t e  

t h i s  second r e a d i n g  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  la messenger1 can be con- 

s t r u e d  as a p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun. But a l t h o u g h  we have a framework 

i n  which t o  i n t e r p r e t  such  s e n t e n c e s ,  more g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  

needed t o  account  f o r  when such  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e .  



4 .0  A n o t a b l e  f a c t  about  what we have c a l l e d  t h e  ' t h i r d  

r e a d i n g '  o f  s e n t e n c e s  w i t h  g i v e  i s  t h a t  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  

d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e - - o r  i f  s o  o n l y  i n  c e r t a i n  

r a t h e r  s p e c i a l  c a s e s .  I t  i s ,  of c o u r s e ,  o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  i n t e r e s t  

t o  c l a s s i f y  t h e  v a r i o u s  i n s t a n c e s  i n  which t h e  ! t h i r d  r e a d i n g 1  

i s  a v a i l a b l e .  A more s a t i s f a c t o r y  t h e o r y ,  however, would a t t e m p t  

t o  r e l a t e  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  t h i s  r e a d i n g  more c l o s e l y  

t o  a s p e c t s  of u n d e r l y i n g  s t r u c t u r e .  

We noted  a t  t h e  end of' S e c t i o n  3 t h a t  there  a r e  s e v e r a l  

f a c t o r s  which d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  p r o p e r t i e s  of  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  

which can  b e a r  t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  from t h o s e  i n  which t h e  f i r s t  
f 

two r e a d i n g s  o n l y  a r e  a v a i l a b l e .  For  i n s t a n c e ,  a common a s p e c t  

of  t h e  t h r e e  s p e c i a l  c a s e s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  3 . 1  - 3 .3  i s  t h a t  whenever 

t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  i s  a v a i l a b l e ,  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  had t h e  p r o p e r t y  

t h a t  i t  was n o t  a  common r e f e r r i n g  e x p r e s s i o n .  We p o s t u l a t e d  

t h a t  i n  a l l  of  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  was ' i n c o m p l e t e f  

and dev i sed  a s e t  of rules--somewhat i d i o s y n c r a t i c  f o r  each c a s e ,  

t o  be sure--which a s s i g n e d  a r e a d i n g  t o  t h e  empty argument p l a c e .  

But we a l s o  n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  t h i r d  

r e a d i n g  had o t h e r  consequences--among them, a freedom of 

s e l e c t i o n  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t .  I f  we want a comprehensive 

t h e o r y  o f  t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  each  r e a d i n g ,  

t h i s  f a c t  s h o u l d  be t a k e n  i n t o  a c c o u n t .  Yet ,  i t  i s  a lmos t  as i f  

we have a s u p e r f l u i t y  o f  p r o p e r t i e s  on which t o  hang t h e  non- 

o c c u r r e n c e  o f  b o t h  forms:  t h e  c a u s a l  n a t u r e  of  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  ' t h i r d  r e a d i n g f ;  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  



e .g .  t h e  freedom of s e l e c t i o n ;  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t ,  e . g .  t h e i r  ' i n c o m p l e t e n e s s ' ,  p r o p e r t i e s  of  t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t ,  i . e . ,  r e l a x a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  of  animacy. 

F i r s t ,  I w i l l  propose t h a t  i n  a l l  c a s e s  i n  which t h e  

t h i r d  r e a d i n g  i s  a v a i l a b l e ,  t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  

base -genera ted ,  s i n c e  t o  assume t h e  o p p o s i t e  i s  t o  commit o n e s e l f  

t o  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of some a b s t r a c t  form which d i s t i n g u i s h e s  t h e s e  

c a s e s  from t h e  o t h e r  c a s e s  which undergo t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  

I have mentioned some of  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  which a r i s e  i f  we 

d e r i v e  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  from a c a u s a t i v e  s t r u c t u r e :  we w i l l  

have a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  i n  a  s l i g h t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  c o n t e x t  ( e . ~ .  a t  t h e  end o f  s e c t i o n  4 . 5 ) ,  bu t  t h e r e  a r e  

g e n e r a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  which m i l i t a t e  a g a i n s t  t h i s  whole approach 

( c f .  Fodor,  1 9 7 0 ) .  I f  we g e n e r a t e  such s e n t e n c e s  i n  t h e  p re -  

p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  t h e n  we must p o s t u l a t e  t h e  

e x i s t e n c e  o f  a r i c h  enough s e t  o f  d e v i c e s  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  

s e n t e n c e s  which have t h i s  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  and map them o b l i g a t o r i l y  

i n t o  bhe doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  But such power i s  e i t h e r  

n o t  a v a i l a b l e  i n  p r e s e n t  t h e o r i e s  o r  e l s e  i t  i s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  

u n d e s i r a b l e :  we must e i t h e r  be a b l e  t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c. 

phrase-maker h a s  been a s s i g n e d  a c e r t a i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  which 

i n v o l v e s  g l o b a l  r u l e s  o r  a d  hoc f e a t u r e s ,  o r  we must be a b l e  t o  

r e f e r  t o  v a r i o u s  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  of  t h e  s e n t e n c e  

i n  such  a way t h a t  we i n c r e a s e  t h e  power of  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s .  

The assumpt ion  t h a t  t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  a r e  base-genera ted  

a v o i d s  such  problems: t h e r e  i s  no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  



t h e  s y n t a c t i c  form which t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  t a k e ;  and we have a  

s t ~ u c t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e  on which t o  hang t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  we f i n d  

37 - 
i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

I n  t h e  ensu ing  s e c t i o n s ,  we w i l l  d i s c u s s  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  

of t h e  double o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  F i r s t ,  we s h a l l  t a k e  up t h e  

a n a l y s i s  o f  two o t h e r  r a t h e r  v e r s a t i l e  v e r b s :  t e a c h  and -- show. 

Our purpose w i l l  be t o  show t h a t  on a v a r i e t y  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  

t h e s e  two v e r b s  a r e  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  doubLe o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e ,  

and t h a t  i n  a g e n e r a l  way, t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  a t  i s s u e  form a  

n a t u r a l  c l a s s  w i t h  t h o s e  which we have d i s c u s s e d  a s  t h e  ' t h i r d  

r e a d i n g 1  o f  s e n t e n c e s  w i t h  g i v e .  

4 .l I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  g i v e ,  i t  j-s a s t r i k i n g  f a c t  t h a t  i n  

a lmos t  sll c a s e s ,  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i c n  can be 

rough ly  pa raphrased  w i t h  s e n t e n c e s  employing have o r  get. I 

w i l l  a r g u e  below t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t  a r e s u l t  o f  t h e s e  l e x i c z l  i t e m s  

o c c u r r i n g  i n  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  of  s e n t e n c e s  i n v o l v i n g  g i v e ,  e i t h e r  

as p a r t  o f  t h e  phrase-maker i n t o  which t h e  l e x i c a l  i t em g i v e  i s  

i n s e r t e d  o r  as p a r t  of  t h e  l e x i c a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  g i v e .  

R a t h e r ,  I w i l l  p ropose  a p u r e l y  semant i c  accoun t  of  t h i s  f a c t .  

I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  o t h e r  v e r b s  which o c c u r  i n  t h e  d a t i v e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  t h e r e  are similar c a s e s  of a c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  

a n o t h e r  l e x i c a l  i t e m .  The two most s t r i k i n g  c a s e s  o f  t h i s  a r e  

t h e  pairs t e a c h  and l e a r n ,  on t h e  one hand, and show and -9 see 

on the  other.  But as w i t h  g i v e  and have/&, - t h e  correspondence  

between t h e  e l e m e n t s  of  each  p a i r  i s  far from p e r f e c t .  We s h a l l  



s e e  t h i s  below. 

4 . 2  We b a s e  o u r  remarks concern ing  t e a c h  on t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

32 s e n t e n c e s .  

1) F a u s t r o l l  t a u g h t .  

2 )  F a u s t r o l l  t a u g h t  p a t a p h y s i c s .  

3 )  F a u s t r o l l  t a u g h t  t h e  s i x t h  g r a d e .  

4 )  F a u s t r o l l  t a u g h t  t h e  s i x t h  g r a d e  p a t a p h y s i c s .  

5 )  F a u s t r o l l  t a u g h t  p a t a p h y s i c s  t o  t h e  s i x t h  g r a d e .  

6 )  Erwin t a u g h t  t h e  p rocedure  t o  u s  f o r  six 
i n  s i x  weeks. 

7 )  Erwin t a u g h t  u s  t h e  p rocedure  * f o r  s i x  weeks. 
i n  s i x  weeks. 3 

John t a u g h t  me the  way t o  Inman Square .  

*John t a u g h t  t h e  way t o  Inman Square t o  m e .  

John t a u g h t  m e  what t h e  way t o  Inman Square  i s .  

John t o l d  me H a r r y ' s  s u g g e s t i o n .  

John t a u g h t  m e  what H a r r y ' s  s u g g e s t i o n  was. 

*John t a u g h t  m e  H a r r y ' s  s u g g e s t i o n .  

John t a u g h t  m e  H a r r y ' s  s o l u t i o n .  

*John t a u g h t  t h e  way t o  Inman Square .  

Tomorrow, 1'11 t e a c h  * ( t h e  k i d s )  t h a t  Shakespeare  penned t h e  

immortal  l i n e s :  "If music be t h e  food o f  l o v e ,  p l a y  cn , /  

Give m e  e x c e s s  o f  it... 

C h r i s t  t a u g h t  t h a t  t h e  meek s h a l l  i n h e r i t  t h e  e a r t h .  

J a c k  t a u g h t  m e  t o  s w i m .  



1 9 )  J a c k  t a u g h t  me n o t  t o  make omelettes i n  o i l .  C never  t o  smoke. 

20)  J a c k  t a u g h t  me t o  use  t h e  A u s t r a l i a n  crawl  i n  heavy s e a s .  
Id0 I 

2 1 )  #Jack  t a u g h t  me how t o  u s e  t h e  A u s t r a l i a n  c rawl  i n  heavy s e a s .  
I d 0  1 

2 2 )  Peachum's t r e a c h e r y  t a u g h t  t h e  gang t o  use more c a u t i o n .  

23)  #Peachurnts t r e a c h e r y  t a u g h t  t h e  gang how t o  use  more c a u t i o n .  

2 4 )  Peachum's t r e a c h e r y  t a u g h t  t h e  gang n o t  t o  g o s s i p  s o  much. 

25)#3Peachumfs t r e a c h e r y  t a u g h t  t h e  gang how n o t  t o  g o s s i p  s o  much. 

26) L e s t r a d e f s  t r a m p l i n g  of  t h e  c r u c i a l  f o o t p r i n t  t a u g h t  Holmes 

t h a t  h e  was n o t  a  man o f  much s o p h i s t i c a t i o n .  

27) The s h e e t  music on t h e  p iano  t a u g h t  Holmes a few t h i n g s  

concern ing  t h e  l o d g e r ' s  t a s t e  and  g e n e r a l  a t t i t u d e  toward l i f e .  

28 )  The G r u n d z ~ g e  t e a c h e s  s t u d e n t s  an  impor tan t  approach t o  

p h o n o l o g i c a l  t h e o r y .  

29) Katya t a u g h t  me Russ ian .  

30) Katya t a u g h t  Russ ian  t o  me. 

31) L i p s o n ' s  t e x t b o o k  t a u g h t  m e  Russ ian .  

32) *Lipson ' s  t e x t b o o k  t a u g h t  Russ ian  t o  me. 

It i s  e v i d e n t  t h a t  an  a t t e m p t  t o  d e r i v e  a l l  i n s t a n c e s  

o f  t h e  dual-NP ( o r  V NP 5 ,  V NP VP)  t y p e  from some o t h e r  s t r u c t u r e  

f a c e s  immediate d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  b o t h  a s y n t a c t i c  and semant ic  

k ind .  Note f i rs t  o f  a l l  t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  double  

o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  c o n d i t i o n e d  

by t h e  s u b j e c t  (29-32), c o n t r o l s  t h e  c h o i c e  of  t i m e  a d v e r b i a l s  

i n  some c a s e s  (6-7), and f o r  t h e  most p a r t  i s  n o t  f r e e l y  a v a i l a b l e .  



As one can s e e  from t h e s e  examples ,  t e a c h  h a s  two 

p r e v a i l i n g  s e n s e s :  one i s  rough ly  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  CAUSE X t o  

know/learn,  t h e  o t h e r  co r responds  t o  an a c t i v i t y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  

t h i s  g o a l  ( i n  a no t  ?;ery d i r e c t  way i n  many c a s e s ) .  These two 

s e n s e s  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  f i r s t  two 

r e a d i n g s  of  g i v e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  s e c t i o n  1 and t h e  t h i r d  r e a d i n g .  

We f i rs t  s y s t e m a t i z e  t h e  d a t a  g i v e n  above and t h e n  a t t e m p t  t o  

e x p l i c a t e  t h e  r e l e v a n c e  o f  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w i t h  t h e s e  two t y p e s  

o f  i n t e r p r e t i v e  schema. 

3 3 )  TEACH 

a )  NPi V ( c f .  (1)) 

NPi i s  [+ human] 

V p r e d i c a t e s  t h e  ( g e n e r i c )  a c t i v i t y  o f  t e a c h i n g  

NPI i s  [+  human] 

NPk is an 'academic s u b j e c t '  ( o r  a s u b j e c t  t o  

which some t e a c h i n g  p rocedure  i s  a s s o c i a t e d )  

V p r e d i c a t e s  t h e  ( g e n e r i c )  a c t i v i t y  of  t e a c h i n g  

o f  NPi 

NPk s p e c l f l e s  t h e  c ~ n t e n t  i n v o l v e d  

NPI, NPj are [+ human] 

V predicates t h e  a c t i v i t y  o f  t e a c h i n g  of  NPI 



NP specifies the audience or goal J 

d) NP, V NP NPk - J (cf. ( 4 ) )  

NPI, NP are [ +  human] 
J 

NPk is an 'academic subjectt (vide supra) 

i) prior to to, -K(NP NPk) J' 
ii) at to, V predicates the activity of 

teaching of NPi, with the content 

specified by NPk 

iii) NPJ specifies the audience/goal 

e )  NPi V NPk to NP (cf. (5)) 
3 

[same as (d) above] 

NPi, NP are [+  human] 
j 

NPk denotes information not specific to an 

'academic subject' 

i) priorto to, -K(NP NPk) 3 , 
11) at to, M(NPi, K(NPj, NPk) ) ,  where 

'M(x,Y)l is interpreted as a 'causalt 

relation 

g) NPi Y INPk 1 (cf. (17)) 
that S 

NPI is [+ human] or represents a literary work 
is a set of religious, ethical, political, 

t J . . . ma.,. 





The d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  a c t i v i t y  s e n s e  of  t e a c h  

and i t s  c a u s a l  c o u n t e r p a r t  i s  c r u c i a l .  The a c t i v i t y  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n  Is  i m p o s s i b l e  i f  t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  t e a c h  i s  [-animate] .  

Note t h e n  t h a t  whenever t h e  s u b j e c t  i s  [-animate] ,  t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  i s  o b l i g a t o r y  and t h e  - t o -phrase  i s  i m p o s s i b l e :  

34) a )  The d e f e a t  t a u g h t  ( * t o )  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

t h a t  Congress  was n o t  t o  be f o o l e d  w i t h .  

b )  *The d e f e a t  t a u g h t  t h a t  Congress  was n o t  t o  be 

f o o l e d  w i t h .  

35) a )  L i p s o n 1 s  t ex tbook  t a u g h t  me Russ ian .  

b )  r L i p s o n l s  t e x t b o o k  t a u g h t  Russ ian  t o  m e .  

c )  *Lipson1s  t e x t b o o k  t a u g h t  Russ ian .  

I n  f a c t ,  t h e  on ly  c a s e s  i n  which a to -phrase  - i s  p o s s i b l e  a r e  

t h o s e  c a s e s  f o r  which a n  a c t i v i t y  r e a d i n g  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  and t h e  

a c t i v i t y  r e a d i n g ,  i n  t u r n ,  seems t o  be a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  

tendency f o r  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  t o  be i ~ t e r p r e t e d  as what I 

cal led above a n  'academic s u b j e c t 1 .  The concept  'academic s u b j e c t 1  

i s  h a r d l y  a t e c h n i c a l  t e rm,  and what c o u n t s  as one seems t o  be 

a matter which p u r e l y  grammat ica l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a r e  i l l - e q u i p p e d  

t o  se t t l e .  There  seems t o  be o n l y  one c o n s t r a i n t  i n v o l v e d ,  and 

t h a t  Is that i n  o r d e r  t o  g e n e r a t e  s e n t e n c e s  i n  which t h e  a c t i v i t y  

r e a d i n g  i s  p e r m i t t e d ,  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  must be an  NP, n o t  S o r  

VP. 39 But t h i b  L i n g l e  r equ i rement  I s  o b v i o u s l y  t o o  g e n e r a l ,  as 

s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  ( 9 )  i l l u s t r a t e .  40 

If more c o n t e n t  cou ld  be g i v e n  t o  t h i s  n o t i o n ,  t h e n  we 



would have a t  l e a s t  a d e s c r i p t i v e  way o f  a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  when 

t h e  - t o -phrase  i s  a v a i l a b l e .  F i n a l l y ,  n o t e  t h a t  i f  t h e  a c t i v i t y  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  t h e n  t h e r e  i s  no i m p l i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  

i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  has  a c t u a l l y  l e a r n e d  a n y t h i n g .  I n  e v e r y  o t h e r  

c a s e ,  some e f f e c t  on t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  r e p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  i s  e n t a i l e d .  

The most p r o b l e m a t i c  c a s e ,  t h e n  i s  something l i k e  ( 3 3 ) :  

3 7 )  Max i s  t e a c h i n g  t h e  c l a s s  t r i g o n o m e t r y .  

Is  t h i s  s imply vague between t h e  a c t i v i t y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and t h e  

c a u s a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  o r  r e a l l y  ambiguous? If t h e  s o r t  o f  t e s t  
i based  on  conjunc&?is v a l i d ,  t h e n  I t h i n k  t h a t  we have t o  s i d e  w i t h  

two d i s t ' . n c t  r e a d i n g s :  t h e  s e n t e n c e  below seems t o  m e  t o  have 

two r e a d i n g s  (which I t r y  t o  b r i n g  o u t  i n  t h e  p a r e n t h e s i z e d  

c o n t i n u a t  i o n s )  : 

38) Max i s  t e a c h i n g  t h e  c l a s s  t r i g o n o m e t r y  because 

Harold wasn ' t  a b l e  t o .  

a )  h e  (Haro ld )  came down w i t h  t h e  f l u )  

b) h e  (Harold  was incompetent--he c o u l d n ' t  t e l l  

a s i n e  from a c o s i n e  and t h e  k i d s  w e r e n ' t  

l e a r n i n g  a t h i n g  . ) 

There  i s  no ambigui ty  a t  a l l  i n  ( 3 9 ) ,  which h a s  o n l y  t h e  a c t i v i t y  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

39) Max is  t e a c h i n g  t r i g  t o  t h e  c l a s s  because  Harold  

wasn't a b l e  t o .  



The a c t i v i t y  s e n s e  I am t r y i n g  t o  convey h e r e  of  c o u r s e  does not  

e n t a i l  t h e  absence  of l e a r n i n g .  

A f u r t h e r  i n d i c a t i o n  of t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  two r e a d i n g s  

i s  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  p r o g r e s s i v e  a s p e c t :  i n  one c a s e ,  

i t  simply i n d i c a t e s  t h e  extended n a t u r e  of t h e  a c t i v i t y ;  i n  t h e  

o t h e r  i t  i n d i c a t e s  p r o g r e s s  toward a  g o a l ,  namely K ( N P J ,  X). 

( c f .  Vendler ,  1 9 6 7 ) .  

If a l l  o f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  t h e n  we have a c h o i c e  between 

g e n e r a t i n g  t h e s e , s e n t e n c e s  i n  two s t r u c t u r e s :  t h e  double  o b j e c t  

s t r u c t u r e  and t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  s t r u c t u r e ,  a s s i g n i n g  t h e  f i r s t  a 

c a u s a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  eve ry  c a s e ,  a s s i g n i n g  t h e  second a n  

a c t i v i t y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  e v e r y  c a s e ,  and p o s t u l a t i n g  a - t o - d a t i v e  

r u l e ;  o r  we g e n e r a t e  b o t h  s y n t a c t i c  t y p e s  and add a n  i n t e r p r e t i v e  

r u l e  f o r  t h e  s p e c i a l  c a s e  o f  school-room i n s t r u c t i o n  which 

o p t i o n a l l y  a s s i g n s  a n  a c t i v i t y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  a n  u n d e r l y i n g  

doub le  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e .  

The r e l e v a n t  s y n t a c t i c  d a t a  ( f o r  t h i s  c a s e )  i s  t h e  

f o l l o w i n g :  

40) Max t a u g h t  t h e  c h i l d r e n  
{*to t h e  c h i l d r e n  

4 1 )  Max gave  t o  t h e  Uni ted  Fund 
{*the Uni ted  Fund. 

42) Max p a i d  
* t o  t h e  bank. 
o f f  the bank. 
* o f f  t o  t h e  bank. 

43) Max w r o t e  Henderson. 
t o  Henderson. 
o f f  t o  Henderson. 
*off Henderson. 



( 4 0 )  has  only  t h e  a c t i v i t y  read ing .  We can s e e  t h a t  t h e  de r iva -  

t i o n  of  ( 4 0 )  from a  - to-phrase i s  not  a f a c t  which i s  amenable t o  

g e n e r a l  s t a t emen t ,  u n l e s s  we a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  countenance o b l i g a t -  

ory  r u l e  f e a t u r e s  t o  mark p o s i t i v e  a b s o l u t e  excep t ions .  The 

a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  l e x i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n .  Nei ther  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  

very  e l e g a n t  o r  appea l ing .  But which we choose depends on t h e  

type  o f  t r ans fo rma t iona l  power we wish t o  a l low.  I f  we r u l e  ou t  

t h e  excep t ion  f e a t u r e s ,  we have e i t h e r  a theory  i n  which t h e  

appearance o f  - t o  wi th  t h e  goa l  phrase  can be accounted f o r  by a  

s e t  of r u l e s  l i k e  t h e  fo l lowing:  

4 )  t o  + 8/ t e ach  NP 

t o  + O /  w r i t e  NP ( o p t i o n a l )  

O r ,  we  adopt  t h e  so lu t . ion  based on l e x i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  and an 

ex t ens ion  of  t h e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  dev ices .  

One ? i e s e  o f  evidence f o r  t h e  l a t t e r  choice  i s  t h a t  

p a i r s  l i k e :  

45) I wrote t o  Henderson. 

4 I wrote Henderson. 

are somewhat d i s t i n c t .  With s en t ences  l i k e  (45)  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  

t o  append a d j u n c t s  l i k e  bu t  I des t royed  t h e  l e t te r .  Adding t h i s  

t o  ( 4 6 )  produces a c o n f l i c t  o f  at  least  minor p ropor t i ons .  We 

r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  problem later .  

Independent l e x i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  can a t  least d e s c r i b e  

such s i t u a t i o n s  In .  a way t h a t  i s  no d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  normal 

case. One would l i k e  t o  be a b l e  t o  have a more g e n e r a l  t heo ry  



however. 

Th i s  concludes  our  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t e a c h .  

4.3 I t u r n  now t o  a  b r i e f  d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  verb  show. I 

w i l l  f i rs t  g i v e  evidence  f o r  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of a ' c a u s a l '  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  wi th  show. 

4 7 )  A t t i l a  showed me t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of Rome. 

NPi show NPj NPk 

i )  a t  to, R(NPj, NPk) ,  where R i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  

as 'NPj  s e e s  NPkl 

ii) a t  to, M(NPi, R ( N P j ,  NPk), where M i s  a  

' c a u s a l '  r e l a t i o n .  

48) Reading t h e  B i b l e  showed me t h h t  I was a  mi se r ab l e  

s i n n e r .  

NPi show NP X ,  where X = s y n t a c t i c a l l y  NP, o r  S .  3 

i )  a t  to, R ( N P J ,  X ) ,  where R i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  

'NPi know X 1  

11) at  to, M(NPi, R(NPJ, X ) ,  where M i s  a 

' c a u s a l '  r e l a t i o n .  

These two i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  R ,  t h e  v i s u a l  and t h e  c o g n i t i v e ,  

p rov ide  a n  unde rcu r r en t  o f  ambigui ty  i n  t h e  ' c a u s a l '  r e a d i n g .  

Thus, c o n s i d e r  : 

49) John showed me how t o  i r o n  s h e e t s .  



( 4 9 )  i s  ambiguous between t h e  r e a d i n g s  g i v e n  i n  ( 4 7 )  and ( 4 8 ) .  

We may p a r a p h r a s e  t h e  r e a d i n g s  as f o l l o w s :  

5 0 )  John demonst ra ted  t o  me how i t  i s  done ( a l t h o u g h  

i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  I saw him do i t  I s t i l l  

d o n ' t  unders t and  how i t  i s  done) .  

51)  J o h n ' s  d e m o n s t r a t i o n s  t a u g h t  me how i t  i s  done. 

One may be tempted t o  complain t h a t  t h e s e  s e n s e s  a r e  n o t  t o  be 

d i s t i n g u i s h e d  s e m a n t i c a l l y .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  t h e ~ e  a r e  c a s e s  i n  

which o n l y  r e a d i n g  is a v a i l a b l e :  

52)  & John showed me t h e  v a l u e  o f  a good penkn i fe .  

(NOW I know why one comes i n  handy i n  t h e  woods. 

lThe  tag r e a d  $4.98. 

53) # G e t t l n g  l o s t  i n  t h e  woods showed m e  t h e  v a l u e  

o f  a good p e n k n i f e .  

Now I know why one comes i n  handy i n  t h e  woods. 

??The t a g  r e a d  $5.98. 

54) & The p r i c e  t a g  shows t h e  customer t h e  v a l u e  o f  

t h e  penkn i fe .  

The t a g  r e a d s  $6.98. 

??Now I know why one comes i n  handy i n  t h e  woods. 

55) ?*Turning t h e  tag o v e r  showed me t h e  v a l u e  o f  a 

good penkn l f  e . 



A s  i n  t h e  c a s e  of  many s e n t e n c e s  w i t h  g i v e ,  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

o f  ambigui ty  i s  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  t h e  ambigui ty  of  t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t .  The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t h e  s u b j e c t  p l a y s  a r o l e  h e r e  

as w e l l .  We need t o  make a v a r i e t y  of  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  F i r s t ,  

concern ing  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  we s e t  up t h r e e  groups :  

56)  A .  Animates ( a g e n t i v e )  

B .  c o n c r e t e  o b j e c t s .  

C .  a b s t r a c t s  ( h e a d l e s s  ge runds ,  MPs - 'denot ing  

e x p e r i e n c e s ,  ...) 

Concerning t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  we d i v i d e  t h i n g s  i n t o  t h r e e  g roups :  

5 7 )  A .  v i s u a l  e v e n t s  

B .  v i s u a l  o b j e c t s  

C .  c o g n i t i v e  o b j e c t s  

The i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  a lways  [+ animate] .  

T h i s  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p o s s i b l e  combinat ions :  

58)  NPi show N P ~  

1. Animate 

2. Concre te  Objec t  

3 A b s t r a c t  

Animate a )  v i s u a l  e v e n t  
b )  v i s u a l  o b j e c t  
c )  c o g n i t i v e  o b j e c t  

Animate a )  v i s u a l  e v e n t  
b )  v i s u a l  o b j e c t  
c )  c o g n i t i v e  o b j e c t  

Animate a )  vf s u a l  e v e n t  
b )  v i s u a l  o b j e c t  
c )  c o g n i t i v e  o b j e c t  

Not a l l  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  e x i s t .  Cons ider :  



59a)  Att i la  showed m e  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  Rome 
h i s  army d e s t r o y i n g  Rome 
how t o  u s e  a sword ( though I 

s t i l l  don1 t unders t and  how) 

59b)  A t t i l a  showed m e  h i s  ( r u s t y ,  ch ipped)  sword. 

59c)  A t t i l a  showed m e  t h e  s t r e n g t h  of h i s  sword. 
how t o  sha rpen  a sword (and 

now I unders t and  how) 

60a)  *The vantage  p o i n t  showed me t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of 

Rome. 

60b) The p r i c e  t a g  shows t h e  customer t h e  value--$7.98. 

60c)  *The p r i c e  t a g  shows t h e  customer what a pover ty -  

s t r i c k e n  wre tch  he i s .  

61a)  * S i t t i n g  a t  t h e  t o p  o f  t h e  a r e n a  showed m e  t h e  

e x e c u t i o n  o f  t h e  b u l l .  

61b) *Reaching t h e  summit 
b S t a n d i n g  on t h e  summit showed me t h e  E i g e r .  

6 1 ~ )  Watching At t i la  p r a c t i c e  showed me 

t h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  h i s  sword 
how t o  w i e l d  a shor t -sword .  

F i r s t ,  a word abou t  t h e  good example i n  t h e  second 

c a t e g o r y  (6Ob), as  examples o f  t h i s  t y p e  c o n s t i t u t e  a r a t h e r  

i n t e r e s t i n g  c a s e .  Not i ce  t h a t  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  o p t i o n a l  

i n  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  ( b u t  n o t  r e p l a c e a b l e  by t o  - + NP).  

Second, t h e r e  i s  a r e l a t i o n  h e r e  between NPI and NPk--namely, 

NPk is  a n  i n t r i n s i c  v i s u a l  p r o p e r t y  o f  NPi. Thus: 

62) The s t e p s  of B u i l d i n g  20 show t h e  marks of  

h a r d  wear. 

63) #?@The s t e p s  of B u i l d i n g  20 show what t h e  marks 

of h a r d  wear are. 



Characteristically, such sentences do not describe an action, 

but a state. Perhaps this accounts for their bias toward 

generically-interpreted indirect objects: 

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

of hard wear. 

65) T h e  price tag showed 

Assuming that these generalizations are correct, we set up a 

system of interpretation: 

66) NPi show (NP ) NPk, where NPi is a physical 
'I 

object. 

i) NPk is an intrinsic visible property of NPi 

ii) at to, R(NPj, NPk), where R is interpreted 

'NP see NPkV 3 
iii) at to, M(NPiy R(NPJy NPk)), where 'M(x,Y)l 

is a 'causal' relation 

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

up the following interpretive schema : 

67) NPi "ow NP NPk, where NPi is interpreted J 
abstractly 

I) at to, R(NPJs NPk) where R I s  interpreted 

'NPJ h o w  NPk.' 

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

' causal ' relation. 



84 

The f i r s t  c a t e g o r y  i s  t h e  most complex. We b e g i n  by 

n o t i n g  t h a t  a [t an imate ]  s u b j e c t  may be c o n s t r u e d  a b s t r a c t l y ,  

t h u s  f a l l i n g  under  t h e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  schema immediately above.  

Perhaps  we may i n c o r p o r a t e  examples l i k e  (59c)  i n t o  t h i s  schema, 

merely a d d i n g  t h a t  a n  a g e n t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  p o s s i b l e .  An 

a g e n t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  seems t o  e n t a i l  t h a t  i n  e . g .  ( 5 9 ~ 1 ,  

At t i la  under took some a c t i o n  i n  o r d e r  t o  b r i n g  abou t  R(NP NPk) .  J '  
I am n o t  q u i t e  s u r e  how t o  r e g r e s e n t  t h i s  and l e a v e  t h e  problem 

open. 

Although we c l a s s  ( 5 9 c )  w i t h  t h e  t h i r d  c a t e g o r y ,  not -  

i n g  tha t  i t  d i f f e r s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  o p t i o n a l  a s c r i p t i o n  o f  

a g e n t i v i t y ,  ( 5 9 a )  and (59b)  d i f f e r  i n  t h a t  a n  a g e n t i v e  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n  a p p e a r s  t o  be o b l i g a t o r y .  A g e n t i v f t y  i s  t o  be  

d i s t i n g u i s h e d  h e r e  from i n t e n t i o n .  I n  o t h e r  words,  b o t h  (59a) 

and  (59b)  ( a s  w e l l  as ( 5 9 c )  on a n  a g e n t i v e  r e a d i n g )  a r e  compat- 

i b l e  w i t h  a d v e r b s  l i k e  u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y ,  i n a d v e r t e n t l y ,  and s o  

on. They are n o t  compa t ib le  w i t h  adverbs  l i k e  wi thou t  do ing  

a t h i n g .  An i n t e r e s t i n g  problem, t h e n ,  i s  t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  

r e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  a c t i o n  under taken  by t h e  s u b j e c t  and R(NP NPk) .  3 '  
I have i n  mind s i t u a t i o n s  l i k e :  

LBJ showed a group o f  r e p o r t e r s  h i s  s c a r s .  

It happens t o  be t h e  c a s e  t h a t  LBJ showed scmeone h i s  s c a r .  

L e t  u s  assume t h a t  it was a group of r e p o r t e r s .  F u r t h e r  l e t  

u s  assume tha t  an i n d u s t r i o u s  % l l m  crew v i d e o t a p e d  the e v e n t  

and  it was shown on a network news b r o a d c a s t .  It would n o t  

be a p p r o p r i a t e  t h e n  t o  say :  



L B J  showed t h e  American pub l i c  h i s  s c a r .  

Is t h i s  merely t h e  s p e c t r e  of d i r e c t / i n d i r e c t  causa t ion  r e a r i n g  

i t s  meddlesom head aga in?  I n  p a r t ,  probably yes .  But perhaps 

not  a l t o g e t h e r .  Rerhaps w e  can c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  

of  t h i s  problem by r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h i s  ca se  as fo l lows:  

68) NPI show NPj NPk 

Animate animate v i s u a l  o b j e c t ,  v i s u a l  even t .  

1) a t  to ,  V(NPi )  where V i s  some a c t i o n .  

ii) a t  to ,  R ( N P j ,  NPk) ,  where R i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  

lNPI see NPkl 

iii) M ( V ( N P i ) ,  R(NPj ,  N P k ) ) ,  where M i s  a l c a u s a l l  

r e l a t i o n .  

T h i s  completes our  d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  range of  show 

i n  t h e  double o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

4 . 4  The d i s c u s s i o n  of  t e a c h  and show above h a s  a t t empted  

t o  demonstrate t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  o t h e r  ve rbs  besides g i v e  which 

c l e a r l y  have t o  r e c e i v e  m u l t i p l e  s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  

l ex i con :  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  a s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  f o r  the  double 

o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  O f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  

g e n e r a l l y  speaking,  i n  t h e  c a s e s  i n  which these ve rbs  are 

r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  double o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a -  

t i o n  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  i s  similar i n  c e r t a i n  c r u c i a l  

r e s p e c t s  t o  t h e  ' t h i r d  r ead ing '  of  g i v e  d i scuased  p rev ious ly ,  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i th  r e s p e c t  t o  i t s  ' c ausa l1  c h a r a c t e r .  I n  t h e  

next s e c t i o n ,  we exp lo re  t h i s  s i m i l a r i t y  f u r t h e r .  



4.5 We have assumed t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  

i n  t h e  c a s e  of v e r b s  l i k e  $ i v e ,  t e a c h ,  and show a r e  t h e  mani- 

f e s t a t i o n  of d i f f e r e n t  semant i c  r u l e s  a p p l y i n g  t o  s t r u c t u r e s  

which c o n t a i n  t h e s e  v e r b s .  I t  i s  of  i n t e r e s t  t o  c o n t r a s t  t h i s  

approach w i t h  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  

c a s e s  i n  which t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  c o n t a i n s  what I have c a l l e d  

a ' c a u s a l '  r e l a i i o n .  B a s i c a l l y ,  t h e  t r ans fo rmat l .ona1  approach 

w i l l  a s s i g n  a s t r u c t u r e  l i k e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a8 t h e  s t r u c t u r e  

u n d e r l y i n g  s e n t e n c e s  ( w i t h  a ' c a u s a l  ' i n t e r p r e t a t  i o n )  c o n t a i n -  

i n g  g i v e ,  o r  t e a c h ,  o r  show. 

I n  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e ,  lNPil, 'NPj l ,  lNPkl r e p r e s e n t  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  

i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  and  d i r e c t  o b J e c t  o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  con- 

s t r u c t i o n  r e s p e c t i v e l y ;  lVM1 r e p r e s e n t s  a ' c a u s a l 1  v e r b ,  'VR1 

r e p r e s e n t s  a n  embedded v e r b  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  v e r b  o f  t h e  

double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  There  are s e v e r a l  r o u t e s  one can 

now t a k e  t o  g e n e r a t e  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  r a n g e  o f  s e n t e n c e s :  one 

i n v o l v e s  p r e d i c a t e - r a i s i n g ;  a n o t h e r  would i n v o l v e  d e l e t i o n  

of VR. F o r  o u r  p u r p o s e s  these are e q u i v a l e n t .  

The t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  i s  based  on two claims: 



1) the selectional and subcategorizational properties 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 properties 

of certain words follow from the properties of certain 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 semantic 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 is well-known, the lexical 

item 'causef does not adequately represent the concept of 

causation which is usually called for. 41 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 



more closely resembles the desired semantic 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 underlying structure-- 

follows by hypothesis, and the first is empirically vacuous as 

well, since there is no way of determining the selectional and 

subcategorizational properties of abstract lexical items 

except by stipulation. 

There are difficulties with the embedded predicate 

as well, which is represented in (69) by 'VRt. For example, 

compare the following sentences: 

72 a) John has an ugly appearance. 

b) The operation caused John to have an ugly 

appearance. 

c) The operation gave John an ugly appearance. 

73 a) *John has his ugly appearance. 4 2 

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 (7 3a) , the causative 
analysis will not generate (73~). 

Another difficulty faced by the transformational 

approach concerns the fact that there are well-fomned sentences 



with the verb -- cause and the embedded verb have -- for which there 

is no corresponding sentence with give: 

7 4 )  Ziegler's absent-mindedness caused him to have 

an accident. 

75)  *Ziegler1s absent-mindedness gave him an accident. 

Evidently there is some property of sentences like John had an 

accident which would prevent the causative construction in 

which they are embedded from undergoing a transformational 

derivation Into the double object construction, 43 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 it should 

be treated as a lexical item at all. Furthermore, if we start 

distinguishing different 'senses1 of have -9 the one attractive 

generalization about the 'causal' interpretation of double 

object sentences with give that the transformational hypothesis 

makes seems to disappear: for instead of having united a 

disparate group of cases by referring to have -9 the transforma- 

tional approach is back at scratch. 

Still, even if the transformational approach is 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 is often the case that if two words 

:I ' 



r e p r e s e n t  r e l a t e d  c o n c e p t s ,  t h e y  e x h i b i t  s emant i c  e x t e n s i o n s  

i n  s i m i l a r  ways. Although I am unable  t o  prese l l t  such  a theory--  

o r  even t h e  main o u t l i n e s  of  such  a theory-- I  would l i k e  t o  

sugges t  h e r e  why i t s  development would be u s e f u l .  

I t t s  a s t r i k i n g  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  word s e e  has both  a - 
v i s u a l  and a c o g n i t i v e  s e n s e ,  and we f i n d  a similar range  of 

s e n s e s  w i t h  show. But t h i s  i s  no t  a f a c t  abou t  E n g l i s h :  i n  

t h e  languages  w i t h  which I have some f a m i l i a r i t y ,  t h e  word 

c o r r e s p o n d i n g  t o  s e e  h a s  much t h e  same semant i c  r ange .  T h i s  - 
i s  a l s o  t r u e  f o r  o t h e r  a r e a s  o f  t h e  v o c a b u l a r y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  w i t h  

r e s p e c t  t o  b a s i c  words l i k e  g r a s p .  T h i s  seems t o  be t h e  c a s e  

r e g a r d l e s s  o f  whether  t h e r e  i s  a g e n e t i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

t h e  l anguages  i n  q u e s t i o n .  Such c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a l s o  p l a y  a r o l e  

i n  syntactic change. 1saEenko (1974) p r e s e n t s  a compe l l ing  

i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  t h i s ,  i n  a paper  devo ted  t o  a t y p o l o g i c a l  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between what he  c a l l s  'have- languagesf  and 'be-  - 

2. It i s  well-known t h a t  Indo-European was a [be- 
language]  and  t h a t  t h e  v e r b a l  stems *es-  and fibhu- - 
v e r y  e a r l y  merged i n t o  a s u p p l e t i v e  paradigm p r e -  
s e r v e d  i n  most h i s t o r i c a l l y  a t t e s t e d  I E  id ioms.  It 
is a l s o  known t h a t  v e r b s  meaning 'havef a r e  secondary  
a c q u i s i t i o n s  i n  a l l  I E  l anguages  and t h a t  such  v e r b s  
stem from t r a n s i t i v e  v e r b s  w i t h  t h e  g e n e r a l  meaning 
' t o  h o l d ,  t o  g r a s p f .  T h i s  i s  t r u e  o f  Greek &ctt3 
' t o  have t  ( o r i g i n a l l y  ' t o  h o l d 1 ) ,  o f  L a t i n  habere  
which i s  r e l a t e d  t o  c a  ere ' t o  c a t c h ,  get h o l d  o f 1 ;  
it i s  t r u e  o f  G e r m a n h b a i -  which y i e l d e d  ME have 
G e r m  haben and i s  n o t  r e l a t e d  t o  L a t i n  h a b e r e ,  b u t '  
t o  Goth h a f j a n ,  ME heave ,  Germ heben; t h e  S l a v i c  v e r b  
* j Z m e t i ,  t o  have '  ' m e t  ' / imeju ,  Cz m i t i / m a m ,  
S l k  matf /roam, e t c  .) i s x m e d  from t h e E t - z -  
as a t t e s t x i n  OCS jet1 (from *Jem-ti)  ' t o  t a k e 1 .  
The aemant ic  change ' t a k e '  + ' have t  o c c u r r e d  i n  
h i s t o r i c a l  times i n  S p a n i s h ,  where t e n  o '1 h a v e f  
is  d e r i v e d  from VLat t e n i r e  ' t o  hol*. f o o t n o t e s  omi t tec  



To d e a l  w i t h  such  f a c t s ,  what one would l i k e  i s  a 

s u b s t a n t i v e  theory  of  semant ic  s t r u c t u r e  which would d e a l  w i t h  

v a r i o u s  d e g r e e s  o f  p a r a p h r a s e ,  semant i c  s h i f t s ,  c e r t a i n  u n i v e r s a l  

a s p e c t s  of  metaphor,  and so  on. Note t h a t  t h e  des ide ra tum i s  

n o t  a t h e o r y  o f  words--the word i t s e l f  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  a r b i t r a r y - -  

b u t  r a t h e r  a fo rmal  and s u b s t a n t i v e  t h e o r y  of  what l i e s  behind  

t h e  words. I have sugges ted  above t h a t  t o  a n a l y z e  words l i k e  

g i v e  as b e i n g  composed o t h e r  l e x i c a l  i t e m s  l e a d s  t o  t h e  wrong 

r e s u l t s .  Perhaps a t h e o r y  of  t h e  semant i c  s t r u c t u r e  o f  l e x i c a l  

i t e m s  a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  s u g g e s t e d  h e r e  would improve on t h i s .  



5 . 0  The f i n a l  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  dual-NP c o n s t r u c t l . o n  t h a t  I 

want t o  touch  on i n v o l v e s  t i m e  and m o d a l i t y .  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  I 

s h a l l  a t t e m p t  t o  e l u c i d a t e  t h e  r e l e v a n c e  o f  t h e s e  concep t s  t o  

t h e  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  

We b e g i n  w i t h  t h e  r o l e  of t ime.  We d i s t i n g u i s h  two 

r e l e v a n t  n o t i o n s :  f i r s t ,  t h e  t i m e  t o  which t h e  t e n s e  r e f e r s ;  

second,  t h e  tempora l  r e l a t i o n s  which t a k e  as  t h e i r  arguments  t h e  

t e n s e  r e f e r e n t  and t h e  t i m e  a t  which t h e  v a r i o u s  semant i c  

r e l a t i o n s  which are  t h e  basis  of  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ho ld .  We 

s h a l l  be concerned o n l y  w i t h  the l a t t e r .  

I n  t h e  s i m p l e s t  c a s e s ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  R ( N P J ,  NPk) h o l d s  

a t  to,  t h e  t e n s e - r e f e r e n t .  It i s  probably  a requ i rement  on eve ry  

i n t e r p r e t i v e  schema t h a t  some r e l a t i o n  h u l d s  a t  to.  There a r e  

o t h e r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s :  R cou ld  h o l d  p r i o r  t o  to  ( o n l y ) ,  p r i o r  t o  

some t 1  p r i o r  t o  to  ( p r i o r  t o  to and d i s c o n t i n u o u s  w i t h  i t ) ,  a t  

to  and a f t e r  td,  a t  some t 1  a f te r  t o  ( d i s c o n t i n u o u s  w i t h  t o ) ,  

b o t h  p r i o r  t o  to and af ter  to .  S c h e m a t i c a l l y ,  we r e p r e s e n t  t h e s e  

p o s s i b i l i t i e s  as f o l l o w s ,  where t h e  s o l i d  h o r i z o n t a l  l i n e  r e p r e -  

s e n t s  time and to t h e  t e n s e  r e f e r e n t .  44 



1 > 
TIME 

5 1 Thus fa r ,  w e  have encountered only  i n s t a n c e s  of t h e  

f i rs t  two types  (where Rn r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p o s s i b i l i -  

t i e s  schematized i n  (1)): 

2) R1: John gave Max a used copy of  Aspects.  

3 )  R2: John gave Max a k ick .  

5 - 2  Consider Rg. With r e s p e c t  t o  NPs w i t h i n  t h e  VP, R 3 
i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  i n  p r i v a t i v e  verbs .  Williams (1974) has d i scus -  

sed c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  o f  a very  i n t e r e s t i n g  phenomenon he c a l l s  

"nega t ive  d a t i v e  movement." This  i nvo lves  s y n t a c t i c  (and some- 

times l e x i c a l )  a l t e r n a t i o n s  between of/from, p a r t i c u l a r l y  as 

fo l lows  : 

4) NPI V NP of NPk 3 NPi V' NPk from NP 
j 

5 )  John emptied t h e  t a n k  of gas .  



6 )  ?John emptied g a s  from t h e  t a n k .  

R i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  h e r e ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e  i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  a  3 
s e n t e n c e  l i k e  

7 )  Arnold robbed me of  my w a l l e t .  45 

The R t y p e  a l s o  p l a y s  a r o l e  i n  t h e  dual-NP c o n s t r u c -  
3 

t i o n .  Cons ider  t h e  ve rb  t o  l o s e ,  a s  i t  i s  used i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

s e n t e n c e s  ( f rom Bowers, 1973)  : 

8 )  That  d e c i s i o n  l o s t  me a l o t  of' f r i e n d s  t my r e p u t a t i o n  
my f o r t u n e  
a v a l u a b l e  p i e c e  o f  l a n d .  

Let  u s  suppose t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  l o s e  i s  a s  f o l l o w s :  46 

9) NPi l o s e  NP NPk 
j 

i )  p r i o r  t o  to,  R(NP NPk) 
3 '  

ii) a t  to,  -R(NPj, NPk) 

iii) M(NPi , -R(NPj, NPk) 

There  are o t h e r  a n a l y s e s  p o s s i b l e  h e r e .  It i s  i n s t r u c t i v e  t o  

compare t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  - r o b  and l o s e  w i t h  t h a t  o f  c o s t  

i n  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  : 

1 0 )  The movie c o s t  me $5. 

1 1 )  The m i s t a k e  c o s t  m e  my chance.  

1 2 )  Nixon's i m p l i c a t i o n  i n  a n  a c t  o f  o b s t r u c t i n g  

j u s t i c e  c o s t  him t h e  p r e s i d e n c y .  

1 3 )  E a g l e t o n  c o s t  McGovern t h e  p r e s i d e n c y .  



14) Getting to work late cost Arnold his job. 

The problem here is to determine what type of relation Rn holds 

between NP and NPk In particular, the choice is between the 
j 

following two schemata: 

15) I. i) prior to to, R(NPJ, NPk) 

ii) at to. -R(NPJ, NPk) 

This is a factual question. We can test the claims of these 

two schemata by contradicting the relations involved. Since 

they both share one statement, the crucial aspect will involve 

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

16) The revelations concerning Eagleton cost 

McGovern the presidency. 

17) ??The revelatTons 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 judgments are rather subtle, I suppose. Assuming that they 

are correct, however, we represent l'o'se as containing a statement 



of  t h e  t y p e  R whereas t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  c o s t  w i l l  i n c l u d e  
3' 

e i t h e r :  

a t  to ,  -R(NP NPk) J '  
o r  

a t  to ,  and immediately a f t e r  T,  -R(NP NPk) J '  

i n  o t h e r  words, t h e  n e g a t i o n  of  a r e l a t i o n  of t y p e  R1 o r  R 2 .  

The combinat ion o f  -R1 and t h e  ~ 4 Q s a l  

r e l a t l o r l  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  c o s t  i s  similar t o  c o u n t e r f a c t u a l  

c o n d i t i o n s .  Thus t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  

2 2 )  Eag le ton  c o s t  McGovern t h e  p r e s i d e n c y .  

i s  v e r y  similar i n  meaning t o  t h e  s e n t e n c e  

23)  I f  i t  h a d n ' t  been f o r  E a g l e t o n ,  McGovern would 

have (won) t h e  p r e s i d e n c y .  

I w i l l  n o t  a t t e m p t  t o  s t a t e  t h i s  f o r m a l l y  h e r e ,  however. 

Note t h a t  such  a p a r a p h r a s e  f a i l s  f o r  t h e  use o f  c o s t  

i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  ( 6 ) :  

24) The movie c o s t  m e  $5. 

25) # I f  i t  h a d n ' t  been f o r  t h e  movie, I would have 

had ( t h a t )  $5. 

Thus, we must d i s t i n g u i s h  t h i s  s e n s e  o f  c o s t .  R e c a l l  t h e  3is- - 
c u s s i o n  of t h e  u s e  o f  show I n :  The p r i c e  tag shows (NP) t h e  - 
v a l u e .  ( c f .  s e c t i o n  4 . 3 ) .  There  we c la imed:  

26) NPJ show (NP ) NPk, where NPi i s  a c o n c r e t e  o b j e c t  3 



1) NP is an intrinsic visible property of NPI !c 

11) at to, R(NP~, NPk), where R is roughly see 

in the visual sense. 

iii) at to, M(NPi, R(NPj, NPk)), where M is 

causal ' . 

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

as follows: 

1. At to P(NPI) = NPk, where P(x) is the 

function 'the price of x '  

2.  R(NPj, NPi)+-H(NPJ, NPk) where H ( x , y )  

is custody. 

This schema leaves certain questions open, e.g. how to precisely 

represent the fact that the loss of money is tied up with the 

acquisition by NP of NPi. Note that for the relation ' R '  J 
there doesn't seem to be a single English work which represents 

the appropriate range of interpretations. The range is broad 

and further specification is 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 



2 9 )  *Eagle ton  c o s t  McGovern $5.  

30)  *The d e c i s i o n  t o  go c o s t s  $5.98 . ,>  

5.3 L e t  us  now c o n s i d e r  R,,. T h i s  t y p e  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  case 

i n  which a  r e l a t i o n  h o l d s  b o t h  p r i o r  t o  and a f t e r  t h e  t e n s e -  

r e f e r e n t .  T h i s  t y p e  i s  r e l e v a n t  t o  v e r b s  l i k e  envy and f o r g i v e .  - 
With b o t h  envy and f o r g i v e  t h e r e  i s  a n  i m p l i e d  (and  p r a g m a t i c a l l y  

s p e c i f i a b l e )  r e l a t i o n  between NP and N P k .  
j 

Consider  f o r g i v e .  Here t h e  r e l e v a n t  R(NP N P k )  i s  
j' 

rough ly  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  Cons ider  

31) God w i l l  f o r g i v e  me my s i n s .  

32)  God w i l l  f o r g i v e  me H a r r y ' s  s i n s .  

&) may seem s t r a n g e ,  b u t  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  a r e  e a s i l y  constructible 

i n  which i t s  g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  i s  wi thou t  doub t ,  though i t s  t r u t h  

might  be c o n t e s t e d .  A l l  t h a t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  i s  t h a t  t h e  me - of  

02) be r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  H a r r y ' s  s i n s .  One needs  t o  add o f  c o u r s e  

t h a t  what i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  by NPk h e r e  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  c o u n t e r  t o  

a c e r t a i n  body o f  e t h i c a l  o r  r e l i g i o u s  t e n e t s .  I w i l l  s imply  

smuggle t h i s  i n t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n  I adop t  as h o l d i n g  between NPi 

and t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  r e l a t i o n ,  which i s  a b s o l u t i o n .  We l e a v e  

as a n  open q u e s t i o n  whether  a b s o l u t i o n  i s  c o n s t r u e d  as d i s s o l v -  

i n g  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  r e l a t i o n .  T h i s  i s  a m a t t e r  f o r  t h e o l o g i a n s  

We w i l l  assume t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  t h e  c a s e .  

We w i l l  t r ea t  envy i n  a s i m i l a r  way. I n  both  c a s e s ,  

t h e r e  w i l l  be  a r e l a t i o n  R(NP NPk). Fur thermore ,  t h e r e  w i l l  
j' 

b e  a ( m e n t a l ,  a t t i t u d i n a l ,  o r  what n o t )  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  h o l d s  



between NPi and t h i s  r e l a t i o n .  I n  o t h e r  words, we w i l l  s a y  

t h a t  a l t h o u g h  t h e r e  i s  a r e l a t i o n  A hold ing  between NPi and 

R(NPJ, NPk), A does n o t  m a t e r i a l l y  a f f e c t  R .  

Compare t h e  e f f e c t s  of n e g a t i o n  on s e n t e n c e s  whose 

v e r b  i s  f o r g i v e  o r  'envy w i t h  t h o s e  i n  which t h e  v e r b  i s  p i v e  

33)  God d i d n f  t f o r g i v e  me 
t h a t  mis take .  
t h o s e  inhumane a c t s  o f  

omiss ion .  

3 4 )  I d o n ' t  envy G a b r i e l  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  f l y .  

35) I d i d n ' t  g i v e  Mary a copy of  Aspec t s .  

36) I d i d n ' t  throw Mary t h e  b a l l .  

I n  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  t h e  r e l e v a n t  r e l a t i o n s  which a r e  s p e c i f i e d  by 

envy and f o r g i v e  are n o t  ( i n  t h e  s i m p l e s t  and most r e a d i l y  

a v a i l a b l e  c a s e s )  c a l l e d  i n t o  q u e s t i o n .  

We r e p r e s e n t  f o r g i v e  and envy as f o l l o w s :  

37)  NPI f o r g i v e  NPJ NPk 

i )  f o r  some span tm...to...tn, R(NPJ, NPk), 

where R r e p r e s e n t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

i i )  F(NPi, R(NP NPk), where F r e p r e s e n t s  J , 
a b s o l u t i o n .  

38) NPi envy NPJ NPk 

i )  f o r  some span  t, ... tO.. . tn, R(NPj, NPk) 

ii) E(NP , R(NP NPk), where E r e p r e s e n t s  a 
I J '  

d e s i r e  on  t h e  p a r t  of  NPi t h a t  R(NPi, NPk) 

ho ld .  



5.4  We now t u r n  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  whether t h e r e  e x i s t  any 

examples which employ t h e  t y p e s  R sr R6. R e c a l l  t h a t  t h e s e  5 
r e p r e s e n t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  tempora l  s i t u a t i o n s :  

I know of no c a s e  f o r  which R i s  a p p r o p r i a t e .  T h i s  may n o t  be 5 
a n  a c c i d e n t a l  gap.  I n  o r d e r  t o  show t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  a c c i d e n t a l ,  

however, i t  would be n e c e s s a r y  t o  a r g u e  t h a t  i t s  non-exis tence  

f o l l o w s  from more g e n e r a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  

R 6  seems t o  b e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  v e r b s  l i k e  o f f e r ,  v e r b s  

l i k e  - send ,  and  dual-NP c o n s t r u c t i o n s  which have a  - f o r - d a t i v e  

p a r a p h r a s e .  L e t  s f i rs t  c o n s i d e r  t h e  ve rb  o f f e r .  

40) John o f f e r e d  Max a c i g a r e t t e .  

Here w e  a r e  n o t  concerned w i t h  t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  which 

h o l d s  between Max and c i g a r e t t e .  A s  i n  o t h e r  i n s t a n c e s  of  t h e  

d u a l  NP c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  t h i s  may va ry .  The problem i s  how t o  

e x p r e s s  t h e  m o d a l i t y  o f  o f f e r  p r o p e r l y .  F i r s t ,  i t  i s  n o t  a 

consequence o f  t h e  t r u t h  of (40)  t h a t  t h e  r e q u i s i t e  r e l a t i o n  

l R ( N P J ,  NPk)l i s  i n  f o r c e .  T h e r e f o r e ,  we do n o t  want t o  s t a t e  

t h a t  lR(NPJ, NPk) h o l d s  a t  to. Nor w i l l  i t  do s imply  t o  s t a t e  

t h a t  'R(NPJ, NPk)' h o l d s  a t  some t 1  a f te r  to, s i n c e  it. i s  n o t  

a consequence o f  (40)  t h a t  t h e  r e q u i s i t e  r e l a t i o n  w i l l  i n  f a c t  

e v e r  h o l d .  An a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t o  say t h a t  : 



4 1 )  i )  a t  t o ,  O R ( N P ~ ,  NPk) a t  t 1  a f t e r  to 

ii) M(NPI, (Q(R(NPj, NPk) a t  t t  > t o ) ) ) ,  where 

M i s  ' c a u s a l  . 

Although t h i s  i s  becoming somewhat complex, it i s  s t i l l  probably  

n o t  q u i t e  r i g h t .  For  i n s t a n c e ,  we p robab ly  want t o  add a 

s t a t e m e n t  that  a t  t o ,  - R ( N P  N P k ) ,  a l t h o u g h  i f  we s p e c i f y  ' M 1  
J '  

p r o p e r l y ,  such  a s t a t e m e n t  may n o t  be n e c e s s a r y .  Fur thermore ,  

we might want t o  make t h e  r e l a t i o n  ' M '  s t r o n g e r  t h a n  s t a t e d :  

f o r  example, a l t h o u g h  I might convince  Harry  t o  h i r e  Arnold i n  

a c e r t a i n  c a p a c i t y ,  t h e r e b y  making i t  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  Harry have 

a j o b ,  i n  do ing  s o  I do n o t  t h e r e b y  o f f e r  H a r r y  a job .  I l e a v e  

open e x a c t l y  how t h i s  i s  LO be done. 

A more c e n t r a l  q u e s t i o n  i s  how t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  a n  o f f e r  can be l e f t  open o r  r e t r a c t e d .  T h i s  s u g g e s t s  

t h a t  w e  add a t i m e  o p e r a t o r  t o  M .  Thus we w i l l  way: 

i i )  A t  to and f o r  some span  o f  t i m e  to .  . . tn  

M ( N P ~ , ( O ( R ( N P ~ ,  NPk) a t  t t  < t n ) ) ) .  

We w i l l  t e s t  t h i s  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  way. Cons ide r  t h e  s e n t e n c e :  

42)  Access t o  t h e  t a p e s  o f f e r e d  Cox t h e  b e s t  ev idence .  

Not i ce  t h a t  ( 4 2 )  does  n o t  e n t a i l  t h a t  C o x e v e r  had a c c e s s  t o  

t h e  t a p e s .  I w i l l  n o t  t a k e  up t h i s  p ~ o b l e m .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

i f  Cox d i d  i n  f a c t  have  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  t a p e s ,  i t  might  have been 

t h e  c a s e  t h a t  h i s  a c c e s s  l a s t e d  o n l y  a s p e c i f i e d  p e r i o d  o f  t i m e .  

I n  view of t h i s ,  I t h i n k  we want t o  s t a t e  t h a t  t h e  " o f f e r "  h e r e  



i s  l i m i t e d  ( a t  t h e  b r o a d e s t )  t o  tha t  p e r i o d  i n  which Cox i n  f a c t  

d i d  have a c c e s s .  Fur thermore ,  we want t o  add t h a t  t h e  l l o f f e r l '  

e x p i r e s  upon t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of R ( N P  N P k ) .  But t h e  I 'offerlI 
J '  

may be s t i l l  f u r t h e r  l i m i t e d .  

43)  Access t o  t h e  t a p e s  o f f e r e d  Cox t h e  b e s t  ev idence  

u n t i l  i t  was ~ ~ e v e a l e d  t h a t  a good d e a l  o f  t h e  

c o n t e n t  had been e r a s e d .  

I n  such  a s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e  a c c e s s  may s t i l l  h o l d ,  w h i l e  t h s  o f f e r  

does  n o t .  If t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  t h e n ,  a l t h o u g h  o f f e r  c o n t a i n s  a n  

i n s t a n c e  o f  R t h e  R6 t y p e ,  t h i s  i n s t a n c e  i s  embedded under t h e  

r e l a t i o n  'M' which i s  a c t u a l l y  an i n s t a n c e  o f  R1. S c h e m a t i c a l l y ,  

5.4.1 Compare o f f e r  t o  promise .  The c r u c i a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  

seems t o  be h e r e  the  d i f f e r e n c e  between two modal n o t i o n s :  

p o s s i b i l i t y  and  o b l i g a t i o n .  For  o u r  p u r p o s e s ,  t h e n ,  t h e  d i s t i n c -  

t i o n  i s  e a s i l y  r e p r e s e n t a b l e :  



45) NPi promise NPJ NPk 

k) A t  to and f o r  some span of  t ime  tO. . . tn  

M ( N P i , ( R ( N P J ,   at t,)),  where lM(x,Y)' i s  

i n t e r p r e t e d  ' x  i s  o b l i g a t e d  t o  make Y h o l d f  
From t h i s  i t  cannot  be deduced t h a t  R i s  t r u e  ( a t  t o r  a t  t ' ) .  

T h i s  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  i n t u i t i o n .  

5 .5  The e x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e  system t o  modal n o t i o n s  immediately 

opens t h e  way f o r  a n  accoun t  o f  t h e  dual-N2 r e f l e x  o f  t h e  - f o r -  

d a t i v e .  The r e l e v a n t  m o d a l i t y  h e r e  i s  i n t e n t i o n .  Two p r e l i m i n a r y  

remarks abou t  t h e  dual-NP r e f l e x  o f  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e .  F i r s t ,  a s  

far  as I know, t h e  r e l a t i o n  R ( N P  NPk) i s  never  e n t a i l e d ;  second,  
j' 

there i s  always a d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n  between NPi and N P k  I n  o t h e r  

words,  from t h e  t r u t h  of  t h e  s e n t e n c e  

46) J o h n  baked Mary a cake .  

i t  f o l l o w s ,  f i rs t ,  t h a t  John baked a cake  and second,  I c l a i m ,  

that  John  i n t e n d s  R (Mary, t h e  c a k e ) .  We r e p r e s e n t  t h i s  as 

f o l l o w s  : 

47)  NPi bake NP NPk &-I 

i) A t  to, B(NPi, NPk), where B i s  bake 

i i )  A t  to...tn, I(NPi, (R(NPj, NPk) a t  t l ) ) ,  

where I = i n t e n d ,  R a r e l e v a n t  r e l a t i o n .  

It i s  r a t h e r  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  I h o l d s  a t  t ,  r a t h e r  

t h a n  a t  t l .  There  i s  d a t a  t h a t  s u p p o r t s  t h i s  a s s u n ~ p t i o n .  

Cons ide r  first t h e  s t r a n g e n e s s  o f  a d i s c o u r s e  like: 



5)  I baked a cake .  I t h i n k  I t l i  g i v e  i t  t o  Mary. 

No, I g u e s s  1'11 g i v e  i t  t o  you. What a c t u a l l y  

happened t h e n  was t h a t  I baked you a cake .  

Another example i n v o l v e s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c o n t r a s t  w i t h  a n  e x p l i c i t  

f o r - d a t i v e .  Compare: - 

6 )  I bought my wife t h i s  t e a - k e t t l e ,  l e t  m e  s c e ,  

back i n  1952. 

7 )  O r i g i n a l l y ,  I bought t h i s  t e a - k e t t l e  f o r  my w i f e ,  

b u t  I dec ided  t o  keep i t .  

8 )  " O r i g i n a l l y ,  I bought my w i f e  t h i s  t e a - k e t t l e ,  b u t  

I dec ided  t o  keep i t .  

I f  we r e p r e s e n t  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  r e l a t i o n  as  h o l d i n g  from t h e  t ime  

o f  t h e  t e n s e - r e f e r e n t  u n t i l  t h e  t i m e  a t  which R(NP NPk) h o l d s  
j' 

( o r  becomes i m p o s s i b l e  t o  e s t a b l i s h ) ,  we have t h e  basis  o f  an  

accoun t  f o r  t h e s e  problems: namely, t h e r e  i s  a n  e x p l i c i t  

c o n t r a d i c t i o n  o f  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  a s s e r t e d  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  t h a t  

R(NPJ, NPk) i s  t o  h o l d  a t  some p o i n t .  

5.6 I n  view of  o u r  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  o f f e r ,  promise,  and t h e  

doub le -ob jec t  r e f l e x  o f  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e ,  it a p p e a r s  t o  be t h e  

c a s e  t h a t  we can c l a i m  t h a t  t h e r e  are no pure  c a s e s  o f  t h e  t y p e s  

R and R6. It is t r u e  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t  r e l a t i o n s  which do n o t  5 
h o l d  a t  to. We have ample ev idence  o f  t h i s ,  and  t h e y  a r e  a l l  

i n s t a n c e s  o f  t h e  t y p e  R6. Yet when t h e y  do o c c u r ,  i t  i s  



a r g u a b l y  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t h e y  a lways  o c c u r  i n s i d e  t h e  s c o p e  o f  

a r e l a t i o n  which i s  i t s e l f  a n  i n s t a n c e  o f  R1. I n  v iew o f  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  a n  o f f e r  can  be  r e s c i n d e d  whereas  a p romise  canno t  

( e t h i c a l l y )  b e  b roken  n o r  a n  a s s e r t e d  i n t e r i t i o n  countermanded,  

p e r h a p s  a d i s t i n c t i o n  based  on t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  

m o d a l i t i e s  i s  c a l l e d  f o r .  N o t i c e  t h a t  a l l  t h e  modal n o t i o n s  

employed a r e  f u t u r e - o r i e n t e d .  Are t h e r e  any  r e t r o s p e c t i v e  rnodals? 

If n o t ,  t h i s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  l a c k  o f  any i n s t a n c e  o f  t h e  t y p e  

R may be due t o  t h e  l a c k  of  r e t r o s p e c t i v e  modal n o t i o n s .  5 



6.0 In this section, I shall take up the question of what 

I call, for convenience, Ithe prepositional dative constructions1. 

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 candition: a 'prepositional dative construction1 is 

a simple sentence whose VP (at some level) is of the form 

X-V-NP-P-NP-Y, where the fourth term ( ' P f )  is either - to or - for. 

I shall argue that in certain respects this definition is too 

broad, as there are certain cases which meet the above criterion, 

on the one hand, yet should be excluded from the domain of the 

dative alternation in a principled 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 is 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 definition, there are at least two 

prepositional dative constructions--one in which the preposition 

is - to and one in which it is - for. 47 I treat them together, how- 

ever, since with respect to certain gross characteristics which 

are of interest they are quite sinilar. In particular, I shall 

try to demonstrate that in the case of both the 'to-dativef - and 

the 'for-dativef: - 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 



(be  i t  - t o - d a t i v e  o r  - f o r - d a t i v e )  o p e r a t e s  ove r  s e v e r a l  d i s p a r a t e  

semant ic  domains; 3 )  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i n  q u e s t i o n  i s  s u b j e c t  

t o  morphologica l  c o n d i t i o n s .  A t  t h e  end of t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  

f o l l owing  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e s e  problems,  we s h a l l  t r y  t o  

assess t h e i r  r o l e  i n  a t t e m p t s  t o  f o rmu la t e  t he  domain of t h e  

a l t e r n a t i o n ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  r o l e  of  semant ic  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  

6 .1.0 For-dat  - i v e s  

For-phrases have been i n v e s t i g a t e d  r e c e n t l y  by - 
Will iams (1974) ,  and,  more e x t e n s i v e l y ,  by F a r a c i  (1974) .  They 

p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  - f o r -ph ra se s  occur  as complements t o  N P 1 s ,  V P 1 s ,  

and some h i g h e r  node, e i t h e r  PredPhrase  o r  S.  A v a r i e t y  o f  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  are invo lved .  According t o  F a r a c i ' s  a n a l y s i s ,  

f o r -ph ra se s  which have a ' d a t i v e 1  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  are a s u b s e t  - 
o f  t h e  - f o r -ph ra se s  immediately dominated by V P ,  T h i s  conc lu s ion  

i s  h e l p f u l ,  as it  p l a c e s  a s y n t a c t i c  l i m i t a t i o n  on which - f o r -  

p h r a s e s  we can  expec t  t o  f i n d  w i t h  v e r b s  which occu r  i n  bo th  

t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  co r . s t r uc t i on  and t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t  i o n ,  

a l i m i t a t i o n  which was r e f l e c t e d  i n  o u r  p r e l im ina ry  d e f i n i t i o n  

o f  ' p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n 1 .  What does  it mean f o r  

a - f o r -ph ra se  t o  have a ' d a t i v e 1  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  however? 

Williams (1974) sugges ted  t h a t  - f o r  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a 

marker  of  ( t h e m a t i c )  Goal w i t h i n  tbe scope  o f  an  i n t e n t i o n  

o p e r a t o r .  Regardless o f  whether  t h i s  assumpt ion  can hand le  t h e  

v a r i e t y  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  which - f o r  p l a y s  a r o l e  i n ,  48 i t  

formed the b a s i s  o f  our a n a l y s i s  above o f  t h e  double  o b j e c t  

r e f l e x  of  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  and i t  a l s o  s e r v e s  as t h e  



b a s i s  o f  our  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  - f o r - d a t i v e .  

Cons ider  t h e  s e n t e n c e :  

1) John baked a cake f o r  Mary. 

I g n o r i n g  i r r e l e v a n t  r e a d i n g s - - l . e . ,  t h o s e  p a r a l l e l  t o  'What 

John d i d  f o r  Mary was bake a cake1  and 'What John baked was a  

cake f o r  Mary1--we r e p r e s e n t  t h e  r e a d i n g  o f  (1) as f o l l o w s :  

2 )  NPi bake NPk f o r  NP 
j 

ii) a t  to ,  I ( N P i ,  ( H ( N P J ,  N P ~ )  et t 1  t o ) )  

I n t e r p r e t i n g  l B ( x , y ) l  as  l x  bake y l ,  ' H ( x , y ) l  as  l x  have y l ,  

and ' I ( x , Y ) '  as l x  i n t e n d  Y 1 ,  we can  accoun t  f o r  two e n t a i l m e n t s  

o f  (l), e.g. 

3 )  John baked a c a k e .  

4 )  J o h n  I n t e n d e d  t h z t  Mary have t h e  cake  he baked. 

Not i ce  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no e n t a i l m e n t  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  Mary h a s  

t h e  cake  o r  a n y t h i n g  o f  t h e  s o r t .  The c r u c i a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  be- 

tween t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  t h e  o v e r t  - f o r - d a t i v e  and i t s  doub le  

o b j e c t  r e f l e x  l ies  i n  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  of t h e  i n t e n t i o n  r e l a t i o n .  

1 c l a i m  t h a t  i n  t h e  o v e r t  - f o r - d a t i v e  c a s e ,  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  i s  

a s s e r t e d  o n l y  a t  to, whereas w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  double  o b j e c t  

r e f l e x  of  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e ,  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  r e l a t i o n  h o l d s  n o t  on ly  

a t  to, bu t  s u b s e q u e n t l y  as well. Assuming such a d i s t i n c t i o n ,  

we can accoun t  f o r  f a c t s  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  k i n d ,  a l r e a d y  noted  

i n  p a r t  i n  s e c t i o n  5.5 above: 



5 )  I baked a cake  f o r  Max, but  now t h a t  y o u ' r e  h e r e ,  

you may as w e l l  t a k e  i t .  

6 )  * . I b a k e d  Max a cake ,  bu t  now t h a t  y o u ' r e  h e r e ,  

you may a s  w e l l  t a k e  i t .  

7 )  John made t h e  pancakes he gave Mary f o r  J a c k .  

8 )  *John made J a c k  t h e  pancakes he  gave Mary. 

I have t r i e d  t o  c o n s t r u c t  s e n t e n c e s  which w i l l  be t r u e  only  i n  

s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which t h e  i n t e n t i o n s  of  t h e  s u b j e c t  have changed. 

S i n c e  t h i s  seems t o  be  t h e  d i s t i n c t i v e  f a c t o r  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  

o d d i t y  o f  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  ( 6 )  and ( 8 ) ,  t h i s  h a s  been r e f l e c t e d  

i n  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  s e t  o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  

t o  ( 1 )  and t h e  set of  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  double  

o b j e c t  r e f l e x  o f  (1). ( c f .  95.5 a b o v e ) .  

6 .1 .1  Independen t ly  o f  whether  o r  n o t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  

we have drawn w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  i n t e n t i o n  i s  t h e  c o r r e c t  way of  

a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between ( 5 )  and ( 7 ) ,  on t h e  one 

hand, and ( 6 )  and  ( 8 ) ,  on t h e  o t h e r ,  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  a s p e c t s  of  a 

set o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  l i k e  ( 2 )  are  first t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a 

r e l a t i o n  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  and second,  

t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  i n t e n d s  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  be  a r e l a t i o n  ( o f  a 

r e s t r i c t e d  s o r t )  between t h e  i n d i r e c t  c b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t .  Is  t h i s  s o r t  o f  s t r u c t u r e  adequa te  f o r  all t h e  v e r b s  

which undergo t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ?  

Cons ide r ,  f o r  example,  t h e  classification o f  - f o r - d a t i v e  



v e r b s  proposed by Green (1974). Green d i v i d e s  t h e  v e r b s  i n  

q u e s t i o n  i n t o  f i v e  c l a s s e s ,  as f o l l o w s :  

9 1 i )  ' v e r b s  d e n o t i n g  c r e a t i v e  a c t s - - a c t s  i n  which 

a n  o b j e c t  i s  c r e a t e d  o r  t r ans fo rmed  t o  

produce a  c e r t a i n  e f f e c t :  make -3 - 9  cook b o i l  -9 

r o a s t ,  sew k n i t ,  p a i n t ,  draw e t c .  . . .  I -3 - -3 

ii) ' v e r b s  d e n o t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  i n v o l v i n g  

s e l e c t i o n ,  such  as buy, purchase ,  f i n d ,  get, 

choose ,  p i c k  o u t ,  g a t h e r ,  s a v e  and l e a v e  . . .  t -3 

iii) ' v e r b s  d e n o t i n g  per formances  c o n s i d e r e d  

a r t i s t i c :  s i n g ,  c h a n t ,  r e c i t e ,  p l a y  ( i n s t r u -  

ments and c o m p o s i t i o n s ) ,  dance . '  

i v )  I v e r b s  t h a t  e x p r e s s  a k ind  of  o b t a i n i n g ;  

e a r n ,  g a i n ,  and win - a r e  t h e  most conspicuous  

members. 

v )  b e n e f a c t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  such  a s  r o b  me a 

bank. 

I s h a l l  assume t h a t  t h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  complete  i n  t h e  s e n s e  

tbat  f o r  any v e r b  t h a t  o c c u r s  i n  b o t h  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

and t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  t h e r e  i s  a c l a s s  which i n c l u d e s  

i t .  I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e e  t h a t  two s o r t s  

o f  problems p r e v e n t  t h e  e x t e n s i o n  of a semant i c  s t r u c t u r e  l i k e  

( 2 )  t o  t h e  r emain ing  cases. Both o f  t h e s e  concern  t h e  second 

argument of t h e  i n t e n t i o n  r e l a t i o n :  1) does  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  



p l a y  a d i s t i n c t i v e  r o l e  i n  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  r e l a t i o n  o r  n o t ?  2 )  

what i s  t h e  c o n t e n t  of  t h e  second argument o f  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  

r e l a t i o n ?  

6.1.2 con side^ f i r s t  what Green r e f e r s  t o  as t h e  ' benefac -  

t i v e v  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  It i s  immediately obvious  t h a t  a schema 

l i k e  ( 2 )  cannot  accoun t  f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  s e n t e n c e s  of 

t h i s  t y p e ,  s i n c e  e v i d e n t l y  t h e r e  i s  no r e l a t i o n  whatsoever  

which h o l d s  between t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  

p e r  s e .  I n  o t h e r  words,  i n  a  s e n t e n c e  l i k e  ( l o ) ,  

1 0 )  A l l  you have t o  do  t o  g a i n  my c o n f i d e n c e  i s  r o b  

m e  a c o u p l e  o f  banks.  

It i s  n o t  b e i n g  s u g g e s t e d  by t h e  s p e a k e r  t h a t  t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  o f  t h e  v e r b  p h r a s e  r o b  me a c o u p l e  o f  banks should  come 

t o  have a coup le  o f  banks.  R a t h e r ,  i t  i s  s u g g e s t e d  tha t  t h e  

i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  w i l l  i n  some s e n s e  b e n e f i t  from t h e  r o b b i n g  of 

t h e  banks.  How t h e  ' b e n e f i t v  a c c r u i n g  t o  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  

i s  t o  be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  i s  fa r  from c l e a r .  

It is  c o n c e i v a b l e  t h a t  a c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  

' d a t i v e  - f o r v  can  be c o n s t r u c t e d  which w i l l  comprehend b o t h  t h i s  

b e n e f a c t i v e  c o n s t r u c t l o n  and t h e  c a s e s  d i s c u s s e d  e a r l i e r .  I n  

t e rms  o f  t h e  semant i c  framework adop ted  h e r e ,  however, such  a 

u n i f i e d  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  would r e q u i r e  a l e v e l  o f  a b s t r a c t i o n  

s o  g r e a t  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  would have l i t t l e  c o n t e n t  l e f t .  I 

s h a l l  t h e r e f o r e  t rea t  t h e  b e n e f a c t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  as a n  

i d i o s y n c r a t i c  c a s e .  



There i s  some ev idence  t h a t  such  a t r e a t m e n t  i s  

independen t ly  n e c e s s a r y ,  a s  t h e  b e n e f a c t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n - - a t  

l e a s t  i n  i t s  doub le  o b j e c t  g u i s e - - i s  n o t a b l e  f o r  s e v e r a l  t e n d e n c i -  

e s  n o t  g e n e r a l l y  s h a r e d  by o t h e r  c a s e s  of  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  

Two f a c t o r s  s t i c k  o u t .  The f i r s t  concerns  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a 

pronominal  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  fa r  more a c c e p t a b l e  i n  such  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  t h a n  a non-pronominal one.  The second concerns  t h e  

f a c t  t ha t  t h i s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  seems t o  be most f e l i c i t o u s  i n  

s e n t e n c e s  of  a h o r t a t o r y  n a t u r e  (and s e n t e n c e s  r e p o r t i n g  speech 

a c t s  o f  a h o r t a t o r y  n a t u r e )  t h a n  e l sewhere .  Thus,  c o n t r a s t  a  

s e n t e n c e  l i k e  ( l o ) ,  i n  which b o t h  o f  t h e s e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  a r e  

f u l f i l l e d ,  w i t h  ( l l) ,  i n  which t h e y  a r e  b o t h  v i o l a t e e .  

11) ? ? S i x  months l a t e r ,  John  seems t o  have robbed 

Frank a coup le  of  banks.  

Whether o r  n o t  even  rough l i m i t s  on t h e  domain o f  t h i s  

a l t e r n a t i o n  can be set  i s  n o t  c l e a r ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i n c e  i n  

contemporary l i t e r a r y  E n g l i s h  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  o f  a r a t h e r  

m a r g i n a l  c h a r a c t e r  a n a ' i n t u i t i o n s  concern ing  t h e  d a t a  t e n d  t o  be 

vague.  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  it  seems t o  me t h a t  a l o n g  w i t h  d i s t i n c t i o n s  

l i k e  t h a t  between (10)  and ( l l ) ,  we a l s o  f i n d  d i f f e r e n c e s  l i k e  

t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

12)  Do me j u s t  one  more t h i n g  b e f o r e  you l e a v e .  

1 3 )  He d i d  j u s t  one more t h i n g  f o r  me b e f o r e  h e  l e f t .  

1 4 )  ?He d i d  me j u s t  one more t h i n g  b e f o r e  h e  l e f t .  

15)  H e  a sked  m e  t o  r o b  him a c o u p l e  o f  banks.  



6 )  H e  r e f u s e d  t o  r o b  a  coup le  of banks f o r  me. 

1 7 )  ?He r e f u s e d  t o  r o b  me a coup le  of  banks.  

If t h e  judgments a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  a r e  a r e l i a b l e  

i n d i c a t i o n  a t  a l l  o f  t h e  appearance  of  t h e  b e n e f a c t i v e  doub le  

o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  i t s  appearance  i s  dependent  on f a r  more 

t h a n  mere ly  t h e  c o m p a t i b i l i t y  of  t h e  v e r b  i n  q u e s t i o n  w i t h  a  

b e n e f a c t i v e  - f o r - p h r a s e .  It i s  f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  t h a t  I have i n -  

voked t h e  n o t i o n  ' h o r t a t o r y  speech  a c t v ,  s i n c e  t h i s  p r o v i d e s  a 

b r i d g e  between c a s e s  l i k e  ( 1 2 )  v s .  ( 1 4 ) ,  where t h e  s y n t a c t i c  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between i m p e r a t i v e  and d e c l a r a t i v e  i s  r e l e v a n t ,  and 

c a s e s  l i k e  ( 1 5 )  v s .  ( 1 7 ) ,  where t h e  l o c u s  o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  

i n v o l v e s  t h e  m a t r i x  v e r b .  

How t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a r e  t o  be g e n e r a t e d  h i n g e s  

p r i m a r i l y  on how t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  h o r t a t o r y  n a t u r e  

o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e  i s  t o  be d e a l t  w i t h .  The pronominal r e s t r i c t i o n  

c a n  e a s i l y  be handled  e i t h e r  by a s p e c i a l  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  which 

a p p l i e s  on ly  t o  pronouns o r  by e s t a b l i s h i n g  a pronominal c l i t i c  

p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  r i g h t  of  ( k r a n s i t i v e )  v e r b s .  50 Assuming t h a t  

t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  do n o t  have t h e  power t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between 

d i f f e r e n t  s o r t s  o f  speech  a c t s ,  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a t r ans fo rma-  

t i o n a l  accoun t  o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  c o n t i n g e n t  on whether 

s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e  i s  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  l e v e l  t o  e n f o r c e  t h i s  

c o n s t r a i n t .  The r e s o l u t i o n  o f  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  depends on t h e  

power of  s u r f a c e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u l e s :  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  whether  r u l e s  

of s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  are a b l e  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  

b e n e f a c t i v e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s  from o t h e r  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s  , s i n c e  

i n  many c a s e s  of t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  a b e n e f a c t i v e  



i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  s i m p l y  i r r e l e v a n t .  On e i t h e r  of t h e s e  

hypo theses ,  however, t h e  b e n e f a c t i v e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s  a r e  

accorded  d i s t i n c t  t r e a t m e n t .  T h i s  i s  n e c e s s i t a t e d  by t h e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  concern ing  pronouns which h o l d s  between t h e  bene- 

f a c t i v e  c a s e s  and t h e  o t h e r  d a t i v e  c a s e s .  

6 .1 .3  Analogous problems a r i s e  when we a t t e m p t  t o  e x t e n d  

o u r  i n t e r p r e t i v e  schema t o  G r e e n ' s  t h i r d  and f o u r t h  c l a s s e s .  

For  i n s t a n c e ,  c o n s i d e r  ( 1 8 ) :  

1 8 )  P inza  Pang u s  t h e  Cata logue  Aria. 

It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see what s e n s e  can be made of  s a y i n g  t h a t  

t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  i n t e n d e d  t o  have ( i n  some s e n s e )  t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t .  I n  f a c t ,  one wonders whether  i t  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  

s p e c i f y  any r e l a t i o n  h o l d i n g  between t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  

d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i n  such  s e n t e n c e s :  i n  t h i s  r e g a r d ,  t h e y  seem t o  

have more a f f i n i t i e s  w i t h  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  o f  Green ' s  b e n e f a c t i v e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  i n  t h a t  t h e  performance o f  t h e  a c t i o n  i n  q u e s t i o n  

i s  fcr t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  as opposed t o  t h e  

r e f e ~ e n t  o f  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  p e r  s e .  And i n  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  

( l g ) ,  which cor respond  t o  ( 1 8 )  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n ,  it seems t o  do no v i o l e n c e  t o  t h e  i n t u i t i o n  t o  

assi .  gn t h e  - f o r - p h r a s e  a b e n e f a c t i v e '  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

1 9 )  P i n z a  s a n g  t h e  Ca ta logue  Aria f o r  u s .  

What b l o c k s  t h e  ass1milat ; lon o f  t h i s  c l a s s  t o  t h e  b e n e f a c t i v e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  however, i 8  t h e  l a c k  o f  t h e  two c o n s t r a i n t s  d i s -  



cussed  above concern ing  pronouns and t h e  ' h o r t a t o r y '  f o r c e  o f  

t h e  s e n t e n c e s  i n  which t h e  b e n e f a c t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o c c u r s  most 

i d i o m a t i c a l l y .  Thus, i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  noted  i n  

t h e  l a s t  s e c t i o n  ( c f .  10-17), t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e n t e n c e s  seem 

p e r f e c t l y  f i n e :  

2 0 )  P inza  sang  t h e  a u d i e n c e  a medley o f  show t u n e s .  

2 1 )  John r e f u s e d  t o  p lay  me any S c r i a b i n  s o n a t a s .  

I t  i s  o c c a s i o n a l l y  assumed t h a t  t h e  double  o b j e c t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  as i t  a p p e a r s  w i t h  t h e  v e r b s  of  t h i s  c l a s s  i s  i n  

f a c t  a r e f l e x  of  a p r e p o s i t i o n a l  t o - d a t i v e  - c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Note,  

however, t h a t  t h e  ve rb  p l a y  does n o t  occur  w i t h  - t o :  

2 2 )  Zohn p layed u s  a s o n a t a .  

2 3 )  *John p layed a s o n a t a  t o  u s .  

24) John p layed  a s o n a t a  f o r  u s .  

I t ' s  n o t  e n t i r e l y  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  - f o r - c o n s t r u c t i o n  

i s  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  s o u r c e  f o r  t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  

t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e s e  v e r b s .  For  example, c o n s i d e r  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  

t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

25) The lon ius  p l a y e d  a few t r a d i t i o n a l  p i e c e s  f o r  

t h e  c r i t i c s .  

26 )  The lon ius  p layed  t h e  c r i t i c s  a few t r a d i t i o n a l  

p i e c e s .  

The problem h e r e  i s  t h a t  ( 2 6 )  seems t o  Imply t h a t  The lon ius  

was per fo rming  f o r  a n  a u d i e n c e  made up e n t i r e l y  of  c r i t i c s ,  



whereas ( 2 5 )  has no such  i m p l i c a t i o n .  It would be imprudent t o  

b a s e  any argument on t h e s e  f a c t s ,  however, s i n c e  t h e  p u t a t i v e  

i m p l i c a t i o n  might s imply  a r i s e  from t h e  d i f f e r e n t  a c c e n t u a l  

p a t t e r n s  u s u a l l y  accorded  t o  s e n t e n c e s  o f  t h e s e  k i n d s :  i n  

p a r t i c u l a r ,  i t  i s  e a s i e r  t o  a c c e n t u a t e  t h e  c r i t i c s  when i t  i s  - 
t h e  o b j e c t  of - f o r  t h a n  when i t  i s  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  t h u s  

f a c i l i t a t i n g  a c o n t r a s t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  51  

I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  t h i s :  f o r  t h i s  c l a s s  of  

c a s e s ,  t h e  i n t z r p r e t a t i o n  o f  b o t h  t h e  f o r - p h r a s e  and t h e  i n d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  seems q u i t e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  of t h e  b e n e f a c t i v e  c o n s t r u c -  

t i o n ;  y e t  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  n o t  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  

which a r e  common t o  t h e  b e n e f a c t i v e  c a s e s  d i s c u s s e d  above. Thus, 

from t h e  p o i n t  o f  view of  r e l a t i n g  t h e  f o r - c o n s t r u c t i o n  t o  t h e  - 
doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  f o r  t h e s e  v e r b s ,  i t  i s  d e s i r a b l e  t o  

t r e a t  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  f o r  t h e s e  c a s e s  i q  the same manner as w e  

t r e a t  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  f i rs t  two c l ~ ! s s e s ,  g i v e n  t h e  

s i m i l a r i t y  i n  s y n t a c t i c  b e h a v i o r .  A consequence o f  t h i s ,  however, 

i s  t h a t  no uniform semant i c  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  can be g i v e n  of  t h e  

domain of  t h e  f o r - d a t i v e  domain. - 52 

6.1.4 It i s  well-known t h a t  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n  - f o r  has non- 

d z t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  as well. The most e x t e n s i v e  work i n  t h i s  

area t h a t  1 am aware o f  i s  t h a t  o f  F a r a c i  (1974). F a r a c i  p o i n t s  

o u t ,  f o r  example,  t h a t  s e n t e n c e s  such  as t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a r e  

ambiguous : 

27)  Helmut b u i l t  a n  e l e c t r i c  c h a i r  f o r  Himmler. 



Here we do n o t  know whether  Helmut i n t e n d s  H i m m l e r  t o  g e t  t h e  

e l e c t r i c  c h a i r  o r  s imply t o  have i t .  I n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  ~ n l y  one o f  t h e s e  r e a d i n g s  i s  a v a i l a b l e :  

2 8 )  Helmut b u i l t  H i m r n l e r  a n  e l e c t r i c  c h a i r .  

E v i d e n t l y ,  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h i s  s o r t  of 

d i s t i n c t i o n .  

Yet i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  conclude  a n y t h i n g  s t r i k i n g  from 

t h i s  f a c t .  If t h e  argument i n  t h e  l a s t  s e c t i o n  i s  c o r r ~ c t ,  t h e r e  

i s  rio uniform semant ic  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  t h e  domain of  t h e  f o r -  - 
d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i n  terms of  t h e  semant i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

t h e  - f o r - p h r a s e .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand,  t h e r e  appear  t o  be I n s t a n c e s  

o f  - f o r - p h r a s e s  t h a t  we would l i k e  t o  exc lude  on a p r i n c i p l e d  

basis from t h e  domain o f  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  and t h e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  s e n t e n c e s  i n  which such  p h r a s e s  occur  i s  i n  

g e n e r a l  q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  from t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  s e n t e n c e s  which 

c o n t a i n  a ' d a t i v e 1  - f o r .  

What seems t o  be  l a c k i n g  h e r e  i s  a t h e o r y  of  p r e p o s i -  

t i o n s .  Suppose we c o n s i d e r  t h e  q u e s t i o n  whebher i t  i s  p r e f e r a b l e  

t o  p o s t u l a t e  a s i n g l e  p r e p o s i t i o n  - 9  f o r  f o r  example, which i s  

s u b j e c t  t o  a v a r i e t y  o f  c o n t e x t - s e n s i t i v e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u l e s  o r  

whether  it i s  p r e f e r a b l e  t o  p o s t u l a t e  many p r e p o s i t i o n s  - 9  f o r  each 

o f  which h a s  a f i x e d  semant i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  which i s  c o n t r i b u t e s  

t o  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  i n  which i t  o c c u r s .  The d i f f i c u l t y  i n  choos ing  

between t h e s e  two hypo theses  l i e s  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t e h e y  a r e  

p robab ly  n o t a t i o n a l  v a r i a n t s :  each  t h e o r y  i s  a b l e  ( I n  p r i n c i p l e )  

t o  accoun t  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  context -de-  



pendent--one t h e o r y  on semant ic  grounds ,  t h e  o t h e r  t h e o r y  on 

s y n t a c t i c  g rounds .  I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  one t h e o r y  p u r p o r t s  t o  

accoun t  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a s i n g l e  p r e p o s i t i o n ,  

o r t h o g r a p h i c  for, c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  a v a r i e t y  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  

b u t  t h i s  i s  a p u r e l y  d e s c r i p t i v e  advan tage ,  s i n c e  we have no 

account  on t h i s  t h e o r y  o f  why t h i s  shou ld  be t h e  c a s e  as opposed 

t o  any number of  o t h e r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  

It i s  p o s s i b l e  o f  c o u r s e  t h a t  a t h e o r y  which mixes 

t h e  two hypo theses  s u g g e s t e d  above may succeed  i n  j u s t i f y i n g  a  

s i n g l e  p r e p o s i t i o n  - f o r  which c o r r e l a t e s  w i t h  t h e  domain o f  t h e  

f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  S i n c e  a s y n t a c t i c  d e f i n i t i o n  ( i n  terms - 
of o r t h o g r a p h i c  - f o r )  seems t o o  c r u d e ,  w h i l e  a semant i c  d e f i n i t i o n  

c u t s  t o o  f i n e ,  t h e r e  may be  some i n t e r m e d i a t e  l e v e l - - t h e  l e v e l  

of t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s ,  perhaps--at  which a p r e c i s e  c h a r a c t e r i z a -  

t i o n  o f  t h e  domain of t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  can  be  s t a t e d .  

A t  t h e  moment, however, I d o n ' t  s e e  how t h i s  can be 

done.  And as t h i n g s  s t a n d  now, we s imply  have t o  l i s t  t h e  two 

d i s t i n c t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of  - f o r  which a p p e a r  t o  be r e l e v a n t .  

Fur thermore ,  as  f a r  as I can t e l l ,  ve ry  l i t t l e  h i n g e s  on whether  

t h i s  l i s t  i s  s t a t e d  d i r e c t l y  i n  terms o f  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  

o r  i n  t e rms  o f  d i s t i n c t  p r e p o s i t i o n s  - f o r .  One might  a r g u e ,  o f  

c o u r s e ,  t h a t  i f  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  p o s t u l a t i n g  d i s t i n c t  p r e p o s i t i o n s  

f o r  i s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h a t  a r i s e  i n  v a r i o u s  - 
c o n t e x t s ,  one cou ld  do away w i t h  . t h e e x c e s s  baggage of  m u l t i p l e  

p r e p o s i t i o n s  - f o r .  Such a n  argument ,  however, p r o v i d e s  no i n -  

s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  domain of  t h e  r u l e .  

We have been c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  problem o f  s t a t i n g  t h e  



domain of the for-dative alternation from the point of' view of 

the semantic cont~~ihution of the - for-phrase. Another possib1.l- 

ity is to search for a property common to the set of verbs which 

occur in both constructions. In fact, this is the way Green 

(1974) approached the problem. But Green's efforts resulted 

in five classes (cf. 9, above), and the prospects of reducing 

these five 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 -3 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 generalizations as we 

are able to extract can be implemented in 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 it is a 

necessary condition for a verb that occurs in the - for-dative 

construction to occur in the double object construction that it 

meet such-and-such semantic conditions, and raise the question 

of whether semantic considerations can in principle provide 

sufficient conditions. In certain respects, one may wonder 

whether it is possible to falsify the claim that semantic con- 

siderations provide both necessary and sufficient conditions 

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

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

ing an argument against this position one is always Gpen to the 



o b j e c t i o n  t h a t  one has  f o r m u l a t a d  t h e  s e m a n t i c  c o n d i t i o n s  a t  

i s s u e  i n c o r r e c t l y .  But a l t h o u g h  it  may be i m p o s s i b l e  t o  f a l s i f y  

t h i s  t h e s i s ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a n  a rgument  which 

d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h a t  i t  i s  e x t r e m e l y  i m p l a u s i b l e  t h a t  t h i s  c l a i m  

i s  t r u e .  

Note f i r s t  o f  a l l  t h a t  t h e  f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  I . s  - 
a p r c d u c t i v e  o n e .  An i n d i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  

a d d i t i o n  o f  p a r t i c l e s  s u c h  as  o u t  and  o f f  t o  v e r b s  which - 
o r d i n a r i l y  do  n o t  o c c u r  i n  e i t h e r  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f t e n  

r e n d e r s  t h e  new c o m b i n a t i o n  c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  b o t h  d a t i v e  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s .  T y p i c a l  examples  o f  t h i s  p r o c e s s  a r e :  

2 9 )  *John f i s h e d  a t r o u t  f o r  Mary. 

3 0 )  *John  f i s h e d  Mary a t r o u t .  

31)  J o h n  f i s h e d  o u t  a n  a p p l e  f o r  Mary. 

32)  John  f i s h e d  Mary o u t  a n  a p p l e .  

33)  *John b i t  a p i e c e  o f  l i c o r i c e  f o r  h i m s e l f .  

34 )  *John b i t  h i m s e l f  a p i e c e  of l i c o r j c e .  

3 5 )  John  b i t  o f f  a p i e c e  o f  l i c o r i c e  f o r  h i m s e l f .  

36)  J o h n  b i t  h i m s e l f  o f f  a p i e c e  o f  l i c o r i c e .  

37) *John hacked  a p i e c e  of s t e a k  f o r  h i m s e l f .  

38) *John hacked  h i m s e l f  a p i e c e  o f  s t e a k .  

39)  J o h n  hacked  o f f  a p i e c e  o f  s t e a k  f o r  h i m s e l f .  

40) J o h n  hacked  h i m s e l f  o f f  a p i e c e  o f  s t e a k .  

One may h y p o t h e s i z e  t h a t  i n  t h e s e  c a s e s  t h e  c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  v e r b  

a n d  p a r t i c l e  h a s  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  the new e n t i t y  s a t i s f i e s  



c e r t a i n  semant ic  c o n d i t i o n s  no t  s a t i s f i e d  by t h e  ve rb  a l o n e .  

Having e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  of' t h e  for -da . t ive  

a l t e r n a t i o n ,  i t  i s  obvious  t h a t  semant ic  p r o p e r t i e s  of a g i v e n  

v e r b  t h a t  o c c u r s  i n  t h e  f o r - d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  cannot  p rov ide  

s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  i t  t o  occur  i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n .  T h i s  f o l l o w s  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  many 

p a i r s  o f  v e r b s  which a r e  roughly  e q u i v a l e n t  i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

y e t  which d i s p l a y  a n  asymmetry wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e l r  o c c u r r e n c e  

i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  I g i v e  examples below: 

4 John a t i c k e t  f o r  Mary. 
[procured)  

42) John {*%:ained) Mary a  t i c k e t .  
*procured  

wro te  
4 3 )  Brahms 

a c o n c e r t o  f o r  Joachim. 

wrote  
4 4 )  Brahms {*composed Joachim a  c o n c e r t o .  

45) Wright {::::ted) a house f o r  Robie.  

Robie a house .  

Many such p a i r s  e x i s t .  I n  p r i n c i p l e ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  i t  Is p o s s i b l e  

t h a t  a s e t  o f  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  cou ld  be d e v i s e d  such  t h a t  f o r  

each  p a i r ,  one member o f  t h e  p a i r s  conformed t o  t h i s  s e t  o f  

p r o p e r t i e s  whereas t h e  o t h e r  member d i d  n o t .  Yet such a n  

accomplishment i s  ex t remely  i m p l a u s i b l e .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  n o t e  

t h a t  t h e  semant i c  c o n d i t i o n s  which s p e c i f y  when t h e  d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  p o s s i b l e  must be s t a t e d  w i t h  s u f f i c i e n t  g e n e r a l -  

i t y  t o  l e t  i n  a wide v a r i e t y  o f  c a s e s .  Thus, even assuming 



that it could be demonstrated that the members of the above 

pairs are not synonymous with each other, such a demonstrati~n 

would not add much to the plausibility of the hypothesis that 

semantic properties alone can provide sufficient conditions for 

the operation of the dative alternation, since a general state- 

ment of such conditions is likely to let in both members of each 

pair if it lets in one. The same point can be made with respect 

to acquisition: if semantic considerations alone provided 

necessary and sufficient conditions for the operation of the 

dative alternation, one would expect the above distinctions to 

vanish virtually overnight. Yet they persist. 

Let us consider the question of whether it is possible 

to distinguish the members of the above pairs on non-semantic 

grounds. There are a variety of ways in which this 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. Neither of these alter- 

natives is without 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 is sound, it is quite implausible 

that semantic considerations will be of much use in restricting 

these cases from the domain of the rule. Thus, we can be 



r e a s o n a b l y  s \ i r e  t h a t  t h e  p r o p e r t y  o r  s e t  of  p r o p e r t i e s  which we 

a r e  l o o k i n g  f o r  i s  t o  be found n o t  i n  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  concep t s  

invo lved  bu t  r a t h e r  i n  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  words themse lves .  

Cons ider  now v a r i o u s  ways of  s t a t i n g  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  

i n  question. Green ( 1 9 7 4 ) ,  f o r  example,  s u g g e s t s  f o u r  p o s s i b l l l t -  

i e s  ( a l l  o f  which s h e  r e j e c t s - - c f .  Green,  1 9 7 4 ,  p p .  78-79j .  

These a r e :  1) ' a  c o ~ . s t r a i n t  on s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e s  t o  t h e  

e f f e c t  t h a t  only  o n e - s y l l a b l e  wards may have i n t e r n a l  i r l d i r e c t  

o b j e c t s 1 ,  c o u n t e r e d  by words l i k e  promise ,  s i g n a l ,  g u a r a n t e e ,  

e t c . ;  2 )  a  c o n s t r a i n t  on s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e s  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  

o n l y  i n i t i a l - s t r e s s e d  words c o n t a i n i n g  l e s s  t h a n  t h r e e  s y l l a b l e s  

may i n t e r n a l  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s ' ,  c o u n t e r e d  by words l i k e  a l l o w ,  

advance,  deny; 3 )  a requ i rement  t h a t  ' o n l y  [t Anglo-Saxon] 

words may have an i n t e r n a l  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t f ,  c o u n t e r e d  by t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  s p e a k e r s  need n o t  have any h i s t o r i c a l  knowledge o f  

t h e  language  i n  o r d e r  t o  know t h e  domain of  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a -  

t i o n ,  as w e l l  a s  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some words o f  Anglo-Saxon 

o r i g i n  do n o t  occur  i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  w h i l e  t h e r e  

a r e  words o f  Romance o r i g i n  t h a t  do; and f i n a l l y ,  4 )  l a  r e -  

s t r i c t i o n  on t h e  o p e r a t i o n  of t h e  dative-movement r u l e ,  n o t  on 

s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e ;  t h e  r u l e  a p p l i e s  o n l y  t o  words w i t h  i n i t i a l l y -  

s t r e s s e d  stems of  two s y l l a b l e s  o r  f e w e r 1 ,  which i s  open t o  t h e  

o b j e c t i o n  t h a t  words such  as p u a r a n t e e  and t e l e p h o n e  occur  i n  

b o t h  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  

Green a p p e a r s  t o  be a iming f o r  a p h o n o l o g i c a l  

c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of t h e  e n t i r e  domain of  t h e  r u l e .  It seems t o  

m e  t o  be p r o f i t a b l e  t o  c o n s i d e r  a weaker t h e o r y ,  one which 



merely exc ludes  from t h e  domain a  c e r t a i n  c l a s s  of words.  S u p p o ~  

we s t a t e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c o n s t r a i n t :  

4 7 )  The d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  does no t  app ly  i f  t h e  

v e r b  i n  q u e s t i o n  h a s  t h e  i n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e  

E s s e n t i a l l y ,  t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  w i l l  o n l y  app ly  t o  words of Romance 

o r i g i n ,  i f ,  f o l l o w i n g  Chomsky & H a l l e  ( 1 9 6 8 ) ,  we r e s t r i c t  t h e  

o c c u r r e n c e  of t h k  l = l  boundary t o  L a t i n a t e  words w i t h  a p r e f i x  t 

stem s t r u c t u r e .  Th i s  f o r m u l a t i o n  h a s  s e v e r a l  a d v a n t a g e s .  F i r s t ,  

i t  e x c l u d e s  words l i k e  o b t a i n  and p r o c u r e  from t h e  domain of 

t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  s i n c e  t h e y  e v i d e n t l y  have t h e  s p e c i f i e d  

s t r u c t u r e .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, words l i k e  promise and o f f e r  a r e  

n o t  a f f e c t e d ,  s i n c e  one o f  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  s p e c i f i e d  s t r u c t u r e  

i s  t o  r e s t r i c t  s t r e s s  t o  t h e  s tem ( c f .  Oehr le  ( 1 9 7 1 ) )  and t h e s e  

words do n o t  have t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  s t r e s s  p a t t e r n .  Second, 

we a t t e m p t  t o  a v o i d  t h e  problem of  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  o r i g i n  of  words 

i n  t h e  E n g l i s h  l e x i c o n :  an  advantage  s i n c e ,  a l t h o u g h  we cannot  

expec t  s p e a k e r s  o f  E n g l i s h  t o  have d e t a i l e d  knowledge o f  

e tyno logy ,  t h e r e  a r e  grounds f o r  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  s p e a k e r s  must have 

some knowledge o f  t h e  i n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e  of  some words. 

Note, however, t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  as s t a t e d  i s  

p robab ly  b o t h  t o o  s t r o n g  and t o o  weak. It i s  t o o  s t r o n g  because  

i t  wrongly e x c l u d e s  words l i k e  a s s i g n  from t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o r ,  

and t o o  weak because  it f a i l s  t o  d e a l  p r o p e r l y  w i t h  c a s e s  which 

are n o t  o f  t h e  s p e c i f i e d  s t r u c t u r e .  The b e s t  way of c o u n t e r i n g  

t h i s  o b j e c t i o n ,  however, i s  t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  we come c l o s e r  



t o  d e s c r i p t i v e  adequacy  by impos ing  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  t h a n  we wou ld  

w i t h o u t  i t ,  s i n c e  w i t h o u t  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t , ,  we a p p a r e n t l y  have t o  

d e a l  w i t h  a l l  t h e  words o f  t h i s  form i n  a n  a d  hoc way, whereas  

t h e  e x c e p t i o n s  t o  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  a r e  f a r  

f e w e r .  

F i n a l l y ,  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  n o t  

a l o n e  i n  b e i n g  s u b j e c t  t o  a c o n s t r a i n t  o f  th!s  k i n d .  Not o n l y  

i s  t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  c o n s t r a i n e d  I n  t h e  same way as  w e l l ,  

b u t  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  v e r b  + p a r t i c l e  c c m b i n a t i o n s  a l s o  seem 

t o  be  s u b j e c t  t o  a c o n s t r a i n t  o f  t h i s  k i n d  ( c f .  F r a s e r ,  1 9 6 5 ) .  

We s h a l l  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  p o i n t  b r i e f l y  below i n  o u r  d i s c u s s i o n  

o f  t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  and a g a i n  i n  P a r t  T h r e e .  

T h i s  e n d s  o u r  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  domain o f  t h e  - f o r -  

d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  I have  t r i e d  t o  make t h r e e  p o i n t s :  f i r s t ,  

t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t  p a i r s  o f  s e n t e n c e s  r e l a t e d  by t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  

r u l e  which a re  n o t  semantically e q u i v a l e n t ;  s e c o n d ,  t h a t  a l t h o u g k  

o n  s e m a n t i c  g r o u n d s  o n l y  a s u b s e t  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  o f  t h e  form 

X-V-NP-for-NP-Y - are w i t h i n  t h e  domain o f  t h e  r u l e ,  t h e r e  i s  

a p p a r e n t l y  no u n i f o r m  s e m a n t i c  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  domain 

o f  t h e  r u l e ;  and  t h i r d ,  t h a t  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  

s u b j e c t  t o  a m o r p h o l o g i c a l  c o n d i t i o n .  I n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n ,  

I s h a l l  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e s e  same c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a p p l y  t o  t h e  - t o -  

d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  as w e l l .  

6 .2  - To-dat i v e  s 

6.2.1 The q u e s t i o n  of non-equ iva l ence .  



I t  i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  f i n d  c a s e s  i n  which,  g iven  a  

p a i r  o f  s t r i n g s  which e x h i b i t  t h e  t o - d a t i v e  - a l t e r n a t i o n ,  one 

i s  ambiguous and t h e  o t h e r  i s  n o t .  I n  f a c t ,  we can show t h i s  

i n  b a t h  d i r e c t i o n s .  Consider  f i r s t :  53 

48) The doctord gave  Mary a n  a t t r a c t i v e  s k i n .  

4 9 )  The d o c t o r  gave a n  a t t r a c t i v e  skin t o  Mary. 

The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  (49)  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  a t r a n s f e r  of 

ownership o r  cus tody  of a c e r t a i n  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t - - f o r  example,  

t h e  tanned h i d e  o f  some animal .  ( 4 8 )  h a s  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

as w e l l .  But ( 4 8 )  a l s o  h a s  a n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  which, i n  some 

way i n  which t h e  d o c t o r  p layed a r o l e ,  Mary t s  complexion i m -  

proved. T h i s  r e a d i n g  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  i n  ( 4 9 ) .  But such 

s e n t e n c e s  i n v o l v e  no more t h a n  a d i s t i n c t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  each  

c a s e  f o r  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  ' a n  a t t r a c t i v e  s k i n t .  And we can e a s i l y  

hand le  t h e  ambigu i ty  o f  ( 4 8 )  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  r u l e s  proposed i n  

s e c t i o n s  1-3. Nor i s  i t  t e r r i b l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  b lock  t h e  i n -  

a l i e n a b l e  r e a d i n g  i n  ( 4 9 ) :  we merely need t o  f i n d  a  way t o  r u l e  

o u t  e x p r e s s i o n s  w i t h  a n  i n a l i e n a b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  from o c c u r r i n g  

i n  t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  

A more i n t e r e s t i n g  example,  pe rhaps ,  i n v o l v e s  t h e  v e r b  

send.  I n  one o f  i t s  u s e s ,  send  i s  a d a t i v e  v e r b ,  and i t s  s e t  

of t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  meets t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  c r i t e r i o n .  On 

a n o t h e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  send i s  used  as a c a u s a t i v e  o f  mot ion .  

F o r  example: 

50) John s e n t  a l e t t e r  t o  Mary. 

51) John s e n t  Mary a l e t t e r .  



5 2 )  The c o l l i s i o n  s e n t  t h e  car  t o  t h e  o t h e r  s i d e  of 

t h e  g a s  s t a t i o n .  

53 )  *The c o l l i s i o n  s e n t  t h e  o t h e r  s i d e  of t h e  gas  

s t c  t i o n  t h e  c a r .  

Again, t h e r e  i s  no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  r u l i n g  o u t  ( 5 3 ) ,  s i n c e  t h e  

r e l a t i o n  between t h e  c a r  and t h e  g a s  s t a t i o n  i s  a  p u r e l y  s p a t i a l  

one.  But c o n s i d e r  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e :  

5 4 )  John s e n t  t h e  b a l l  back t o  t h e  p i t c h e r .  

55)  John s e n t  t h e  p i t c h e r  back t h e  b a l l .  

( 5 4 )  i s  ambiguous, whereas ( 55 )  has  o n l y  t h e  d a t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

I t h i n k  t h a t  t h i s  can  be brought  ou t  by add ing  more m a t e r i a l ,  com- 

p a t i b l e  only  w i t h  t h e  m o t i o n a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n :  

56)  With one s t r o k e  of t h e  b a t ,  John s e n t  t h e  ' b a l l  

back t o  t h e  p i t c h e r .  

57) *With one s t r o k e  of  t h e  b a t ,  John s e n t  t h e  p i t c h e r  

back t h e  b a l l .  

T h i s  c a s e  i s  more i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a n  t h e  c a s e  g i v e n  i n  (48-49) ,  

because  h e r e  t h e r e  i s  no q u e s t i o n  o f  a change i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

o f  one of  t h e  noun p h r a s e s  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e .  To b lock  ( 5 7 ) ,  we 

must have a way o f  b l o c k i n g  t h e  s t r i c t l y  mot iona l  r e a d i n g  i n  t h e  

doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  an? e n s u r i n g  t h a t  t h e  p h r a s e  Iwi th  one 

s t r o k e  o f  t h e  b a t 1  o c c u r s  on ly  when t h e  mot iona l  r e a d i n g  i s  

p o s s i b l e .  A number o f  ways of  do ing  t h i s  s u g g e s t  themse lves ,  

b u t  I s h a l l  n o t  a t t e m p t  t o  choose between them. 

Now, i n  b o t h  of t h e s e  c a s e s ,  t h e r e  h a s  been a c l e a r  



d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of v a r i o u s  c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  

i n  t h e  f i rs t  c a s e  concern ing  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  ' a n  a t t r a c t i v e  s k i n ' ,  

i n  t h e  second c a s e  concern ing  t h e  n o t i o n a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

send.  There a r e ,  however, c a s e s  i n  which a  p a i r  o f  s e n t e n c e s  

which m a n i f e s t  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  a p p a r e n t l y  l a c k  t h i s  

p r o p e r t y ,  y e t  have d i s t i n c t  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s .  Cons ider :  

5 8 )  John threw t h e  b a l l  t o  t h e  c a t c h e r ,  bu t  t h e  

throw went wide.  

59)  ??John threw t h e  c a t c h e r  t h e  b a l l ,  b u t  t h e  throw 

went wide.  

I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  u n l i k e  t h e  p r e v i o u s  c a s e s ,  one does n o t  have t h e  

f e e l i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  two d i s t i n c t  s e n s e s  invo lved  ( w i t h  

r e s p e c t  t o  one of  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e ) ,  and t h a t  

t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between (58)  and ( 5 9 )  i s  somehow r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  

s e n s e - d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n .  I n  f a c t ,  w i thou t  t h e  added m a t e r i a l  

f o l l o w i n g  -3 b u t  t h e r e  i s  v i r t u a l l y  no way o f  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  

t h e  s e n t e n c e s  a t  a l l .  But i f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between ( 5 8 )  and 

(59)  i s  c o r r e c t ,  w e  have a n  example o f  d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  r a n g e s  

of  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  concern ing  a p a i r  o f  s e n t e n c e s  r e l a t e d  by  t h e  

t o - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  - 
It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e e  e x a c t l y  how t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e  

t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n v o l v e d .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  we make t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

a t t e m p t  : 

60) NPi throw NP NPk J 

I )  p r i o r  t o  to, H(NPi, NPk) 



ii) a t  t o ,  I(NPi,  P(NP N P ~ ) ) &  A(NPI, - H ( N P i .  NPk)) 
j' 

Here,  a s  ment iored  i n  n o t e  22,, ' H ( x , y ) '  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as 

' x  ho ld  y ' ,  ' I ( x , Y ) '  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as ' x  i n t e n d s  Y f ,  ' P ( x , y ) '  

i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  3s 'x has  p h y s i c a l  c o n t r o l  o f  y ' ,  ' A ( x , Y ) '  i s  

i n t e r p r e t e d  as ' x  a c t s  ( i n  a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  way) w i t h  t h e  

r e s u l t  Y ' ,  and ' M ( X , Y ) '  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  'X i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  

cause  Y . 
The h e a r t  o f  t h i s  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i s  t h e  c l a u s e  t h a t  

s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  a c t i o n  o f  NPi s u f f i c e s  t o  b r i n g  NPk i n t o  t h e  

s p h e r e  o f  NP ' s  p h y s i c a l  c o n t r o l .  I n  t h e  c a s e  of t h e  t o - d a t i v e  
j - 

s t r u c t u r e ,  as opposed t o  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e ,  we can 

accoun t  f o r  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between ( 5 8 )  and ( 5 9 )  by weakening 

t h i s  r e l a t i o n  s l i g h t l y ,  s o  t h a t  i t  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  rough ly  as 

' t h e  a c t i o n  o f  NPi i s  o f  a k ind  t h a t  i s  normally s u f f i c i e n t  

t o  b r i n g  NPk i n t o  t h e  s p h e r e  of  NP ls p h y s i c a l  c o n t r o l t .  J 
Regard less  o f  t h e  adequacy o f  o u r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  we 

a r e  f a c e d  w i t h  t h e  problem t h a t  such  d i s t i n c t i o n s  are p o s s i b l e .  

Let  u s  u s e  t h e  te rm ' s u c c e s s  c o n d i t i o n 1  as a way of  t a l k i n g  

about  t h e  minimal c r i t e r i a  which t h e  s e t  of  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  

a s s i g n e d  t o  a g i v e n  v e r b  set up f o r  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  

d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and e i t h e r  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  o r  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  

d a t i v e .  We now want t o  a s k  whether  f o r  any g i v e n  v e r b  which 

undergoes t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  t h e  s u c c e s s  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  

t h e  double  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e  d i f f e r  from t h e  s u c c e s s  c o n d i t i o n s  

f o r  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  s t r u c t u r e .  



I n  g e n e r & l ,  I t h i n k ,  t h e  s u c c e s s  c o r ~ d i t i o n  does no t  

change.  For  example, i n  c a s e s  where t h e  ownership of an o b j e c t  

i s  t r a n s f e r r e d ,  i . e . ,  where s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  changed b y  

mutual  c o n s e n t ,  no such  d i s t i n c t i o n  seems t o  be p o s s i b l e .  I n  

o t h e r  words, t h e r e  seems t o  be no d i s t i n c t i o n  whatsoever  between 

s e l l  x t o  y and s e l l  y  x .  Among communication v e r b s ,  t h e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  a p p e a r s  more as a t y p o l o g i c a l  one t h a n  a s  a  d i f f e r -  

ence  i n  d a t i v e  p a i r s .  Thus,  we f i n d  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t e i i  x S 

and s a y  t o  x S l i k e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

? * t o l d  B a r a v e l l i  
61) { s a i d  t o  B a r a v e l l i  } t h a t  F lynose  had won, 

but  he was a l r e a d y  ou t  o f  e a r s h o t .  

6 2 )  I * t o l d  noone i n  p a r t i c u l a r  
s a i d  t o  noone i n  p a r t i c u l a r  } t h a t  Flynose 

had won. 54 

I f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  we have s u g g e s t e d  above t o  accoun t  f o r  t h e  

d i f f e r e n c e  between (58 )  and (59)  i s  on t h e  r i g h t  t r a c k ,  t h e  c a s e s  

i n  which we would e x p e c t  t o  f i n d  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  s u c c e s s  c o n d i t i o n  

a r e  j u s t  t h o s e  i n  which t h e  a c t i o n  of  t h e  s u b j e c t  does  no t  

immediately b r i n g  abou t  t h e  s p e c i f i e d  r e s u l t .  Thus,  t h e  r e l e v a n t  

c l a s s  w i l l  i n c l u d e  v e r b s  l i k e  throw, send ,  t o s s ,  k i c k ,  and s o  on.  

But I t h i n k  one must be sangu ine  about  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of  f i n d -  

i n g  r e a l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  i n  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  between t h e  two d a t i v e  

m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  o f  t h e s e  v e r b s .  It i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  

d i s t i n c t i o n s  t o  be drawn between t h e  p a i r s  o f  s e n t e n c e s  below: 

63) A f t e r  I wro te  a few words t o  him, I t o r e  t h e  

l e t te r  up. 



6 4 )  ? ? A f t e r  I wrote  him a few words, I t o r e  t h e  

l e t t e r  up.  

65)  I handed t h e  sandwich t o  him--but he c o u l d n ' t  

t a k e  i t  because  h i s  hands were t i e d .  

66 )  ?I handed him t h e  sandwich--but he c o u l d n ' t  t a k e  

i t  because  h i s  hands were t i e d .  

In f a c t ,  t h e  s t a b i l i t y  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  f o r  t h e s e  v e r b s  i n  t h e  

two d i f f e r e n t  s t r u c t u r e s  i s  somewhat s u r p r i s i n g .  I f  t h e r e  a r e  

i n  g e n e r a l  two d i s t i n c t  w a y s  o f  i n t e r p r e t i n g  double o b j e c t  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  ( c f .  s e c t i o n s  1 -3 ) ,  t h e n  we might expec t  t o  f i n d  

more c a s e s  i n  which t h e r e  i s  v a r i a b i l i t y  i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  55 

Most of  t h e  c a s e s  o f  non-equivalence a r i s e ,  however, not  because  

o f  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between t h e  two s t r u c t u r e  p e r  s e ,  b u t  r a t h e r  

because  of t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  v a r i o u s  v e r b s  t o  o c c u r  w i t h  noun 

p h r a s e s  which, because  o f  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e i r  own, do n o t  occur  

as t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i n  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  ( c f .  48- 

4 9 ) .  It seems t o  be a p r o p e r t y  of  human languages  t h a t  t h e  

a b i l i t y  t o  a l t e r  t h e  l i n e a r  s t r u c t u r e  o f  a g i v e n  message i s  

h ighly ' -va lued  ( though  n o t  wi thou t  l i m i t s ) ,  and  one may s p e c u l a t e  

t h a t  t h i s  p r o p e r t y  r e n d e r s  t h e  d a t i v e  constructions by and l a r g e  

s e m a n t i c a l l y  s t a b l e .  

6.2.2 The domain o f  t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  a l t e r n h t i o n .  

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  I s h a l l  a t t e m p t  t o  demons t ra te  t h a t ,  

as in t h e  case o f  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e r e  are 

i n s t a n c e s  of t h e  s t r u c t u r e  X-V-NP-to-NP-Y - which w e  would l i k e  



t o  exc lude  from t h e  domain o f  t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  i t  Is 

d i f f i c u l t  t o  g i v e  a u n i f i e d  semant ic  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  t h e  

domain of  t h e  r u l e .  Fur thermore ,  I s h a l l  a rgue  t h a t  t h e  

morphologica l  c o n s t r a i n t  on t h e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  - f o r - d a t l v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n  t h a t  was fo rmula ted  i n  s e c t i o n  6 . 1 . 5  h o l d s  f o r  t h e  

t o - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  as  b e l l .  - 
We have s e e n  t ha t  w i t h  t h e  p o s s i b l e  e x c e p t i o n  of  a  

few c a s e s  I f  a v e r b  a p p e a r s  i n  b o t h  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  of t h e  - t o -  

d a t i v e  a l t e ~ n a t i o n ,  t h e  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  of  t he  p a i r s  o f  

s e n t e n c e s  r e l a t e d  by t h e  r u l e  a r e  i n v a r i a n t  ( a t  l e a s t  w i t h  

r e s p e c t  t o  p r o p e r t i e s  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  t r u t h  v a l u e  o f  t h e  

s e n t e n c e  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  a g i v e n  model ) .  I n  s e c t i o n s  1-2  we 

t r i e d  t o  f o r m u l a t e  s e t s  of  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  which would account  

f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  doub le  o b j e c t  s e n t e n c e s  which have 

c o r r e s p o n d i n g  t o - d a t i v e  - forms,  and t h e s e  f o r m u l a t i o n s  seem 

a d e q u a t e  i n  g e n e r a l  f o r  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  - t o - d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

as w e l l .  R e c a l l  t h a t  i n  t h a t  d l . s c u s s i o n ,  I t r i e d  t o  r e s o l v e  

some o f  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  t h a t  came up because  d i f f e r e n t  sub- 

s t a n t i v e  n o t i o n s  of  p o s s e s s i o n  are i n v o l v e d  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  v e r b s  

w i t h i n  t h e  domain o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  by g i v i n g  a fo rmal  

d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  ' t r a n s f e r r a n c e T .  Fur thermore ,  we s t a t e d  

a n  i m p l i c a t i o n  u s i n g  t h i s  n o t i o n  which was meant t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e  

t h e  c l a s s  o f  v e r b s  o c c u r r i n g  &n t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t l o n  

which a l s o  o c c u r  i n  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  One 

o f  t h e  problems t h a t  a r o s e  w i t h  t h i s  i m p l i c a t i o n  was t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  w e  had t o  weaken t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  s o  t h a t  i t  

i n v o l v e d  the  n o t i o n  o f  s u b o r d i n a t e  r e l a t i o n s .  Let  u s  now con- 



s i d e r  t h e  corlsequences o f  t u r n i n g  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n  around i n  

o r d e r  t o  s e e  i f  i t  p rov ides  any i n s i g h t  I n t o  t h e  problem of  

which ve rbs  t h a t  o c c u r  i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  X-V-NP-to-NP-Y - a l s o  

occur  i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e .  To f a c i l i t a t e  d i s c u s s i o n ,  

we r e p e a t  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of t r a n s f e r r a n c e  and r e f o r m u l a t e  t h e  

i m p l i c a t i o n  s o  t h a t  i t  o p e r a t e s  i n  t h e  o p p o s i t e  d i r e c t i o n .  

6 3 )  I f  t h e  s e t  o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t o  a  

verb c o n t a i n s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p r o p o s i t i o n s  and 

e i t h e r  R and R 1  a r e  i d e n t i c a l  o r  R l  i s  sub- 

o r d i n a t e  t o  R ,  t h e n  t h e  verb h a s  t h e  t r a n s -  

f e r r a n c e  p r o p e r t y  : 

i)  p r i o r  t o  to,  R(NPi ,  NPk) 

(where 'NPil r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  t h e  

s i m p l e  s e n t e n c e  c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  verb q u e s t i o n )  

64) A verb o c c u r r i n g  i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  X-V-NP-to-NP-Y - 
o c c u r s  i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e  only i f  i t  

h a s  t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  p r o p e r t y .  

Although (64 )  i s  n o t  s t r o n g  enough t o  t e l l  us  e x a c t l y  which 

ve rbs  o c c u r  i n  b o t h  s t r u c t u r e s ,  i t  s t i l l  does some work, 

s i n c e  i t  e x c l u d e s  t h o s e  ve rbs  which l a c k  t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  

p r o p e r t y  from o c c u r r i n g  i n  b o t h  s t r u c t u r e s  . 
Cons ide r  some cases of the  s t r u c t u r e  X-V-NP-t - o-NP-Y 

which d o  n o t  undergo t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n :  



6 )  John c r e d i t e d  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  m i s s i o n  t o  

K i s s i n g e r .  

66)  John a t t r i b u t e d  t h e  s u c c e s s  of  t h e  miss ion  t o  

K i s s i n g e r .  

67) We owe t h e  s u c c e s s  of  t h e  miss ion  t o  K i s s i n g e r .  

68) John a t t a c h e d  t h e  p i c t u r e  t o  t h e  w a l l .  

6 9 )  John n a i l e d  t h e  medal t o  t h e  f l o o r .  

70) The t u r n e d  t h e  guns t o  t h e  s e a .  

71)  They p o i n t e d  t h e  guns t o  t h e  s e a .  

For  each  o f  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  I t h i n k  t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  show 

t h a t  t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  c r i t e r i o n  i s  ~ o t  met. I n  t h e  c a s e  of  

(65-67), t h e  s u b j e c t  ( c r u d e l y  s p e a k i n g )  p l a c e s  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l -  

i t y  f o r  t h e  s u c c e s s  on K i s s i n g e r ,  a  s i t u a t i o n  which does n o t  

r e q u i r e  any r e l a t i o n  a t  a l l  t o  ho ld  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  

d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  I n  t h e  c a s e  of  (68-69), a n  a c t i o n  i s  s a i d  t o  

t a k e  p l a c e  which r e s u l t s  i n  a c e r t a i n  f i x e d  p h y s i c a l  c o n f i g u r a -  

t i o n ;  a g a i n ,  t h e r e  i s  no n e c e s s i t y  f o r  any p h y s i c a l  c o n f i g u r a -  

t i o n  t o  h o l d  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  F i n a l l y ,  

:n t h e  c a s e  o f  (70-71), an  a c t i o n  i s  s a i d  t o  t a k e  p l a c e  which 

r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  r e f e r e n t  o f  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ' s  hav ing  a c e r t a i n  

o r i e n t a t i o n  i n  s p a c e ,  and a g a i n  t h e r e  i s  no p a r t i c u l a r  o r i e n t a -  

t i o n  t h a t  h o l d s  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  I n  

o t h e r  words, i f  we can  d e f i n e  t h e  domain of  the '  - t o - d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n  i n  terms o f  t r s n s f e r r a n c e ,  w e  can e x c l u d e  c a s e s  

l i k e  (65-71). 

Cons ide r  now whether  such  a c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  can  



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 hierarchy to other sorts of 

relations as well, it is possible that our characterization will 

cover verbs like assign which (at least in some cases) do not 

deal with lpossessionf but with responsibility, as in: 

72) John assigned the task of cleaning the latrine 

to Arnold. 

7 3 )  John assigned Arnold the task of cleaning the 

latrine. 

A more difficult problem, it seems to me, concerns 

verbs which are associated with linguistic acts, such as tell 

(a joke), read -3 and so forth. Consider a sentence pair like 

the following: 

74) John read the paragraph to Edward. 

75) John read Edward the paragraph. 

With a verb like hand, it is a relatively 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 material, however, this becomes more difficult. 

Suppose that we( could agree that sentences like (74-75) are true 

in cases where certain linguistic material is 'transferred1 

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

this were the case, it seems unlikely that this 'trans1'erf 



cou ld  be  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  i n  such a  way t h a t  our  d e f i n i t i o n  of  t h e  

t r a n s f e r r a n c e  p r o p e r t y  would be s a t i s f i e d ,  s i m p l y  because  i t  

w i l l  be n e c e s s a r y  t o  say John u t t e r s  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  m a t e r i a l  

and Edward h e a r s  ( o r  i s  i n t e n d e d  t o  h c a r )  i t - - o r  something o f  

t h e  sor t--and t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s  are  n e i t h e r  i d e n t i c a l  nor  sub- 

o r d i n a t e  . 56 O f  c o u r s e ,  w e  cou ld  extend t h e  n o t i o n  of t r a n s -  

f e r r a n c e  t o  i n c l u d e  t h i s  c a s e ,  bu t  t h i s  c o n s t i t u t e s  a f u r t h e r  

weakening of  a n  a l r e a d y  dangerous ly  vague c o n c e p t .  

However t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  problem i s  t o  be d e a l t  w i t h ,  

i t  shou ld  be  c l e a r  tha t  t h e  ' t r a n s f e r r a n c e  p r o p e r t y 1  t h a t  we 

have t r i e d  t o  d e f i n e  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  a s i n g l e  concept  b u t  a  

c o l l e c t i o n  of  c o n c e p t s ,  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we have t r i e d  

t o  minimize o u r  r e l i a n c e  on t h e  s l i b s t a n t i v e  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  

semant i c  r e l a t i o n s  employed i n  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  t h e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  v a r i o u s  v e r b s .  I t h i n k  t h e  same pclint w i l l  

c a r r y  over  t o  any a t t e m p t  t o  p r o v i d e  a u n i f i e d  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  

o f  t h e  domain o f  t h e  t o - d a t i v e  - a l t e r n a t i o n .  Thus,  a g a i n  we a r e  

f a c e d  w i t h  t h e  same problem t h a t  a r o s e  i n  t r y i n g  t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e  

t h e  domain o f  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n :  a s y n t a c t i c  d e f i n i t i o n  

o f  t h e  domain i n  terms o f  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n  - t o  i s  t o o  c r u d e ,  i n  

t h a t  i t  f a i l s  t o  e x c l u d e  c a s e s  which one f e e l s  ought  t o  be 

excluded i n  a p r i n c i p l e d  way, whereas o u r  a t t e m p t  t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e  

t h e  domain i n  terms o f  c e r t a i n  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  sets o f  t r u t h -  

c o n d i t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  t.o t h e  v a r i o u s  v e r b s  f a i l s  t o  a c h i e v e  t h e  

d e s i r e d  g e n e r a l i t y ,  and  we are l e f t  w i t h  a set of  d i s t i n c t  c a s e s  

which i n  p r i n c i p l e  might  have b$en some o t h e r  set a l t o g e t h e r .  

Now it may be t h e  case tha t  t h e r e  s imply  i s  no uniform c h a r a c t e r -  



i z a t i o n  o f  t h i s  domain. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, we might c o n s t r u e  

t h i s  r e s u l t - - i f  i t  i s  c o r r e c t - - a s  a s imple  demons t ra t ion  o f  

t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  a semant ic  t h e o r y  based on t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  t o  

come t o  te rms p r o p e r l y  w i t h  t h i s  r ange  of  l i n g u i s t i c  d a t a .  

I n  any c a s e ,  a p u r e l y  semant ic  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of 

t h e  domain of t h e  t o - d a t i v e  - a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  u n l i k e l y  t o  be 

for thcoming,  f o r  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  same r e a s o n s  t h a t  semant ic  

p r o p e r t i e s  i n  g e n e r a l  f a i l  t o  p r o v i d e  s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  

f o r  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  of  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n :  namely, t h e  

t o - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  seems t o  be s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  same morphologi- - 
c a l  c o n s t r a i n t  as t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  A s  t h e  argument 

i s  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  same as i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  c a s e s ,  

I s h a l l  n o t  r e p e a t  i t  h e r e .  Some examples of  v e r b s  which a r e  

c o r r e c t l y  excluded by t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  from t h e  domain o f  t h e  

t o - d a t i v e  - a l t e r n a t i o n  a r e  g i v e n  below: 

76 )  r e t u r n  

t r a n s f e r  

convey 

d e l i v e r  

r e v e a l  

e x p l a i n  

r e p o r t  

submit  

r e s t o r e  

e x h i b i t  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e  are a v a r i e t y  of morpho log ica l ly  complex 



c a s e s  which might  be e x c l u d e d  on o t h e r  g rounds  ( e . g .  t h e  

t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  among communicat ive  v e r b s  ment ioned  

above  i n  s e c t i o n  6 . 2 . 1 ) .  

Both t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  p r o p e r t y  and  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  

on m o r p h o l o g i c a l  complex i ty  l i m i t  t h e  domain o f  t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n .  It would b e  a n  i l l u s i o n  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  even  i n  

c o m b i n a t i o n  t h e y  a d e q u a t e l y  s p e c i f y  i t ,  however.  Many c a s e s  

r ema in  which w e  have  n o t h i n g  t o  s a y  a b o u t .  F o r  example ,  why 

d o e s  t h e  v e r b  lower  undergo  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  whereas  t h e  

v e r b s  ra ise  and  l i f t  do n o t ?  Why d o e s  t h e  v e r b  get i n  t h e  

d o u b l e  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  have a p a r a p h r a s e  i n  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  b u t  n o t  i n  t h e  - t o - c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  o c c u r s  

w i t h  - t o  as w e l l ?  The t h e o r y  o u t l i n e d  above d o e s  n o t  t r e a t  s u c h  

c a s e s  c o r r e c t l y ,  b u t  t h i s  i s  a d e f e c t  common t o  a l l  t h e o r i e s  

of t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  of which I am aware. 



7 .0  Summary. 

I n  s e c t i o n s  1-6 w e  have been concerned w i t h  two r e l a t e d  

problems.  One i s  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a  semant i c  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e  

d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  The o t h e r  i s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  r o l e  

semant i c  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  p l a y  i n  de te rmin ing  t h e  domain o f  t h e  

d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  w e  summarize o u r  r e s u l t s .  

Note that  i t  i s  t r i v i a l  t o  write a  grammar which 

g e n e r a t e s  t h e  c o r r e c t  r ange  o f  data.  A l l  t h a t  i s  r e q u i r e d  i s  

t h a t  w e  s u b c a t e g o r i z e  a l l  v e r b s  which undergo t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  

f o r  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  NP {izr} NP NP; p o s t u l a t e  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  

( o r d e r e d  b e f o r e  Heavy-NP S h i f t )  which o p t i o n a l l y  d e l e t e s  t h e  

p r e p o s i t i o n ;  i f  t h i s  r u l e  d c e s  n o t  a p p l y ,  an  o b l i g a t o r y  t r a n s -  

f o r m a t i o n  p o s t p o s e s  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e  t o  t h e  r i g h t  of t h e  

NP f l a n k i n g  i t .  But as t h e r e  i s  no independent  ev idence  f o r  

such  a h y p o t h e s i s ,  it i s  t o t a l l y  a d  hoc and p r o v i d e s  n o i n s i g h t  

i n t o  t h e  problem o f  why some v e r b s  occur  i n  bo th  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n -  

a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and why some 

v e r b s  o c c u r  i n  on ly  one o f  t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s .  

Although I have s p e n t  a good d e a l  o f  t i m e  d i s c u s s i n g  

t h e  domain of  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n s ,  I have n o t  as y e t  f o r -  

mula ted  a r u l e  t o  a c t u a l l y  c a r r y  ou t  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  I w i l l  

now remedy t h i s  d e f e c t .  I w i l l  assume t h a t  t h e  r u l e  maps 

i n s t a n c e s  o f  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n t o  t h e  doub le  

o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e ,  f o r  t h e  s imple  r e a s o n  t h a t  If t h e  mapping 

i s  f o r m u l a t e d  i n  t h i s  way, w e  do n o t  have t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  

problem o f  s p e c i f y i n g  which p r e p o s i t i o n  Is  c a l l e d  f o r .  5'7 Thus, 



we w r i t e  t h e  r u l e s  as f o l l o w s :  

S C :  1253p6 

c o n d i t i o n s :  1) Term 2 has t h e  t r a n s f e i q r a n c e  

p r o p e r t y  

2 )  Term 2 does n o t  have t h e  morpholog- 

i c a l  s t r u c t u r e  [ X I p r e f  ix - - [ Y ' ~ t e m  

2 ) - For-dat  i v e  

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

1 2 3  4 5 6 

SC: 125306 

c o n d i t i o n s :  1) The s e t  o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  

a s s i g n e d  t o  t e rm 2 ( i n  t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  NP i- NPk f o r  NP ) 
j 

c o n t a i n  one o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e t s  

o f  s t a t e m e n t s :  

where l I ( x , Y ) '  i s  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  

r e l a t i o n  and lR(x ,y ) '  i s  an  

a c t i o n  and ' R 1 ( x , y ) l  i s  a  

t p o s s e s s I v e l  r e l a t i o n  

OR 



b) at to, R(NPi, NPk) & 

I(NPiy Ben(NP R(NPi,NPk)) 
j' 

where again 'R(x,y)' is an 

action, ' I ( x , Y ) '  is the 

intention relation and 

7Ben(x,Y)f symbolizes the 

benefactive interpretation 

accorded to certain - for-phrases. 

2) Term 2 does not have the morpho- 

logical strucure [xpPefix - - CY1~tem 

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

derived structure-0i.e. is the indirect object a daughter of 

NP or is it Chomsky-adjoined 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 'hortat~ry' constraints suggest, we can exclude them 

from the domain of the - for-dative rule by restricting ' R ( x , y )  ' 
in condition (lb) 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. 



4 )  The d e b a c l e  c o s t  McGovern t h e  e l e c t i o n ,  

5 )  The p r i e s t  fo rgave  h L m  h i s  s i n s .  

6 )  L i p s o n 1 s  t ex tbook  t a u g h t  Arnold R ~ l s s i a n .  

7 )  John gave Max a k i c k .  

8 )  Craft brought  S t r a v i n s k y  a p a t r o n .  

9 )  The examinat ion  gave Frank a  headache.  

A l l  of  t h e s e  c a s e s  w i l l  be s u b c a t e g o r i z e d  f o r  t h e  doub1.e o b j e c t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  where t h e y  w i l l  remain untouched,  a s  t h e r e  i s  no 

r u l e  which o p e r a t e s  on t h i s  s t r u c t u r e .  One would of c o u r s e  l i k e  

a p r i n c i p l e d  e x p l a n a t i o n  of  why such s e n t e n c e s  have no p r e p o s i -  

t i o n a l  d a t i v e  form. We n o t e  t h a t  i n  none of  t h e s e  c a s e s  i s  t h e  

t r a n s f e r r a n c e  c r i t e r i o n  s a t i s f i e d .  One r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  i s  t h a t  

f o r  t h e  most p a r t  t h e r e  i s  no r e l a t i o n  needed between t h e  sub- 

j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  I f  it cou ld  be shown that  a l l  

s imple  s e n t e n c e s  o f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  X-NPi-V-NPi- ..-NP -Y have 
J 

t h e  semant i c  p r o p e r t y  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  a r e l a t i o n  R(NPi, NPk), 

t h e n  w e  would have a p r i n c i p l e d  r e a s o n  t o  exc lude  such  v e r b s  

( o n  t h e  g i v e n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s )  from t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  A t  t h e  moment, however, such a c o n j e c t u r e  

f a c e s  problems t h a t  I am n o t  a b l e  t o  pursue  h e r e .  58 The account  

w e  g i v e  o f  t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  i s  d e s c r i p t i v e l y  a d e q u a t e ,  and t h a t  

i s  enough. 

Case 2: s e n t e n c e s  which occur  o n l y  I n  t h e  prepositions: 

c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  

A )  1 0 )  Reagan b u i l t  a p r i s o n  f o r  h i s  opponents .  

(on the reading i n  l i n e  w i t h  Reagan's  



i n t e n t i o n  t o  i n c a r c e r a t e  h i s  opponents) 

11) The c o l l i s i o n  s e n t  t h e  c a r  t o  t h e  o t h e r  s i d e  

of t h e  gas  s t a t i o n .  

1 2 )  John a t t a c h e d  a  new s i g n i f i c a n c e  t o  Kiss inger .  

1 3 )  John c r e d i t e d  t h e  success  t o  K i s s inge r .  

These sen tences  a r e  p roper ly  excluded from t h e  domain of t h e  

d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  because of t h e i r  f a i l u r e  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  

semantic cond i t i ons  on t h e  r u l e s .  

B) 1 4 )  John ob ta ined  a c a r  f o r  Mary. 

15)  John purchased a p re sen t  f o r  Mary. 

1 6 )  John t r a n s f e r r e d  che s tock  t o  Mary. 

17)  John conveyed t h e  sandwich t o  Mary. 

These sen t ences  are p rope r ly  excluded from t h e  domain of t h e  

r u l e s  as formulated because of  t h e i r  fa i lure  t o  meet t h e  

morphological  cond i t i on  as s t a t e d ,  a l though they s a t i s f y  t h e  

v a r i o u s  semantic cond i t i ons .  

C )  1 8 )  John r a i s e d  t h e  bucket t o  Max. 

19) John g o t  t h e  message t o  Mary. 

20) John c a r r i e d  t h e  bucket (ove r )  t o  Mary. 

21) John floated the canoe (down) t o  Mary. 

22) John t u r n e d  t h e  gun over  t o  t h e  p o l i c e .  

23) Mary t r apped  a wolf f o r  Prank. 

Most o f  t h e s e  c a s e s  will have t o  be t r e a t e d  as ad hoc excep t ions  

t o  the rules as formulated.  One might c la im t h a t  i n  a sen tence  

l i k e  (20)  t h e  - to-phrase does not have a ' d a t i v e f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  



but  s i m p l y  a l o c a t i v e  one, o r  t h a t  v e r b s  l i k e  f l o a t  a r e  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  used of s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which t h e  s u b j e c t t s  

a c t i o n  i s  n o t  'normal ly  s u f f i c i e n t t  t o  b r i n g  about  t h e  d e s i r e d  

r e l a t i o n  between t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  

But such  minor a d j u s t m e n t s  do no t  a f f e c t  t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  many 

counterexamples  t o  t h e  semant ic  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of t h e  domain 

t h a t  we have a r r i v e d  a t  remain.  

Case 3: p r e p o s i t i o n a l  s e n t e n c e s  f o r  which t h e r e  i s  a 

r e f l e x  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

24) John gave a book t o  Mary. 

25)  John  bought a book f o r  Mary. 

26)  John k icked  t h e  b a l l  t o  m e .  

2 7 )  John p layed  a t u n e  f o r  Mary. 

28)  Mary mai l ed  t h e  l e t t e r  t o  Frank.  

F o r  t h e  c e n t r a l  c a s e s  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i z a -  

t i o n  we have g i v e n  o f  t h e  domain o f  h t e  r u l e  seems a d e q u a t e ,  

i . e . ,  o u r  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n - - t h o u g h  t o o  broad t o  h a n d l e  a l l  

c a s e s  ( c f .  18-23)--does n o t  seem t o  exc lude  any o f  t h e  c e n t r a l  

c a s e s  o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  

C e r t a i n  m a r g i n a l  c a s e s  r emain ,  however. Cons ider  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  d a t i v e  p a i r s  l i k e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

29)  They d e n i e d  u s  admiss ion .  

30) ?They d c n i e d  admiss ion  t o  u s .  

31) They d e n i e d  me my chance.  

32) .mey denied my ohance t o  m e .  



33) The a c t  ea rned  Mary a l o t  o f  money. 

3 4 )  ?The a c t  ea rned  a l o t  of  money f o r  Mary. 

These v e r b s  e v i d e n t l y  do n o t  have t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  p r o p e r t y .  

On t h e  t h e o r y  o u t l i n e d  here,  t h e y  have t o  be t r e a t e d  i d i o -  

s y n c r a t i c a l l y .  Perhaps  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h  can c l a r i f y  t h e  r e l a t i o n  

o f  t h e s e  c a s e s  t o  t h e  more f a m i l i a r  c a s e s  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a -  

t i o n  t h a t  we have c o n c e n t r a t e d  on. 

The major  r e s u l t  of  t h i s  s e c t i o n  has been t o  I s o l a t e  

some of  t h e  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  v e r b s  t h a t  occur  o n l y  i n  

t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  p r a p e r t i e s  t h a t  i n  g e n e r a l  a r e  

n o t  s h a r e d  by e i t h e r  of t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  

T h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  semant i c  p r o p e r t i e s  s t r o n g l y  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  

t h e s e  v e r b s  a r e  g e n e r a t e d  i n  t h e  b a s e  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  and n o t  d e r i v e d  from e i t h e r  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c -  

t i o n .  Such a c o n c l u s i o n  w i l l  p l a y  a r o l e  i n  some of  t h e  

arguments  t o  f o l l o w  i n  l a t e r  s e c t i o n s .  Although we have n o t  

succeeded i n  a d e q u a t e l y  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  t h e  domain of  t h e  d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n s ,  w e  have t r i e d  t o  c o n s t r a i n  it by p l a y i n g  both  

semant i c  and morphologica l  l i m i t a t i o n s  on t h e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  

r u l e .  N e i t h e r  t y p e  of c o n d i t i o n  by i t s e l f  w i l l  s u f f i c e .  



FOOTNOTES 

2 

1. T h i s  a b i l i t y  i s  n o t  wi thou t  l i m i t s .  There a r e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  

i n v o l v i n g  vagueness ,  'open t e x t u r e ' ,  and l i t e r a l n e s s ,  among 

o t h e r s .  C f .  Aus t in  (1963a,  1963b) ,  f o r  example, f o r  d i s c u s s i o n .  

I n  some c a s e s ,  however, such  problems can  be kep t  t o  a minimum. 

2. C f .  Qu ine  ( 1 9 5 3 ) ,  Katz (1972)  f o r  f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n .  

3. I n  c a s e s  of ambigu i ty ,  more t h a n  one s e t  of  truth-conditions 

i s  a s s i g n e d .  

4. I n  some c a s e s ,  a  h i g h e r - o r d e r  c a l c u l u s  might be more a p p r o p r i -  

a te .  Compare s e c t i o n  3 ,  below. Such problems a r e  e x t e r n a l  t o  

o u r  main i n t e r e s t s  h e r e ,  however. 

5. As p o i n t e d  o u t  above,  c a s e s  o f  ambigu i ty  w i l l  be d e a l t  w i t h  

by t h e  ass ignment  o f  m u l t i p l e  s e t s  o f  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s .  

6.  T h i s  c o n d i t i o n  i s  n e c e s s a r y  so that  the r e a d i n g  of e . g .  'These 

men own t h e s e  c a r s '  i n  which e a c h  man owns one c a r  w i l l  n o t  be 

b locked .  ( C f .  F i engc ,  1973,  fo r  comments on t h i s  and similar 

problems. )  On t h e  n o t i o n  ' scope  component1,  c f .  Kroch ( 1 9 7 4 ) -  

7. The n o t i o n  o f  ' u p t a k e '  on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t ' s  

r e f e r e n t  shou ld  be  ex tended  t o  v e r b s  o f  ownership i n  some c a s e s  

a t  least,  i . e . ,  - se l l ,  which d e s c r i b e s  a c o n t r a c t u a l  s i t u a t i o n .  

I n  o t h e r  cases- - those  i n v o l v i n g  g i f t s ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e - - i t  seems 

t o  be i r r e l e v a n t .  



8.  I n  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  o f  c o n c i s e n e s s ,  I sha l l  o f t e n  use t h e  

e x p r e s s i o n s  ' s u b j e c t ' ,  ' d i r e c t  o b j e c t ' ,  and ' i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t '  

t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  r e f e r e n t s  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  i n -  

d i r e c t  o b j e c t  ( r e s p e c t i v e l y )  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e  under c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

The c o n t e x t  makes c l e a r  t h e  way i n  which t h e s e  e x p r e s s i o n s  a r e  

used i n  any g i v e n  c a s e .  

9. It i s  Sometimes c la imed t h a t  semant i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  t a k e  

t h e  form of t r e e s .  A s  Chomsky (1972) h a s  p o i n t e d  o u t ,  t h i s  

would n o t  be s u r p r i s i n g ,  "g iven  t h e  enormous d e s c r i p t i v e  power 

o f  t h e  [concept ] . "  I f  t h e  n o t i o n  ' u p t a k e '  i s  i m p o r t a n t  f o r  t h i s  

c l a s s  of c a s e s ,  t h e n  i t  would a p p e a r  t ha t  a r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n  t h e  

form o f  a t r e e  would r e q u i r e  a t  l e a s t  t h a t  t h e  t r e e  c o n t a i n  a 

c o w d i n a t e  s t r u c t u r e ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  a r e  two a c t i o n s  and n e i t h e r  i s  

w i t h i n  t h e  scope  o f  t h e  o t h e r .  

10.  Note i n  t h i s  example t h a t  t h e  - fo r -phrase  s p e c i f i e s  a tempora l  

l i m i t a t i o n  on t h e  cus tody  r e l a t i o n .  Such m o d i f i c a t i o n  a l s o  p l a y s  

a r o l e  i n  t h e  semant i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  v e r b s  l i k e  l e n d .  

11. We d i s c u s s  t h e  v e r b  o f f e r  i n  more d e t a i l  below i n  s e c t i o n  

5.4. 

12.  Note t h a t  (13)  does n o t  s a t i s f y  t h e  c r i t e r i a  we have 

e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  'O(x,y) '  o r  ' C ( x , y ) '  : i n  b o t h  c a s e s ,  t h e  f i rs t  

term of  t h e  r e l a t i o n  must be an imate .  

13. H i g g i n s  (1973, pp. 86-87) d i s c u s s e s  a similar c a s e ,  i n v o l v -  

i n g  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  'What A did  t o  B was...', n o t i n g  t h a t  a 



wide v a r i e t y  of  m a t e r i a l  can r e p l a c e  t h e  gap i n d i c a t e d ,  bu t  j u s t  

s o  l o n g  as t h e r e  seems t o  be some ' i n t r i n s i c  c o n n e c t i o n q  between 

t h e  o b j e c t  of - t o  and t h e  m a t e r i a l  t h a t  f i l l s  I n  t h e  gap.  I have 

borrowed t h e  term ' i n t r i n s i c  c o n n e c t i o n 1  from t h i s  s o u r c e .  

1 4 .  The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s  c o n t a i n  no such s t a t e m e n t  

does  n o t ,  of c o u r s e ,  imply t h a t  t h e r e  cou ld  be no r e l a t i o n  ho1.d- 

i n g  o f  t h e  r e f e r e n t  of' t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  r e f e r e n t  o f  t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t :  mere ly  t h a t  any r e l a t i o n  t h a t  does  ho ld  o f  t h e s e  two 

i n d i v i d u a l s  i s  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  t r u t h  o r  f a l s i t y  of  t h e  s e n t e n c e  

a t  i s s u e .  

15 .  We s h a l l  s e e  l a t e r  t h a t  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  needed i n  s e v e r a l  

ways h e r e :  f i rs t ,  as p o i n t e d  ou t  ea r l i e r ,  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  t h e  

t e n s e - r e f e r e n t  as a p o i n t  i n  time i s  an  i d e a l i z a t i o n ;  second,  

f u r t h e r  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  are needed t h a t  n e c e s s i t a t e  t h e  i n c o r p o r a -  

t i o n  of  modal n o t i o n s .  See below, s e c t i o n  5.  

16 .  There are a number o f  o t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between own and - 
p o s s e s s  which have some i n t r i n s i c  i n t e r e s t .  One h a s  t o  do w i t h  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  when p o s s e s s  h a s  a d i r e c t  o b j e c t  which r e f e r s  t o  

a p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t  ( r a t h e r  t h a n  a n  a b s t r a c t  i n d i v i d u a l  o r  s o c i a l  

p r o p e r t y ) ,  i n d e f i n i t e s  are far be t t e r - sound ing  t h a n  d e f i n i t e s :  

i )  Does he s t i l l  p o s s e s s  a r a n c h ?  

11) ??Does he s t i l l  p o s s e s s  t h e  r anch?  

Second, t h e  b e h a v i o r  of t empora l  a d v e r b i a l s  i s  d i s t i n c t :  



iii) *Hels  always possessed  a r a n c h .  

i v )  He1 s always owned a  ranch.  

F i n a l l y ,  a s  I t h i n k  Lakoff (1965) has p o i n t e d  o u t ,  own undergoes - 
t h e  p a s s i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n ,  whereas p o s s e s s  does  not,. But t h e  

p a s s i v e  seems t o  a p p l y  t o  own o n l y  i f  i t s  o b j e c t  i s  d e f i n i t e :  

v )  The r a n c h  i s  owned by Nelson Rocke loa fe r .  

v i )  * A  r anch  i s  owned by Nelson R o c k e l o a f e r .  

How does  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between ( i i )  and  (vi) b e a r  on t h e  c o n t r a s t  

of  p a s s i v i z a b i l i t y  o f  own and p o s s e s s ,  i f  a t  a l l ?  - 

17%. The v e r b  bequeathe  r a i s e s  a n  i n t e i - e s t i n g  problem w i t h  r e s p e c t  

t o  t ime .  Does t h e  t e n s e  r e f e r  t o  t h e  t ime  a t  which t h e  s u b j e c t  

makes a d e c i s i o n  as t o  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  h i s  p r o p e r t y  posthumous- 

l y ,  o r  t o  t h e  t ime  a t  which t h e  p r o p e r t y  i s  f i n a l l y  d i s p o s e d ?  If 

t h e  s e n t e n c e  is  u t t e r e d  a f t e r  t h e  d e a t h  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  t h i s  

q u e s t i o n  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e t e r m i n e .  But i f  t h e  s e n t e n c e  i s  

u t t e r e d  w h i l e  t h e  s u b j e c t  i s  s t i l l  a l i v e ,  I f i n d  a i?trQng:, ~ r e z e c -  

ence  f o r  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  a s p e c t u a l  a u x i l i a r y  have. Compare: 

v i i )  ?I bequeathed  t h e  p i a n o  t o  Marthe.  

v i i i )  I have bequeathed  t h e  p iano  t o  Marthe.  

I d o n ' t  know why t h i s  s h o u l d  be ,  b u t  i t  s t r i k e s  m e  as r e l a t e d  t o  

t he  way i n  which s p o r t s c a s t e r s  announce f o o t b a l l - p a s s e s  o r  

baseba l l - th rows  w h i l e  t h e  b a l l  i s  i n  f l i g h t .  I n  such  circum- 

s t a n c e s ,  one would c l e a r l y  s a y  ( i x ) ,  n o t  ( x ) :  



i x )  U n i t a s  has  thrown a b e a u t i f u l  p a s s  downf ie ld  t o  

Ber ry .  

x )  Uni tas  threw a b e a u t i f u l  p a s s  downf ie ld  t o  B e r r y .  

Perhaps  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  has  something t o  do whth t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

t h e  r o l e  of  t h e  s u b j e c t  i n  t h e  a c t i o n  i s  completed,  whi l e  t h e  

a c t i o n  as a whole i s  n o t .  

18.  The problem i s  n o t  o n l y  t o  g i v e  a n  accoun t  of t h e  s i m i l a ~ i t i e s  

between buy and s e l l  b u t  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  which a r e  

t o  be found between them concern ing  such  t h i n g s  as  agency,  t h e i r  

b e h a v i o r  i n  g e n e r i c  c o n t e x t s ,  e t c . ,  a s  w e l l .  

19 .  Not t h a t  o u r  approach i s  immune from c r i t i c i s m ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

from t h o s e  kho have p h i l o s o p h i c a l  s c r u p l e s  abou t  semant i c  c o n c e p t s .  

Yet i f  we wish t o  deve lop  a t h e o r y  of  semant ic  a b i l i t i e s ,  t h e r e  

i s  no real a l t e r n a t i v e .  

20.  The p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e s e  

v e r b s  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  s e c t i o n  6 below. 

21. One o f  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n h e r e n t  i n  d e s c r i p t i v e  s e m a n t i c s  

i s  t h a t  w e  are a b l e  t o  f o r m u l a t e  s h a r p e r  q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  

semant i c  d a t a  t h a n  we may be a b l e  t o  answer.  For  example, i t  

might  be d e s i r a b l e  t o  s p e c i f y ,  i n  t h e  c a s e  of  t h e  v e r b  hand, t h a t  

t h e r e  i s  a p o i n t  a t  which b o t h  s u b j e c t  and i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  

s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  g r a s p  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  My i n t u i t i o n s  concern ing  

t h i s  v a r y  t o  some e x t e n t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  i n  which 

s e n t e n c e s  i n v o l v i n g  hand - are t e s t e d .  



Another q u e s t i o n  t h a t  a r i s e s  i n  t h i s  c o n t e x t  i s  

whether t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n d i t i o n s  s p e c i f i e d  would f o l l o w  from 

g e n e r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of a c t i o n s .  I f  t h e  v a r i a b i l i t y  concern- 

i n g ,  s a y ,  t h e  up take  on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  I n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  a c t u a l ,  

one might be i n c l i n e d  t o  t h i n k  that  t h e  g e n e r a l  t h e o r y  o f  a c t i o n  

would have t o  be q u i t e  r i c h  I n  o r d e r  t o  account  f o r  i t .  On t h e  

o t h e r  hand, it i s  wor th  p o i n t i n g  o u t  t h a t  t h e r e  are many c a s e s  

which seem t o  be most e a s i l y  d e f i n a b l e  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  some r e s u l t ,  

a l t h o u g h  i t  may no t  i n  f a c t  be n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h a t  r e s u l t  t o  h o l d  

i n  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  c a s e  a t  i s s u e  t o  be f e l t  t o  be t r u e .  For  example,  

we  have c la imed ( c f .  3 3 )  that  f o r  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  

hand t o  be s a t i s f i e d ,  a c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n ,  l H ( x , y ) ' ,  must h o l d  o f  

t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  Yet t h e r e  a r e  u s e s  

of hand which we might  w e l l  t a k e  t o  be t r u e ,  i n  s p i t e  of  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h i s  c o n d i t i o n  i s  p a t e n t l y  n o t  s a t i s f i e d :  

x )  I handed him t h e  p l a t t e r :  i t ' s  n o t  my f a u l t  t h a t  

he d i d n ' t  t a k e  i t .  

I 
If t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  w e  have s e t  down a r e  c o r r e c t ,  t h e n  a more 

g e n e r a l  t h e o r y  o f  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  a c t i o n s  might 

w e l l  a ccoun t  f o r  t h e  d e v i a t i o n  o f  such  s e n t e n c e s  from t h e  

s t i p u l a t e d  c o n d i t i o n s .  

22 .  Thus,  f o r  throw, we write: 

x i )  NPi throw NP NPk 3 

i) p r i o r  t o  to, H(NPi, NPk) 



Here, 'H(x,y)l is interpreted lx hoids y in the hand'; lI(x,Y)' 

is interpreted lx intends Y to be true at t 1  to. 'P(x,y)' is 

interpreted 'x has y within physical controlt; lA(x,Y)' is 

interpreted 'x acts with the result Y1; and 'M(X,Y) ' is interpret- 

ed lX normally suffices to bring about Y' . 

23. In fact, we argue below that such a theory is 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 this part1~l:'ar 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 'uptaket condition, differences in 

manner are simply irrelevant to the present inquiry. 

25. See section 3.4.2 for some independent support for a lexlcal 

treatment of these derived nouns. On some difficulties for one 

formulation af a transformational treatment, cf. now 27 below. 

26. By using the word 'permit1 in the gloss of the relation 

l E ( x , Y ) '  we do not mean to restrict the interpretation to the 

deontic sense of pemis~ion only. In some cases, 'enable' might 

be an improvement. This interpretation of the role played by 



t h e  s u b j e c t  seems t o  be a f a c t  w i t h  more g e n e r a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  t h a n  

j u s t  t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  noun c a s e s .  I n  f a c t ,  i t  may be c o r r e l a t e d  

w i t h  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  agency a p p l i e d  t o  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i n  any 

r e l a t i o n  between t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  Thus, 

rough ly  t h e  same i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  might be s a i d  t o  h o l d  i n  t h e  

' c a u s a l 1  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  'Nixon gave Mai le r  a b o o k f .  S i n c e  

w r i t i n g  books i s  something which r e q u i r e s  i n d i v i d u a l  i n i t i a t i v e ,  

pe rhaps  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  Nixon's r o l e  i n  M a i l e r ' s  e n t e r p r i s e  

i s  l i m i t e d .  

2 7 .  One might suppose t h a t  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  ' John gave t h e  t a b l e  

a k i c k 1  cou ld  be d e r i v e d  from ' John gave a k i c k  a t  t h e  t a b l e 1 .  

Yet t h e  s e n t e n c e s  a r e  n o t  e q u i v a l e n t :  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  f i r s t  

e n t a i l s  t h a t  t h e  t a b l e  was k i c k e d ,  whereas t h e  second does  n o t .  

28. Note t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  ' P ( x , y )  ' - - i n t e r p r e t e d  as ' y  i s  x ' s  

pa t ron t - -has  two argument p l a c e s .  The f i rs t  argument p l a c e  i s  

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  complement of  t h e  noun ' p a t r o n t :  i n  o t h e r  

words,  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  a r e f e r r i n g  e x p r e s s i o n  of  t h e  form ' t h e  

p a t r o n  o f  S t r a v i n s k y l ,  t h e  first argument i s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  

S t r a v i n s k y .  The second argument p l a c e  i s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  

r e f e r e n t  cf t h e  e x p r e s s i o n ,  namely t h a t  p e r s o n  who i s  t h e  p a t r o n  

o f  S t r a v i n s k y .  S i n c e  t h e  second argument p l a c e  h a s  no s y n t a c t i c  

m a n i f e s t a t i o n  i n  e x p r e s s i o n s  o f  t h e  form ' p a t r o n  of  x l ,  when we 

speak  o f  s p e c i f y i n g  t h e  argument o r  f i l l i n g  t h e  argument--place 

o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n ,  it i s  t~ be unders tood  t h a t  we 

are r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  f i r s t  argument o r  argument-place.  



29.  Sen tence  ( 4 2 )  i s  a c t u a l l y  ambiguous, due t o  t h e  moda l i ty  

of  would. One r e a d i n g  i s  rough ly  'Having a p a t r o n  would have 

h e l p e d  S t r a v i n s k y l ;  t h e  o t h e r  i s  ' I f  S t r a v i n s k y  had had a  p a t r o n ,  

t h a t  p a t r o n  would have he lped  h im1.  It i s  t h e  l a t t e r  r e a d i n g  

t h a t  i s  o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  u s .  

30.  C f .  Ross ( 1 9 7 4 ) .  

31. The grammat ica l  p r o p e r t i e s  of  r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n s  a r e  n o t  

based  s t r i c t l y  on what we ~ a k e  t o  be t h e i r  l o g i c a l  p r o p e r t i e s .  

C f .  S a p i r  ( 1 9 1 7 ) ,  who n o t e s  t h a t  i n  l anguages  t h a t  have a 

morpho log ica l  marke r  f o r  r e l a t i o n a l  e x p r e s s i o n s ,  t h e  use  of t h e  

marker  v a r i e s  from one language  t o  a n o t h e r ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e r e  do  

seem t o  be i m p l i c a t i o n a l  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  t o  be made, e . g .  k i n s h i p  

terms are  marked b e f o r e  o t h e r  r e l a t i o n a l  terms. 

32. The s o r t  of' c i r cums tance  t h a t  I r e f e r  t o  h e r e  i n v o l v e s  

choos ing  s i d e s  f o r  games, t r a d i n g  s p o r t s  stars,  and s o  f o r t h .  

Thus, we f i n d  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  

i )  The l u c k  o f  t h e  d r a f t  gave t h e  C e l t i c s  Cowens. 

S e n t e n c e s  l i k e  (51)  and (52)  do n o t  e a s i l y  a d a p t  themselves  t o  

such  an  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

3 3 .  One t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  approach would p o s t u l a t e  a r a l e  of  

Having-dele t ion ,  t h u s  d e r i v i n g  (54)  from 

l i )  Having a n  i l l n e s s  hampered John.  

But t h i s  raises d i f f i c u l t i e s  I n  c a s e s  l i k e :  



iii) His illness hampered John. 

*Having his illness hampered John. 

iv) The old illness hampered John. 

*Having the old illness 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 properties? 

If so, does this fact throw any light how best provide a 

representation for them? I leave this question open. 

35. The term 'inalienable1 is not altogether app120prlat.e. For 

instance, it seems to me that one can 'inalienably possess' a 

wooden leg. Cf. note 10 above. 

36. Sentence (66) is an example. from Cattell (1970 ) . 

37. Itls still 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 ability1, I mean to distinguish 

here between capacity and capability. The sense involving 

'capacity' can be illustrated by 'All human beings are able to 

swim', by asserting which one hardly commits oneself to the belief 



that every person has in fact demonstrated his swimming ability. 

In a sentence like 'John is able to swim', it is unlikely that 

the speaker is trying to convey the information that John--like 

all humans--has the capacity to swim, but rather that John in 

fact swims cr has swum. It is this latter interpretation which 

demonstrates what I mean by the strong sense. 

39. The one exception to this is 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 is required: 

1) The Bible teaches that the meek shall inherit 

what's left. 

40. A way to block such sentences is 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 (ID), and a transformation would 

remove the complementizer and the copula. Now although the fact 

that the indirect obdect is obligatory would then follow, it is 
I 

I difficult to write a transformation which would distinguish (U) 

from (121, 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 NPvs which allow the 

transformation to operate. Yet we have the alternative of simply 

generating NPfs with this property as the direct obJect of teach 

(and - know and other epistemic verbs). A p~incipled way of 



a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  t h e  p o s i t i o n i n g  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  1.3 s t i l l  

n e c e s s a r y .  

4 1 .  C f .  Fodor ( 1 9 7 0 ) ,  Chomsky ( 1 9 7 2 ) .  

4 2 .  I have no e x p l a n a t i o n  t h a t  i s  sound f o r  why ( 7 3 a )  sounds s o  

bad. T h i s  i s  n o t  a g e n e r a l  f a c t  abou t  have:  

ii) ( A s  we a l l  know) John h a s  h i s  problems.  

I have a f e e l i n g  t h a t  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  somewhat p a r a l l e l  t o  

t h e  u s e  of  d e f i n i t e s  and i n d e f i n i t e s  i n  e x i s t e n t i a l  s e n t e n c e s  

w i t h  t h e r e ,  bu t  I d o n ' t  s e e  how t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between (ii) and 

(73a)  would f o l l o w  from such a c l a i m .  

4 3 .  T h i s  p r o p e r t y  i s  a p p a r e n t l y  s h a r e d  by noun p h r a s e s  which 

seem t o  form a n a t u r a l  c l a s s  w i t h  a c c i d e n t :  

iii) J o h n ' s  s t u p i d i t y  caused  him t o  have a  mishap. 

*John 's  s t u p i d i t y  gave h i n  a mishap. 

i v )  T h e i r  common i n t e r e s t s  caused  them t o  have a 

chance meet ing .  

*The i r  common i n t e r e s t s  gave them a chance mee t ing .  

I do n o t  know how t o  e x p l a i n  t h e s e  f a c t s ,  however. 

4 .  I n  t h i s  t a b l e ,  we make two i d e a l i z a t i o n s :  1 )  t h e  t e n s e -  

r e f e r e n t  i s  a lways  a p o i n t  on t h e  l i n e ;  2 )  t h e  r e l a t i o n  'R1 

i s  n e v e r  d i s c o n t i n u o u s .  Both o f  t h e s e  a s sumpt ions  are p robab ly  

false. 



45. Williams (1974) p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  r o b  - and s t e a l  d i f f e r  i n  

a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  way. One can be robbed o f  i n a l i e n a b l e  p r o p e r t i e s ,  

f o r  example, a l t h o u g h  i t  i s  imposs ib le  t o  s t e a l  i n a l i e n a b l e  

p r o p e r t i e s  from anyone: 

1) The d e f e a t  robbed John o f  h i s  p r i d e .  

11) *The d e f e a t  s t o l e  h i s  p r i d e  from John.  

S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  - r o b  can be [- animate] ,  as ( i )  

i l l u s t r a t e s ,  whereas t h e  s u b j e c t  of  s t e a l  must be [+  an imate ] .  

I n  b o t h  o f  t h e s e  r e s p e c t s ,  r o b  - i s  l i k e  t h e  double  o b j e c t  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  s e c t i o n  3 ,  whereas s t e a l  i s  l i k e  t h e  c a s e s  

d i s c u s s e d  i n  s e c t i o n  2 ,  which have cor respond ing  forms w i t h  t h e  

p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e .  A more g e n e r a l  . t r ea tmen t  o f  t h e s e  p a r a l l e l -  

i s m s  i s  c l e a r l y  c a l l e d  f o r .  

46. We are n o t  concerned h e r e  w i t h  t h e  o c c u r r e n c e s  o f  l o s e  i n  

s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  I l o s t  t h e  hand t o  Tom, who was h o l d i n g  a f u l l  

house o r  The money was l o s t  t o  me. I n  correspondence ,  Dwight 

B o l i n g e r  h a s  p o i n t e d  o u t  t o  me t h e  ambigu i ty  of t h i s  l a s t  

example: i t  is e i t h e r  t h e  p a s s i v e  o f  a s e n t e n c e  o f  t h e  f i rs t  

t y p e ,  o r  a n a l y z a b l e  as 'NP be ADJCOMPt. 

47. It is  o c c a s i o n a l l y  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n  w i t h  

a l s o  b e  i n c l u d e d .  A s  t h e r e  a p p e a r s  t o  be o n l y  one example o f  t h e  

a l t e r n a t i o n  a p p l y i n g  i n  such c a s e s ,  i . e . ,  p l a y  me a game o f  

c h e s s / p l a y  a game o f  c h e s s  w i t h  m e ,  w e  e x c l u d e  t h i s  marg ina l  

c a s e  from c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  



48. See Faraci (1974) for a clear exposition of the variety of 

interpretations assigned to - for-phrases. 

49. I have represented ' x  bake y '  as the relation 'B(x,y)' 

only for expository purposes. The fact t.hat the object represent- 

ed as 'y' only comes into existence as a result of the action 

involved poses a severPproblem 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 'benefactivef interpretation which 

undergoes deletion of the preposition. Thus we have (I) but not 

i) Laugh for me. 

11) *Laugh me. 

There are further constraints on the appearance of a benefactive 

Indirect object which I have no idea how to even describe. For 

example, (iii) seems clearly impossible, although we have (iv). 

iii) *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 pieces 
4 

for the critics. 



vi)??After playing the audience a series of hard-bop tunes, 
1 

Thelonius played the critics a few traditional 

pieces. 

This is somewhat surprising: as the double object construction 

does not in general bar the indirect object from having accentual 

prominence. Compare (vii): 

vii) You want to know what I bought for whom? Is that it? 

Well, I bought Mary a new hat and I bought Alberg a 

bowtie. Is that alright? 

52. Is is 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. Consider the sentences below: 

viii) John earned a lot of money for Mary. 

ix) John earned Mary a lot of money. 

The interpretation of (ix) is roughly: Mary got a lot of money 

because of John. Sentence (viii) has this interpretation, it 

seems, but it has another interpretation as well: namely, John 

ear~ed a lot of money which he intends for Mary. The surprising 

thing about this is that it is the latter interpretation which 

conforms to our characterization of the domain of the alternation, 

and not the former, which is actually the one preserved in the 

alternation. Thus we actually have two problems: one is to 

exclude earn on the latter Interpretation from the domain of the 

alternation; the other is to generate (viii) on both lnterpreta- 



t i o n s .  A p o s s i b l e  way t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  l a t t e r  problem i s  t o  t a k e  

t h e  double  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e  a s  b a s i c ,  and w r i t e  a  r u l e  which 

c o n v e r t s  it t o  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  - f o r - c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Such a  r u l e  

would r e q u i r e  c a r e f u l  f o rmu la t i on ,  however, f o r  it would be 

nece s sa ry  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  c a s e s  l i k e  (ix) from a  l a r g e  v a r i e t y  of 

o t h e r  s e n t e n c e s  o c c u r r i n g  i n  t h e  double  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e ,  i n c l u d i n g  

s e n t e n c e s  whose v e r b  i s  e a r n :  

x )  Success  ea rned  a  man I know many f r i e n d s .  

x i )  ?*Success ea rned  many f r i e n d s  f o r  a man I know. 

Even i f  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  w r i t e  such a r u l e ,  t h i s  approach l e a v e s  

t h e  f i rs t  problem untouched. I have no b e t t e r  account  of t h e s e  

f a c t s ,  however. 

53. These s e n t e n c e s  are from C a t t e l l .  

54. One might be tempted t o  c l a i m  t h a t  t e l l  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t h e  

communicative a c t  be  s u c c e s s f u l ,  bu t  t h i s  would be t o o  s t r o n g .  

Sen tences  l i k e  t h e  fo l l owing  would t h e n  be r u l e d  o u t :  

x i i )  I t o l d  Sam t h a t  i t  was r a i n i n g ,  bu t  I guess  he 

d i d n ' t  h e a r  me. 

Ra the r ,  I t h i n k  t h a t  what w e  want t o  s a y  i s  t h a t  i n  u s i n g  t h e  

v e r b  t e l l  t o  r e p o r t  a communicative s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e  speaker  c l a ims  

t h a t  what t h e  s u b J e c t  d i d  was s u f f i c i e n t  under normal circum- 

s t a n c e s  t o  a s s u r e  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  communicative a c t .  

55. I n  f a c t ,  a l o n g  w i t h  g i v e ,  t e a c h ,  b r i n ~ ,  and show, d i s c u s s e d  



e a r l i e r ,  t h e r e  a r e  many v e r b s  which deve lop  s e n s e s  i n  which t h e y  

a r e  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  double  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e .  A s  f a r  a s  I can 

t e l l ,  however, t h e s e  e x t e n s i o n s  always f a l l  roughly  i n t o  t h e  c l a s s  

o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  s e c t i o n  3.  Examples of  t h i s  a r e :  

x i i i )  Running t h e  t r a f f i c  l i g h t  g o t  John a speed ing  t i c k e t .  

x i v )  *Running t h e  t r a f f i c  l i g h t  g o t  a  speed ing  t i c k e t  f o r  

John. 

xv) The game o f f e r e d  t h e  team t h e  p o s s i b i l j . t y  of  a  

championship.  

x v i )  *The game o f f e r e d  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  a championship 

t o  t h e  team. 

A r e l i a b l e  i n d i c a t i o n  of t h i s  s h i f t  i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t h e  

a b i l i t y  o f  t h e s e  v e r b s  t o  t a k e  a non-animate s u b j e c t .  

56. I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  p o s s e s s i o n ,  t h e  n o t i o n  of  s u b o r d i n a t i o n  has  an 

i n t u i t i v e  a p p e a l ,  i n  t h a t  ownership o f  a n  o b j e c t  seems t o  g i v e  one 

more r i g h t s  o v e r  i t s  d i s p o s i t i o n  t h a n  does  mere cus tody .  The 

e x i s t e n c e  o f  c h a i n s  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  r e n d e r s  t h e  e x t e n s i o n  o f  

s u b o r d i n a t i o n  t o  t h e s e  c a s e s  n o t  t o t a l l y  i m p l a u s i b l e .  Even t h e s e  

c a s e s  make one somewhat uncomfor table ,  however. But I s e e  no 

i n t u i t i v e  way i n  which t o  'extend t h i s  r io t ion  t o  speak ing  and hea r -  

i n g .  R a t h e r ,  it seems as i f  w e  are d e a l i n g  h e r e  w i t h  two s i d e s  

o f  t h e  same l i n g u i s t i c  c o i n .  

57. The problem i s  n o n - t r i v i a l ,  s i n c e  f o r  many of t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  

c a s e s  the  r o l e  of t h e  i n t e n t i o n  r e l a t i o n  i n  t h e  set  o f  t r u t h -  
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c o n d i t i o n s  w i l l  be  i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  from t h e  f o r - d a t i v e  c a s e s .  - 

58. F o r  i n s t a n c e ,  c o n s i d e r  a s e n t e n c e  l i k e  ( i ) :  

I )  John showed t h e  p i c t u r e  t o  Mary. 

Sen tence  ( i )  does  n o t  meet t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  c r i t e r i o n ,  s i n c e  

e v i d e n t l y  t h e  s e n t e n c e  can  be t r u e  i f  John m e r e l y  u s h e r s  Mary 

i n t o  a room i n  which t h e  p i c t u r e  i s  hanging:  t h u s ,  t h e r e  i s  no 

r e l a t i o n  between John and t h e  p i c t u r e .  If o u r  arguments con- 

c e r n i n g  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  of a n  independent  double  o b j e c t  s u b c a t e g o r i z a -  

t i o n  f o r  show i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 3  are c o r r e c t ,  however, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

show a p p a r e n t l y  does n o t  m e e t - t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  c r i t e r i o n  does  

n o t  a f f e c t  o u r  a n a l y s i s  i n  a s e r i o u s  way. It  i s  a  problem f o r  

t h e  c o n j e c t u r e  s t a t e d  i n  t h e  t e x t  t h a t  t h e  v e r b s  o f  Case 1 do 

n o t  o c c u r  i n  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  because  t h e y  f a i l  

t o  meet t h e  t r a n s f e r r a n c e  c r i t e r i o n .  



11. Syr ctic Aspects of the Dative Constructions 

In Part One, certain semantic aspects of the dative 

constructions have been discussed, and we have suggested 

formulations of the dative alternations ,which account for 

certain aspects of the domains in question. The question now 

arises as to the status of the dative alternations in a 

graminar of contemporary English. Are they transforma$ional 

rules which map phrase-markers onto phrase-markers, or are 

they rules of lexical redundancy? Solid support for the 

transformational alternative would exist if it could be 

shown that the postulation of a datlve transformation pro- 

vided some insight into some of the syntactic idiosyncrasies 

of the dative constructions. As an illustration of this type 

of argument, consider the Interaction of the there-insertion 

transformation and the passive transformation: there- 

Insertion applies to theoutput 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 oonstructions .' The reason:: for 

this is that i f  no standard account of the problem exists, 



and i t  seems u n l i k e l y  t h a t  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  accoun t  o f  t h e  

d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n s  w i l l  p r o v i d e  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  problem, 

t h e n  s o l u t i o n s  t o  t h e s e  problems--although o f  i n t e r e s t - - d o  

n o t  bear on t h e  c h o i c e  between a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  we are 

c o n s i d e r i n g .  Rathel., w e  w i l l  c o n c e n t r a t e  on c a s e s  f o r  which 

t h e r e  i s  some i n i t i a l  p l a u s i b i l i t y  t o  t h e  v a l u e  of  a t r a n s -  

f o r m a t i o n a l  a c c o u n t .  The c a s e s  w e  have chosen  i n v o l v e  

pronominal  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  second o b j e c t  i n  t h e  doub le  

o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of t h e  p a s s i v e  and t h e  

d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  w i t h  p a r t i c l e s ,  and movement c o n s t r a i n t s  on t h e  

doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  For  each  o f  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  we 

s h a l l  a r g u e  tha t  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  accoun t  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n  p r o v i d e s  no I n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  problem 

a t  i s s u e .  S i n c e  f o r  t h e  most part we t a k e  up each  q u e s t i o n  

I n  i s o l a t i o n ,  Part Two h a s  a c e r t a i n  f r agmenta ry  c h a r a c t e r .  

But i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  d e c i d e  each  c a s e  on i ts  own merits, 

and t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  we a r r i v e  a t  p l a y s  a n  i m p o r t a n t  r o l e  

i n  P a r t  Three ,  where w e  t a k e  up t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n  In more detail. 



Pronominal R e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  Double ObJect Construction.  

1 . 0  It has o f t e n  been noted t h a t  double-object cons t ruc t ions  

i n  whlch t h e  second ob jec t  is an uns t ressed  d e f i n i t e  pronoun 

a r e  ungrammatical. Thus, c o n t r a s t  (1) and ( 2 ) :  

1) J ~ h n  s e n t  i t  t o  Arnold. 
2 )  *John s e n t  Arnold i t .  

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  w e  w i l l  cons ider  two ways i n  whlch t o  

account f o r  t h e  deviance of ( 2 ) :  one based on a transform- 

a t i o n a l  account o f  the  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ;  one based on an 

output  f i l t e r .  I w i l l  argue t h a t  t h e  output  f i l t e r  i s  

s u p e r i o r  t o  t h e  t ransformat ional  account i n  s e v e r a l  r e s p e c t s .  

1.1 Pronominal ins t ances  o f  t h e  second o b j e c t .  

Under c e r t a i n  condi t ions ,  t h e  second ob jec t  may be 

pronominal. Note first o f  a l l  that  i f  a pronominal second 

obdect bears stress, a s i t u a t i o n  compatible w i t h  a con t ras t -  

i v e ,  emphatic, o r  d e i c t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  sentences  l i k e  ( 3 )  

a r e  much improved. It is necessary t o  change t h e  pronoun i n  

ques t ion ,  however, s i n c e  - i t  i s  incapable o f  bear ing  s t r e s s .  

3 )  I know you had t o  send h e r  something, but  why d i d  
you send Mary them? 

Second, what happens i n  a case i n  which both NPts are 

pronouns? I n  my speech t h e r e  is  a h ierarchy  o f  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  

based on two parameters: greater reduct ion  of t h e  first 



pronoun i n c r e a e e s  a c c e p t a b i l i t y ;  g r e a t e r  prominence of  t h e  

second pronoun i n c r e a s e s  a c c e p t a b i l i t y .  

I n  ( 4 )  below, I have cons t ruc t ed  a table  based on f o u r  

d i s t i n c t  phone t ic  r e a l i z a t i o n s  of  t h e  pronoun them: %m, arm, 

By, Ah. 

Ranking a l l  o f  t h e s e  combinations i n  a p r e c i s e  way i s  a 

task f o r  which I have n e i t h e r  t h e  t a l e n t  no r  t h e  p a t i e n c e .  

Never the less ,  I t h i n k  t h e  p o i n t  i s  c l e a r :  t h e  c r u c i a l  a s p e c t  

o f  t h i s  problem has  t o  do w i t h  t h e  r e l a t i v e  prominence of 

t h e  pronounsiinvolved.  Furthermore, as it happens, pronouns 

d i f f e r  f r o m  one a n o t h e r  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  f a c t o r s  l i k e  re- 

d u c e a b i l i t y ,  t h e  ease with  which they  c l i t i c i z e  t o  t h e  verb ,  

and a o  f o r t h .  Compare t h e  fo l lowing  cases, f o r  example: 

5 )  Qimme It (back)!  
6a) *He d i d n ' t  g i v e  you i t ,  d i d  he.  
b) ?*He d i d n ' t  g i v e  ya I t ,  d i d  he.  



Note a s  w e l l ,  t h a t  when t h e  pronoun Is i n d e f i n i t e ,  v i o l a t i o n s  

comparable t o  ( 2 )  do not e x i s t :  

7 )  The reason you d i d n ' t  g e t  one was t h a t  I never s e n t  
you one. 

8 )  I s e n t  Arnold one a s  wel l .  

With r e spec t  t o  f u l l  N P ' s ,  t h e r e  seem t o  be no r e s t r i c t i o n s  

a t  a l l :  

9 )  I s e n t  John the package. 
1 0 )  I sen t  John a package. 
11) I handed a man a l e a f l e t .  
1 2 )  I handed an usher t h e  t i c k e t .  

1 . 2  Two accounts of the  pronominal r e s t r i c t i o n .  

1 .2 .1  A su r face  f i l t e r  

We may desc r ibe  t h e  above a r r a y  o f  f a c t s  i n  terms o f  a 

su r face  f i l t e r  s t a t e d  as fol lows:  

13) The following s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e  i s  ungrammatical 
if NP1 Is h igher  on t h e  s c a l e  o f  prominence than 
NP2. 

'Prominence' i s  def ined  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  
fol lowing h ierarchy:  a lower number r e f l e c t s  lower 
prominence. 

1. c l i t i c i z e d  pronouns 
2. m e ,  i t  - - 
3.  E, sou 
4. o t h e r  t h i r d  person pronoun8 
5. every th ing  else. 



Such a fil$er or output condition is a descriptive device. 

It is possible that future insights into the English in- 

tonational system may allow us to dispense with it. 

1.2.2 A tsansformational account. 

If the data presented in section 2 are correct, it is 

incorrect to include in the specification of the structural 

description of the dative movement transformation, as is 

sometimes done, a requirement to the effect that th? direct 

object must be non-pronominal . Furthermore, assuming that 

our hierarchy of prominence is in fact correct, it 1.s 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 details, 

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 : 

condition: term 5 is not higher on the hierarchy 
of prominence than term 3. 

1.3 A cornpariaon. 

In the cases so far discussed, the transformational 

account and the output condition are equivalent. Yet there 



are two ways i n  which t h e  d i f f e r e n t  t h e o r i e s  have d i f f e r e n t  

consequences.  F i r s t ,  on t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  a c c o u n t ,  any 

a p p l i c a t i o n  of  r u l e  ( 1 4 )  i s  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  s t a t e d  c o n d i t i o n .  

The re fo r e ,  no d e r i v a t i o n  may i n c l u d e  an  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  ( 1 4 )  

which v i o l a t e s  t h i s  c o n d i t i o n .  On t h e  ou tpu t - cond i t i on  

t h e o r y ,  such a p p l i c a t i o n s  a r e  allowed j u s t  s o  l o n g  a s  t h e  de- 

r i v a t i o n  i n  which they  o c c u r  does no t  resu l t  i n  a s t r u c t u r e  

which v i o l a t e s  t h e  o u t p u t  c o n d i t i o n  stated i n  ( 1 3 ) .  Second, 

on t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  a ccoun t ,  t h e  dev iance  o f  s e n t e n c e s  

l i k e  ( 2 )  i s  i n c u r r e d  as a r e s u l t  of t h e  m i s a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  

( 14 ) .  Thus,  i f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  r u l e d  o u t  by t h e  o u t p u t  con- 

d i t i o n  (13 )  shou ld  be  gene ra t ed  independen t ly  o f  t h e  a p p l i -  

c a t i o n  of  (14), t h e  o u t p u t  c o n d i t i o n  ( 1 3 )  w i l l  r u l e  i t  o u t ,  

whereas t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  accoun t  based on ( 1 4 )  w i l l  take 

no s t a n d  on t h e  g r a r h ~ a t i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  such a s t r u c t u r e .  On 

bo th  t h e s e  c o u n t s ,  t h e  t h e o r y  based on t h e  o u t p u t  c o n d i t i o n  

i s  s u p e r i o r .  

1 .3 .1  The P a s s i v e  

We may de te rmine  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  first d i f f e r e n c e  

between t h e  two accoun t s  by c o n a i d e r i n g  t h e  p a s s i v e  t r a n s -  

fo rmat ion .  Given s t a n d a r d  f o r m u l a t i o n s  of  t h e  pa sb ive  t r a n s -  

f o rma t ion ,  it is  obvious  t h a t  t h e  d a t i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  ( 1 4 )  

--or a t  least t h a t  branch of it which c o n t a i n s  t o  - i n  t h e  

f o u r t h  term--may o n l y  app ly  b e f o r e  t h e  p a s s i v e  : o t h e r w i s e  i t s  

s t r u c t u r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  w i l l  n o t  be met. Fur thermore ,  t h i s  



orde r ing ,  a s  i s  well-known, i s  necessary i n  o r d e r  t o  genera te  

sen tences  such a s  

1 5 )  John was o f f e r e d  t h e  Job. 

Now, i f  t h e  cond i t ion  on r u l e  ( 1 4 )  i s  c o r r e c t ,  the s u b j e c t  of 

pas s ives  l i k e  (15)  should never be h igher  on t h e  h ie ra rchy  of 

prominence than  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  ( i n  ( 1 5 ) ,  t h e  j o b ) .  The 

output  cond i t ion  (13)  i s  I r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  grammatical s t a t u s  

of  such sen tences ,  s i n c e  i t  i s  a p p l i c a b l e  on ly  t o  d i f f e r e n t  

s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e s .  

I n  t h l s  ca se ,  t h e  t r ans fo rma t iona l  account i s  c l e a r l y  

f a l s i f i e d .  Consider cases  l i k e  t h e  fol lowing:  

1 6 )  --Did John t a k e  t h e  job? 
--John was never  o f f e r e d  i t :  how could he  t a k e  i t?  

1 7 )  --What d i d  t h e  judges t h i n k  o f  Harry 's  e t ch ings?  
--I don ' t  know; f o r  some reason ,  t h e  Judges were 

never shown them. 

1 .3 .2  Although t h e  above argument provides  s u f f i c i e n t  j u s t i -  

f i c a t i o n  t o  adopt t h e  account based on (13) over  t h e  account 

based on (14), t h e r e  i s  a more genera l  reason  t o  do s o  a s  

well: t h l s  i s  because (13)  o f f e r s  an account of  a broader  

range o f  f a c t s  than  does ( 1 4 ) .  A s  I argued i n  Part One, t h e r e  

are numerous i n s t a n c e s  of double o b j e c t  cons t ruc t ions  which 

do not  p l a u s i b l y  undergo r u l e  ( 1 4 )  o r  something l i k e  i t  i n  
I 

t h e  course  of' t h e i r  d e r i v a t i o n .  Yet t h e  condition on p ~ o -  

mlnence formulated i n  (13) ho lds  f o r  t h e s e  cases  as well. 



An account  o f  t h e  deviance of  t h e s e  sen tences  based on r u l e  

( 1 4 )  i s  imposs ib le  i n  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  s i n c e  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  

( o r  m i s a p p l i c a t i o n )  of r u l e  ( 1 4 )  i s  simply i r r e l e v a n t  t o  

t h e i r  gene ra t ion .  A few examples: 

1 8 )  Max s u r e  has an  ugly s c a r .  Where d i d  h e  g e t  i t?  
*What gave him i t?  I *What gave i t  t o  him? 

1 9 )  A s  f o r  John ' s  t a l e n t s ,  I envy them. 
2 0 )  *As f o r  John ' s  t a l e n t s ,  I envy him them. 
2 1 )  A s  f a r  as h i s  f o r t u n e  i s  concerned, he earned i t .  
2 2 )  *As fa r  as h i s  f o r t u n e  i s  concerned, h i s  d i l i g e n c e  

earned him i t .  

I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  ou tpu t  c o n d i t i o n  o f f e r s  a more gene ra l  s t a t e -  

ment o f  t h e s e  f a c t s  t han  i s  p o s s i b l e  on an account  based  on 

( 1 4 ) .  

1 . 4  Summary 

I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  I have a t t empted  t o  fo rmula te  more 

p r e c i s e l y  t h e  cond i t i ons  under which a pronominal d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  a f f e c t s  the  grammatical s t a t u s  o f  double o b j e c t  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s .  Furthermore,  I have t r i ed  t o  show t h a t  t h e  

a p p r o p r i a t e  way i n  which t o  account  f o r  t h e  deviance o f  

s en t ences  l i k e  ( 2 )  is  by means of an  ou tpu t  cond i t i on .  A s  I 

mentioned i n  s e c t i o n  L 1 ,  i t  i s  t o  be  hoped t h a t  t h e  

p a r t i c u l a r  f e a t u r e s  o f  t h i s  ou tpu t  c o n d i t i o n  w i l l  fo l low from 

more g e n e r a l  c o n s i d z r a t i o n s  on t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  Engl i sh  

i n t o n a t i o n .  One i n d i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  i s  t h a t  v e r b - p a r t i c l e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  mani fes t  similar r e s t r i c t i o n s .  



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 is clear 

that the constraints on pronominal occurrence offer no support 

whatsoever to a transformational theory of the dative 

alternation. 



2. On t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  p a s s i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  t o  t h e  

doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

2.0 I n  h i s  c l a s s i c  t r e a t m e n t  of  t h e  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  

F i l l m o r e  (1965) no ted  two p e c u l i a r i t i e s  concern ing  t h e  l n t e r -  

a c t i o n  of  t h e  p a s s i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  and t h e  double  

object c o n s t r u c t i o n .  One concerns  t h e  fact t h a t  some double  

o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  r e l a t e d  t o  ' t o - d a t i v e s 1  - have two 

p a s s i v e s ;  t h e  o t h e r  concern8 t h e  f a c t  t h a t  double  o b j e c t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  related t o  ' f o r - d a t i v e s '  do n o t  normal ly  under- 

go t h e  p a s s i v e  a t  a l l .  I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  I sha l l  p r e s e n t  a 

t h e o r y  which a c c o u n t s  f o r  c e r t a i n  h i t h e r t o  u n n o t i c e d  p roper -  

t i e s  of  the second p a s s i v e  i n  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  

r e l a t e d  t o  t o - d a t i v e s .  And a l t h o u g h  I have no comple te ly  

s a t i s f a c t o r y  accoun t  o f  t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  t h e  p a s s i v e  i n  t h e  

doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  related t o  ' f o r - d a t i v e s ' ,  - I s h a l l  

c a l l  i n t o  ques tdon  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  t r e a t i n g  t h i s  

problem o n  t h e  basis o f  r u l e - o r d e r i n g ,  as F i l l m o r e  s u g g e s t s .  

2 .1  The problem of  two p a s s i v e s .  

F i l l m o r e  n o t e d  the  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm: 

1 )  H e  gave a book t o  me. 
2 )  He gave me a book. 
3) A book was given t o  m e .  
4 I was given a book. 
5 )  A book was g i v e n  me. 

The existence of sentence8 l i k e  (5)--which I refer t o  as t h e  



' second pa s s ive ' - - i s  somewhat p rob l ema t i c .  Are w e  t o  ex t end  

t h e  p a s s i v e  i n  some way s o  as t o  d e r i v e  ( 5 )  d i r e c t l y  by  t h e  

p a s s i v e ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  unde r ly ing  ( 2 ) ?  O r  i s  

i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  ma in t a in  t h e  form o f  t h e  p a s s i v e  r u l e  i n t a c t ,  

perhaps  by add ing  a r u l e  d e l e t i n g  -3 t o  as sugges t ed  In 

Jackendof f  and Cu l i cove r  (1971)?  Another a l t e r n a t i v e  would 

be  t o  monkey around wi th  r u l e  o r d e r i n g  and a l l ow  t h e  p a s s i v e  

t o  app ly  a f t e r  the - t o - d a t i v e  r u l e  i n  some d e r i v a t i o n s  

( y i e l d i n g  ( 4 ) ) ,  and i n  o t h e r  d e r i v a t i o n s  a l l o w i n g  t h e  p a s s i v e  

t o  app ly  first and f i x i n g  up t h e  d a t i v e  r u l e  somehow s o  as 

Co d e r i v e  ( 5 ) .  

F i l l m o r e ' s  accoun t  o f  a l l t h i s  is as fo l l ows :  h i s  

grammar c o n t a i n s  t h e  base r u l e s :  

6 )  v -+ Vtr Nom (Man) 

'tr -+ Vt 

vt -+ VA Ac 

v~ -+ V t i o t  

V t io t  -+ V t i o t  TO Nom 

These r u l e s  g e n e r a t e  trees l i k e  h i s  ( T O ) ,  t h e  r e l e v a n t  

details o f  which I reproduce  below: 



4 '\ 
Nom 

V t i o t  TO  om 

5 - '  

To renerate sentences like ( 2 ) ,  Fillmore postulates a rule 

deleting 'TO1. If this rule dQes not apply, the constituent 

'AC1 is postposed to the right of INom1, generating (1). 

The passive is formulated: 

8) SD: Nom- (Prev) Aux- 4 ) -Noml-Y 

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 



c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  second p a s s i v e  which h e  f a i l e d  t o  address.  We 

s h a l l  propose  an a l t e r n a t i v e  a c c o u n t ,  which,  however, i s  

similar i n  s p i r i t  t o  t h e  one F i l l m o r e  p r e s e n t s .  

. 2-1 .1  The  most s t r i k i n g  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  which 

e x h i b i t  t h e  second p a s s i v e  i s  t h a t  i n  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  t h e  

examples I have e n c o u n t e r e d ,  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  a pronoun. 

For  example,  o f  t h e  numerous c i t a t i o n s  o f f e r e d  by J e s p e r s e n  

( I I I . 1 5 . 2 * ;  I I I . 1 5 . 5 ) ,  o n l y  one--from t h e  f i f t e e n t h - c e n t u r y  

writer Malory--contains a non-pronominal i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  

Nor have I found such examples among t h e  e x t e n s i v e  data c i t e d  

by Poutsma, S i m i l a r l y ,  I have encoun te red  examples o f  t h i s  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  among Mark Twain 's  l e t t e r s ,  on t h e  Op-Ed page 

o f  t h e  New York T imes  i n  r e c e n t  months,  and on t h e  CBS 

Evening N e w s :  i n  e v e r y  c a s e  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  a pronoun. 2 

Compare t h e  f o l l o w i n g  examples:  

9 )  No e x p l a n a t i o n  was g i v e n  them. 
1 0 )  The j o b  was o f f e r e d  him. 
11) Fake documents were g i v e n  him. 
1 2 )  *Who were fake documents g iven?  
1 3 )  *Who was t h e  j o b  o f f e r e d ?  
k4) #The job  wasn ' t  o f f e r e d  Max, i t  was o f f e r e d  H a r r y .  
1 5 )  *The t u b a  was g i v e n  John P h i l l i p s  Sousa.  

1 I w i l l  o f f e r  two ways  o f  t r e a t i n g  t h i s  phenomenon w i t h o u t  
I 

I c h o o s i n g  between them. I n  t h e  f i r s t ,  w e  p o s t u l a t e  a c l i t i -  

c l z a t i o n  o r  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  r u l e  which o p t i o n a l l y  i n c o r p o r a t e s  

I t h e  first of  two noun p h r a s e s  t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  v e r b  (if 

1 it i s  a d e f i n i t e  pronoun) i n  such a way as t o  make a s i n g l e  



constituent of the verb and pronoun. T h i s  rule I s  written: 

16) Cliticization: 

SD: X-V- [+~i:~] - NP - Y 
tdef 

1 2  3 4 5 

SC: 1-2t3-4-5 

Assuming that the passlve transfo~mation preposes the first 

NP follc~lng V, if (16) applies, then the passive rule will 

generate sentences like (5) automatlcally, since the verbb 

and the pronominal first object will be analyzed together 

as V. 

An alternative analysis asslmllates the second passive 

to the pseudo-passive, which allows a preposition to lnter- 

venz between the verb and the noun phrase preposed by the 

passive transformation. On this formulation, the passive is 

written as follows (Ignoring details irrelevant to our 

purpose ) : 

. 17) Passive: 
P - 



A q u e s t i o n  t h a t  a r i s e s  w i t h  t h i s  f o r m u l a t i o n ,  however, con- 

c e r n s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  under  t h e  u s u a l  convent ions- - In  which the 

p a r e n t h e s i z e d  m a t e ~ i a l  i s  o b l i g a t o r i l y  Inc luded  i n  t h e  

a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  p h r a s e  marker i f  p o s s i b l e - - t h e  p a s s l v e  cou ld  

n e v e r  a p p l y  t o  a pronominal  f i r s t  o b j e c t :  obv loua ly  a bad 

r e s u l t  i n  view of  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  ( 4 ) .  I f  t h i s  I s  c o r r e c t ,  

t h e  a n a l y s i s  based on t h e  c l i t i c i z a t i o n  r u l e  ( 1 6 )  13 t o  b e  

p r e f e r r e d .  

I g n o r i n g  t h i s  problem, however, we may s e e  t h a t  e i t h e r  

a n a l y s i s  i s  s u p e r i o r  t o  s e v e r a l  p o s s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  I t  

i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see how t h e  pronominal  r e s t r i c t i o n  c o u l d  be  

I n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  p a s s i v e  r u l e  as F i l l m o r e  has fo rmula ted  

i t .  Fur the rmore ,  b o t h  o f  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n s  p r e s e n t e d  above 

d i f fer  from a c c o u n t s  which,  l i k e  t h a t  o f  J a c k e n d o f f  and 

C u l i c o v e r ,  are based on a r u l e  o f  t o - d e l e t i o n  - a p p l y i n g  a f te r  

t h e  p a s s i v e .  A consequence o f  e i ther  o f  o u r  f o r m u l a t i o n s  

1s t h a t  t h e  second pass ive  a p p l i e s  only t o  cases which o c c u r  

i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Accounts based on t o -  

d e l e t i o n  f a i l  t o  e x p r e s s  t h i s  dependency and a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  

w i t h  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of paradigms which would paral lel  t h a t  

g i v e n  below w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  t h a t  the s e n t e n c e  c o r r e s -  

ponding t o  ( 2 0 )  would b e  grammatical: 

18) Karl r e p o r t e d  the  news t o  m e .  
19) 'Karl r e p o r t e d  m e  t h e  news. 
20) (*)The news was r e p o r t e d  me. 

No such paradigms e x i s t ,  however, and  i t  is  a p o i n t  i n  



f a v o r  o f  t h e  a n a l y s e s  we have s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e y  are b o t h  

i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y .  

Fur the rmore ,  we e x p e c t  t o  f i n d  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e :  

2 1 )  My s i n s  were f o r g i v e n  me. 

Although judgments here are n o t  n o t a b l e  f o r  t h e i r  r e l i a b i l i t y ,  

I b e l i e v e  t h a t  ( 2 1 )  i s  eas i ly  p o s s i b l e ,  whereas ( 2 0 )  i s  

q u i t e  i m p o s s i b l e .  The p o i n t  i s  tha t  there l a  no e v i d e n c e  t o  

s u g g e s t  t h a t  ( 2 1 )  shou ld  be d e r i v e d  from e i t h e r  o f  t h e  sen-  

t e n c e s  I n  ( 2 2 ) :  

2 2 )  *NP f o r g a v e  my s i n s  t o  me.  
NP f o r  gave my s i n s  f o r  me. 

If t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  it p r o v i d e s  f u r t h e r  e v i d e n c e  f o r  t h e  

s u p e r i o r i t y  o f  e i t h e r  one  o f  o u r  f o r m u l a t i o n s  o v e r  a r u l e  o f  

t o - d e l e t i o n .  - 

2.1.2 A d i g r e s s i o n .  

If t h i s  accoun t  o f  the second p a s s i v e  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  

might be  o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  c o n s i d e r  how it developed d u r t n g  t h e  

c o u r s e  of t h e  h i s t o r y  of E n g l l s h .  Although I have n o t  been 

a b l e  t o  u n d e r t a k e  t h i s  t a s k  w i t h  any thoroughness ,  the 

examples  c i t e d  by J e s p e r s e n  s u g g e s t  t h e  f o l ~ o w i n g  c o n J e c t u r e .  

A t  t h e  i n i t i a l  s t a g e  a t  which w e  are i n t e r e s t e d ,  t h e  

E n g l i s h  p a s s i v e  was d e f i n e d  over t h e  c a s e  sys tem,  t h e  

a c c u s a t i v e  becoming t h e  derived s u b j e c t .  There  was a l s o  a 



r u l e  f r o n t i n g  t h e  d ~ t i v e  t o  t h e  i n i t i a l  p o s i t i o n .  (An a l t e r -  

n a t i v e  h e r e  would b e  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h e  f r o n t i n g  p r o c e s s  a 

s i n g l e  r u l e ,  o p e r a t i n g  on bo th  c a s e s  ; t h e  d i s t l . nc t l .on  be- 

tween t h e  two c a s e s  would l i e  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  o n l y  t h e  

a c c u s a t i v e  became nominat ive  and t r i g g e r e d  s u b j e c t - v e r b  

ag reement . )  T h i s  sys tem i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same a s  t h e  

p r e s e n t  German system. 

G r a d u a l l y ,  however, t h e  p a s s i v e  was r e s t r u c t u r e d  s o  t h a t  

it a p p l i e d  o n l y  t o  t h e  f i rs t  NP f o l l o w i n g  t h e  v e r b .  T h i s  

r e s t r u c t u r i n g  was probab ly  i n t i m a t e l y  t i e d  up w i t h  t h e  l o s s  

o f  case-marking. It i s  well-known t h a t  t h e  pronominal  

sys tem was (and i s )  t h e  l a s t  b a s t i o n  o f  c a s e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  

E n g l i s h .  T h e r e f o r e ,  we might e x p e c t  tha t  t h e  pronominal  

d a t i v e  m i g ~ ~ t  be t h e  f i n a l  ho ldou t  i n  t h e  s t r u g g l e  between 

t h e  case -de f ined  p a s s i v e  and t h e  o r d e r - d e f i n e d  p a s s i v e .  I n  

t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  from t h e  one  t o  t h e  o the r ' ,  t h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  

t h e  c l i t i c i z a t i o n  r u l e  (16)  o r  t h e  m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  pas-  

s i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  s u g g e s t e d  i n  ( 1 7 )  would f a c i l i t a t e  t h i n g s  

I by k e e p i n g  t h e  d a t a  b a s e  more o r  l a s s  homogeneous. 

2 . 2  The i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  p a s s i v e  and ' f o r - d a t i v e s t  - 
F i l l m o r e  a l s o  n o t i c e d  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  r e f l e c t e d  In t h e  

f o l l o w i n g  paradigms : 

23 a )  Nelson gave a r a n c h  t o  Wx. 
b )  A r a n c h  was g l v e n  t o  Max by Nelson. 
c )  Nelson gave Max a ranch .  
d )  Max was given a r a n c h  by Nelson. 



24 a )  Nelson bought a ranch  f o r  Max. 
b )  A r anch  was bought f o r  Max by Nelson. 
c )  Nelson bought Max a  r a n c h .  
d l ? *  Max was bought a ranch  by Nelson. 

H e  proposed t o  account  f o r  this d i f f e r e n c e  by  o r d e r i n g  t h e  

r u l e  of  - f o r - d a t i v e  movement, a n e c e s s a r y  p r e l i m i n a r y  t o  t h e  

g e n e r a t i o n  o f  (24d)  a f t e r  t h e  p a s s i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n ,  t h u s  

b l o c k i n g  t h e  g e n e r a t i o n  o f  (24d). T h i s  p r o p o s a l  h a s  a l s o  

t h e  advantage  o f  b l o c k i n g  what w e  c a l l e d  above t h e  second 

p a s s i v e  from a p p l y i n g  i n  t h e  c a s e  i n  which t h e  f i rst  o b j e c t  

i s  r e l a t e d  t o  s e n t e n c e s  w i t h  - f o r - d a t i v e s ,  and i n  f a c t  t h e r e  

a p p e a r  t o  be  no s e n t e n c e s  o f  t h i s  t y p e .  Yet t h e r e  are 

grounds f o r  wondering whether  o r d e r i n g  i s  In f a c t  t h e  c o r r e c t  

way o f  h a n d l i n g  t h i s  problem. 

2 .2 .1  F i r s t ,  t h e r e  are s e n t e n c e s  which i n v o l v e  t h e  

a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  p a s s i v e  t o  c a s e s  which would be d e r i v e d  

f r o m  - f o r - d a t i v e s  i n  such  a sys tem which are bet ter  t h a n  w e  

would e x p e c t  on such  a n  a c c o u n t .  

25) ?I d o n ' t  see how you can  be g o t t e n  any more money t h a n  
we've a l r e a d y  found f o r  you. 

2 6 )  ? A f t e r  a g r e a t  deal o f  t r o u b l e  on  t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  
o r g a n i z e r s ,  John was f i n a l l y  found a p l a c e  
t o  s t a y  i n  a f r a t e r n i t y  house s e v e r a l  b l o c k s  
away from t h e  b u i l d i n g  i n  which t h e  mee t ings  
were t o  be h e l d .  

2 7 )  ? H e a r s t  had h i m s e l f  b u i l t  a f a n t a s t i c  and  o p u l e n t  
mansion a l o n g  t h e  c o a s t  t o  t h e  n o r t h  o f  
h s  Angeles.  

Such s e n t e n c e s  are s t y l i s t i c a l l y  complex, t o  be s u r e ,  and I n  

ways which probab ly  favor t h e  order of c o n s t i t u e n t s  which 



t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  p a s s i v e  produces .  But such  s e n t e n c e s  

do n o t  e x h i b i t  t h e  s t r i k i n a  ungrammat lca l l ty  which i s  l n -  

volved i n  c a s e s  o f  o r d e r i n g  v i o l a t i o n s  where t h e  o r d e r i n g  

o f  two r u l e s  i s  known t o  be e s s e n t i a l ,  e . g .  t h e  o r d e r i n g  o f  

p a s s i v e  and s u b j e c t - v e r b  agr*-ement, f o r  example: 

2 8 )  The p o l i c e  were a r r e s t i n g  me. 
2 9 )  *I were b e i n g  a r r e s t e d  by t h e  p o l i c e .  

I t  would be rash t o  c l a i m  any s o r t  o f  s p e c i a l  i n t u i t i o n  as 

t o  t h e  k i n d  o f  ungrammat ica l i ty  which i s  produced by  d i f -  

f e r e n t  s o r t s  o f  v i o l a t i o n s  of t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  grammar. 

N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  w e  n o t e  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  o r d e r i n g  a r r a n g e -  

ments which are n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  

grarnm'atical s e n t e n c e s  have a d i f f e r e n t  t h e o r e t i c a l  s t a t u s  

t h a n  o r d e r i n g  a r rangements  which a r e  p o s t u l a t e d  t o  b l o c k  t h e  

g e n e r a t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  ungrammatical  s e n t e n c e s .  The J u s t i -  

f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  t h a t  i n  t h e  one case,  t h e  

p o s t u l a t e d  o r d e r i n g  i s  e s s e n t i a l ,  whereas i n  t h e  l a t t e r  c a s e ,  

t h e r e  are o t h e r  means a v a i l a b l e  t o  b lock  ungrammatical  c a s e s .  

2 .2 .2  A c q u i s i t i o n  o f  o r d e r i n g  

Let  u s  assume t h a t  F i l l m o r e l s  o r d e r i n g  i s  c o r r e c t .  I t  

f o l l o w s  t h a t  t h o s e  who know t h e  language  w i l l  n o t  produce 

s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  ( 2 4 ) .  F u r t h e r ,  l e t  u s  assume t h a t  a c h i l d  i s  

p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  d a t a  similar t o  (23-d) and ( 24 -c ) ,  b u t  n o t h i n g  

c o r r e s p o n d i n g  t o  (24-6). And l e t  u s  suppose  t h a t  t h e  c h i l d  

n e v e r  u t t e r s  a s e n t e n c e  l i k e  (24-d)--or, i f  s o ,  t h a t  t h e  



l a p s e  goes u n c o r r e c t e d .  Now, g i v e n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  how can 

F i l l m o r e T s  s y s t e m  accoun t  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c h i l d r e n  become 

a d u l t s  who r e j e c t  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  (24-d) ,  even when t h e y  h e a r  

such  s e n t e n c e s  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  (as o f t e n  happens i n  

i n t r o d u c t o r y  s y n t a x  c l a s s e s ,  one may s u p p o s e ) .  O r ,  t o  p u t  

i t  a n o t h e r  way, on what  b a s i s  w l l l  t h e  c h i l d  a s s i ~ n  t h e  p r o p e r  

o r d e r i n g  t o  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  r u l e ?  We must assume t h a t  t h e  

c h i l d  has a p r i n c i p l e d  way o f  a s s i g n i n g  t h e  c o r r e c t  o r d e r i n g  

t o  these two r u l e s  i n  t h e  absence  o f  d a t a  which b e a r s  on t h e  

problem--in t h i s  c a s e  it m i g h t  be something  l i k e  "assume 

b l e e d i n g  o r d e r  u n l e s s  p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  e v i d e n c e  t o  t h e  con- 

t r a r y " .  However, i f  t h e  o r d e r i n g  p r i n c i p l e s  s u g g e s t e d  i n  

Williams (1974) are c o r r e c t - - t h e y  b a s i c a l l y  e x t e n d  t h e  c y c l i c  

p r i n c i p l e  t o  p h r a s e  nodes benea th  t h e  s e n t e n c e  l e v e l - - ,  t h e n  

such  a p r i n c i p l e  i s  i n c o r r e c t ,  and I n  f a c t ,  t h e  o r d e r i n g  

s u g g e s t e d  by F i l l m o r e  would be i m p o s s i b l e .  

2 .2 .3  Williams (1974) h a s  p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  there e x i s t  

cases i n  which i n d i r e c t  o b J e c t s  r e l a t e d  t o  t o - p h r a s e s  - f a i l  

t o  undergo t h e  p a s s i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n .  Some cases of  t h i s  

are : 

30) John e l i p p e d  a $5 b i l l  t o  t h e  u s h e r .  
J o h n  s l i p p e d  t h e  u s h e r  a $5 b i l l .  

?*The u s h e r  was s l i p p e d  a $5 b i l l .  

31)  If I shove  t h e  sa l t  t o  you, w i l l  you s t o p  c r y i n g ?  
If I ahove you the s a l t ,  w i l l  you a t o p  c r y i n g ?  

?@If y o u ' r e  ahoved t h e  a a l t ,  w i l l  you s t o p  c r y i n g ?  
(cf .  If y o u ' r e  paased  t h e  s a l t ,  w l l l  you s t o p  c r y i n g ?  



Although such  examples do n o t  d i r e c t l y  f a l s i f y  P i l l m o r e ~ s  

o r d e r i n g  h y p o t h e s i s ,  t a k e n  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  examples i n  3 . 1 ,  

t h e y  do c a s t  doubt  on t h e  c l a i m  i m p l i c i t  i n  F i l l r n o r e l s  

a n a l y s i s  t h a t  t h e r e  I s  a s t r o n g  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  k ind  t o  b e  

made between t h e  p a s s i v i z a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  r e l a t e d  t o  - t o - d a t i v e s  and t h o s e  re la ted t o  -- f o r -  

d a t i v e s .  

2.2.4 I n  f a c t ,  t h e  examples c i t e d  d i r e c t l y  above are re- 

lated t o  a l a r g e r  problem. It i s  known t h a t  the re  a rc  ex- 

c e p t i o n s  t o  t h e  p a s s i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  f o r  which there  can 

be no s o l u t i o n  based  on t h e  o r d e r i n g  o f  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s .  

Jackendof f  (1972) has  p o i n t e d  o u t  c a s e s  f o r  which G r u b e r l s  

sys tem o f  t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s  p r o v i d e s  a ~ r o m i s l n g  a n a l y s i s .  

F o r  example,  i n  some c a s e s  ( b u t  n o t  a l l ) ,  t h e  n o t i o n  of 

agency i s  a p p a r e n t l y  r e l e v a n t :  

32)  The p o l i c e  nea red  t h e  house ( * c a r e f u l l y ) .  
33) The p o l i c e  approached t h e  house ( c a r e f u l l y ) .  
34)  * L e t t s  n e a r  t h e  house.  
35) Let  '3 approach t h e  house .  
36) *The house was nea red  by t h e  p o l i c e .  
37)  The house was approached by t h e  p b l i c e .  

I n  terms o f  t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  t h e  v e r b  n e a r  

Is Theme, i t s  o b j e c t  Is Goal. As t h e  absence  o f  manner 

a d v e r b i a l s  and t h e  non-occurrence o f  n e a r  benea th  t h e  hor-  

t a t o r y  le t ' s  i n d i c a t e ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  n e a r  cannot  be i n t e r -  

p re ted  a g e n t i v e l y .  Approach differs from - near i n  t h i s  regard. 

Approach i s  l i k e  near i n  t h a t  Its s u b j e c t  I s  Theme, i t s  o b j e c t  



Goal.  But i f  t h e  tests  g i v e n  a r e  a r e l i a b l e  i n d l c a t i o n ,  i t  

a l l o w s  an  a g e n t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  i t s  s u b j e c t .  T h i s  

d i f f e r e n c e  c o r r e l a t e s  w i t h  t h e  p a s s i v i z a b l . l i t y  o f  approach 

and t h e  n o n - p a s s i v i z a b i l i t y  o f  n e a r .  Note i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h a t  

when t h e  s u b J e c t  o f  approach cannot  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a g e n t l v e l y  

(1.e. when It i s  i n a n i m a t e ) ,  i t  t o o  r e f u s e s  t o  p a s s i v i z e :  

38) The t o r n a d o  approached t h e  town. 
3 9 )  *The town was approached by t h e  t o r n a d o .  

w i t h  
It  i d r e s p e c t  t o  examples l i k e  t h i s  one t h a t  t h e  Thematic 

Hie ra rchy  Condit ior ,  proposed  by Jackendof f  i s  o f  i n t e r e s t .  

Suppose w e  modify Jackendof f" s h i e r a r c h y  i n  t h e  fo l low-  

i n g  way. We set  up a new Thematic R e l a t i o n  c a l l e d  ( f o l l o w i n g  

Wi l l i ams)  I n t e n t i o n a l  Goal, and p l a c e  t h i s  Thematic R e l a t i o n  

a t  t h e  ve ry  t o p  o f  J a c k e n d o f f ' s  t h e m a t i c  h f e r a r c h y .  Assuming 

t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  J a c k e n d o f f r s  framework, t h i s  f u r t h e r  as- 

sumption wculd block t h e  p a s s i v e  from a p p l y i n g  t o  c a s e s  I n  

which t h e  l e f t - m o s t  NP is related t o  - f o r - d a t i v e s .  I n  f a c t ,  

t h e r e  Is some i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  s p e e u l a t l o n  i s  n o t  a l -  

t o g e t h e r  ad hoc. The Thematic  R e l a t i o n  ' I n t e n t i o n a l  Goal1 

would subsume more cases t h a n  s imply  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e s ,  f o r  

i n s t a n c e  v a r l o u a  m o t i o n a l  cases. Thus, t h e  (pseudo-) p a s s i v e  

i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  cases would be b locked c o r r e c t l y .  

40)  The group headed for  Los Angeles  
41)  *hs  Angelee was headed f o r  by t h e  group.  

42)  John  r e a c h e d  f o r  t h e  money. 
43) ,The money was r eached  f o r  by John.  



Whether or not an account of the difficulty of passlvlz- 

ing indirect objects related to for-datives based on Jacken- - 
doff's Thematic Hierarchy can be given adequate justification, 

it is not implausible to suppose that a more adequate account 

o'f the passive transformation in general might include the 

lack of passive subjects related to far-datives as a special - 
case. 

2.2.5 Summary. 

Although we have not succeeded In formulating a satis- 

factory account of the relation between indirect objects 

with a - for-dative interpretation and the passive transforma- 

tion, I have tried to present several arguments to show that 

a skeptical attitude toward Fillmore~s ordering hypothesis 

is clearly warranted. We have tentatively suggested an 

alternative to Fillmore's theory based on Jackendoff1s them- 

atic hierarchy condition. Other promising lines of research 

also exist which are consistent with the position that the 

ungrammaticality of (2d) I s  not due to the violation of two 

extrinsically ordered rules (e.g.  Fiengo's (1974) notion of 

property-interpretatlonl). Given this state of affairs, we 

may conclude that the evidence which Fillmorels ordering 

hypothesis provides for a transformational account of the 

dative alternation is far from overwhelming. 



3. An analysis of particles and their interaction with the 

dative constructions. 

3.0 Emonds (1971)has proposed an account of the interaction 

of the dative constructions and particle movement which, if 

correct, would be a strong argument for a transformational 

account of the dative constructions, since no simple alter- 

native treatment seems to be available. Emonds argues further 

that his account of the dative alternation lends support to 

his "structure-preserving" hypothesis, since, as he puts it, 

"for reasons which have nothing to do with what I call the 

llstructure-preservlng constraint.on transformations", we are 

led to formulate the indirect obJect movement rule or rules 

as structure-preserving.'' Implicit in this statement is the 

claim that the structure-preserving hypothesis is of ex- 

planatory value, since it forces the gramarian/languagz- 

learner to choose automatically the most highly-valued 

analysis. On the other hand, Emond's concluslon has an un- 

fortunate consequence: if his statement of the rules is the 

most highly-valued, then it I s  necessary to add permutations 

to the set of transformational operations--an Increase in the 

power of transfomnatlons . 
In spite of the attractiveness of Ernonds's solution, I 

do not think that it can be right. I shall first sketch the 

fundamental points of Emonda's account. I shall then criticize 

it and propose an alternative account. 



3.1 Emonds ' s account. 

The grammar that Emonds proposes has the following base 

rules and trails format ions : 

1) PP -a P (NP) 
2) VP -+ V (NP) (PP) (PP). . . 
3 ) Particle Movement : 

1 2 3 4 - -  1-3-2-4, where 1234 is a VP 

4) Dative Movement 

In other wares, in this grammar, particles are analyzed as 

intransitive prepositions, the base position for particles 

is to the right of the direct object, particle movement is 

stated as a transformation which moves the particle from 

right to left, and dative movement is a transformation which 

permutes the direct object and the NP complement of - to or for - 
around an optional Intervening preposition, erasing the pre- 

position - to OF p for in the process. 

The argument that particles are in fact Intransitive 

instances of preposltlons is based on a variety or evidence: 



5 )  i )  l e x i c a l  o v e r l a p  
11) s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  o f  s u b c a t e g o r l z a t l o n  w i t h  respect  

t o  verbs  which  t a k e  d i r e c t i o n a l  complements 
i l l)  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  af t h e  word r i p h t  

i v )  simplification o f  t h e  stateme- t h e  format  lor, 
o f  a c e r t a l n  " e x p l e t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n "  

v )  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  o f  t h e  r u l e  o f  
d i r e c  t i o n a l  adve~?!~ p r e p o s i n g .  

With r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  Emonds 

c l a i m s  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c l e  can  a p p e a r  r ' reely i n  e i t h e r  t h e  

p o s t - v e r b a l  o r  t h e  p o s t - o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n :  

6 )  V-NP-P-PP: The t r e a s u r e r  s e n t  t h e  s c h e d u l e s  o u t  t o  
t h e  members. 

7) V-P-NP-PP: The t r e a s u r e r  s e n t  o u t  t h e  s c h e d u l e s  t o  
t h e  members. 

With r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r ~ c t l o n ,  Emonds claims 

t h a t  t h e r e  are t h r e e  d i a l e c t s :  

8 )  D i a l e c t  A :  V-NP-P-NP 
V-P-NP-NP 

*V-NP-NP-P 

Dialect B :  V-NP-P-NP 
?*V-P-NP-NP 
*V-NP-NP-P 

Dialect C :  l i k e  Dialect A w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t o - d a t i v e s  
l i k e  Dialect B with r e s p e c t  t o  E r - d a t i v e  

In Dialect A, dative movement i s  ordered before particle 

movement. This generates t h e  appropriate range of s t r u c t u r e s  

t o  9 )  V-NP-P-fo,-NP (neither rule  applies 

V-NP-P-NP (dative mvement only) 
t o  V-P-NP-f,,-NP (part ic le  movoment only ) 



V-P-NP-NP ( d a t i v e  movement, t h e n  p a r t i c l e  
movement ) 

I n  D i a l e c t  B ,  p a r t i c l e  movement i s  ordered b e f o r e  d a t i v e  

movement. '  S i n c e  t h e  a p p l l c a t l , o n  o f  p a r t i c l e  movement 

d e s t r o y s  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  d a t l v e  movement, there 

can  b e  no d e r i v a t i o n  I n  which bo th  r u l e s  a p p l y .  

t o  lo) N-NP-P-for-NP ( n e i t h e r  r u l e  a p p l i e s )  
t o  V-P-NP-for-NP ( p a r t i c l e  movement a p p l i e s ;  t h e  

s t r u c t u r a l  d e s c r l p t i o r !  o f  d a t i v e  
movement i s  n o t  m e t )  

V-IJP-P-NP ( p a r t i c l e  movement has n o t  a p p l i e d  ; 
d a t i v e  movement has a p p l i e d )  

F i n a l l y ,  f o r  D i a l e c t  C ,  t h e  o r d e r  o f  r u l e z  i s  t a k e n  t o  be :  

first, t o - d a t i v e  - movement; t hen  p a r t i c l e  movenent: and 

f i n a l l y  - f o r - d a t i v e  movement. T h i s  o r d e r  y i e l d s  t h e  r e s u l t s  

Emonds desires. 

3.2 C r i t i q u e  o f  Emondsls accoun t  

We n o t e  first of a l l  t h a t  I t  i s  o f  fundamenta l  i m -  

p o r t a n c e  t o  Emondsfs accoun t  t h a t  t h e r e  be o n l y  one  base 

p o s i t i o n  f o r  p a r t i c l e s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  d a t i v e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s ) .  The r e a s o n  for  t h i s  i s  t h a t  if there is more 

t h a n  one  b a s e  p o s i t i o n ,  t h e n  t h e r e  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be more t h a n  

one  r u l e  which affects p a r t i c l e a ;  and since Bmondsls argu- 

ments f o r  f o r m u l a t i n g  d a t i v e  movement as a p e r n u t a t i o n  

t r a n s f o r m s t i o n  are based p r i m a r i l y  o n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  g i v e n  

h i s  aaaumpt lons  a b o u t  d i a l e c t s ,  a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r m u l a t l o n a  



i n t r o d u c e  ad hoc c o m p l i c a t i o n s .  But as we w i l l  show, E r n o n d ~ ~ s  

account  already c o n t a i n s  r a t h e r  ad hoc c o m p l i c a t i o n s ,  a t  

l eas t  some o f  which can  be avo ided .  

3 . 2 . 1  Cons ide r  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  

11 a )  Glve t h a t  book back t o  me. 
b )  *Give that  book t o  me back.  

1 2  a )  Give t h a t  book r i g h t  back t o  me. 
b )  *Give t h a t  book t o  me r i g h t  back.  

13 a )  Give m e  back t h a t  book. 
b )  Glve me t h a t  book back.  

1 4  a )  "Give me r i g h t  back t h a t  book. 
b )  Give me t h a t  book r i g h t  back. 

On Emonds's assumpticlns,  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  sen- 

t e n c e s  i n  (13) must be  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  u n d e r l y i n ~  ( l l a ) ;  

s i m i l a r l y ,  the u n d e r l y i n ~  ~ t r u c t u r e  of  (14b) must be the 

s t r u c t u r e  u n d e r l y i n g  (12a). Emonds n o t e s  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  

doub le -ob jec t  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c l e  o c c u r s  

f i n a l l y ,  b u t  he  dismisses them as "unsys temat ic  and q u i t e  

l imi ted  i n  number", and h i s  grammar does  n o t  g e n e r a t e  such  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  I n  order t o  g e n e r a t e  ( 1 3 b ) ,  we might  add t o  

h i s  gPammar a r u l e  which s h i f t s  the p a r t i c l e  ( I n  some c a s e s )  

t o  t h e  r i g h t .  But In order t o  g e n e r a t e  (14b)  we must i n -  

c o r p o r a t e  more radical changes ,  for  t h e  p r e s e n c e  of r i g h t  i n  

t h e  underlying s t r u c t u r e  of (14b)--compare (128)--has t h e  

effect t h a t  the  s t r u c t u r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  h i s  d a t i v e  movement 

r u l e  i s  n o t  satlaf led.  Thla  may be  accompl ished  by a l l o w i n g  



t h e  d a t i v e  p e r m u t a t i o n  r u l e  t o  o p e r a t e  a round more t h a n  a 

4 s i n g l e  p a r t i c l e .  Note,  however, t h a t  t h e  r u l e  a p p a r e n t l y  

may n o t  o p e r a t e  i f  t h e  o n l y  i n t e r v e n i n ~  m a t e r i a l  i s  t h e  ward 

r i g h t .  

1 5  a )  John t o s s e d  t h e  b a l l  r i g h t  t o  me. 
b )  #John t o s s e d  me r ieht  t h e  b a l l .  
c )  *John t o s s e d  m e  t h e  b a l l  r i g h t .  

Moreover, w e  must e i ther  make t h e  r i g h t - l e f t  p a r t i c l e  move- 

ment r u l e  o b l i g a t o r y  when w e  have t h e  combinat ion  r i g h t + p a r -  

t l c l e  o r  add a s u r f a c e  c o n d i t i o n  t o  govern t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of  r i g h t . *  I n  s h o r t ,  Ernondsts accoun t  a a  it s t a n d s  needs  

c o n s i d e r a b l e  ad hoo patchwork i f  I t  i s  t o  a t t a i n  d e s c r i p t i v e  

adequacy . 
Emondsfs arguments  a g a i n s t  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  a pe r -  

m u t a t i o n a l  accoun t  o f  d a t i v e  movement--one which t h e  d i r e c t  

o b J e c t  moves t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  and one in 

which t h e  i n d i r e c t  ob3ec t  moves t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t - - a r e  b o t h  based on t h e  p u t a t i v e  f a c t  t h a t  such  a c -  

c o u n t s  n e c e s s i t a t e  ad hoc c o m p l i c a t i o n s  i n  t h e  r u l e s  which 

g e n e r a t e  what he  t a k e s  t o  be  t h e  c o r r e c t  p a r t i c l e  p o s i t i o n s .  

However, i n  e i t h e r  c a s e ,  one  c o u l d  J u s t  as e a s i l y  come t o  

t h e  o p p o s i t e  c o n c l u s i o n :  namely, we may a t t e m p t  t o  f o r m u l a t e  

t h e  r u l e  which a c c o u n t s  f o r  t h e  f i n a l  p o s i t i o n  of' t h e  p a r t i c l e  

i n  (13b) and (14b) i n  such  a way aa  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  i t  w i l l  

generate what I s  presumably t h e  c o r r e c t  c l a s s  o f  eaaea. 



L e t  us  s e e  whether  t h i s  can  i n  f a c t  be  done. Cons ide r  

a g a i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  d a t i v e  r u l e  a s  Emonds 

p r e s e n t s  i t  ( h i s  ( 2 7 ) ) :  

The f i r s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t h a t  NP2 moves t o  t h e  l e f t  o v e r  NPlm 

Then i t  would appear, as Emonds p o i n t s  o u t ,  t h a t  "an o p t i o n a l  

p o s i t i o n  f o r  p a r t i c l e s  w i l l  be  a f t e r  two o b J e c t  NP's, ... no 

matter what o r d e r  i s  used f o r  p a r t i c l e  movement and i n d i r e c t  

o b J e c t  movement." S i n c e  Emonds t h i n k s  t h a t  such  a p o s i t i o n  

i s  ungrammatical  e x c e p t  f o r  a " q u i t e  l l m i t e d "  number o f  c a s e s ,  

he a r g u e s  t h a t  t h i s  can  be avo ided  o n l y  by a d d i n g  a n  ad hoc 

c o n d i t i o n  t o  t h e  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e  making the r u l e  ob- 

l i g a t o r y  i n  a second environment  N-NP-NP-PRT. Fur the rmore ,  

t h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  s u c h  a s o l u t i o n  d e s t r o y s  t h e  p o s s i b i l l t y  o f  

u s i n g  part ic le-movement  t o  describe t h e  d i a l e c t a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  

which Emonds assumes.  

The e x i s t e n c e  of  such  ~ ' d i a l e c t s "  i s ,  as far  as I can  

t e l l ,  ex t remely  dub ious .  Although I have under taken  no 

s y s t e m a t i c  s t u d y  o f  t h i s  q u e s t i o n ,  everyone  I have q u e s t i o n e d  

a b o u t  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  s e n t e n c e s  used t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  

these d i a l e c t s  a c c e p t s  8 m i x t u r e  from a l l  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  

s e n t e n c e  t y p e s .  I t h i n k  i t  18 c o r r e c t  t o  say,  as Emonds d o e s ,  

t h a t  the most favored p o s i t i o n  f o r  t h e  p a r t i c l e  I n  t h e  doub le  

obJect c o n 8 t r u c t i o n  is medially between t h e  two NPVs. A s  



fa r  a s  t h e  o the r  p o s i t i o n s  a r e  concerned ,  t h e r e  i s  c o n s i d e r -  

a b l e  v a r i a b i l i t y :  t h u s ,  a l t h o u g h  a g i v e n  s p e a k e r  may a c c e p t  

s e n t e n c e s  of  t h e  form V-PRT-NP-NP (whether  t h e  i n s i d e  NP i s  

a ' t o - d a t i v e t  o r  a I f o M a t i v e t )  i n  e v e r y  c a s e  t h e r e  w ? l l  be  

s e n t e n c e s  whose d e r i v a t i o n  i s  t h e  same b u t  which are unac- 

c e p t a b l e .  For  i n s t a n c e ,  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  ' t o - d a t i v e s t ,  - i t  

seems t o  m e  t h a t  fac t s  l i k e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p e r t a i n :  

Can ' t  you send me some o v e r  r i g h t  away? 
Can ' t  you send me o v e r  some r i g h t  away? 

? * C a n t t  you send J e f f e r s o n  some o v e r  r l g h t  away? 
Can ' t  you send J e f f e r s o n  o v e r  some r i g h t  away? 

??Can ' t  you send o v e r  J e f f e r s o n  some r i g h t  away? 
Hand me o v e r  your  gun, Cafone. 

?*Hand t h e  cop o v e r  your  gun, Cafone. 
?*Hand o v e r  t h e  cop your  gun, Cafone. 

I n  o t h e r  words,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  data are themse lves  far  from 

c l e a r ,  it would n o t  a p p e a r  t h a t  Emonds's accoun t  goes ve ry  

far i n  g i v i n g  u s  a workable  accoun t  o f  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  w e  en- 

c o u n t e r  i n  t h i s  area. Thus, t h o s e  o f  h i s  arguments  based on 

" d i a l e c t a l n  e v i e e n c e  seem t o  be o f  l i t t l e  v a l u e .  

If w e  d i s r e g a r d  t h e  d i a l ec t  argument ,  t h e n ,  w e  are s t i l l  

l e f t  w i th  t h e  problem o f  a d d i n g  a new environment  t o  t h e  

p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e ,  and f u r t h e r m o r e ,  o f  s t a t i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  

of  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  on t h i s  r u l e .  But on t h i s  c o u n t ,  It shou ld  

be n o t e d ,  t h e  added r u l e  I s  no d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  o t h e r  r u l e s  

i n  Emondefs sys tem,  f o r  h i s  p a r t i c l e  r u l e  w i l l  a l s o  have t o  

be supplemented e i t h e r  by a more s u b t l e  se t  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  on 

a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o r  by elaborate e x c e p t i o n  mechanisms. We f i n d  



c a s e s  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c l e  can occupy o n l y  t h e  inside 

p o s i t i o n :  

2 5 )  That  s o l u t i o n  of  yours  is g i v i n g  o f f  a t e r r i b l e  
odor .  

*That s o l u t i o n  o f  yours  i s  g i v i n g  a t e r r i b l e  o d o r  
o f f .  

26)  The f a c t o r y  t u r n s  o u t  l a t h e s  and d i e s .  
*The f a c t o r y  t u r n s  lathes and dies o u t .  

2 7 )  I ' v e  g l v e n  up going .  
#,I've g iven  go ing  up. 

We a l s o  f i n d  c a s e s  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c l e  must o c c u r  t o  t h e  

r i g h t  of t h e  o b j e c t  i n  s i m p l e  c a s e s :  

28 )  Keep your  head down. 
*Keep down your  head.  

29) That  d o g t s  b a r k i n g  h i s  head o f f .  
*That dog's b a r k i n g  o f f  his head.  

39)  The waves knocked o u r  b o a t  a b o u t .  
*The waves knocked a b o u t  o u r  b o a t .  

In o t h e r  words,  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  d i a l e c t s  aside, t h e  a d d i t i o n  

o f  the e x t r a  c o n d i t i o n  o n  t h e  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e  i s  n o t  

a n  ad hoc amendment, b u t  n e c e s s a r y  t o  t h e  grammar i n  o r d e r  t o  

g e n e r a t e  ( 1 3 b ) ,  (14b), (171, e t c .  And i n  f a c t  some r u l e  o f  

t h i s  k i n d  Is needed Independen t ly  t o  accoun t  f o r  s e n t e n c e s  

l i k e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g ,  which have n e i t h e r  a tt-o-dativef n o r  a 

l - f o r - d a t i v e  l source : 

31) Max gave Harry a k i c k ,  so Harry gave Max back a 
kick. 

32) Mgx gave Harry a k i c k ,  so Harry gave Max a k t c k  
back. 



On t h e  t h e o r y  we w i l l  deve lop  below, t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  s t r u c t u r e  

f o r  b o t h  s e n t e n c e s  w i l l  b e  ( 3 2 )  and w e  w i l l  need a r u l e  which 

g e n e r a t e s  ( 3 1 ) .  

Thus, t h e  o n l y  ad hoc c o m p l i c a t i o n s  which are neces-  

s i t a t ed  by t h e  f irst  a l t e r n a t i v e  ( l e f tward  movement o f  t h e  

d a t i v e  NP) i n v o l v e  a n  accoun t  ~f t h e  d i a l e c t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

which Emonds s e t s  up ,  and t h e s e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  a r e  o f  dub ious  

v a l u e .  The  second a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t o  move t h e  d i r e c t  o b J e c t  

t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  Again, one may q u e s t i o n  

t h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e  argument ,  s i n c e  I t  i s  based ,  l i k e  t h e  

argument a g a i n s t  t h e  f i rs t  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  on the f a c t  t h a t  

a d  hoc c o m p l i c a t i o n s  are n e c e s s i t a t e d  by a d d i n g  a r u l e .  Bu t ,  

as i n  t h e  f i rs t  c a s e ,  one  can c l a i m  w i t h  e q u a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  

t h a t  a n  e x t r a  r u l e  i s  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  n e c e s s a r y ,  and t h u s  t h i s  
argument a l s o  f a l l s .  

3.2.2 There are f u r t h e r  r e s p e c t s  i n  which Ernondsls 

accoun t  l a c k s  t h e  means a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  c e r t a i n  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  

Some o f  t h e s e  w i l l  be seen i n  l a t e r  s e c t i o n s .  But I t h i n k  

t h a t  it i s  c l e a r  t h a t  i n  I t s  pr imary  goal-- the a t t e m p t  t o  

accbUnt for  t h e  t h l i e  p o s t u l l l t e d  dialects--Emends @ s t h e o r y  

i s  d i r e c t e d  a t  a misconceived  aim, s i n c e  i t  I s  h i g h l y  un- 

l i k e l y  t h a t  such d i a l e c t s  e x i s t  i n  anythang l i k e  t h e  form 

t h a t  Emonds s u g g e s t s .  And a p a r t  from arguments  based  on 

t h e s e  dialectal d i s t l n c t i o n a  , t h e  arguments  s imply do  n o t  go 

through. 



3.3.0  An a l t e r n a t i v e :  m u l t i p l e  b a s e  p o s l t l o n s .  

I n  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a more v i a b l e  t h e o r y  of  

p a r t i c l e s  I n  E n g l i s h ,  we a r e  f a c e d ,  as I s e e  i t ,  w i t h  two 

b a s i c  problems,  and s e v e r a l  a n c i l l a r y  ones .  F i r s t ,  t h e  

problem o f  g e n e r a t i n g  t h e  p a r t i c l e s  i n  t h e  b a s e :  h e r e  t h e r e  

a r e  two i n t e r r e l a t e d  a s p e c t s .  One concerns  what c a t e g o r y  t o  

a s s i g n  p a r t i c l e s ,  t h e  second conerns  t h e  p o s f t i o n  o r  p o s i t i o n s  

I n  t h e  b a s e  t o  which t h e  p h r a s e - s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  a s s i g n  

p a r t i c l e s  ( o r  t h e  c a t e g o r y  t o  whlch t h e y  b e l o n g ) .  The  second 

problem is  t o  d e v i s e  a set  o f  r u l e s  which g e n e r a t e  t h e  co r -  

r e c %  set o f  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e s  from t h e  a s s i g n e d  b a s e  

p o s i t i o n s .  Among t h e  a n c i l l a r y  problems we i n c l u d e  such  

matters as p r o d u c t i v i t y .  

I n  c e r t a i n  r e s p e c t s ,  t h e  account  which I s h a l l  o u t l i n e  

here i s  ve ry  c l o s e  i n  s p i r i t  t o  t h o s e  o f  F r a s e r  (1965)  and 

Williams (1974) ,  i n  p a r t t c u l a r  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

I s h a l l  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e  b a s e  c o n t a i n s  a t  least  two p a r t i c l e  

p o s i t i o n s .  I n  o r d e r  t o  deve lop  t h e  argument f o r  t h i s ,  how- 

e v e r ,  I s h o u l d  l i k e  t o  leave t e m p o r a r i l y  I n  abeyance t h e  

s t a t u s  o f  t h e  d i r e c t i o n a l  p a r t i c l e .  

Although most o f  Emonds's arguments  f o r  t h e  p r e -  

positional n a t u r e  o f  t h e  p a r t i c l e s  are based  on d i r e c t i o n a l  

p a r t i c l e s  o n l y  ( c f .  (511-v),  I have no q u a r r e l  w i t h  h i s  

c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  p a r t i c l e a  be  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  c a t e g o r y  P 

( r e p ~ s i t i o n ) . ~  But I t h i n k  i t  i s  s a l u t a r y  t o  s u r v e y  a few 



o t h e r  envi ronments  i n  which p a r t i c l e s  a p p e a r .  

3.3.1 F i r s t ,  we n o t e  t h a t  p a r t i c l e s  ( a l o n g  w i t h  o t h e r  

p r e p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e s )  a p p e a r  t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  c o p u l a :  

3 3 )  The d o c t o r  i s  o u t .  
The p a r t y  i s  over. 
The p a r t s  a r e n ' t  t o g e t h e r .  
The c a r s  a r e  o f f .  
The r a c e  i s  on.  
The shades are down. 
A l l  b e t s  are o f f .  
L i v i n g s t o n e  i s  back. 
The f i n a l  r e t u r n s  from t h e  second ward a r e n ' t  i n  

y e t .  

A conven ien t  way t o  expyess  t h i s  f a c t  i s  t o  have t h e  c o p u l a  

g e n e r a t e d  between NP and a node PRED, which i n  t u r n  can  b e  

r e w r i t 2 e n  I n  a v a r i e t y  o f  ways:  e i ther  AP, NP, o r  PP ,  An 

a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t o  a n a l y z e  t h e s e  p e r t i c l e s  as a d j e c t i v e s ,  i s  

open t o  t h e  o b j e c t i o n  t h a t  p a r t i c l e s  do n o t  o c c u r  prenominal-  

l y .  The convenience  of  t h i s  accoun t  i s  i n  p a r t  due t o  t h e  

f a c t  that  PRED i s  o p t i o n a l l y  g e n e r a t e d  a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  VP 

under  c e r t a i n  conditions. 7 

Now, i f  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  Is c o r r e c t ,  and p a ~ t i c l e s  are 

g e n e r a t e d  under  t h e  node PRED i n  c o p u l a r  s e n t e n c e s  ( p r e -  

sumably w i t h  a n  i n t e r v e n i n g  PP node,  t h e n  we ought  t o  e x p e c t  

t h a t  p a r t i c l e s  may be i n s e r t e d  a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  v e r b  p h r a s e  

when PRED Is g e n e r a t e d  t h e r e .  E v i d e n t l y ,  t h i s  mode o f  

I n t r o d u c t i o n  Is t o  be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from tha t  which Emonds 

s u g g e s t 8  v i a  d i r e c t i o n a l  and o t h e r  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e s .  



3 .3 .2  Second, i t  a p p e a r s  t o  be t h e  c a s e  t h a t  members o f  

each  of  t h e  major  l e x i c a l  c a t e g o r i e s  noun and a d j e c t i v e  may 

have t h e  morphologica l  form X+PRT, where we l e a v e  ' X '  un- 

s p e c i f i e d .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  I have i n  mind such words a s  

[hard-up]*, [ s t a n d - o f f I N ,  [ ~ e l L - o f f ] ~ ,  [hard-on] ,  [ b a n g ~ u p l ~ ,  
H 

e t c .  Such morpho log lca l  s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  p r e v a l e n t  

i n  forms d e ~ i v e d  from v e r b s ,  i t  i s  t r u e ,  b u t  such  forms 

e x i s t  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  as well, as I t h i n k  t h e  examples g i v e n  

show. Now, i f  c a t e g o r i e s  are r e p r e s e n t e d  as  feat .ure-complexes 

o f  some s o r t ,  as s u g g e s t e a  i n  Chomskp (1970) and suppor ted  

by some r e c e n t  work ( c f .  p a r t i c u l a l * l y  Bresnan,  1 9 7 5 ) ,  w e  

might e x p e c t  t h a t  i t  would be  a more g e n e r a l  f a c t  if v e r b s  

e x h i b i t e d  t h e  same morpho log ica l  c h a r a c t e r l s t l c s .  Although 

such r e a s o n i n g  is n o t  a compe l l ing  argument f o r  t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  

o f  such  a p r o p o s a l ,  t h e  advan tages  o f  a c c e p t i n g  t h e  hyno- 

t h e s i s  t h a t  v e r b s  o f  t h e  form V+PRT a l s o  e x i s t  a r e  n o t  

t r i v i a l :  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h i s  e x t r a  p o s i t i o n ,  w e  can  approach 

w i t h  b e t t e r  accuracy  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  aocount  o f  s e v e r a l  

3 .3.3 Cons ide r  the c a s e  of coun t  o u t .  We have:  

35) We counted outreqeq& money. 
35) We coun ted  some money o u t .  
36) We can coun t  John o u t .  
37) #We can  c o u n t  o u t  John.  

L e t  u s  suppoae t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between (34-35) and 



(36-37) i s  I n  f a c t  a c a s e  o f  s t r u c t u r a l  ambigu i ty  and t h a t  

t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  s t r u c t u r e s  a s s i g n e d  a r e  as f o l l o w s :  

I A I A  
we coun ted  o u t  some money. 

NP PRED 
I 

counted  John o u t  

Now n o t e  two f u r t h e r  f a c t s :  t h e  first concerns  a c c e n t ,  t h e  

second morphology. If we compare (35)  and ( 3 6 ) ,  we f i n d  

t h a t  whereas In (36)  t h e  n u c l e a r  a c c e n t  f a l l s  on  o u t  -9 i n  

(35)  it f a l l s  on  money. I n  s e c t i o n  4.5 we w i l l  p ropose  a 

r u l e  which d e r i v e s  (35)  from t h e  s t r u c t u r e  g i v e n  i n  ( 3 8 )  by 

means o f  a r u l e  which moves t h e  p a r t i c l e  t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  a n  

a d j a c e n t  NP. C l e a r l y ,  t h e n ,  t h e  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e s  o f  ( 3 5 )  
- - *  

hhd (36) rill be distinct, s&ce ( 3 k )  c o n t a i n s  t h e  node 

PRED. There  are several ways i n  which t h i s  s t r u c t u r a l  

d i s t i n c t i o n  can  be used  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  

a c c e n t u a t i o n :  one  is t o  o r d e r  t h e  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e  

after t h e  nuclear atress rule has a p p l i e d  ( a t  e i t h e r  t h e  



VP-level o r  t h e  S - l e v e l ) ;  ano the r  Is t o  l e t  t h e  n u c l e a r  

stress r u l e  apply  bo p r i m a r y  stresses on ly  i f  t hey  a re  

dominated by e i t h e r  a major l e x i c a l  ca tegory  ( N , V , A )  o r  by a 

phrase  node wi th in  t h e  r e l e v a n t  domain; ano the r  I s  t o  l e t  

s t l -ess  be ass igned  t o  t h e  node which dominates the l e x i c a l  

material rather than  t h e  l e x i c a l  m ~ t e r i a l  i t a e l f .  I  hall 

not  a t t empt  t o  choose among these a l t e r n a t i v e s  here,  as they  

t a k e  us f a r  a f i e l d  from t h e  domain of  t h l s  i n q u i r y .  * Of 

importance here, however, i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  

i n  s t r u c t u r e s  p rov ides  a sound basis f o r  a d i s t i n c t i o n  1r1 

a c c e n t u a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  accen tua l  

p r o p e r t i e s  i s  c o r r e l a t e d  wi th  d i f f e r e n t  p o s i t i o n a l  p o s s i b i l i -  

t ies.  

3.3.4 The second f a c t  of  i n t e r e a t  concerns t h e  so-ca l led  

a c t i o n  nominal. It has  been noted i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  t h a t  

nominals do not  allow t h e  node P4ED t o  be  genera ted  i n  t h e  

complement : 

40)  * the  p a i n t i n g  of t h e  house r e d  ( took seven hour s )  
41) a t h e  k i l l i n g  o f  h e r e t i c s  dead ( i s  no longe r  

p r a c t i c e d  In Spain)  

We would presume, t hen ,  t h a t  t h e r e  l a  no a c t i o n  nominal 

correeponding t o  (36). Yet we might expec t  that  there 

would be  one corresponding t o  (34). This  i s  i n  f a c t  t h e  

case : 

42) t h e  count ing  out of t h e  money ( took seven hour s )  
43)*the counting o f  John o u t  (was a mls take)  
44)*Che eoun t ing  sut o f  John (waa a mis t ake )  



Thus, o u r  hypo thes i s  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  two f a c t s  whlch 

a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  handle  i n  t h e  framework which Emonds p r e s e n t s ,  

and o u r  hypothes i s  would seem t o  fo l low from r a t h e r  t r i v i a l  

obse rva t ions  about  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  base as they  a r e  

c u r r e n t l y  understood.  

It should be noted i n c i d e n t a l l y  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some 

semantic suppor t  ( f o r  whatever it Is worth h e r e )  f o r  con- 

s i d e r i n g  ( 3 6 )  t o  be  an i n s t a n c e  of a p a r t i c l e  i n  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  

p o s i t i o n .  T h i s  has t o  do w i t h  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  - o u t .  We 

simply n o t e  that  t h e r e  does exist  a use of o u t  - t o  t h e  r i g h t  

o f  t h e  copula  which has roughly t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  "not 

involved" ,  which is more o r  less t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of  o u t  - t o  

t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  (36) .  

3.3.5 If what has  been s a i d  about base p o s i t i o n s  above I s  

c o r r e c t ,  t hen  we have t h e  fo l lowing  s i t u a t i o n :  p a r t i c l e s  can 

be genera ted  as immediate adJucnts  t o  t h e  verb ,  and they  can 

be genera ted  under t h e  node PRED. I n  ? a c t ,  I a l s o  agree w i t h  

Emonds t h a t  p a r t i c l e s  can be  genera ted  as ' i n t r a n s i t i v e t  

p r e p o s l t i o n a l  ph ra ses  ( e s p e c i a l l y  d i r e c t i o n a l  p h r a s e s )  i n  

p o s i t i o n s  normally f i l l e d  by f u l l  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  phrase6 ...- For 

convenlence,  we s h a l l  refer t o  t h o s e  p a r t i c l e s  whlch o r i g i n a t e  

I n  t h e  f i r s t  way as ' v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e s 1 ,  t h o s e  t h a t  o r i g i n a t e  

under  PRED as t p p e d l c a t i o n a l  p € 4 ~ ~ l c l e s ' ,  and t h o s e  t h a t  t a k e  

the place of full PPta  as ' surrogate-PP p a r t i c l e s  l .  



Given these u n d e r l y i n g  s t r u c t u r e s ,  w e  can  now a d d r e a s  

o u r s e l v e s  t o  t h e  problem o f  p r o v i d i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e  t r a n s -  

f o m n a t l o n a l  mechanisms t o  accoun t  f o r  t h e  s u r f a c e  d i s t r i -  

b u t i o n .  

The f i rs t  r u l e  we s h a l l  need Is a r u l e  which s h i f t s  t h e  

v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e  t o  t h e  r i g h t  o.i...the first NP t o  t h e  r i g h t ,  

a r u l e  which i s  needed t o  map coun t  o u t  t h e  money o n t o  

coun t  t h e  money o u t .  T h i s  r u l e  wC write as f o l l o w s :  

45)  P a r t i c l s  Yovement ( l e f t - r i g h t )  

X-V+PRT-NP-Y 

1 2 3 4 5 -+ 1-2-8-4-3-5 

With r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  p r e d i c a t l o n a l  p a r t i c l e ,  we need 

say n o t h i n g :  t h e  o n l y  r e - o r d e r i n g  p o s s i b l e  w i l l  be c a r r i e d  

o u t  by t h e  pe rhaps  i n f e l l c l t o u s l y  named r u l e  o f  Heavy-NP 

Shifts: 9 

On Independent  grounds ,  t h i a  r u l e  w i l l  also move ( a s  n o t e d  

i n  t h e  above f o r m u l a t i o n )  an NP t o  t h e  r i g h t  of an a d J a c e n t  

PP. Thus we p r e d i c t  two p o s i t i o n s  f o r  t h e  sur rogate-PP 

p a r t  l c  le  . 
Summing up this diaoussion briefly, we have  p o ~ t u l a t e d  



t h r e e  s e p a r a t e  s o u r c e s  f o r  p a r t i c l e s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  

c a s e s  w i t h  which we are concerned.  Fur the rmore ,  we have 

p o s t u l h t a d  a l e f t - r i g h t  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e  and have i n -  

voked t h e  r u l e  o f  Heavy-NP S h i f t  t o  accoun t  f o r  t h e  s u r f a c e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  p a r t i c l e s .  S c h e m a t i c a l l y ,  t h e n ,  we have 

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  o p t i o n s :  

47) base p o s i t i o n s  p o s s i b l e  d e r i v e d  s t r u c t u r e s  

I )  v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e  

V PRT NP 

11 1 p r e d i c a t  ional p a r t i c l e  

V NP PRED 
\ 

PRT 

111) su r roga te -PP  p a r t i c l e  

V NP PRT 

V PRED NP 

V PP NP 
\ 
PRT 

Note that we have as yet no rule to move the particle 

to  the l e f t .  If t h i 8  18 correct, then we might expect t h a t  

surrogate-PP paptiales could only appear to  t h e  r ight  of the 

direct obJect, unless Heavy-NP S h i f t  applies  ( in  one of I t s  

two gui8es; o f .  n. 9'). In soma cases, at  least ,  t h i s  appears 



t o  be t h e  c o r r e c t  r e s u l t ,  a l though i t  i s  d i f f ' i c u l t  t o  make 

hard  and fast  d i sc r l rn ina t ions  between t h e  p r e d l c a t i o n a l  

p a r t i c l e  and t h e  surrogate-P? p a r t i c l e .  Consider t h e  f o l -  

lowing c a s e :  

48)  John helped t h e  man o u t .  

T h i s  sen tence  i s  ambiguous between a r ead ing  on which John 

aided t h e  man and a r e a d i n g  on which John was of  some 

a s s i s t a n c e  i n  manoeuvering t h e  man o u t s i d e  some a r e a  o r  cn- 

c l o s u r e .  P u t t i n g  t h e  p a r t i c l e  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  

d isambiguates  (48), aa  does p l a c i n g  h e a v f C ~  than  normal 

stress on o u t :  - 

49) John helped o u t  t h e  m n (aided t h e  man) f! 50) John helped t h e  man o t .  

A similar c a s e  i s  

51) John go t  t h e  ho r se  back. 

E i t h e r  t h e  custody o r  ownership o f  t h e  ho r se  was r e t u r n e d  t o  

John,  o r  he  bbought t h e  ho r se  back ( t o  some des igna t ed  

l o c a t i o n ) .  P l ac ing  t h e  p a r t i c l e  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  obJec t  

a g a i n  diaambiguatea i n  f a v o r  o f  t h e  former read ing .  Whether 

stress ale0 disambiguates  t h i s  ca se  is no t  c l e a r  a3 i n  t h e  

former case. 

52) John gat back t h e  h o m e .  ( r t h e  hosse i s  aga in  
J o h n ' s )  



4' 
53) John got  t h e  horse  back. 

3.3.6 We have seen  t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n a l  p r o p e r t i e s  of  t h e  

p a r t i c l e  are most s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  a s s i g n i n g  i t  t o  one o r  t h e  

o t h e r  of t h e  va r ious  base p o s i t i o n s .  The a c c e n t u a l  proper-  

t ies  of t h e  p a r t i c l e  have a l s o  been r e l e v a n t .  It should b e  

no ted ,  however, t h a t  semantic c r i t e r i a  do not  p rov ide  a very  

a c c u r a t e  way o f  t e l l i n g  what t h e  under ly ing  s t r u c t u r e  i s .  

There i s  no reason t o  expec t ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  t h a t  a v e r b a l  

p a r t i c l e  may not  c o n t r i b u t e  a ' d i r e c t i o n a l t  a spec t  t o  t h e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the  V+PRT c o n s t i t u e n t  o f  which i t  i s  a 

p a r t .  For example, i n  t h e  fo l lowing  c a s e s ,  t h e  p a r t i c l e  

away might l o o s e l y  be  c l a s s i f i e d  ( s e m a n t i c a l l y )  as  'direction- 

a l  ' i n  bo th  cases, bu t  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  two 

c a s e s  d i f fe r ,  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  a d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  under ly ing  

s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be o f  use :  

54) John drove t h e  wolves away. 
55) John drove away t h e  wolves. 

56) John drove t h e  c a r  away.. 
57) WJohn drove away t h e  c a r .  

I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  t h e  s t r e a s a b i l i t y  c r i t e r i o n  seems r a t h e r  In-  

conc lus ive ,  But s t r e a s a b i l t t y ,  f o r t u n a t e l y ,  is no t  t h e  sole 

c r i t e r i o n .  There are o t h e r  advantages  t o  a s s i g n i n g  t h e s e  

cases t o  d i s t i n c t  under ly ing  s t r u c t u r e s :  c o n s i d e r  t h e  p lace-  

ment of  adverbs ,  



58) John drove t h e  wolves away s lowly.  
59 )  *John drove t h e  wolves s lowly away. 

6 0 )  John drove t h e  c a r  s lowly away. 
61)  John drove t h e  cap away slowly.  

A r ea sonab le  way t o  handle t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t o  c la im t h a t  

i n  t h e  'wolves'  c a s e ,  t h e  p a r t i c l e  away i s  a v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e ,  

which can move t o  t h e  r i g h t  only ove r  a n  a d j a c e n t  NP: t h i s  

b locks  t h e  gene ra t ion  o f  ( 5 9 ) .  O f  course  something more 

must s t i l l  be  said about  (60 ) ,  even under t h e  hypothes i s  t h a t  

i t  i s  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  p a r t i c l e ,  bu t  I sha l l  no t  d i s c u s s  t h e  

v a r i e t y  g f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  which sugges t  themselves .  

I n  any c a s e ,  t h e  p o s t u l a t i o n  of  ( a t  l eas t )  two under- 

l y i n g  p o s i t o n s  f o r  p a r t i c l e s  p rov ides  a basis for an account  

of  t h i s  behavior .  And i n  Pact  we should be  able t o  observe  

t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  I n t r a n s i t i v e  c a s e s  as well,  t h e  va r ious  

ways o f  g e n e r a t i n g  t h e  p a r t i c l e  be ing  independent o f  t h e  

e x i s t e n c e  of one ( o r  two) o b j e c t s .  Thus, c o n s i d e r  examples 

l i k e  : 

62)  The parade  passed by qu ick ly .  
63) The parade passed qu ick ly  by.  

64) Max passed o u t  qu i ck ly .  
65) *Max passed qu ick ly  o u t .  

Such d i f f e r e n c e s  l e n d  suppor t  t o  t h e  under ly ing  d i s t i n c t i o n  

between i n s i d e  and o u t s i d e  pa r t i c l ea - -ve rba l  p a r t i c l e s  as  

a g a t n s t  e i t h e r  p r e d i c a t i o n a l  p a r t i c l e  o r  surrogate-PP par- 

tlcle--, and p m v l d e  f u r t h e r  evidence a g a i n a t  t h a o r l e a  lPke  



Emondsls i n  which there i s  on ly  one base p o s i t i o n  a v a i l a b l e .  

3.3.7 Complex c a s e s .  

3 .3 .7 .1  I n  c e r t a i n  c a s e s ,  t h e  verb  phrase  c o n t a i n s  

both a p a r t i c l e  and a  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  ph ra se ,  o r  a p a r t i c l e  

and a p r e d i c a t e  a d j e c t i v e  o r  nominal. Such c a s e s  have i m -  

p o r t a n t  consequences. Consider  f i rs t  t h e  fo l lowing  c a s e :  

66) John pushed away t h e  p l a c e .  
6 7 )  John pushed t h e  p l a t s  away. 
68 )  John pushed t h e  p l a t e  away from him. 
69 #John pushed away t h e  p l a t e  from him. 

Within t h e  t heo ry  be ing  developed h e r e ,  w e  have a cho ice :  w e  

can main ta in  t h a t  i n  (66-67), away i s  a ve rba l  p a r t i c l e ;  o r  

we can a l low t h e  r u l e  o f  Heavy-NP S h i f t ,  as formulated above 

i n  ( 4 6 ) ,  t o  app ly  more r e a d i l y  i n  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  PP dominates 

on ly  P t h a n  i s  usua l .  On the  F i r s t  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  w e  must 

assume t h a t  t h e  v e r b a l  compound push away is no t  subca te -  

go r i zed  f o r  d i r e c t i o n a l  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  phrases  i n  o r d e r  t o  

b lock (69). On t h e  second a l t e r n a t i v e ,  which seems p r c f e r -  

able, w e  need on ly  make the  r a t h e r  n a t u r a l  assumption t h a t  

away -om him forms a s i n g l e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  phrase .  S ince  w e  

have a t  o u r  d i e p o s a l  no r u l e  which moves p a r t i c l e s  ( o r  

p r e p o s i t i o n s )  t o  t h e  l e f t ,  (69)  w i l l  no t  be genera ted .  If 

Heavy-NP Shirt  a p p l i e s ,  by t h e  A-over-A p r i n c i p l e  w e  w i l l  

only genepate  s en t ences  l i k e  (70) ;  s en t ences  l i k e  (69)  and 
I 

(71 ) are ungsnesable : 



70) John pushed away from him a l l  d i s h e s  con ta in ing  
meat. 

71) #John pushed away a l l  d i s h e s  c o n t a i n i n g  meat frcm 
h im.  

I n  comparison w i t h  t h e  ca se  j u s t  d i s cus sed ,  i t  i s  

i n s b r u c t i v e  t o  cons ide r  c a s e s  l i k e  t h e  fo l lowing:  

72)  John handed b f f  t h e  ba l l  t o  h i s  f u l l b a c k .  
73) John handed t h e  b a l l  o f f  t o  h i s  bu l lback .  

I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  o u r  t heo ry  f o r c e s  us t o  assume t h a t  hand o f f  

Is an  I n s t a n c e  o f  V+PRT. Whereas In ( 6 8 )  t h e  sequence away 

from him forms a deep s t r u c t u r e  c o n s t i t u e n t  PP ,  i n  ( 7 3 )  t h e  

sequence o f f  t o  h i s  f u l l b a c k  i s  a de r ived  form, a r i s i n g  from 

t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  l e f t - r i g h t  p a r t i c l e  movement, as formulated 

i n  (45 ) .  

We may tes t  t h e s e  consequences o f  ou r  t heo ry  by exam- 

i n i n g  t h e  placement of adverbs:  if o u r  conjectufies  are c o r r e c t ,  

t h e n  w e  should  n o t  expect  t o  f i n d  adverbs  s i t u a t e d  between 

away and from him i n  s en t ences  corresponding t o  (681, whereas 

i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  s en t ences  corresponding t o  (73)  we should 

expect  that  adverbs  could  occu r  between o f f  - and t o  h i s  

f u l l b a c k .  What 3 u s t i f i e s  t h i s  e x p e c t a t i o n  i s  f irst ,  t h a t  

adverbs  occu r  more o r  less f r e e l y  between t h e  d i r e c t  obJee t  

and p r e p o s i t i o n a l  ph ra ses  t h a t  fo l low i t ,  as i n  (74) .  

74)  Max poured t h e  fa t  s lowly i n t o  t h e  f i r e .  

Second, i f  we have base-generated complex PP1s l i k e  from 



under  t h e  porch  o r  o f f  t h e  b r idge  ,lo it 1s Imposs ib le  t o  

p l a c e  a n  adverb  between - from and under ,  o r  o f f  - and o f .  - Thus, 

75) The n o i s e  came, e v i d e n t l y ,  from under  t h e  porch .  
7 6 )  *The n o i s e  came from, e v i d e n t l y ,  under  t h e  porch .  

7 7 )  The s o l d 5 e r s  r a n  q u i c k l y  o f f  o f  t h e  b r i d g e .  
78 )  #The s o l d i e r s  r a n  o f f  q u i c k l y  o f  t h e  b r i d g e .  

I n  some c a s e s ,  we f l n d  a p a r t i c l e  I n t e r a c t i n g  with a complex 

PP: 

79 )  John  drew o u t  a k n i f e  from w i t h i n  h i s  c o a t .  
80)  John  drew o u t  a k n i f e  s w i f t l y  from w i t h i n  h i s  c o a t .  
81 )  John drew a k n i f e  o u t  s w i f t l y  from w i t h l n  h i s  c o a t .  
8 2 )  ?*John drew a k n i f e  s w i f t l y  o u t  from with?-n h i s  c o a t .  
83)  From w i t h i n  h i s  c o a t ,  John drew o u t  a k n i f e .  
84)  ??From w i t h i n  h i s  c o a t ,  John drew a k n i f e  o u t .  
85)  *Out from w i t h i n  h i s  c o a t ,  John drew a k n i f e .  

Apart  from the q u e s t i o n a b l e  s t a t u s  o f  (841, t h i s  r a n g e  of  

f a c t s  i s  p r e c i s e l y  what w e  shou ld  e x p e c t  i f  draw o u t  i s  a n  

i n s t a n c e  o f  t h e  v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e .  

R e t u r n i n g  t o  t h e  examples g i v e n  i n  (66-73), w e  f l ~ d  t h e  

f o l l o w i n g  k i n d  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  a d v e ~ b s :  

8 6 )  John  pushed t h e  p l a t e  s l o w l y  away from him. 
8 7 )  *John pushed t h e  p l a t e  away s l o w l y  from him. 

8 8 )  John  had handed t h e  ba l l  o f f  s e c r e t l y  t o  h i s  
f u l l b a c k .  

8 9 )  ?*John had handed t h e  b a l l  s e c r e t l y  o f f  t o  h i s  
8 f u l l b a c k .  

These  Judgments ,  i f  t h e y  are c o r r e c t ,  are rough ly  i n  l i n e  

w i t h  our expectations, g i v e n  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  awpry mom 

him - 18 a b a s e  c o n s t i t u e n t ,  w h i l e  hand off  i s  a b a s e  



c o n s t i t u e n t .  

3.3.7.2 Jackendoff  (1974b) has po in ted  o u t  that  par-  

t i c l e s  do no t  move t o  the  r i g h t  around p r e d i c a t e  nominals.  11 

90) John grew up B Catho l i c .  
91) *John grew a Catho l ic  up.  

We have a l r eady  noted ( c f .  n.7) t h a t  t h e r e  i s  i n  some cases  

a cu r ious  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  presence of p a r t i c l e s  and 

t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  g e n e r a t i n g  m a t e r i a l  under t h e  node PRED. 

Thus, c o n t r a s t  t h e  above examples w i t h  

9 2 )  *John grew a Ca tho l i c .  

Equally s t r i k i n g  i s  t h e  f a c t  t ha t  i n  nany t r a n s i t i v e  c a s e s ,  

t h e  p a r t i c l e  i s  f i x e d  between the ob3ect  and t h e  p r e d i c a t e  

nominal. Consider  t h e  fo l lowing  case  : 

93) S t an l ey  brought Livingstone back a hero .  

We are concerned h e r e  w l th  t h e  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  which i s  

related t o  

94) Livingetone c m e  back a hero .  

T h i s  r e a d i n g  i s  no t  a v a i l a b l e  i f  w e  move t h e  p a r t i c l e  t a  t h e  

l e f t  o f  the obJec t  ( L i v i n ~ a t o n e ) .  

9 5 )  Stanley brought  back Liv ings tone  a hero.  



Compare : 

96)  S t an l ey  brought Livingstone back exhausted.  
97) S t an l ey  brought back Livingstone exhausted.  

9 8 )  Stan ley  brought Livingstone back a p r e s e n t .  
99)  S t an l ey  brought back Llvingstone a p r e s e n t .  

I n  ( 9 6 1 ,  exhausted - may b e  p r e d i c a t e d  e i the r  of  Livingstone o r  

S t a n l e y ;  i n  (97)  exhausted Is p r e d i c a t e d  only of  S t an l ey .  

I n  (98-99) L iv ings tone  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as a ' f o r - d a t i v e 1  - 
(which i s  why (95), p a r a l l e l  t o  (991, Is somewhat b i z z a r e ) .  

I n  o t h e r  words, i n  some c a a e s . a t  l e a s t ,  t h e  p a r t i c l e  

Is f i x e d  between t h e  o b j e c t  and t h e  p r e d i c a t e  modifier. A 

set o f  s i m i l a r  c a s e s :  

100)  They s e n t  t h e  miss ionary ou t  rested. 
#They s e n t  o u t  t h e  miss ionary rested. 

John p u t  t h e  book down f l a t .  
*John pu t  down t h e  book f l a t .  

P u l l  the wire g u t  s t r a i g h t .  
?*Bull ou6 Bhe -wire s t r a i g h t .  

There are c a s e s ,  however, In which t h e  o b j e c t  can 

s e p a r a t e  t h e  p a r t i c l e  and t h e  p r e d i c a t e  modi f ie r .  Thus 

cons ide r :  

101)  The c l e r k  s e n t  ou t  t h e  check unsigned. 
The s t u d e n t  handed i n  t h e  paper late.  

Th i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  ~ e c e i v e a  a n a t u r a l  fo rmula t ion  i n  terms of  

t h e  system we have set up: the p a r t i c l e a  which can o c c w  on 



t h e  i n s i d e  w i l l  be generated as verba l  p a r t i c l e s ;  t h m e  which 

appear only on t h e  o u t s i d e  w i l l  b e  generated a s  p red ica te  

p a r t i c l e s .  I n  accordance w i t h  t h e  r u l e s  we have pos tu la t ed ,  

the  predicate p a r t i c l e  w i l l  b e  f i x e d ,  whereas we should 

expect ( c e t e r l s  pa r lbus )  t h a t  the  i n s i d e  par t¶ .c le  should b e  

a b l e  t o  move. T h i s  l a t t e r  expecta t ion  i s  borne o u t :  

1 0 2 )  The c l e r k  s e n t  t h e  check ou t  unsigned. 
The student handed the  paper in l a t e .  

Thus, w i th  respec t  t o  accentua t ion ,  t h e  positioning of  

adverbs ,  t h e  behavior of complex cases ,  t h e  theory be in^ de- 

veloped here o f f e r s  a g r e a t e r  promise of d e s c r i p t i v e  ade- 

quacy than does a theory in which there 1s only a s i n g l e  base 

p o s i t i o n  f o r  p a r t i c l e s .  Furthermore, thus  f a r  we have no t  

extended t h e  base r u l e s  In any fundamental r e s p e c t :  w e  have 

merely t r i e d  t o  po in t  out  ways I n  which t h e  e x i s t i n g  base  

r u l e s  may be  construed as genera t ing  p a r t i c l e s  i n  more than  

one p o s i t i o n .  Again, a theory based on a single base 

p o s i t i o n  must r e s o r t  t o  ad hoc devices  i n  o r d e r  t o  account - 
f o r  such d i f f e rences .  

3.3.8 Analysla, p roduc t iv i ty ,  and composi t ional i ty  

Given t h e  t h r e e  p o 8 8 l b l l l t l e s  of base generat ion which 

w e  have pos tu la t ed ,  we might expect t h e r e  t o  e x i s t ,  a t  least 

in a g w a a  way, a d l a t i n c t i o n  between the  verbal particle,  

an the one hand, and t h e  o t h e r  two types, on t h e  o t h e r .  The 



basis for this expectation is that the surrogate-PP particle 

and the predicational particle should be subject to the same 

general mode of interpretation that Pull prepositional 

phrases and other predicate modifiers are respectively subject 

to. In other words, although the occurrence of the pre- 

dicational particle in a given expression is no guarantee 

against idiomaticity (witness our initial example--count NP 

out), the lexical association of verb and verbal particle - 
should be especially conducive to both semantic opaqueness of 

the root interpretation of both the verbal stem and the 

aifixal particle and the possibility of rather radical changes 

in the selectional and subcategorizational properties of 

the stem verb. 

Williams (1974) has pointed out a number of minimal 

pairs which may be distinguished according to the base 

position of the particle. For example, the particle together 

is often used (predicatively) where the contiguousness of two 

or more obJects is in question; as a verbal particle, on the 

other hand, it occurs as a verbal particle where it is the 

construction of an obJect that is in question: 

103) John nailed the boards (tightly) together. 
104 ) John nailed the bookcase (*tightly) together. 

In other c a s e s ,  we find more radical changes, Consider 

the the various usea of turn down: 



1 0 5 )  The p rox imi ty  o f  water t u r n s  t h e  dowsing rod  down. 
1 0 6 )  *The p r o x i m i t y  o f  water t u r n s  down t h e  dowain8 rod .  
1 0 7 )  John t u r n e d  down t h e  o f f e r .  
1 0 8 )  John t u r n e d  t h e  o f fe r  down. 

I n  ( 1 0 5 ) ,  down i s  presumably n o t  a v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e ,  as it 

canno t  o c c u r  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  o b j e c t .  Here t h e  s e l e c t i o n a l  

p r o p e r t i e s  of - t u r n  ( i n  a t  leas t  one o f  i t s  s e n s e s )  are not 

affected; one  may t u r n  a dowsing r o d .  I n  9107-108), down - i s  

a v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e ,  which combines w i t h  - t u r n  w i t h  t h e  meaning 

' r e f u s e f .  I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  t h e  combinat ion  has s e l e a t l o n a l  

p r o p e r t i e s  q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  from t h o s e  o f  - t u r n .  

S i m i l a r l y ,  we f i n d  c a s e s  I n  which s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  i s  

a f f e c t e d .  F o r  example,  t h e  p a r t i c l e s  o f f  - and o u t  - o f t e n  

combine w i t h  v e r b s  i n  s u c h  a way as t o  y i e l d  new env i ron-  

ments f o r  f o r - d a t i v e s  ' . - 
1 0 9 )  John b i t  a piece o f  l l c o r i c e  ( * f o r  h i m s e l f ) .  
110)  John b i t  o f f  a p i e c e  o f  l i c o r i c e  f o r  h i m s e l f .  

Although I s h a l l  make no thoroughgo ing  a t t e m p t  t o  

a n a l y z e  such  c a s e s ,  it seems p l a u s i b l e  t h a t  t h e  greater 

r i c h n e s s  o f  t h e  t h e o r y  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  above s e c t i o n s  o f f e r s  

a more p romis ing  framework f o r  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  such  c a s e s  

t h a n  does  a t h e o r y  i n  which p a r t i c l e s  are treated s t r u c t u r a l -  

l y  i n  a s i n g l e  way. 

3.4.0 P r e l i m i n a r y  r e c a p i t u l a t i o n .  

It l a  u s e f u l  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t o  summarize b r i e t l y  the 



b a s i c  p o i n t s  o f  t h e  t h e o r y  of  p a r t i c l e s  which I am a t t e m p t i n g  

t o  set  f o r t h .  

F i r s t ,  from g e n e r a l  c o n s i d e r e t i o n s  abou t  t h e  d i s t r i -  

b u t i o n  of p a r t i c l e s ,  i t  has been s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  p a r t i c l e s  can 

b e  g e n e r a t e d  I n  three d i f f e r e n t  env i ronments :  as a d j u n c t s  t o  

t h e  major l e x i c a l  c a t e g o r i e s  N ,  V ,  A ;  as i n t r a n s i t i v e  p r e -  

p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e s ;  a n d ,  as a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  l a t t e r  f e a t u r e ,  

as ( p r e p o s i t i o n a l )  expans ions  o f  t h e  node PRED. A conse-  

quence of t h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  i s  t h a t  p a r t i c l e s  can  o r i g i n a t e  

I n  v a r i o u s  p l a c e s  benea th  t h e  node VP. S c h e m a t i c a l l y ,  t h e  

p o s i t i o n a l  possibilities f o r  t h e  base -genera t ion  of p a r t i c l e s  

are as f o l l o w s :  

/?\ (NP) ... PP...PRED 
V PRT 

I 0 
P PP 

I 

Second, i t  has been s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  o n l y  t h o s e  p a r t i c l e s  

which o r i g i n a t e  b e n e a t h  t h e  p h r a s e  node PP c a n  bear t h e  

n u c l e a r  a c c e n t  lf t h e  v e r b  i s  t r a n s i t i v e .  

Third,  two r u l e s  have been invoked which change t h e  

r e l a t i v e  o r d e r  o f  t h e  p a r t i c l e  and t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t :  t h e  

first 1s a l e f t - r i g h t  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e  whdch s e p a r a t e s  

t h e  v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e  from t he  v e r b  and moves it t o  t h e  r i g h t  

of t h e  direct  o b j e c t .  The second Is t h e  r u l e  u s u a l l y  referred 

t o  as Heavy-NP S h i f t .  



Fourth, it has been suggested that this system of base 

positions and movement rules is able to account for at least 

some problems of adverb placement which are incapable of 

solution In a theory which, like that of Emonds, contains only 

one base position for particles. 

Fifth, by postulating an inside position, we may also 

account for the distinction~between complex prepositlonal 

phrases, complex,predicate modifiers, and surface sequences of 

the form PRT-PP and PRT-FRED respectively. Again, adverb 

placement is relevant to this inquiry, as well as the pos- 

sibility of multiple positions for the particle. 

3.4.1 Although in comparison with a theory founded on a 

single base posit ion, the theory Just out lined, If successful 

in treating all of the above areas, appears better-equipped 

to achieve descriptive adequacy, it is certainly not without 

problems. In particular, It is difficult to account for the 

non-proliferation of cases in which more than one particle 

occurs, a fact which would appear to be a natural consequence 

of a theory baaed on a single base position. l2 Apparently, 

although one finds complex particles of the type back up, as 

in 

112) Toaa me back up that wrench, will you Mike? 

it l a  difficult to find cases In which two particles occur 

discontinuously, 1.e. a putative case analogous to 



1 1 3 )  *John handed back h i s  paper  i n .  

On t h e  accoun t  w e  are c o n s i d e r i n g ,  w e  c a n  d e a l  w i t h  t h i s  l a c k  

of  s e p a r a t i o n  o n l y  if t h e  p a r t i c l e s  a r e  both  g e n e r a t e d  t o  t h e  

r i g h t  of  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  However, we have no p r i n c i p l e d  

way of  a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  t h e  a p p a r e n t  l a c k  of such base 

s t r u c t u r e s .  

It shou ld  be p o i n t e d  o u t ,  however, t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  

t h a t  Emonds's t h e o r y  fares any be t te r  i n  t h i s  regard. S i n c e  

i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  g e n e r a t e  i n  some f a s h i o n  s e n t e n c e s  of  t h e  

form V-PRT-NP-PP, l i k e  ( 73 )  above f o r  e x a n p l e ,  there  seems t o  

be  no principled way t o  e x c l u d e  t h e  c a s e  I n  w h i c h  t h e  f i n a l  

PP c o n t a i n s  o n l y  an i n t r a n s i t i v e  p r e p o s i t i o n .  

3.4.2 C o n d i t i o n  on  t h e  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e .  

If t h e  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e  we have p o s t u l a t e d  were 

always a p p l i c a b l e ,  we shou ld  n e v e r  come a c r o s s  c a s e s  i n  which 

t h e  p a r t i c l e  i s  f i x e d  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  d i r e c t  o b J e c t .  A s  

we .have  s e e n ,  however, such  c a s e s  i n  f a c t  e x i s t .  

1 1 4 )  The s o l u t i o n  was g i v i n g  o f f  a t e r r i b l e  s t i n k .  
1 1 5 )  *The s o l u t i o n  was g i v i n g  a t e r r ib l e  s t i n k  o f f .  

Here xa might  s a y  that g i v e  off i s  s imply  marked as a n  ex- 

c e p t i o n  t o  t h e  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e .  Such a s o l u t i o n  i s  

n o t  t e r r i b l y  i l l u m i n a t i n g :  It p r o v i d e s  a way o f  c l a s s i f y i n g  

t h e  data b u t  1s i n c a p a b l e  o r  p r o v i d i n g  any i n s i g h t .  F u r t h e r -  

more, i n  t h i s  caae, I b e l l e v e  t h a t  It c a n  b e  shown t h a t  t h i s  



mechanism i s  inadequate I n  p r i n c i p l e ,  f o r  such a marking 

p r e d i c t s  tha t  v e r b + p a r t i c l e  combinations which e x h i b i t  a  

f ixed  p o s i t i o n  i n  some cases  w i l l  e x h i b i t  t h e  same f ixed  

p o s i t i o n  i n  a l l  cases .  Such a claim i s  f a l s e .  

3.4.2.1 The most famous r e s t r i c t i o n  on p a r t i c l e  p o s i t i o n  

concerns t h e  f a c t  t h a t  uns t r e s sed  d e f i n i t e  pronouns may not 

fol low t h e  p a r t i c l e s .  l3 O t h e r  s i m i l a r  r e s t r i c t i o n s  e x i s t ,  

however, Consider t h e  f a c t  t h a t  when backward pronominall- 

z a t i o n  a p ~ l i e s ,  t h e  antecedent  is de-s t ressed .  (Under- 

s c o r i n g  I n d i c a t e s  an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  below.) 

116) After - he a r r i v e s ,  1'11 have t o  meet John,  
I suppose. 

I n  (1161, i f  - he and John - r e f e r  t o  t h e  same person,  t h e  nuc lea r  

accent  Is placed on meet; concomitantly,  i f  t h e  nuc lea r  

accent  f a l l s  on John, - he - refers t o  someone e l s e .  Now cons ider  

cases  l i k e  t h e  fol lowlng:  

117) Mary t o s sed  i n  t h e  s u i t c a s e .  
118)  Mary to s sed  the  s u i t c a s e  i n .  
119)  After dragging It down t o  t h e  lake, Mary to s sed  

the suitcase in. 
120)sAf te r  dragging - it down t o  t h e  l a k e ,  Mary t ~ s s e d  I n  

t h e  au l tcase .  

121) I'll c a l l  up John. 
1229 1'11 c a l l  John:~up. 
1235 T i  pou introduce him - t o  m e ,  1'11 c a l l  John - up. 
124)*1f you Introduce him - t o  m e ,  1'11 call up John. - 

In cases  l i k e  (119) and (123), i n  which the  d i r e c t  obdect i s  



the a n t e c e d e n t  o f  a px-onoun t o  i t s  l e f t ,  i t  cannot  r e c e i v e  

t h e  n u c l e a r  a c c e n t  and o c c u r s  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  parmticle 

o n l y ,  1 4  

T h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  i s  based p r i m a r i l y  on t h e  a c c e n t u a l  

p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  sentence--not  d i r e c t l y  on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  i s  t h e  a n t e c e d e n t  o f  a n  NP t o  i t s  l e f t .  

That  t h i s  i s  s o  can  be  s e e n  by l o o k l n g  a t  q u e s t i o n s  c o r r e s -  

ponding t o  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  above:  

1 2 5 )  After d r a g g i n g  it down t o  t h e  lake ,  d1.d Mary 
( a c t u a 1 l y ) t o s s  i n  t h e  s u i t c a s e ?  

126) If I . : l n t r o d u c e  him - t o  you, w i l l  you c a l l  up John?  

I n  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  t h e  p i t c h  rises on t h e , p a r t i c l e  and s tays 

high u n t i l  t h e  s e n t e n c e - f i n a l  r i s e .  

I t  seems rather i m p l a u s i b l e  t o  attempt t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  

such  r e s t r i c t i o n s  i n t o  t h e  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e .  An a l ter -  

n a t i v e  i s  t o  p l a c e  t h e  onus o f  a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  these s e n t e n c e s  

e i t h e r  on t h e  r u l e s  which a s s i g n  I n t o n a t i o n  t o  t h e s e  sen-  

t e n c e s  o r  o n  a s u r f a c e  f i l t e r  which i s  a b l e  t o  t a k e  account  

o f  i n t o n a t i o n a l  p r o p e r t i e s .  If t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  t h e n ,  f a c t o r s  

independen t  o f  the s t a t e m e n t  of the p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e  

i t se l f  p l a y  a n  i m p o r t a n t  role i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  well-formed- 

n e s s  of  s e n t e n c e s  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c l e  a p p e a r s  i n  one  p o s i t i o n  

rather t h a n  a n o t h e r .  

3.4.2.2 I n  o t h e r  cases, t h e  p a r t i c l e  i s  f i x e d  on t h e  

I n s i d e .  A t  times, t h i s  p o s i t i o n  is mandatory,  as w i t h  



p i v e  o f f .  There are some o t h e r  v e r b s ,  however, which m a n i f e s t  

more complex b e h a v i o r .  Cons ide r  t h e  ve rb  t u r n  o u t  i n  t h e  

s e n s e  i n  which it means rough ly  "producet ' .  

1 2 7 )  West P o i n t  t u r n s  o u t  g e n e r a l s .  

If w e  s h i f t  t h e  p a r t i c l e ,  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  l o s t :  

1 2 8 )  West P o i n t  t u r n s  g e n e r a l s  o u t .  

The normal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  ( 1 2 8 )  I s  t h a t  g e n e r a l s  are 

d e n i e d  a d m i t t a n c e .  Another example,  i n  which t h i s  i n t e r p r e -  

t a t i o n  of  t u r n  o u t  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e ,  h a s  a l r e a d y  been 

mentioned.  

1 2 9 )  The f a c t o r y  t u r n s .  o u t  l a t h e s  and d i e s .  
1 3 0 )  ?*The f a c t o r y  t u r n s  l a t h e s  and d i e s  o u t .  

Note t h a t  w i t h  a few a l t e r a t i o n s ,  however, t h e  p a r t i c l e  can  

a p p e a r  on t h e  r i g h t :  

1 3 1 )  The f a c t o r y  t u r n s  t h r e e  l a t h e s  o u t  p e r  month. 

If t h e s e  judgments are c o r r e c t ,  we shal l  have t o  f o r m u l a t e  

more g e n e r a l  c o n d i t i o n s  which govern  t h e  p o s i t i o n i n g  o f  t h e  

p a r t i c l e .  

It is  sometimes s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  c o n t e x t s  l i k e  (127)  and 

(129) are ' p r e s e n t a t i o n a l m ,  presumably meaning t h a t  l i k e  

e x i s t e n t i a l  s e n t e n c e s  s u c h  s e n t e n c e s  i n t r o d u c e  new material 

i n t o  t h e  d i s c o u r s e  i n  which t h e y  o c c u r .  Although such  



nomencla ture  i s  t o o  vague t o  be o f  much a s s i s t a n c e ,  n e v e r t h e -  

less it does seem t h a t  f o r  c e r t a i n  v e r b s  ( a p p a r e n t l y  o n l y  

some v e r b s  are r e l e v a n t )  some distinction a l o n g  these l i n e s  

i s  a p p r o p r i a t e .  I n  s u p p o r t  o f  t h i s  c o n j e c t u r e ,  I: c i t e  a few 

examples i n  which a d i s t i n c t i o n  between d e f i n i t e n e s s  and 

i n d e f i n i t e n e s s  p l a y s  a n  i m p o r t a n t  r o l e  : 

1 3 2 )  The d i s c o v e r y  o f  a new c o n t i n e n t  opened up 
u n l l m i t  ed o p p o r t u n i t i e s  . 

?*The d i s c o v e r y  o f  a new c o n t i n e n t  opened u n l i m i t e d  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  up. 

133) The s l a u g h t e r  o f  t h e  I n d i a n s  real ly  opened up 
t h e  West. 

The s l a u g h t e r  of t h e  I n d i a n s  r e a l l y  opened t h e  
West up. 

134)  T h i s  t r e a t y  w i l l  o n l y  b r i n g  abou t  war. 
*This  t rea ty  w i l l  o n l y  b r i n g  war a b o u t .  

1 3 5 )  T h a t ' s  what b rough t  t h e  war a b o u t .  
1 3 6 )  T h a t ' s  what b rough t  abou t  t h e  war. 

3.4.2.3 Summing up t h i s  s e c t i o n  b r i e f l y ,  w e  have s e e n  

t h a t  t h e  r u l e s  which we have proposed t o  accoun t  f o r  t h e  

s u r f a c e  positioning of  t h e  p a r t i c l e  are n o t ,  as t hey  stand, 

comple te ly  adequa te .  Nor i s  it e v i d e n t  how t o  g i v e  a p re -  

c i s e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  conditions which seem t o  be ne- 

c e s s a r y .  The d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n v o l v e d  here are n o t ,  however, 

c o n f i n e d  t o  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  framework which I have t r ied  t o  

deve lop :  t h e y  are problems f o r  any  t h e o r y  o f  p a r t i c l e s .  

I n  a b r o a d e r  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  I have t r i ed  t o  show t h a t  

a l t h o u g h  t h e  t h e o r y  developed i n  a e c t i o n 3 . 4 . 0  i s  n o t  free of  

problems and  fa i l s  t o  set t le  the  q u e s t i o n  of  t h e  p o s i t l o n l n g  



of the particle completely, St is possible to develop a 

theory of particles which has a good deal of empirical content 

nevertheless. In the next section we shall extend the domain 

of our inquiry to the dative constructions. And, as in the 

case of single object constructions, I shall try to show 

that although the theory developed here is not strong enough 

to account for all aspects of the behavior of particles, it 

is not weak enough to lack empirical content and be devoid 

of interest. 

3.5.0 The particle in the double object construction 

We now turn to the dative constructions, particularly 

the double object construction. There are two major problems 

here. The first concerns determining the conditions under 

which we find a given verb occurring with a given particle 

in both the prepositional dative construction and the double 

object construction. The second concerns the positioning 

of the particle. 

3.5.1 Our investigation will be conducted on the premise 

that the double object construction is base generated in 

all cases, Although I shall argue on independent grounds 

that this Is in fact the case below In Part Three, nothing 

crucial hinges on this assumption for this dlscusslan. As 

far as I have been able to tell, a transformational account 

of the dative alternation which Is formulated within the 



gene ra l  framework f o r  p a r t i c l e s  adopted he re  makes e s s e n t i a l l y  

equ iva l en t  c la ims .  15 

3.5.1.1 We s ta r t  w i t h  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we a r e  given two 

obvious p o s i t i o n s  f o r  t h e  p a r t i c l e ,  one t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  both 

NPs, one t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  both NPs. Schemat ica l ly ,  

V PRT 

The r u l e s  we have already p o s t u l a t e d  w i l l  o p e r a t e  on both 

s t r u c t u r e s  t o  produce t h e  o r d e r  V-NP-PRT-NP. 

I n  most c a s e s ,  t h i s  seems t o  be t h e  p r e f e r r e d  p o s i t i o n .  

f o r  t h e  p a r t i c l e .  The t h e o r e t i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  t h i s  p r e fe rence  

Is far from c l e a r ,  however. Judgments are n o t o r i o u s l y  weak 

i n  t h i s  area, no t  least because it Is unc lea r  t h a t  t h e  

p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  t h e  medial p o s i t i o n  Is based on grammatical 

f a c t o r s  o r  s t y l i s t i c  ones. Furthermore,  we have a l r e a d y  

seen  c a s e s  i n  which the positioning of t h e  p a r t i c l e  seems t o  

depend i n  p a r t  on such f a c t o r s  as i n t o n a t i o n ,  as w e l l  as 

f a c t o r s  t i e d  i n  wi th  ' p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  c o n t e x t s 1 .  It makes 



no s e n s e  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a  t h e o r y  whose on ly  purpose  i s  t o  

account  f o r  a range  of' f a c t s  whose s t a t u s  i s  u n c l e a r .  

The r u l e s  already g i v e n  s u f f i c e  t o  g e n e r a t e  t h e  appro-  

p r i a t e  r a n g e  o f  s u r f a c e  p o s i t i o n s .  If i t  i s  found t h a t  t h e  

c o n d i t i o n s  o f  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  can  be fo rmula ted  i n  a  way which 

t u r n s  o u t  t o  be i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  r u l e s  as  s t a t e d ,  a  con- 

sequence  o f  o u r  t h e o r y  i s  t h a t  new r u l e s  would have t o  be 

s t a t e d  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e s e  c a s e s .  A s  we s h a l l  s e e  below, how- 

e v e r ,  o u r  t h e o r y  does  r o t  s t a n d  o r  f a l l  s o l e l y  on t h e  b a s i s  of  

i t s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  p o s i t i o n i n g  o f  t h e  p a r t i c l e .  

3.5.2. It a p p e a r s  t o  be a f a c t  o f  E n g l i s h  t h a t  w e  n e v e r  

f i n d  d i r e c t i o n a l  p h r a s e s  ( f u l l  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e s )  

co -occur r ing  w i t h  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  I n  o t h e r  

words,  a l t h o u g h  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  (139)  e x i s t ,  t h e r e  a r e  no sen-  

t e n c e s  o f  t h e  form V-NP-NP-PP, as i n  ( 1 4 0 ) ,  where t h e  PP has  a 

d i r e c t i o n a l  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

1 3 9 )  John th rew t h e  b a l l  down t h e  f i e l d  t o  Max. 
140)  *John threw Max t h e  b a l l  down t h e  f i e l d .  

On a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  t h e o r y ,  t h i s  f a c t  c a n  be handled  i n  a 

number o f  ways. One i s  t o  write t h e  d a t i v e  movement r u l e ,  as 

Emonds does ,  i n  such a May as t o  a l l o w  t h e  r u l e  t o  o p e r a t e  

o n l y  i n  c a s e  t h e  d a t i v e  NP i s  s e p a r a t e d  from t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  

by t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n  to ( o r  for) and a t  most one  o r  two p a r t i -  

c l e s :  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  a n  i n t e r v e n i n g  f u l l  PP b l o c k s  t h e  



application of the rule. 

There are two major drawbacks to this account. First, it 

has to see how this theory can block the generation of cases 

like the following: 

141) ?*John kicked me in the soccer ball. 

The source for (141) on a transformational theory of the 

dative alternation is the well-formed (142): 

142) John kicked the soccer ball in to me. 

The difficulty arises from the fact that neither kick nor 

can be marked as exceptions to the dative transformation. 

Nor is it likely that kick in can be so marked, since by our 

criteria, kick in is not even a lexical item:.in - constitutes a 

surrogate-PP particle in this case as the following examples 

indicate. 

143) ?*John kicked in the soccer ball ta me. 
144) John kicked the soccer ball slowly in to me. 

The second drawback to the transformational account of 

the lack of directional PP1s in the double object construction 

is its essentially ad hoc character: there is no reason why 

the restriction might have been completely different. 

Consider the fact that directional phrases in combination 

normally have a canonical linear order, roughly corresponding 

to (iconic) order source-path-goal. Thus, although we find 



s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  

1 4 5 )  John th rew t h e  b a l l  down t h e  f i e l d  p a s t  t h e  50-yard 
l i n e  t o  t h e  t i g h t  end.  

we cannot  meddle w i t h  t h e  o r d e r  o f  t h e  PP w h i l e  m a i n t a i n i n g  

t h e  d i r e c t i o n a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  (as opposed t o  a  reduced r e l a -  

t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t  i o n )  : 

1 4 6 )  *John t h r e w  t h e  b a l l  p a s t  t h e  50-yard l i n e  down t h e  
f i e l d  t o  t h e  t i g h t  end. 

147)  John t h r e w  t h e  b a l l  down t h e  f i e l d  t o  t h e  t i g h t  end 
p a s t  t h e  50-yard l i n e .  ( r e l a t i v e  i n t e r p l B e t a t i o n  
o n l y  

1 4 8 )  John th rew t h e  b a l l  t o  t h e  t i g h t  end down t h e  f i e l d  
p a s t  t h e  50-yard l i n e .  ( a g a i n ,  on ly  r e l a t i v e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n )  
1 4 9 )  *John th rew t h e  b a l l  t o  t h e  t i g h t  end p a s t  t h e  

50-yard l i n e  down t h e  f i e l d .  
1 5 0 )  John threw t h e  b a l l  p a s t  t h e  50-yard l i n e  t o  t h e  

t i g h t  end down t h e  f i e l d .  ( a g a i n ,  r e l a t i v e  i n -  
t e r p r e t a t i o n  o n l y )  

If  o u r  c o n j e c t u r e  above i s  c o r r e c t ,  t h a t  t h e  o r d e r  source -  

pa th-goal  i s  t h e  o n l y  one  p o s s i b l e ,  t h e n  a s p e c i a l  c a s e  of  

t h i s  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  t h e r e  

can  be no PP t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  which h a s  a 

d i r e c t i o n a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  A consequence o f  t h i s  t h e o r y  i s  

t h a t  t h e r e  c a n  be no sur rogate-PP p a r t i c l e  o r i g i n a t i n g  from a 

d i r e c t i o n a l  PP i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

3 .5.2.1 R e c a l l  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  above i n  s e c t i o n  3.3.7.1 of  

complex p r e p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e s ,  where w e  c la imed t h a t  c a s e s  i n  

which t h e  p a r t i c l e  cou ld  n o t  a p p e a r  n e x t  t o  t h e  v e r b  .but  cou ld  



a p p e a r  as a n  ( i n i t i a l )  e lement  i n  a  complex p r e p o s i t i o n a l  

p h r a s e  were n o t  t o  b e  g e n e r a t e d  as v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e s .  Thus, we 

found a c o n t r a s t  between c a s e s  l i k e  

1 5 1 )  John pushed t h e  p l a t e  away from h im.  
1 5 2 )  *John pushed away t h e  p l a t e  from him. 

and c a s e s  l i k e  

1 5 3 )  John handed t h e  b a l l  o f f  t o  t h e  f u l l b a c k .  
1 5 4 )  John handed o f f  t h e  b a l l  t o  t h e  f u l l b a c k .  

We a s s i g n e d  t h e  p a r t i c l e  off i n  t h e  second c a s e  t o  t h e  v e r b a l  

p o s i t i o n ,  whereas away was g e n e r a t e d  as p a r t  o f  t h e  d i r e c -  

t i o n a l  p h r a s e .  And it was found t h a t  t h i s  d e c i s i o n  had a  

f a v o r a b l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  placement o f  a d v e r b s .  

I n  l i n e  w i t h  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  d i r e c t i o n a l  su r roga te -PP  

p a r t i c l e s  a r e  banned from t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  

t h e n ,  we ought  n o t  t o  f i n d  p a r t i c l e s  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  con- 

s t r u c t i o n  which i n  t h e  corresponc5hg p r e p o s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c -  

t i o n  have o n l y  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  d i r e c t i o n a l  p a r t i c l e s .  There i s  

some e v i d e n c e ,  a t  leas t ,  t h a t  such  a d e c i s i o n  i s  c o r r e c t .  

Cons ider :  

1.55 a )  The umprre th rew t h e  b a l l  o u t  t o  t h e  p i t c h e r .  
b )  ?*The umpire th rew o u t  t h e  b a l l  t o  t h e  p i t c h e r .  
c )  The umpire th rew t h e  b a l l  s w i f t l y  o u t  t o  t h e  

p i t c h e r .  
d )  *The umpire th rew t h e  b a l l  o u t  s w i f t l y  t o  t h e  

p i t c h e r .  
e )  *The umpire t h r e w  t h e  p i t h c e r  o u t  t h e  ba l l .  



Compare t h e  f o l l o w i n g  case: 

156 a )  The s e c r e t a r y  s e n t  a messenger over  t o  me. 
b )  The s e c r e t a r y  s e n t  o v e r  a messenger t o  me. 
c )  ??The s e c r e t a r y  s e n t  a messenger q u i c k l y  o v e r  t o  

me. 
d )  ?The s e c r e t a r y  s e n t  a messenger o v e r  q u i c k l y  t o  

me a 

e )  'I'he s e c r e t a r y  s e n t  me o v e r  a messenger .  

S i n c e  o u t  - cannot  occur  n e x t  t o  throw,  we have t o  say  t h a t  i t  

i s  a ( d i r e c t i o n a l )  i n s t a n c e  o f  t h e  sur rogate-PP p a r t i c l e .  On 

t h e  o t h e r  hand, -, o v e r  a t  least  i n  accordance  w i t h  t h e  c r i t e r i a  

w e  have a t  o u r  d i s p o s a l ,  is  a n  i n s t a n c e  o f  t h e  v e r b a l  p a r t i -  

c l e .  I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  o n l y  send o v e r  o c c u r s  i n  t h e  doub le  

o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  as evidenced by t h e  c o n t r a s t  between 

(155e)  and ( 1 5 6 e ) .  

3.5.2.2 A f a i r l y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  group o f  p a r t i c l e s  i s  

g i v e n  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  l is t :  

157) a b o u t ,  a c r o s s ,  a l o n g ,  a round,  aside, away, back ,  
by,  down, f o r t h ,  i n ,  o f f ,  on ,  o u t ,  o v e r ,  t h r o u g h ,  
UP 

Although a few o f  these do n o t  seem t o  o c c u r  i n  t h e  p r e p o s i -  

t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  w i t h  - t o  ( e . g .  a b o u t ,  a s i d e ,  &, 

f o r t h ) ,  among t h e  r emainder  w e  f i n d  a set which o c c u r s  i n  t h e  

p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  b u t  n o t  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n .  For  example, c o n s i d e r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e t  o f  

verbs--a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  c r o s s - s e c t i o n  o f  t h o s e  v e r b s  which 

o c c u r  i n  b o t h  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  



1 5 8 )  g i v e ,  o f f e r ,  p a y ,  p a s s ,  r e a d ,  r e n t ,  s e l l ,  send ,  
show, t a k e ,  throw, t o s s ,  w r i t e ,  y e l l  

I n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t a b l e ,  we l i s t  t h e s e  v e r b s  which occur  i n  t h e  

p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  w i t h  -, t o  a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  p a r -  

t i c l e s  which a p p e a r  w i t h  them. A ( * )  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  p a r -  

t i c l e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no c o r r e s p o n d i n g  doub le  object 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  p a r t i c l e .  17 

159) g i v e :  
o f f e r :  
Pay : 
p a s s  : 

r e a d  : 

r e n t  : 
s e l l :  
send : 

show: 
t a k e :  

throw : 

t o s s :  

w r i t e :  
y e i  1 : 

back,  *up 
*around,  back,  *up 
back,  * i n ,  * o f f ,  * o u t ,  *over  
* a c r o s s ,  *a long ,  "around, back,  down, 
i n ,  * o f f ,  o u t ,  *over ,  * t h r o u g h ,  up 
back,  *down, * i n ,  o f f ,  o u t ,  * th rough ,  
*UP 
*back, *out  
back, * o f f  
% a c r o s s ,  a l o n g ,  "around,  back ,  down, 
i n ,  " o f f ,  o u t ,  o v e r ,  " th rough ,  up 
*around, * o f f  
* a c r o s s ,  a l o n g ,  back,  down, i n ,  bff,  
o u t ,  o v e r ,  up 
* a c r o s s ,  back,  down, ? i n ,  * o u t ,  o v e r ,  
UP 
# a c r o s s ,  *around, back,  down, ? i n ,  
*ou t ,  o v e r ,  * through,  up 
back,  * i n ,  * o f f ,  o u t  
* a c r o s s ,  back,  down, ? i n ,  ? o u t ,  * o v e r ,  
* through,  up 

Our t h e o r y  p r e d i c t s ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  i n  a l l  c a s e s  I n  which we f i n d  

p a r t i c l e s  o c c u r r i n g  i n  b o t h  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  we shou ld  f i n d  t h e  

p a r t i c l e  moveable 3.n t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Concomi- 

t a n t l y ,  i f  t h e  p a r t i c l e  i s  n o t  moveable i n  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  

c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  t h e n  it s h o u l d  n o t  be found i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n .  



The f o l l o w i n g  d a t a  a r e  r e l e v a n t .  

1 6 0 )  John gave back t h e  money t o  J a k e ,  
*2ohn gave up t h e  money t o  t h e  p o l i c e .  

John o f f e r e d  some candy around t o  h i s  f r i e n d s .  
*John o f f e r e d  around some candy t o  h f s  f r i e n d s .  

John o f f e r e d  s a c r i f i c e s  up t o  t h e  gods.  
?John o f f e r e d  up s a c r i f i c e s  t o  t h e  gods .  

John p a i d  back t h e  l o a n  t o  t h e  bank. 
*John p a i d  i n  t h e  money t o  t h e  t e l l e r .  
?John p a i d  o f f  t h e  l o a n  t o  t h e  bank. 
*John p a i d  o u t  t h e  money t o  h i s  ~ ~ r e d i t o r s .  

#John 
?*John 
? ?John 

John 
John 
John 
John 
John  

*John 
*John 

John 

passed  
passed  
passed  
passed  
passed  
passed  
passed  
passed  
passed  
passed  
passed  

a c r o s s  t h e  s a l t  t o  H a r r y .  
a l o n g  t h e  news t o  h i s  f a m i l y .  
around some candy t o  h i s  f r i e n d s .  
back t h e  candy t o  m e .  
down t h e  hammer t o  rne. 
i n  t h e  hammer t o  me. 
o f f  t h e  b a l l  t o  F r a z i e r .  
o u t  t h e  t i c k e t s  t o  h i s  f r i e n d s .  
o v e r  t h e  s a l t  t o  Arnold.  
th rough  t h e  s a l t  t o  Arnold.  
up t h e  hammer t o  m e .  

John r e a d  back t h e  f i g u r e s  t o  me. 
*John read down t h e  announcement t o  t h e  crowd. 
*John r e a d  i n  t h e  f i g u r e s  t o  t h e  s e c r e t a r y .  
John r e a d  o f f  t h e  f i g u r e s  t o  t h e  crowd. 
John r e a d  o u t  t h e  f i g u r e s  t o  t h e  aud ience .  

*John r e a d  th rough  t h e  f i g u r e s  t o  t h e  s e c r e t a r y .  
*John r e a d  up t h e  f i g u r e s  t o  t h e  g u e s t  (on  t h e  

second f l o o r ) .  

*John r e n t e d  back t h e  house t o  U.S. 
?*John r e n t e d  o u t  t h e  house t o  them. 

?John s o l d  back t h e  house t o  t h e  former  owner. 
?*John s o l d  o f f  t h e  house t o  t h e  government.  

*John s e n t  a c r o s s  t h e  sa l t  t o  Mary. 
?John s e n t  a round t i c k e t s  t o  h i s  f r i e n d s .  
John  sent  back t h e  t i c k e t s  t o  t h e  owner. 
John  s e n t  down t h r e e  books t o  m e .  
John  s e n t  i n  a manusc r ip t  t o  t h e  magazine. 

*John s e n t  o f f  t h e  manusc r ip t  t o  t h e  magazine. 



*John showed around t h e  goods t o  h i s  f i n a n c i a l  
b a c k e r s .  

*Jchn showed o f f  h i s  diploma t o  h i s  f a m i l y .  

*John took a c r o s s  t h e  message t o  t h e  enemy. 
*John showed o f f  h i s  diploma t o  h i s  f a m i l y .  

*John t o o k  a c r o s s  t h e  message t o  t h e  enemy. 
?John t o o k  back t h e  r e c o r d s  t o  t h e  C O O P .  
?John t o o k  down t h e  hammer t o  Arnold.  
John t o o k  i n  t h e  measage t o  h i s  b o s s .  

*John t o o k  c~ f f  t h e  message t o  t h e  enemy. 
John t o o k  o u t  a t i p  t o  t h e  garbageman. 

?John took  o v e r  t h e  book t o  Marcia .  
John took  up t h e  news t o  t h e  c h i e f .  

*John t h r e w  a c r o s s  t h e  b a l l  t o  Arnold.  
?John th rew back t h e  b a l l  t o  Max. 
John t h r e w  down t h e  l e a f l e t s  t o  u s .  

?John t h r e w  i n  t h e  l e a f l e t s  t o  u s .  
John t h r e w  o u t  t h e  b a l l  t o  t h e  p i t c h e r .  
*John th rew o v e r  a c o u p l e  o f  sandwiches t o  u s .  
*John threw th rough  a c o u p l e  o f  s a n d ~ i c h e s  t o  u s .  

John th rew up a hammer t o  m e .  

?*John w r o t e  back a r e p o r t  t o  h i s  s u p e r i o r s .  
*John wro te  i n  a l e t t e r  o f  p r o t e s t  t o  t h e  paper .  
#John wro te  o f f  a l e t t e r  t o  h i s  p a r e n t s .  
John wro te  o u t  a check t o  u s .  

*John wro te  o u t  a l e t t e r  t o  h i s  f a n s .  

*John y e l l e d  a c r o s s  t h e  news t o  u s .  
John y e l l e d  back t h e  s c o r e  t o  t h o s e  i n  t h e  r e a r .  
John y e l l e d  down t h e  s c o r e  t o  t h o s e  below. 

?John y e l l e d  i n  t h e  s c o r e  t o  t h o s e  i n s i d e .  
John y e l l e d  o u t  t h e  s c o r e  t o  t h o s e  o u t s i d e .  

?John y e l l e d  o v e r  t h e  s c o r e  t o  t h o s e  on t h e  o t h e r  
s i d e .  

*John y e l l e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  s c o r e  t o  t h o s e  above.  

The c o r r e l a t i o n  h e r e  i s  n o t  p e r f e c t .  But i n  some i n t e r -  

e s t i n g  c a s e s ,  it a p p e a r s  t h a t  o u r  t h e o r y  does  make e x a c t l y  t h e  

r i g h t  p r e d i c t i o n s .  For  i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  v e r b  r e a d  seems t o  

behave p r e c i s e l y  a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  t h a t  we would e x p e c t :  namely, 

t h e r e  i s  a p e r f e c t  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  

i n s i d e  p o s i t i o n  and t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  



c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Fur thermore ,  t h e  p a r t i c l e s  l i k e  a round ,  a c r o s s ,  

th rough ,  away, e t c . ,  which never  a p p e a r  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  - 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  a l s o  never  a p p e a r  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  i n  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Note t h a ~  i n  t h i s  

r e g a r d ,  o u r  t h e o r y  i s  c l e a r l y  s u p e r i o r  t o  t h a t  o f  Emonds, 

s i n c e  h i s  t h e o r y  l a c k s  t h e  power t o  e x p r e s s  t h i s  c o r r e l a t i o n  

excep t  by b r u t e  f o r c e :  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e s e  p a r t i c l e s  can  

o c c u r  as v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e s  i n  some c a s e s :  

161)  John g o t  a c r o s s  h i s  p o i n t  f o r c i b l y .  
162)  John g o t  h i s  p o i n t  a c r o s s  f o r c i b l y .  

1 6 3 )  The m a j o r i t y  whip was able t o  push th rough  t h e  
b i l l  i n  a m a t t e r  o f  weeks. 

1 6 4 )  The m a j o r i t y  whip was a b l e  t o  push t h e  b i l l  
t h rough  i n  a m a t t e r  o f  weeks. 

I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  banning  o f  t h e  p a r t i c l e  which o r i g i n a t e s  as a 

s u r r o g a t e  d i r e c t i o n a l  PP h a s  i n t e r e s t i n g  consequences i n  t h e  

framework developed h e r e .  

3.5.2.3 Another a s p e c t  o f  o u r  t h e o r y  which d e s e r v e s  a t t e n -  

t i o n  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we are a b l e  i n  p r i n c i p l e  t o  make a  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e  and t h e  p r e d i c a t i v e  

p a r t i c l e :  a consequence o f  t h i s  is  t h a t  o u r  t h e o r y  w i l l  n o t  

a l l o w  p r e d i c a t i v e  p a r t i c l e s  t o  o c c u r  i n i t i a l l y  and w i l l  n o t  

a l l o w  v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e s  t o  o c c u r  f i n a l l y ,  g i v e n  t h e  c u r r e n t  

f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  r u l e s  and  b a s e  s t r u c t u r e s .  A s  a n  i l l u s t r a -  

t i o n  o f  t h e  p o s s i b l e  u t i l i t y  o f  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  c o n s i d e r  t h e  

f o l l o w i n g  c a s e s :  



1 6 5 )  ?Pass  over  Mary t h e  s a l t ,  would you p l e a s e ?  
Pass  Mary o v e r  t h e  s a l t ,  would you p l e a s e ?  

?*Pass  Mary t h e  s a l t  o v e r ,  would you p l e a s e ?  

1 6 6 )  While y o u ' r e  a t  i t ,  why d o n ' t  you 

*send o v e r  John some o f  t h o s e  c i g a r s ?  
send John o v e r  some o f  t h o s e  c i g a r s ?  
send John some o f  t h o s e  c i g a r s  o v e r ?  

Again, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  make c o n f i d e n t  judgments i n  t h i s  

a r e a .  However, w e  might expec t  i t  t o  be  t h e  case t h a t  such  

d i s t i n c t i o n s  e x i s t .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, we may f i n d  t h a t  t h e r e  

are c a s e s  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c l e  can  occur  on ly  m e d i a l l y ,  

c a s e s  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c l e  c a n  o c c u r  m e d i a l l y  and (weakly)  

i n i t i a l l y ,  c a s e s  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c l e  c a n  o c c u r  m e d i a l l y  and 

f i n a l l y ,  and pe rhaps  even a few c a s e s  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c l e  

can  o c c u r  on ly  f i n a l l y  ( t a k e .  . . a l o n g ) .  I n  any c a s e ,  i n s o f a r  

as such  d i f f e r e n t i a l s  can  b e  found,  t h e y  s u p p o r t  a t h e o r y  i n  

which t h e r e  are m u l t i p l e  b a s e  p o s i t i o n s  o v e r  one which t r e a t s  

a l l  p a r t i c l e s  as o r i g i n a t i n g  i n  a s t r u c t u r a l l y  similar way. 



4.0 Movement constraints on the indirect object 

4.1.0 The problem. 

Fillmore (1965) noticed that when wh-movement - applied 

to the indirect object of a double object construction, the 

resulting sentence was ungrammatical. 

1) *Who did Max tell a joke? 

He proposed that the generation of sentences like (1) be 

avoided by placing a restriction on the rule of - wh-attachment. 

Kuroda, however, in his 1968 review of Fillmore's book, showed 

that this solution was inadequate on two grounds. First, in 

circumstances which do not require the movement of the - wh-word, 

such as echo questions, the attachment of wh - to the indirect 

object is permissible. Thus, given the proper intonation, 

(2) is grammatical. 

2 )  Max told who a joke? 

Second, and more importantly, Kuroda demonstrated that the 

ungrarnmaticality of (1) follows from a more general constraint 

which prohibits the movement of the indirect object over 

material which is represented in the structural description of 

the rule by a variable. Thus, not only is (1) bad: so are 

(3-6) as well: 

3 )  *Your upstairs neighbor, I told a joke yesterday. 



4 )  * I t  was y o u r  u p s t a i r s  n e i g h b o r  t h a t  I t o l d  a J o k e .  
5 )  *Your u p s t a i r s  n e i g h b o r  i s  h a r d  t o  t e l l  a J o k e .  
6 )  *Your u p s t a i r s  n e i g h b o r  i s  t h e  p e r s o n  who I t o l d  a 

j o k e  y e s t e r d a y .  

Tha t  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  i n  q u e s t i o n  b e  f o r m u l a t e d  i n  such  a way as 

t o  men t ion  t h e  v a r i a b l e  which t h e s e  r u l e s  i n v o l v e  i s  impor- 

t a n t :  i t  i s  t h i s  p r o p e r t y  which s e p a r a t e s  t h e s e  r u l ~ s  from t h e  

pass ive- -which  d o e s  n o t  c o n t a i n  a v a r i a b l e  and whose a p p l i c a -  

t i o n  d o e s  n o t  i n  g e n e r a l  p roduce  t h e  v i o l a t i o n  e v i d e n c e d  i n  

( 3 -6 )  

4.2.0 The o n l y  way s u c h  f a c t o r s  would f o l l o w  from a  t r a n s f o r -  

m a t i o n a l  a c c o u n t  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  i f  t h e  d a t i v e  

r u l e  o r  r u l e s  were o r d e r e d  a f t e r  a l l  of  t h e  r u l e s  which pro-  

duce  t h e  s o r t  o f  v i o l a t i o n  s e e n  i n  ( 3 - 6 ) .  Such a n  o r d e r i n g  1s  

c l e a r l y  i m p o s s i b l e ,  however ,  s i n c e  i t  c a n  be shown t h a t  t h e  

d a t i v e  r u l e  must p r e c e d e  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  s u c h  r u l e s  as 

Wh-Movement, C l e f t i n g ,  and  R e l a t i v i z a t i o n .  18 - 
The s i m p l e s t  way t o  show t h i s  i s  by c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  above-ment ioned ? u l e s  w i t h  t h e  p a s s i v e .  

Obv ious ly ,  I f  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  

7 )  Someone gave  t h e  d i p l o m a t  t h e  pouch o f  documents .  

are d e r i v e d  by means of a d a t i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  f rom s e n t e n c e s  

l i k e  

8) Someone g a v e  t h e  pouch of  documents  t o  t h e  d i p l o m a t .  



t h e n  t h e  d a t i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  must p recede  t h e  p a s s i v e  i n  t h e  

d e r i v a t i o n  o f  

9 )  The d ip lomat  was g iven  t h e  pauch of  doc:uments. 

But r u l e s  c o n t a i n i n g  a  v a r i a b l e  may a p p l y  t o  t h e  d e r i v e d  s u b -  

j e c t  of ( 9 ) :  

1 0 )  Who do t h e y  b e l i e v e  was g i v e n  t h e  pouch o f  docu- 
ment s ? 

11) I t ' s  t h e  d ip lomat  t h a t  t h e y  b e l i e v e  was g i v e n  t h e  
pouch o f  documents. 

1 2 )  The d ip lomat  who t h e y  b e l i e v e  was g i v e n  t h e  pouch of  
documents t u r n e d  up i n  T a n g i e r .  

T h e r e f o r e ,  i n  such  d e r i v a t i o n s ,  t h e  d a t i v e  movement r u l e  would 

have t o  a p p l y  b e f o r e  t h e  r u l e s  which move t h e  d ip lomat  i n  

0 - 2 )  T h e r e f o r e ,  r u l e  o r d e r i n g  cannot  be invoked t o  b lock  

t h e  g e n e r a t i o n  of t h e  ungrammatical  (13-15):  

1 3 )  *Who do t h e y  b e l i e v e  Max gave t h e  pouch o f  documents.  
14) *It ' s  t h e  d ip lomat  t h a t  t h e y  b e l i e v e  Max gave t h e  

pouch o f  documents. 
1 5 )  *The d ip lomat  who t h e y  b e l i e v e  Max gave t h e  pouch of 

documents t u r n e d  up i n  T a n g i e r .  

The same p o i n t  c a n  be made w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  d e l e t i o n  ( o r  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  complements o f  t o o  - and enough. 

1 6 )  John is t o o  much o f  a loud-mouth t o  t e l l  o u r  s e c r e t s  
t o .  

1 7 )  *John i s  t o o  much o f  a loud-mouth t o  t e l l  o u r  
s e c r e t s .  (on t h e  r e a d i n g  i n  which John i s  con- 
s t r u e d  as t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  o f  tell) 

18)  John is t o o  much o f  a loud-mouth t o  be t o l d  o u r  
s e c r e t s .  



I f  t h e  r u l e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  d e l e t i o n  o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  

t h e s e  c a s e s  i s  t h e  same ( o r  a p p l i e s  a t  t h e  same p o i n t  I.rl d e r i -  

v a t i o n s ) ,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  i t  must be a b l e  t o  app ly  a f t e r  t h e  

p a s s i v e  h a s  had a chance t o  a p p l y  i n  t h e  embedded i n f i n i t i v a l  

s e n t e n c e .  Thus t h e  d a t i v e  movement r u l e  must a l s o  have had a  

chance t o  a p p l y .  ' l 'herefore,  t h e  o r d e r i n g  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  t r a n s -  

f o r m a t i o n  cannot  be a  f a c t o r  i n  t h e  ungrammat ica l i ty  o f  ( 1 7 ) .  

4.3.0 It i s  o c c a s i o n a l l y  sugges ted  t h a t  t h e  t y p e  o f  v i o l a t i o n  

e x h i b i t e d  i n  ( 3 - 6 )  cou ld  be  blocked by a g l o b a l  d e r i v a t i o n a l  

c o n s t r a i n t .  For  i n s t a n c e ,  Langendoen, Kalish-London, and Dore 

(1973)  s u g g e s t  t h a t  such  a  c o n s t r a i n t  "would be fo rmula ted  

a l o n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  l i n e s .  I n  a d e r i v a t i o n ,  a noun p h r a s e  

t h a t  h a s  been moved by D a t i v e  may n o t  be moved a g a i n  by any 

unbounded r u l e "  ( f o o t n o t e  6 ,  pp. 4 5 4 - 4 5 5 ) .  Bes ides  b e i n g  t h e e  

r e t i c a l l y  u n d e s i r a b l e ,  such  a c o n s t r a i n t  i s  i n a d e q u a t e  I n  two 

ways. 

F i r s t ,  as we saw i n  t h e  las t  s e c t i o n ,  unbounded move- 

ment r u l e s  may f r e e l y  move a n  NP t h a t  h a s  been moved by t h e  

p u t a t i v e  d a t i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n ,  bu t  j u s t  i n  c a s e  t h e  p a s s i v e  

r u l e  h a s  moved t h e  NP from t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  

But even i f  we improve t h e  d e s c r i p t i v e  adequacy o f  t h i s  

d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t  by i n c l u d i n g  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  it i s  

clear t h a t  t h i s  approach  s u f f e r s  from a f u r t h e r ,  f a t a l  inade-  

quacy. If t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  i s  f o r m u l a t e d  a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  



s u g g e s t e d  by  Langendoen e t  a l . ,  t h e n  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  

o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a r e  i r r e l e v a n t :  what Is 

r e l e v a n t  whether  o r  n o t  an  NP h a s  been a f f e c t e d  b y  t h e  d a t i v e  

movement r u l e .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  i t  i s  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  

p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  which are  r e l e -  

v a n t ,  t h e n  a  g l o b a l  c o n d i t i o n  i s  o t i o s e ,  and a  non-global  con- 

s t r a i n t  may r e p l a c e  i t .  S i n c e ,  as we saw i n  P a r t  One, t h e r e  

a r e  p r i n c i p l e d  r e a s o n s  f o r  g e n e r a t i n g  a t  l e a s t  some i n s t a n c e s  

o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  t h e  b a s e ,  w e  can  t e s t  

whether  it i s  d e r i v a t i o n a l  p r o p e r t i e s  o r  s t r u c t u r a l  propel'- 

t i e s  which a r e  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t .  

If on ly  s t r u c t u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  r e l e v a n t .  t h e n  t h e  r u l e s  

which produce t h e  v i o l a t i o n s  i n s t a n c e d  i n  (3 -6 )  w i l l  produce 

v i o l a t i o n s  when a p p l i e d  i n  a similar way t o  base -genera ted  

i n s t a n c e s  of t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n ;  t h e  g l o b a l  d e r i -  

v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t  as fo rmula ted  by Langendoen e t  a l .  i s  con- 

s i s t e n t  w i t h  any a r r a y  o f  judgments i n  such  c a s e s .  T h e r e f o r e ,  

c o n s i d e r  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  below, i n  which t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  a 

d a t i v e  movement r u l e  h a s  p l a y e d  no r o l e .  

19) The l a s t  hand o o s t  someone.& s t g a k  d i n n e r .  
20 )  *Who d i d  t h e  last  hand c o s t  a s t e a k  d i n n e r .  
21)  "t was John t h a t  t h e  l a s t  hand c o s t  a s t e a k  d i n n e r .  
22 )  *The man who t h e  last hand c o s t  a s t e a k  d i n n e r  w i l l  

be  hungry I n  no time. 

Such examples show t h a t  t h e  v i o l a t i o n s  i n  q u e s t i o n  are based  

on t h e  s t r u c t u r e  Invo lved ,  n o t  on  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  c o u r s e  o f  t h e  

d e r i v a t i o n  that gives rise t o  it. 



4 . 4 . 0  It i s  sometimes sugges ted  t h a t  what i s  a t  i s s u e  con- 

c e r n s  s t r u c t u r a l  ambigui ty  ( c f .  Hanlcarner, 19'/3 ) .  There a r e  

two good r e a s o n s  why such p r o p o s a l s ,  as c u r r e n t l y  f o r m u l a t e d ,  

a r e  i n a d e q u a t e  t o  hand le  t h e  f a c t s  i n  q u e s t i o n .  

F i r s t ,  t h e r e  i s  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  grammatical  s t a t u s  

between c a s e s  i n  which t h e  f i rs t  NP i s  moved o r  d e l e t e d  and 

t h o s e  i n v o l v i n g  t h e  second NP ( o f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c -  

t i o n ) .  For  example,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  ( 3 - 6 )  and ( 2 0 - 2 2 ) ,  t h e  

f o l l o w i n g  s e n t e n c e s  are a l l  good. 

23)  What d i d  t h e  d i n n e r  c o s t  John?  
2 4 )  The r e s u l t s  a r e n ' t  impor tan t  enough t o  t e l l  t h e  

P r e s i d e n t .  
25 )  T h a t  i s n ' t  t h e  method I taught  them. 
26 )  Look a t  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  bouquet Mary brought  your  

b r o t h e r .  
27 )  T h a t ' s  t o o  f r i v o l o u s  a p r e s e n t  t o  g i v e  your  f a t h e r  

on such  a n  impor tan t  o c c a s i o n .  

These c a s e s  a r e  a l s o  s t r u c t u r a l l y  ambiguous; y e t  t h e r e  remains  

a c o n t r a s t  i n  g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  between c a s e s  i n  which t h e  second 

o b j e c t  i s  a f f e c t e d  (which are good) and t h o s e  i n  which t h e  

f i rs t  o b j e c t  i s  a f f e c t e d  (which a r e  no good) .  S i n c e  t h e  

n o t i o n  s t r u c t u r a l  ambigu i ty  i s  r e l e v a n t  t o  bo th  c a s e s ,  s t r u c -  

t u r a l  ambigui ty  a l o n e  cannot  accoun t  f o r  t h e  ungramrnat i c a l i t y  

o f  (3-6) .  

Second, f o r  many o t h e r  c a s e s ,  c o n s t r a i n t s  based on  

s t r u c t u r a l  ambigui ty  p r e d i c t  t h e  wrong r e s u l t s .  For  example, 

t h e  s e n t e n c e  below i s  s t r u c t u r a l l y  ambiguous--yet b o t h  read-  

i n g s  are p o s s i b l e .  



2 8 )  Who do you want t o  choose?  

To t h i s  q u e s t i o n ,  one may answer i n  two ways: 

2 9 )  I want you t o  choose .  
30)  I want t o  choose W i l t .  

Sen tences  of  t h i s  k ind  a l s o  p r o v i d e  ev idence  a g a i n s t  

t h e  p e r c e p t u a l  s t r a t e g y  sugges ted  i n  Jackendof f  and Cul i cover  

( 1 9 7 1 ) ,  which i s  based on t h e  g e n e r a l  p e r c e p t u a l  problem of  

r e c o v e r i n g  t h e  deep s t r u c t u r e  grammat ica l  r e l a t i o n s  on t h e  

b a s i s  o f  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e  ev idence .  T h e i r  account  o f  t h e  

ungramrnat ica l i ty  o f  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  (3-6)  would a l s o  r u l e  o u t  

( 28 ) ,  and must t h u s  be r e j e c t e d .  

4 .5 .0  Langendoen e t  a l .  t a k e  t h e  n o v e l  approach o f  c l a i m i n g  

t h a t  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  (3-6)  are i n  f a c t  n o t  ungrammatical  a t  

a l l ;  t h e y  are merely u n a c c e p t a b l e .  Fur thermore ,  t h e y  c l a i m  t o  

have e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a group o f  E n g l i s h  s p e a k e r s  

l i v i n g  i n  t h e  G r e a t e r  N e w  York area f o r  whom such s e n t e n c e s  

a r e  b o t h  grammat ica l  and a c c e p t a b l e .  They h y p o t h e s i z e  t h a t  

these s p e a k e r s  u s e  a d i f f e r e n t  set  o f  p e r c e p t u a l  s t r a t e g i e s  

t h a n  do  t h o s e  who f i n d  (3-6)  u n a c c e p t a b l e .  I ' m  n o t  convinced 

t h a t  f o r  t h i s  c a s e  a t  least t h e r e  i s  any more a t  I s s u e  t h a n  a 

merely t e r m i n o l o g i c a l  q u e s t i o n .  l9 For  o u r  p u r p o s e s ,  what i s  

i m p o r t a n t  i s  t h a t  t h e  v i o l a t i o n s  e x h i b i t e d  i n  (3-6)  be g i v e n  a 

uni form t r e a t m e n t .  

I s h a l l  f o r m u l a t e  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  which b l o c k s  (3 -6 )  as 



a constraint on variables, thus providing a uniform mechanism 

which blocks the generation of sentences like (3-6). Although 

I imagine that this constraint can be formulated in terms of 

perceptual strategies, the formulation given by Langendoen 

et al. i.s presented only for the case which involves Wh-Move- - 

ment, and a general reformulation raises questions which go 

beyond the scope of our inquiry here. 20 

I state the constraint below in (31): 

31) Given a structure of the form 21 

/I\- ... V (PRT) NP (PRT) NP ... 
if the stringlV (PRT)' is represented by a vari- 
able in the structural description of a transfor- 
mation, the stringlV (PRT)NP (PRT)' must also be 
represented by that variable. 

This formulation raises several issues. First, as it 

stands, the constraint is language-specific. If a formulation 

is to be given which is independent of any particular lan- 

guage, it will be probably have to be formulated with refer- 

ence to certain typological properties of the languages for 

which I t  is found to hold (if any besides English exist), for 

it is unlikely that such a constraint would apply if e.g. the 

two NP's mentioned in (31) are marked morphologically for dis- 

tinct cases. I don't see that an account based on perceptual 

strategies fares any better here, however. 



Second, i t  may be t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  a s  fo rmula ted  i s  

t o o  weak. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e r e  a r e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i t h  r lespect  

t o  e x t r a c t i o n  man i fes ted  by  s e v e r a l  of  t h e  ( f e w j  ve rbs  w h i c h  

o c c u r  w i t h  t h e  s o - c a l l e d  'naked i n f i n i t i v e '  (modals a s i d e ) .  

Thus, t h e r e  seems t o  be a d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  between: 

3 2 )  Who d i d  you s e e  L i s t o n  f i g h t ?  

and 

3 3 )  ?*Who d i d  you s e e  f i g h t  L i s t o n ?  

A problem h e r e  i s  t h a t  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  invo lved  i n  e x t r a c t i o n  

do n o t  seem t o  be  uni form a c r o s s  t h e  v a r i o u s  c a s e s  of  t h i s  

s t r u c t u r e .  Whereas e x t r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  NP t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  watch 

( i n  t h e  naked i n f i n i t i v e  s t r u c t u r e )  seems t o t a l l y  impervious  

t o  movement r u l e s ,  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  let, i t  i s  sometimes p o s s i -  

b l e  : 

34)  *Who d i d  you watch c r o s s  t h e  s t r e e t .  
35)  The man you j u s t  l e t  s l i p  from your g r a s p ,  Watson, 

i s  t h e  most d i a b o l i c a l  c r i m i n a l  mind i n  a l l  of  
England. 

N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  i t  may be t h e  c a s e  t h a t  a g e n e r a l  f o r m u l a t i o n  of  

t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  g i v e n  i n  ( 3 1 )  would cover  b o t h  t h e  doub le  

o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and t h e  r e l e v a n t  c a s e s  of t h e  naked 

i n f i n i t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

F i n a l l y ,  w e  n o t e  t h a t  a f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  

i n  terms of p e r c e p t u a l  p r o c e s s i n g  r a t h e r  t h a n  as a c o n s t r a i n t  

o n  movement might b e  p r e f e r a b l e  f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  reason; :  



some v i o l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  k ind  produced i n  ( 3 - 6 )  seem t o  be worse 

t h a n  o t h e r s ;  f u r t h e r m o r e ,  I have t h e  f e e l i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  

d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  ungrammat ica l i ty  o f  s e n t e n c e s  o f  

t h i s  t y p e  and t h e  d e g r e e  o f  ungrammat ica l i ty  invo lved  i n  t h e  

v i o l a t i o n  of  R o s s ' s  (1967)  i s l a n d  c o n s t r a i n t s .  A r e fo rmula -  

t i o n  of  ( 3 1 )  i n  t e rms  o f  p e r c e p t u a l  p r o c e s s i n g  may p r o v i d e  a 

n a t u r a l  framework i n  which t o  account  f o r  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e .  2 2  

4.6.0 Summary. 

I f  a n  unbounded movement r u l e  a p p l i e s  t o  t h e  f i r s t  of  

two NP o b j e c t s ,  v i o l a t i o n s  a r e  produced.  A t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  

approach t o  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  cannot  account  f o r  such  

v i o l a t i o n s .  Nor i s  t h e  p o s t u l a t i o n  o f  g l o b a l  d e r i v a t i o n a l  con- 

s t r a i n t s  o f  any h e l p ,  s i n c e  t h e  v i o l a t i o n s  i n  q u e s t i o n  a r e  

r e l a t e d  t o  a c e r t a i n  s t r u c t u r e ,  independent  o f  t h e  o r i g i n  of 

t h a t  s t r u c t u r e .  Accounts based on s t r u c t u r a l  ambigui ty  a l s o  

f a i l ,  f o r  t h e y  are u n a b l e  i n  p r i n c i p l e  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  asym- 

metry between movement o f  t h e  f i r s t  NP o f  a doub le  o b j e c t  

s t r u c t u r e  and movement o f  t h e  second.  

I have proposed a c o n s t r a i n t  on t h e  c o n v e n t i o n s  f o r  

a n a l y z i n g  phrase-markers  i n  terms of  v a r i a b l e s  which w i l l  

a ccoun t  f o r  t h e s e  v i o l a t i o n s .  Whether t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  can  be  

g i v e n  a language-independent  f o r m u l a t i o n ,  and t h e  e x a c t  rela- 

t i o n  o f  t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  t o  p e r c e p t u a l  s t r a t e g i e s  for sen tence -  

p r o c e s s i n g  are matters which I l e a v e  t o  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h .  



5.0 Summary. 

The phenomena investigated in this chapter provid,e no 

evidence in favor of a transformational theory of the dative 

alternation. In some cases, our results are not entirely 

unanticipated. Thus, the output condition on pronouns dis- 

cussed in section 1 can be traced back to a proposal made by 

Ross (1967), and our discussion of the movement constraint on 

the indirect object is based in part on facts originally noted 

by Kuroda (1968).. Insofar as I have made use of previous pro- 

posals, however, I have tried to strengthen existing arguments, 

and where I have been able to, I have constructed new ones. 

Although the main burden of this chapter has been to dem- 

onstrate the lack of any non-semantic evidence in favor of a 

transformational theory of the dative alternation, the argu- 

I ments I have given bear on wider issues in linguistic theory. 

I 
I 

We will consider two: the laccessibility hierarchyf proposed 

by Keenan and Comrie (1972); and the theory of relational 

grammar proposed by Perlmutter and Postal in various lectures. 

5.1 Keenan and Comrie (1972) claim that there is a universal 

hierarchy of NP positions as follows, where 'af is interpreted 
as 'greater than or equal to inaccessibilityt to rules such as 

relative clause formation, WH-movement, clefting, and so on: 

1) Subj 3 DO 3 I0 a OPrep 3 Poss-NP* 0-Comp-Particle 

Essentially, their claim is that if a given NP position is 



a c c e s s i b l e  t o  e x t r a c t i o n ,  t h e n  any NP p o s i t i o n  which i s  g r e a t -  

e r  t h a n  o r  e q u a l  t o  t h e  g i v e n  NP p o s i t i o n  i n  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  i s  

a l s o  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  e x t r a c t i o n .  For  example,  i f  t h e  p o s i t i o n  

t h e y  i d e n t i f y  a s  'OPrept i s  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  e x t r a c t i o n ,  t h e n ,  

a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e i r  t h e o r y ,  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  ( ' I O r ) ,  t h e  

d i r e c t  o b j e c t  ('DO') and t h e  s u b j e c t  ( ' S u b j  ' )  must be a s  w e l l .  

But t h i s  c l a i m  i s  c l e a r l y  f a l s i f i e d  by t h e  E n g l i s h  f a c t s  

concern ing  t h e  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t :  i n  

E n g l i s h ,  o b j e c t s  o f  p ~ e p o s i t i o n s  ( ' O P r e p r )  a r e  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  

e x t r a c t i o n  a l t h o u g h  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s  a r e  n o t .  Thus, e i t h e r  

t h e  h i e r a r c h y  n u s t  be  r e v i s e d  i n  some way o r  t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  i t  

h a s  u n i v e r s a l  a p p l . i c a t i o n  must be weakened. 

5 .2  Consider  now t h e  p r o p o s a l s  o f  P e r l m u t t e r  and P o s t a l  con- 

c e r n i n g  what t h e y  c a l l  ' r e l a t i o n a l  grammar'.  One of t h e  cen- 

t r a l  c l a i m s  o f  t h i s  t h e o r y  i s  t h a t  c y c l i c  r u l e s  are d e f i n e d  i n  

t e rms  o f  grammat ica l  r e l a t i o n s  such  as s u b j e c t  ('IT), d i r e c t  

o b j e c t  ('XI1), and i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  ('111'). (There  i s  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t e r m i n o l o g i c a l  c o n f u s i o n  h e r e :  th roughou t  t h i s  

work I have used t h e  t e ~ m  ' i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t '  t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  

first NP i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  X-V-NP-NP-Y, whereas P e r l m u t t e r  and 

P o s t a l  use t h i s  term t o  refer e i t h e r  t o  t h i s  NP p o s i t i o n  o r  t o  

t h e  o b j e c t s  o f  v a r i o u s  p r e p o s i t i o n s  where a ' d a t i v e 1  i n t e r p r e -  

t a t i o n  i s  i n v o l v e d . )  Thus, t h e  p a s s i v e  i s  fo rmula ted  as t h e  

r u l e  '11-+It, and t h e  d a t i v e  movement r u l e  i s  f o r m u l a t e d  as 

lIII-+II1. Fur thermore ,  t h e y  propose  t h a t  i f  a n  NPi f u l f i l l i n g  



one o f  t h e s e  grammat ica l  r e l a t i o n s  i s  r e p l a c e 6  i n  t h e  c o u r s e  

of a d e r i v a t i o n  by some NP t h e n  NP c e a s e s  t o  b e a r  any gram- 
j '  i 

m a t i c a l  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  s e n t e n c e ,  T h i s  a n a l y s i s  i s  i n c o n s i s -  

t e n t  w i t h  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  of t h e  p a s s i v e  proposed i n  s e c t i o n  2 ,  

and i f  my arguments  f o r  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  second p a s s i v e  

a r e  c o r r e c t ,  t h e y  p r o v i d e  a s e r i o u s  counterexample t o  Perlrnut- 

t e r  and P o s t a l ' s  t h e o r y .  

To s e e  t h i s  more c l e a r l y ,  c o n s i d e r  two p o s s i b l e  d e r i v a -  

t i o n s  withim t h i s  t h e o r y  o f  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  (1) : 

1) A book was g i v e n  him. 

On a r e l a t i o n a l  t h e o r y ,  t h i s  s e n t e n c e  w i l l  have a n  u n d e r l y i n g  

s t r u c t u r e  rough ly  co r respond ing  t o  'PRO gave a book t o  h i m 1 ,  

i n  which t h e  grammat ica l  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  as f o l l o w s :  I = ' P R O ' ;  

I I= 'a  book1;  I I I = l h i m l .  If t h e  d a t i v e  r u l e  a p p l i e s  b e f o r e  t h e  

p a s s i v e  r u l e ,  ( 1 )  i s  ungenerab le ,  s i n c e  t h e  d a t i v e  r u l e  i s  

s t a t e d  as 1111--+111 and a consequence o f  t h i s  Is t h a t  ' a  book1 

c e a s e s  t o  be t h e  d i r e c t  o b f e c t  upon i t s  replacement  by ' h i m 1 .  

Thus i f  t h e  d a t i v e  r u l e  a p p l i e s  f irst ,  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  t h e  

passive r u l e  can o n l y  produce t h e  s e n t e n c e  

2 )  He was g i v e n  a book. 

Consider  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  r u l e s ,  however. 

Applying t h e  p a s s i v e  r u l e  f i r s t ,  we g e t  t h e  r i g h t  NP i n t o  t h e  

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  But what do we do abou t  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n ?  



If we now a l l o w  t h z  d a t i v e  r u l e  t o  z p p l y ,  s e r i o u s  problems 

a r i s e .  F i r s t ,  t h e  pronominal r e s t r i c t i o n  t h a t  we noted  i n  

s e c t i o n  2 must be d e a l t  with--1.e .  i t ' s  no t  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  

u s u a l  d a t i v e  r u l e  w i l l  s u f f i c e .  Second, t h i s  t h e o r y  o f f e r s  no 

way t o  account  f o r  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  My s i n s  were f o r g i v e n  me, 

whose d e r i v a t i o n  does  no t  i n v o l v e  t h e  d a t i v e  r u l e .  P u r t h e r -  

more, i t  i s  n o t  a t  a l l  c l e a r  how t o  a v o i d  g e n e r a t i n g  s e n t e n c e s  

l i k e  ( 3 b )  from (3a) on t h i s  a c c o u n t ,  s i n c e  presumably t h e  same 

s t r u c t u r a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a p p l y :  

3a) A s  f a r  as t h e  Uni ted  Fund i s  concerned,  I t h i n k  
everyone  shou ld  g i v e  t o  them. 

3b)  *As f a r  as t h e  Uni ted  Fund i s  concerned,  I t h i n k  
everyone  shou ld  g i v e  them. 

I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  problem of t h e  second p a s s i v e  i s  n o t  o n l y  no t  

r e s o l v e d  by t h e  t h e o r y  of r e l a t i o n a l  grammars; t h e  e x i s t e n c e  

o f  such  a phenomenon p o s e s  a very  s e r i o u s  problem f o r  t h i s  

t h e o r y .  



Appendix to section 3: A speculation on scme observed tenden- 

cies. 

An alternative to the generation of the verbal particle in the 

double object construction is the following. 

1) /' 'i NP 

A \ 
V NP PRT 

There are several reasons for considering such a possibility. 

An obvious advantage is that it generates immediately 

the preferred surface structure particle position, and the 

more marked order will arise through the application of a rule 

which shifts the left-most NP to the right of the particle (we 

still want to avoid the postulation of a right-left particle 

movement rule). 

2) Whip me such honest knaves. (Othello) 
3) Rob me a couple of banks, my Fay, and I might con- 

sider your proposal. 

In that discussion, we pointed out two peculiarities of this 

construction, or at least two tendencies to be pecul-iar. 

These were concerned with the fact that in such examples the 

dative NP is restricted to pronominal form and the fact that 

such constructions seem to occur with far greater ease in sen- 

tences with what we called a lhortatoryl illocutionary force 

(and reports of such speech a c t s )  than in sentences w i t h  



different illocutionary forces. A sentence like the followlnf~, 

which violates both of these canons, sounds very strange to my 

ears : 

4) ??If it had only occurred to Lefty to rob Capone 
a couple of banks, he might have succeeded 
in gaining the gang leaders confidence. 

In standard literary English, this construction has a somewhat 

marginal character. Nevertheless, we suggested that a way to 

deal with it is to generate a pronominal position to the lmrne- 

diate right of the verb--effectively restricting this position 

to pronouns--and associating with this structure a rule which 

would ensure that this (benefactive) pronoun would receive an 

interpretation compatible with only the appropriate range of 

contexts. Since it is not our purpose here to present a the- 

ory of speech acts, we left the formulation of this rule open. 

What I would like to suggest now is that many of the 

instances of the intersection of the verbtparticle construc- 

tion with the double object construction share some of the 

properties of this benefactive construction. There are sev- 

eral lndicat ions of this. 

The first is that in many cases, the results of apply- 

ing the passive transformation to structures of the form 

I... V-NP-PRT-NPv are surprisingly bad. Thus, compare the fol- 

lowing cases : 

5 a )  I bassed him the salt. 



b )  He was passed  t h e  s a l t .  
c )  I passed  him down t h e  s a l t .  
d )  ?*He was passed  down t h e  s a l t .  

6 a )  They handed m e  t h e  wrench. 
b )  I was handed t h e  wrench. 
c )  They handed me up t h e  wrench. 
d )  ?*I was handed up t h e  wrench. 

7 a )  They read me t h e  f i g u r e s  ( o v e r  t h e  t e l e p h o n e ) .  
b )  I was r e a d  t h e  f i g u r e s  ( o v e r  t h e  t e l e p h o n e ) .  
c )  They r e a d  m e  o f f  t h e  f i g u r e s .  
d )  ? * I  was r e a d  o f f  t h e  f l g u r e s .  

8 a )  They s e n t  me t h e  wrong o r d e r .  
b )  I was s e n t  t h e  wrong o r d e r .  
c )  They s e n t  me o v e r  t h e  wrong o r d e r .  
d )  ?*I was s e n t  o v e r  t h e  wrong o r d e r .  

It might be s u g g e s t e d  t ha t  t h e  govern ing  f a c t o r  i n  t h e  ungram- 

m a t i c a l i t y  o f  such  examples Is t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  r e a l - t i m e  

p r o c e s s i n g  of d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  grammat ica l  r e l a t i o n  

of the s u r f a c e  s u b j e c t .  The f a c t  t ha t  i t  c o u l d  b e  e i t h e r  

d i r e c t  o b j e c t  o r  i n d i r 2 c t  o b j e c t  would, on t h i s  a c c o u n t ,  unbal- 

a p c e  t h e  p e r c e p t u a l  p r o c e s s i n g  mechanism. And presumably t h i s  

p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  s t r e n g t h e n e d  by t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a n a l y z i n g  

t h e  s t r i n g  '... P NP...' as a p r e p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e .  Although 

t h i s  might be  p l a u s i b l e  i n  c e r t a i n  c a s e s ,  e . g .  I was t o s s e d  

o v e r  a b a r r e l ,  such  a t h e o r y  p r e d i c t s  t ha t  t h e r e  i s  a s t r o n g  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h i s  c a s e  and a s e n t e n c e  l i k e  ( 7 d ) ,  where 

t h e r e  is  no r e a s o n  t o  s u s p e c t  t h a t  t h e  d e r i v e d  s u b j e c t  could  

be c o n s t r u e d  as t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  ( I n  some c a s e s ,  i n  f a c t ,  

t h e r e  i s  no d i f f i c u l t y  whatsoever  i n  t h e  p a s s i v e :  e.g.  I was 

p i v e n  back t h e  money. F o r  r e a s o n s  which I d o  n o t  u n d e r s t a n d ,  



these sentences are distinct from the cases under discussion.) 

If it could be shown that in the cases in which the 

passive does not apply easily, the indLrect object in fact has 

a benefactive interpretation, the failure of the passive could 

be assimilated to the failure of the passive in other cases of 

the for-dat ive. - 
Although I am not able to show this definitively, we 

note first of all that in some cases a pronoun appears more 

easily as the indirect object than does a full NP. Further- 

more, in many cases, these constructions seem much more idio- 

matic in imperative sentences than in declarative cnes. Both 

of these tendencies--they are probably no more than that--lend 

some credence to the partial assimilation of these cases to 

the benefactive construction discussed above with respect to 

(2-3). Let me give a few examples, in which the violation of 

these criteria lead to a sharp decrease in idiomaticity. 

9) Hand me over that gun, Capone. 
10) ??If you hand Max over that gun, Capone, things will 

go easier for you. 
11) John refused to toss anything up to me. 
12) ??John refused to toss me up anything. 

13) George was kind enough to toss me up a beer. 
14) ??George was rude enough to toss me up a beer. 

If there are differences of this kind, it is extremely diffi- 

cult to control the applicability of a transformational rela- 

tion between e.g. (13) and (14). Furthermore, an attempt to 

paraphrase (13) by means of a - to-dative sentence fails if (13) 



has  t h e  k i n d  o f  b e n e f a c t i v e  f o r c e  we a r e  imput ing  t o  i t .  An 

a t ten ig t  t o  p a r a p h r a s e  ( 1 3 )  by  means o f  a f o r - d a t i v e  s e n t e n c e  

f a i l s  s i n c e  it misses  t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  i n s i d e  o b j e c t  i s  t h e  

mot iona l  g o a l :  

1 5 )  George was kind  enough t o  t o s s  a b e e r  up f o r  me. 
1 6 )  George was kind  enough t o  t o s s  a b e e r  up t o  me. 

It i s  p a r t l y  f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  t h a t  a n  a s s i m i l a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  

c a s e s  t o  t h e  b e n e f a c t i v e  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  s u g g e s t i v e ,  

s i n c e  t h e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  which I proposed above i n  

the c a s e  o f  s e n t e n c e s  w i t h  r_ob o f f e r s  a n a t u r a l  way t o  hand le  

t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  on o c c u r r e n c e  o f  such  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  

Suppose t h a t  t h i s  a s s i m i l a t i o n  were a t t e m p t e d .  Then 

s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  (g ) ,  (ll), and ( 1 3 )  would c o n t a i n  as a sub- t r ee ,  

t h e  s t r u c t u r e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  (1). There  is a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  s i d e -  

e f f e c t  o f  t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s ,  which concerns  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  

p a r t i c l e .  Given an u n d e r l y i n g  s t r u c t u r e  which c o n t a i n s  (l), 

t h e  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e  g i v e n  i n  t h e  above c h a p t e r  w i l l  

a p p l y  t o  move t h e  p a r t i c l e  t o  t h e  r i g h t .  And s i n c e  i n  t h i s  

s t r u c t u r e  o n l y  pronouns w i l l  be  g e n e r a t e d  under  V 1 ,  we shou ld  

e x p e c t  t o  f i n d  i n  some cases a d i s t i n c t i o n  between s u r f a c e  

s t r u c t u r e s  o f  t h e  form '... V-PRO-NP-PRT...' and s u r f a c e  s t r u c -  

t u r e s  of t h e  form '... V-NP-NP-PRT...', where t h e  f i rs t  NP i s  

n o t  pronominal .  And i n  f a c t  i t  seems t h a t  such  d i s t i n c t i o n s  

e x i s t  : 



1 7 )  Can you s e n d  me some o f  t h o s e  c i g a r s  o v e r ?  
1 8 )  ??When are  you g o i n g  t o  s e n d  R e g i n a l d  some o f  t h o s e  

c i g a r s  o v e r ?  

1 9 )  Hey, t o s s  me t h a t  wrench up, w i l l  you? 
2 0 )  ??Hey, t o s s  M a r i l y n  t h a t  wrench up ,  w i l l  you? 

Although judgments  of  t h e  p r e c i s e  g rammat i ca l  s t a t u s  o f  such  

s e n t e n c e s  are  n o t  t e r r i b l y  r e l i a b l e ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  

d i f f e r e n c e  e x e m p l i f i e d  i n  t h e s e  p a i r s  seems f a i r l y  c l e a r .  And 

it i s  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  which o u r  p r o p o s a l  o f f e r s  t h e  p o s s i b i l -  

i t y  o f  a n  a c c o u n t  o f .  



FOOTNOTES '10 CHAP'I'ER 11. 

1. For example, we have nothing to say about the problems of 

reflexivization, primarily because the behavior of  ~eflexives 

is not uniform over the range of the dative alternations. A 

variety of contrasts seem to exist, but it is difficult to 

see how a transformational account could even describe them 

in a uniform way. Consider the following contrasts, for 

instance: 

i) Faust sold himself to the Devil. 
ii) *Faust sold the Devil himself. 

iii) 'John gave a present to himself. 
iv) John gave himself a presegt. 

v) He's been telling stories to himself. 
vi) He's been telling himself stories. 

In particular, if (iii) and (iv) are related transformation- 

ally, and (v) and (vi) are related transformationally, any 

theory based on the dative alternation that rules out (iii) 

should rule out ( v ) ,  while a theory that allows (v) should 

allow (iii). Thus, we shall not consider this problem, as it 

seems to have no bearing on the issue. 

Similarly, we shall not take up the problem of the 

relation of the dative constructions to the possibility of a 

verb's occurring with an infinitival complement. Consider 

the fact that the verbs promise, offer, and - owe occur in both 

the - to-dative construction and the double obJect construction. 



Fur thermore ,  each  of' t h e s e  v e r b s  o c c u r s  w i t h  a n  i n f i n i t i v a l  

complement. Yet i n  t h i s  l a t t e r  c a s e ,  t h e s e  v e r b s  b e t r a y  

s t r i k i n g  s y n t a c t i c  d i f f e r e n c e s :  

v i i )  John promised A l b e r t  t o  l e a v e .  
v i i i )  *John promised t o  A l b e r t  t o  l e a v e .  

i x )  *John promised i t  t o  A l b e r t  t o  l e a v e .  
x )  John promised t o  l e a v e .  

x i )  *John owes Alber t  t o  l e a v e .  
x i i )  *John owes t o  A l b e r t  t o  l e a v e .  

x i i i )  John owes it t o  A l b e r t  t o  l e a v e .  
x i v )  *John owes ( i t )  t o  l e a v e .  

xv)  *John o f f e r e d  A l b e r t  t o  l e a v e .  
x v i )  *John o f f e r e d  t o  A l b e r t  t o  l e a v e .  

x v i i )  *John o f f e r e d  it t o  A l b e r t  t o  l e a v e .  
x v i i i )  John  o f f e r e d  t o  l e a v e .  

I know o f  no t h e o r y  which a c c o u n t s  f o r  these d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  

n o r  do I see how t h e y  b e a r  on t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  f a c e  u s .  

T h e r e f o r e  I s h a l l  i g n o r e  them: Wovon man n i c h t  s p r e c h e n  kann, 

dar i iber  kann man s c h w e i g e ~ .  



2 .  Almost eve ry  c a s e ,  t h a t  i s .  A counterexample may be  

found b y  c o n s u l t i n g  t h e  first s e n t e n c e  o f  t h e  t h i r d  paragraph 

o f  t h e  acknowledgment p r i n t e d  on t h e  back o f  t h e  t i t l e  page 

o f  Aspects  o f  t h e  Theory o f  Syntax (Chomsky, 1965, p .  i v ) .  I 

q u o t e  t h e  r e l e v a n t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h i s  sente l ice  below: 

x i x )  ??The r e s e a r c h  r e p o r t e d  i n  t h i s  document was made 
p o s s i b l e  i n  p a r t  by s u p p o r t  ex tended t h e  Massa- 
c h u s e t t s  I n s t i t u t e  o f  Technology, Research 
Labora to ry  o f  E l e c t r o n i c s ,  by t h e . . .  

Because o f  i t s  q u e s t i o n a b l e  grammatical  s t a t u s ,  however, I 

t a k e  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  t h i s  example on o u r  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  t o  be 

minimal.  

3.  Although I agree w i t h  Williams i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  I t h i n k  t h a t  

h i s  examples might have been b e t t e r  chosen.  H i s  f i r s t  exam- 

p l e  (*The c h i l d r e n  were sung a song)  Is p l a u s i b l y  r e l a t e d  

more c l o s e l y  t o  a s e n t e n c e  w i t h  a - f o r - d a t i v e  t h a n  t o  one  w i t h  

a - t o - d a t i v e .  H i s  second c a s e  (John was thrown a p i l l o w )  

seems t o  m e  b e t t e r  t h a n  h e  i n d i c a t e s .  Because o f  t h i s ,  I 

have chosen d i f f e r e n t  examples.  

Williams h a s  a l s o  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  t h e  

p a s s i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  between t h e  - t o - d a t i v e  and t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  

might be  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  v s .  o p t i o n a l l t y  o f  t h e  

d a t i v e  NP w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  any g i v e n  v e r b .  Although t h i s  i d e a  

i s  i n t e r e s t i n g ,  I do n o t  t h i n k  t h a t  it i s  r i g h t .  F o r  

i n s t a n c e  a d a t i v e  NP is  o p t i o n a l  w i t h  b r i n g ,  y e t  t h e  p a s s i v e  

Is p o s s i b l e :  The K i n g  was brought  h i s  p ipe  and s l i p p e r s .  



4 .  A r e l a x a t i o n  of t h e  cond i t i on  t h a t  only a s i n g l e  p a r t i c l e  

/ : may i n t e r v e n e  between t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  and t h e  - t o -  o r  - fo r -  

phrase  i s  needed independently t o  account f o r  such sen tences  

as Toss me back up t h e  hammer p l e a s e .  

5.  Note t h a t  t h e  fo rmula t ion  of  t h e  s u r f a c e  cond i t i on  i s  no 

simple ma t t e r ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  e x i s t  c a se s  i n  which t h e  d i r e c t  

ob jnc t  occurs  t o  t h e  r i g h t  of r ighttPRT, presumably because of 

t h e  o p e r a t i o n  of  Heavy-NP S h i f t :  1'11 send r i g h t  over  t h e  

s t u f f  you ordered ,  M r .  Jones .  

6 .  C f .  a l s o  Jackendoff (1973) .  

7.  I s a y  "under c e r t a i n  condi t ionsI1  because of  p a i r s  l i k e :  

back 
xx) John came { i n  

ou t  

x x i )  *John came exhausted.  

Eviden t ly ,  t h e  a d d i t i o n  of  t h e  p a r t i c l e  i s  c r u c i a l  he re .  I am 

unable  t o  e x p l a i n  why. 

8. Note t h a t  whatever account  i s  chosen w i l l  have t o  d e a l  

w i th  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  s imple  i n t r a n s i t i v e   case^, t h e  p a r t i c l e  
1 

does bea r  t h e  n u c l e a r  accen t :  John f e l l  down. - 

9. I n f e l i c i t o u s l y  named because no c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  I n  terms 

of theav ines s '  has  e v e r  been given--or i s  l i k e l y  t o  be given-- 

which accounts  f o r  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h i s  r u l e .  Consider 



e x ~ m p l e s  l i k e  

x x i i )  We found i n  t h e  barn ,  a  s t i c k .  

The phrase  a s t i c k  i s  u n l i k e l y  t o  count a s  fheavyl  under any- 

body's d e f i n i t i o n .  

I n  p a r t - t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  here may b e  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

more t h a n  one r u l e  i s  i n  e f f e c t ,  a l though i f  t h a t  i s  t h e  c a s e ,  

it would appear  t h a t  both  r u l e s  perform t h e  same o p e r a t i o n s .  

Never theless  they  may be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  by i n t o n a t i o n a l  

e f f e c t s .  Thus, I have i n s e r t e d  a comma i n  t h e  above example 

t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  when t h e  sen tence  i s  proncunced, 

barn  Is prominently s t r e s s e d  arid t h e r e  i s  a n  i n t o n a t i o n  break 

between barn  and a s t i c k .  I n  t h e  c a s e  l .n, 'which t h e  s h i f t e d  NP - 
.., 

is  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  'heavy1,  'complex1, f l o n g t ,  e t c . ,  such i n t o -  

n a t i o n a l  e f f e c t s  are no t  necessary :  

x x i i i )  We found i n  t h e  barn  s e v e r a l  p i e c e s  of evidence 
which i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  defendent  was 
a c t u a l l y  a t  t h e  scene  when t h e  crime occurred. 

I t ' s  no t  c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  i n d i c a t i v e  of t h e  

e x i s t e n c e  of two r u l e s .  A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  t h e r e  may be on ly  one 

r u l e  i n  o p e r a t i o n  and t h e  i n t o n a t i o n a l  p a t t e r n s  may be gener- 

a t e d  by independent a s p e c t s  of Engl i sh  prosody. 

10;- C f .  Jackendoff  (1973) f o r  f u t h e r  evidence t h a t  such 

ph ra ses  form s i n g l e  c o n s t i t u t e n t s .  

11. Jackendoff  c redi t s  t h i s  i n s i g h t  t o  Emonds. 



1 2 .  The s i t u a t i o n  i s  a c t u a l l y  somewhat more complex. Consld- 

e r  J a c k e n d o f f ' s  b a s e  r u l e s  f o r  p r e p o s i t i o n s ,  which i n c l u d e  

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c a s e s :  

x x i v )  PP --$ P 
PP --9 P PP 
PP --4 PP PP 
PP --j P NP 

These r u l e s  shou ld  g e n e r a t e  p h r a s e s  o f  t h e  form 

xxv)  

PP PP 
/\ I 

P NP P 

b u t  as f a r  as I c a n  t e l l ,  there are no such  e x p r e s s i o n s  i n  

E n g l i s h .  Compare: 

x x v i )  Max pushed Harold o f f  t h e  board i n t o  t h e  w a t e r .  
*Max pushed Harold o f f  t h e  board i n .  

Max pushed Harold i n .  

One way t o  h a n d l e  t h i s  problem is  t o  write t h e  b a s e  r u l e  as 

f o l l o w s  : 

X X V I ~ )  PP --j P* (NP) 

A consequence o f  t h i s  f o r m u l a t i o n ,  however, i s  tha t  w e  cannot  

g e n e r a t e  as a c o n s t i t u e n t  complex p h r a s e s  o f  t h e  t y p e  from 

h e r e  t o  t h e r e .  

13. The r e s t r i c t i o n  t o  u n s t r e s s e d  pronouns 1s i m p o r t a n t .  

B o l i n g e r  (1971) has p r e s e n t e d  casee i n  which pronouns may 



p l a u s i b l y  f o l l o w  t h e  p a r t i c l e ,  bu t  on ly  i f  t h e  pronoun b e a r s  

a c o n t r a s t i v e  a c c e n t .  Some o f  B o l i n g e r f s  examples:  

x x v i i i )  The l a d y  bade h e r  take away t h e  f o o l ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  
I say  a g a i n ,  t a k e  h e r  away.  - - S i r ,  I bade 
them t a k e  away you. 

If you want t o  e a s e  your  mind by  blowing up 
somebody, come o u t  i n t o  t h e  c o u r t  and blow 
up me. 

He's j u s t  lucky I a i n ' t  s ewin '  up him. 

1 4 .  The s i t u a t i o n  h e r e  i s  a c t u a l l y  more c o m p l i c a t e d ,  and may 

i n v o l v e  a d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e  and t h e  

o t h e r  two t y p e s .  S i n c e  my p o i n t  i s  on ly  t o  show t h a t  t h e  

i n t o n a t i o n a l  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e  p l a y  a r o l e  i n  d e t e r -  

mining t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  p a r t i c l e ,  I s h a l l  n o t  a t t e m p t  a 

f u l l e r  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h i s  phenomenon. 

15 .  I n  t h e  discussion of Emonds's p r o p o s a l ,  we have gone 

o v e r  t h e  v a r i o u s  a c c o u n t s  p o s s i b l e  o n  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  

accoun t  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  of t h e  placement o f  t h e  

p a r t i c l e .  With r e s p e c t  t o  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c l e  

i s  n o t  g e n e r a t e d  s o l e l y  t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  

t h e  g e n e r a l  s i t u a t i o n  i s  as f o l l o w s :  i n  o r d e r  t o  m a i n t a i n  

t h e  s y n t a c t i c  d i s t i n c t i o n s  d i s c u s s e d  ear l ier ,  w e  sha l l  want 

t o  a v o i d  a r i g h t - l e f t  p a r t i c l e  movement r u l e :  i n  o r d e r  t o  gen- 

erate a l l  t h r e e  p a r t i c l e  p o s i t i o n s ,  t h e n ,  t h e  v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e  

w i l l  have  t o  r emain  i n  t h e  l e f t - m o s t  p o s i t i o n  u n t i l  a f t e r  t h e  

d a t i v e  movement r u l e  has a p p l i e d ;  t h u s ,  no s p e c i a l  advan tage  

w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n i n g  o f  t h e  p a r t i c l e  i s  a v a i l a b l e  

u n l e s s  t h e  &-dat ive r u l e  is  fo rmula fed  s e p a r a t e l y  from t h e  



f o r - d a t i v e  r u l e ,  i n  which ca se  a d i s t i n c t i o n  may be  main- - 
t a i n e d .  But we may j u s t  a s  f r e e l y  suggest  a  d i f f e r e n t  base 

s t r u c t u r e  f o r  t h e  =-dative c a s e s .  C f .  f oo tno te  1 6  below: 

1 6 .  An a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  (137)  i s  d i scus sed  i n  an  appendix t o  

t h i s  c h a p t e r .  T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  based on t h e  fo l lowing 

s t r u c t u r e :  

xx ix)  

V NP PRT 

1 7 .  I n  some c a s e s ,  t h e  double o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  with t h e  

p a r t i c l e  does not  main ta in  t h e  same range of  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  

as t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  d a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t l o n .  For i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  

s en t ence  

xxx) John o f f e r e d  me back t h e  raed r o s e .  

can on ly  be cons t rued  as a r e c i p r o c a l  o f f e r ,  i . e .  back has 

t h e  same i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  it has  i n  s en t ences  l i k e  John h i t  

Har ry  back. I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  s en t ence  John o f f e r e d  t h e  r e d  

r o s e  back t o  m e  i s  t r u e  o f  a s i t u a t i o n  i n  which I had given 

John t h e  r o s e  and he o f f e r e d  t o  g i v e  it back t o  m e .  (Note 

i n c i d e n t a l l y ,  t h a t  - back i s  not a v e r b a l  p a r t i c l e :  *John 

o f f e r e d  back t h e  red r o s e  t o  m e . )  

S i m i l a r l y ,  i n  some cases, we f i n d  a p a r t i c l e  occu r r ing  i n  

t h e  double  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  which does no t  occur  a t  a l l  i n  



the prepositional construction, e.g. ?Send me by some of those 

delicious tomatoes of yours vs. *Send some of those delicious 

tomatoes by to me. 

The particle along has somewhat idiosyncratic properties. 

When it occurs in the double object construction, it seems to 

be the case that it is always construed as an elliptical form 

of the complex prepositional phrase along with x, 

xxxi) While you're at it, why don't you send me a couple 
of those Cuban cigars along. 

xxxii) Take John a couple of these cigars along. 

In the first case, the cigars are to be sent along with what- 

ever else the addressee is sending; in the second, the addres- 

see is asked to take some cigars along with him. 

1 Whether Wh-Movement - and Relativization are to be disting- 

uished or not is of no importance here. 

19. Langendoen et al. argue that it would be desirable to 

account for the violations exhibited in (3-6) on the basis of 

perceptual strate~ies in part because they believe that the 

only alternative is the postulation of a global derivational 

constraint. In section 3, I have shown such a constraint to 

be inadequate. Furthermore, the constraint on performance 

that they formulate is, if properly emended, equivalent to the 

movement constraint formulated below in (31). In particular. 

it is hard to see whether any conceptual advantages are 

achieved by casting their constraint in terms of a theory of 



perfoi-mance ra ther  t h a n  competence: t h e y  c e r t a i n l y  p r o v i d e  no 

ev idence  f o r  t h i s ,  excep t  t h e  u n d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  language-par-  

t i c u l a r  c o n s t r a i n t s  on t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s .  I f a i l  t o  s e e  how 

l a n g u a g e - p a r t i c u l a r  p e r c e p t u a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  c o n s t i t u t e  a g r e a t  

l e a p  fo rward ,  however. 

The argument t h a t  some s p e a k e r s  f i n d  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  ( 3 - 6 )  

b o t h  grammat ica l  and a c c e p t a b l e  i s  a l s o  fa r  from compe l l ing .  

The a u t h o r s  n o t e  ( p .  4 5 2 )  t h a t  "Judgments t h a t  e x p r e s s i o n s  a r e  

a c c e p t a b l e  do n o t  g u a r a n t e e  t h a t  t h e y  are grammat ica l  .... t h e r e  

a r e  many e x p r e s s i o n s  f o r  which s p e a k e r s  do n o t  g i v e  c o n s i s t e n t  

a c c e p t a b i l i t y  judgments;  such  i n c o n s i s t e n c y  h a s  m i s l e d  many 

l i n g u i s t s  i n t o  p o s t u l a t i n g  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  ' d i a l e c t s 1  f o r  

which t h e r e  i s  o f t e n  no geograph ic ,  socioeconomic o r  o t h e r  

language-independent  b a s i s . . . . " .  The a u t h o r s  t h e n  c o n s t r u c t e d  

a n  exper iment  t o  test  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  tha t  doub le  o b j e c t  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  t o  which a n  unbounded movement r u l e  has a p p l i e d  t o  

t h e  f i rs t  o b j e c t  are i n  f a c t  grammat ica l .  One would t h i n k  

t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  a v o i d  t h e  problems n o t e d  i n  t h e  above c i t e d  

passage ,  t h e  a u t h o r s  would have c o n s t r u c t e d  t h e  exper iment  i n  

such  a way t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t s  o f  t h e  exper iment  would n o t  be 

a sked  t o  per form a l i n g u i s t i c  t a s k ,  b u t  r a t h e r  i n  t h e  c o u r s e  

o f  c a r r y i n g  o u t  some o t h e r  t a s k ,  l i n g u i s t i c  d a t a  of  r e l e v a n c e  

t o  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  would be  g e n e r a t e d .  Labov h a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  

exper imen t s  o f  t h i s  k i n d  d e a l i n g  w i t h  such  t o p i c s  as scope  

o r d e r  and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  ' g e t - p a s s i v e 1  and t h e  

l b e - p a s s i v e t  - ( r e p o r t e d  i n  a l e c t u r e  a t  MIT, s p r i n g  1974). 



However, the various tests the authors constructed all revolve 

around the performance of linguistic tasks. Furthermore, 

there is no ccntrol on intonation, no control on the impact of 

using definite as opposed to indefinite NP1s, no examples 

involving pronouns. Furthermore, the crucial sentences are 

all of a rather marginal character. Finally, the argument 

that dative questions ('DQsl) are acceptable is based on the 

following crucial step: "If ... the - S1s response indicates that 
he or she construes the postverbal noun phrase in an ambigu- 

ous DQ as a direct object, there is no non-DQ model that he 

or she could possibly be using as a basis for that response; 

hence the acceptability of DQs for that - S." (Footnote 16, 

p. 462.) But the authors have included precisely such a 

model: namely, the ungrammatical sentence Who(m) did you 

direct the person? 

In view of these defects, one can hardly consider the 

conclusions drawn from this study compelling. 

20. In their formulation of the perceptual rules, Langendoen 

et al. make crucial reference to the fact that the noun 

phrase whose grammatical relation is at issue is marked as 

Interrogative. This marking is Irrelevant for cases in which 

the NP has been moved by Topicalization or been affected by 

Tough-Movement (or Tough-Deletion, as the case may be). A 

more general formulation, then, would have to subsume under a 

single case the notions 'having been moved over a variable' 



and ' c o n t r o l l i n g  an  NP over  a v a r i a b l e ' .  A gene ra l  theory  of 

pe rcep tua l  s t r a t e g i e s  would t h u s  need t h e  means t o  i d e n t i f y  

a l l  such c a s e s .  The c o n s t r u c t i o n  of  such a gene ra l  theory  

being a r a t h e r  l a r g e  under tak ing ,  we s h l l  r e s t  con ten t  w i t h  

our  fo rmula t ion  of  a  movement c o n s t r a i n t ,  which covers  pre-  

c i s e l y  t h e  same range of f a c t s .  

21 .  I t  i s  noteworthy t h a t  t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  cannot be formu- 

l a t e d ,  as f a r  as I can t e l l ,  s i m p l y  by r e f e r e n c e  t o  s t r i n g -  

cond i t i ons  (wi thout  h i e r a r c h i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n ) .  One reason  

f o r  t h i s  i s  t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  does not  apply  t o  sen tences  

which c o n t a i n  p r e d i c a t e  nominals:  

x x x i i i )  The man who everyone had cons idered  a genius  was 
a SPY 9 

If t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  i s  formulated i n  terms o f  t h e  s t r i n g  

'... V-NP-MP . . . I ,  such sen t ences  would be  r u l e d  o u t  s i n c e  they  

s a t i s f y  t h i s  s t r u c t u r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n .  

One might,  however, a t t empt  t o  fo rmula te  (31)  i n  terms of 

a n  ou tpu t  cond i t i on .  This  i s  only  p o s s i b l e  i n  a theory  which 

i n c o r p o r a t e s  t h e  t r a c e  t heo ry  of  movement ( c f .  Fiengo, 1974, 

and t h e  r e f e r e n c e s  c i t e d  t h e r e ) .  I n  o r d e r  t o  main ta in  t h e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  p a s s i v e  and unbounded movement r u l e s ,  

t h e  ou tpu t  c o n d i t i o n  must i n c l u d e  mention of  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  

t h e  sen tence .  Th i s  can be  done as fo l lows ,  i gno r ing  f o r  

exposi toby purposes t h e  p o i n t  made above wi th  r e f e r e n c e  t o  

s t r i n g  cond i t i ons :  



x x i v )  Rule o u t  any s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  form 

u n l e s s  NP1 b i n d s  t .  

I w i l l  n o t  a t t e m p t  t o  choose between ( 3 1 )  and (ii). 

22 .  I f  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  have t h e  s t r u c t u r e  

xxxv ) 

i t  may b e  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  what Chomsky (1973) refers t o  as t h e  

' sub jacency  c o n d i t i o n 1  may be  c a p a b l e  o f  f o r m u l a t i o n  i n  such  a 

way as t o  make (31)  o r  i t s  e q u i v a l e n t  unnecessa ry .  The c r u -  

c i a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  would t h e n  be  tha t  t h e  p a s s i v e  rnoves t h e  

( f i r s t )  NP a lesser d i s t a n c e  up t h e  t r ee  t h a n  do  t h e  r u l e s  

which i n d u c e  v i o l a t i o n s .  



The S t a t u s  o f  t h e  E n g l i s h  D a t i v e  A l t e r n a t i o n  

0.  The purpose  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r  i s  t o  a t t e m p t  t o  de te rmine  

the p r o p e r  way i n  which t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  shou ld  be i n t e - .  

g r a t e d  i n t o  a grammar o f  E n g l i s h .  I n  o r d e r  t o  c a r r y  o u t  t h i s  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  we s h a l l  f o r m u l a t e  two g e n e r a l  h y p o t h e s e s ,  

r ev iew t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a t  o u r  d i s p o s a l ,  and r a i s e  t h e  q u e s t i o n  

o f  which h y p o t h e s i s  more a d e q u a t e l y  a c c o u n t s  f o r  o u r  knowledge 

o f  t h e  d a t , i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n .  

1. The p o s s i b i l i t y  of c h o i c e  concern ing  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  

d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  a r i s e s  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  way. Given a Jon- 

c e p t i o n  o f  grammar which i n c l u d e s  a s y n t a c t i c  l e v e l  3f deep 

s t r u c t u r e  and a s y n t a c t i c  l e v e l  o f  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e ,  t h e r e  

s h o u l d  be  a d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  deep s t r u c -  

t u r e  phrase-markers  and s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e  phrase-markers .  

Cons ider  now Andersonls  (1971) d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  s o - c a l l e d  

' s p r a y  p a i n t 1  c a s e s .  These i n v o l v e  a l t e r n a t i o n s  of  t h e  t y p e  

i l l u s t r a t e d  below: 

1) The man s p r a y e d  p a i n t  o n  t h e  w a l l .  
2 )  The man s p r a y e d  t h e  wall w i t h  p a i n t .  
3 )  John  empt ied  some g a s  from t h e  t a n k .  
4 )  John  emptied t h e  t a n k  o f  g a s .  

On t h e  b a s i s  o f  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  these 

s e n t e n c e s ,  Anderson concluded t h a t  b o t h  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  

a l t e r n a t i o n  were g e n e r a t e d  i n  t h e  b a s e .  The argument i s  

e s s e n t i a l l y  of t h e  f o l l o w i n g  form: t h e r e  e x i s t s  a d i s t i n c t f o n  



in truth-conditions concerning the members of such pairs; this 

distinction cannot be stated at surface structure, since a var- 

iety of rules can obliterate the relevant structure; therefore, 

deep structure is the appropriate level at which to state this 

distinction. Anderson also offered a variety of other evidence to 

support this conclusion, including facts concerning subcategor- 

ization. 1 

The acceptance of Anderson's conclusion does not force us 

to ignore the alternation altogether. In particular, there re- 

mains a syntactic quest ion: givel/a structure NP1-Vi-NP2-P-NP 3 ' 
under what conditions does there exist a corresponding structure 

0 NP1-Vi-NP3-P-NP2? I will assume that such a question deserves 

consideration. Regardless of the precise details of this rule, 

however, Anderson's conclusion forces us to state the alterna- 

tion as part of the lexicon. (Cf. Jackendoff, 1974a, for further 

discussion.) 

If this is correct, then evidently the rule in question 

will specify an operation on subcategorization frames. I will 

assume that this rule is to be construed as a redundancy rule 

which lessens the cost of lexical information, along the lines 

of Jackendoff's proposals concerning morphology. Thus, the 

rule will have roughly the following form: 

5) If a v e ~ b  is subcategorized for the structure 
NP NP2 LocP NPJ, an additional subcategorization 
1- 

of the form NP NP with NP2 may exist without 1- 3 -  
adding to the information content of the lexicon. 

Insofar as idiosyncratic infollnptlon must be added, it will 



add a proportional cost. 

Such a rule has several attractive aspects. First, rules 

of this kind are (ipso facto) restricted to operations on 

material specified in subcategorization frames. Thus no rule 

of this kind could take a noun phrase out of a purpose clause, 

for instance, and make it the subject of-the sentence. Sec- 

ond, such rules are designed to account for cases of syntactic 

alternations in which semantic equivalence is not necessarily 

preserved. Thus, they are concerned with cases in which not 

all properties are invariant. In view of the way such rules 

are to be construed, we have an immediate way to build marked- 

ness considerations into the rule itself. Finally, note that 

all such rules will of necessity be structure-preserving, 

since in every case the structures related by the rules must 

meet the conditions specified by one phrase structure rule 

expansion in order to be generated. We return below to the 

question of whether all structure-preserving rules can be 

formulated as lexical redundancy rules. 

2.0 The existence of lexical rules of the type just discussed 

raises the question of whether the dative alternation should 

be stated as a lexical rule of this kind or as a transforma- 

tion which maps one (full) phrase-marker onto another. Given 

the plethora of technical devices available, it is not imrne- 

diately clear how to resolve this question. The decision as 

to whether the dative alternation should be considered a 



phrase-marker transformation or a lexical redundancy rule 

hinges then not so much on questions of feasibility as on 

questions of appropriateness. 

Furthermore, from a general methodological point of view, 

if both types of rules exist, we should like to place enough 

restrictions on rules of each type so that for any given 

alternation, we would be forced to conslgn it to the domain of 

one type of rule or the other without the possibility of 

choice on our part. In line with this principle, questions 

such as the richness of information necessary to the statement 

of the rule arise. 

3.0 At this point, it is useful to recapitulate the general 

characterfstics of the dative alternation,such as we have been 

able to determine them. 

First, on the basis of several considerations, both the 

double object construction and the prepositional construction 

are base structures of English. 1.e. there are phrase struc- 

ture rules of the form 

6) VP -+V NP PP... 

VP -+ V NP NP.. . 
Obviously, part of our investigation I s  concerned with the 

question of what set of surface sentences is generated in each 



of  t h e s e  base s t r u c t u r e s .  

Second,  i f  assuming f o r  t h e  moment t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a 

t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  which maps phrase-markers  of t h e  form 

X-V-NP1-P-NPZ-Y i n t o  p h r a s e  markers  o f  t h e  form X-V-NP2- 

NP1-Y (or v i c e  v e r s a ) ,  is there a se t  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  p roper -  

t i es  which d i s t i n g u i s h  base s t r u c t u r e s  of t h e  form V NP NP 

from d e r i v e d  s t r u c t u r e s  o f  t h e  form V NP NP?   he major  

c o n c l u s i o n  of P a r t  Two i s  t h a t  no such  d i s t i n c t i o n s  e x i s t .  

T h i r d ,  t h e r e  is  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  what sor t  o f  con- 

d i t i o n s  are n e c e s s a r y  t o  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  of t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r -  

n a t i o n .  I f  o u r  f o r m u l a t i o n  of t h e  domain of t h e  d a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i o n  a t  t h e  end of Par t  One i s  correct ( i n s o f a r  a s  

it goes) there are s e v e r a l  notewor thy  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t o  be 

c o n s i d e r e d .  One c o n c e r n s  t h e  morpho log ica l  c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  

seems n e c e s s a r y  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  e.g. g e t  from o b t a i n  and 
k 

, r f rom p u r c h a s e ,  g i v e  back from -- r e t u r n ,  etc. Another ,  

of a more s p e c u l a t i v e  n a t u r e ,  c o n c e r n s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

e x c l u d i n g  v e r b s  l i k e  f loa t  and d r i f t  from t h e  domain of t h e  

dative a l t e r n a t i o n  on  t h e  basis of i n s u f f i c i e n t  c o n t r o l  of  

t h e  p a t h  of t h e  direct object. 

F o u r t h ,  t h e r e  i s  t h e  troublesome q u e s t i o n  of t h e  

s e m a n t i c  e q u i v a l e n c e  of t h e  members of p a i r s  of s e n t e n c e s  

related by t h e  dative a l t e r n a t i o n .  I f  such  d i o t i n c t i o n s  can  

be de fended ,  o b v i a u s l y  t h e  dative a l t e r n a t i o n  (for t h e s e  

cases a t  least) c a n n o t  be stated as a (phrasemarker)  t r a n s -  

f o r m a t i o n  i n  a grarmnar i n  which a l l  s e m a n t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  



is  t o  be c a r r i e d  o u t  a t  t h e  deep  s t r u c t u r e  l e v e l .  The 

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  s u r f a c e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  however, c o m p l i c a t e s  

t h e  q u e s t i o n .  

4 .0  I n  view o f  t h i s  e v i d e n c e ,  t h e r e  a r e  a  v a r i e t y  of con- 

s i d e r a t i o n s  which f a v o r  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r -  

n a t i o n  by means of a l e x i c a l  redundancy r u l e  o v e r  a t r e a t -  

ment by means o f  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  o p e r a t i o n  on phrase -  

markers .  No s i n g l e  one  o f  t h e s e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  i s  i n  and o f  

i t s e l f  compel l ing .  Y e t  t h e y  are each  wor th  c o n s i d e r i n g ,  i n  

t h a t  t h e y  are e a c h  concerned w i t h  ways i n  which l e x i c a l  

redundancy r u l e s  can  be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s ,  

and ,  as I p o i n t e d  o u t  above, it i s  of i n t e r e s t  t o  a r t i c u l a t e  

and d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e s e  t w o  t y p e s  o f  r u l e s .  

N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  i n  c e r t a i n  r e s p e c t s ,  t h e  t w o  a l t e r -  

n a t i v e  h y p o t h e s e s  f o r m u l a t e d  h e r e  a r e  e q u i v a l e n t .  F o r  

example,  we have n o t  succeeded i n  s p e c i f y i n g  e x a c t l y  t h e  

domain o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  -- a l t h o u g h  c e r t a i n  ways 

i n  which t h e  domain of t h e  a l t e r n a t i o n  c a n  be r e s t r i c t e d  

have been s u g g e s t e d  ( c f .  P a r t  One, S e c t i o n s  6 -7 ) .  But 

n e i t h e r  t h e o r y  developed h e r e  p r o v i d e s  immediate i n s i g h t  

i n t o  how c e r t a i n  p r o b l e m a t i c  cases are t o  be treated, e.g. 

t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between raise and - l i f t ,  on t h e  one  hand and 

lower  o n  t h e  o t h e r .  Thus,  c e r t a i n  d i f f i c u l t i e e  are common 

t o  b o t h  hypo theses .  On the o t h e r  hand, g i v e n  t h a t  t h e  

o p e r a t i o n  performed on  either h y p o t h e s i s  is  e s s e n t i a l l y  



i d e n t i c a l ,  it i s  e v i d e n t  t h a t  each theo ry  w i l l  be a b l e  t o  

d e a l  w i th  a wide v a r i e t y  o f  f a c t s  i n  t h e  same f a sh ion ,  e.g. 

s e l e c t i o n a l  s i m i l a r i t y .  I t  i s  f o r  t h i s  reason t h a t  I 

emphasized t h a t  t h e  cho ice  between t h e  two t h e o r i e s  h inges  

on m a t t e r s  o f  app rop r i a t enes s  r a t h e r  than  f e a s i b i l i t y .  

4 . 1  Consider  f i r s t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  appears  t o  be no 

s y n t a c t i c  advantage gained by p o s t u l a t i n g  a phrase-marker 

t r ans fo rma t ion .  I n  o t h e r  words, w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  s y n t a c t i c  

p r o p e r t i e s ,  double o b j e c t  base  s t r u c t u r e s  seem t o  be i n -  

d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  from those  double o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e s  which 

are p u t a t i v e l y  de r ived  by a phrase-marker t r ans fo rma t ion .  
2 

On methodological. grounds, this fact, ' If true, provides an 

argument i n  f a v o r  of t h e  l e x i c a l  redundancy r u l e  hypothes i s .  

The argument is  simply t h a t  t h e  l e x i c a l  t r ea tmen t  e n t a i l s  

t h i s  s ta te  of  a f f a i r s t s i n c e  on t h i s  account  a l l  mani- 

f e s t a t i o n s  of t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  are p r e s e n t  i n  deep 

s t r u c t u r e .  Whereas t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  hypo thes i s  -- 
3 though c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h i s  e t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  -- is  con- 

s i s t e n t  w i t h  o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  states o f  a f f a i r s .  For  t h i s  

reason ,  t h e  lexical theo ry  has  consequences t h a t  t h e  t r a n s -  

fo rma t iona l  t heo ry  does n o t  e n t a i l .  The l e x i c a l  t heo ry  i s  

t h u s  s t r o n g e r  -- i.e. more f a l s i f i a b l e  -- and t h e r e f o r e  

p r e f e r a b l e .  



4 . 2  A second c o n s i d e r a t i o n  which bears on t h i s  q u e ~ t i o n  

concerns  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  m o r p ~ ~ o l o g i c a l  c o n s t r a i n t  dis- 

c u s s e d  I n  Part One, S e c t i o n  6 .  There i s  o f  c o u r s e  a c e r t a i n  

amount o f  leeway i n  how t h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  i s  t o  b e  l n c o r -  

p o r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  o f  a l t e r n a t i o n .  On a t r a n s -  

f o r m a t i o n a l  a c c o u n t ,  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  way t o  I n c o r p o r a t e  

t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  i s  by means o f  r u l e  f e a t u r e s  and a redun- 

dancy ~ u l e ,  s i n c e  t h e  I n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e  o f  words i s  n o t  

i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  i n  g e n e r a l  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  need have a c c e s s  

t o .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  w e  would l i k e  t o  r u l e  o u t  t h e  p o s s i -  

b i l i t y  o f  r u l e s  l i k e  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  o r  &-movement b e i n g  

s u b j e c t  t o  morpho log ica l  c o n d i t i o n s .  No such c o n s i d e r a t i o n  

a p p l i e s  In the c a s e  o f  t h e  l e x i c a l  t r e a t m e n t ,  s i n c e  it i s  

a p r o p e r t y  of t h e  l e x i c a l  e n t r y  t h a t  It b r i n g s  t o g e t h e r  a 

v a r i e t y  o f  morpho log ica l ,  s y n t a c t i c ,  and semant i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  

c o n c e r n i n g  words.  Thus, on  t h e  l e x i c a l  a a c o u n t ,  t h e  morpho- 

l o g i c a l  c o n d i t i o n  can  be  w r i t t e n  i n t o  t h e  r u l e  i t s e l f  

w i t h o u t  i n v o k i n g  redundancy r u l e s .  It shou ld  be no ted  t h a t  

t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  v e r b  and p a r t i c l e  combinations i s  s u b j e c t  

t o  a similar c o n d i t i o n ,  I .e. whereas we f i n d  combinat i o n s  

l i k e  buy up, p u r c h a s e  up does  n o t  e x i s t .  Although w e  are n o t  

a b l e  t o  e x p r e s s  t h e s e  two c o n d i t l a n s  as a single g e n e r a l l z a -  

t i o n ,  it i s  p r e f e r a b l e  t o  t rea t  r u l e s  with similar p roper -  

t i es  a t  similar p l a c e s  i n  t h e  gFammar. By a s s i g n i n g  t h e  

dative a l t e r n a t i o n  t o  t h e  l e x i c o n ,  t h i s  g o a l  i s  p a r t i a l l y  



a c h i e v e d .  T h i s  p r o v i d e s  a n o t h e r  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  l e x i c a l  

t r e a t m e n t  i s  t o  be p r e f e r r e d .  

4 . 3  We have s e e n  t h u s  f a r  t h a t  c e r t a i n  me thodo log ica l  con- 

s i d e r a t i o n s  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  l e x i c a l  h y p o t h e s i s  i s  t o  be 

preferred. L e t  u s  now t a k e  up t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  whe the r  

semant i c  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  p l a y  a r o l e  i n  t h i s  d e c i s i o n .  

4 .3 .1  I a rgued  above i n  Part One f 6 t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t  

c a s e s  i n  which t h e  t r u t h  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  c e r t a i n  p a i r s  o f  

s e n t e n c e s  r e l a t e d  by t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  are d i s t i n c t ,  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e  - f o r - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  

though m a r g i n a l l y  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  - t o - d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i o n  as 

well. On a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  a c c o u n t ,  such  d i s t i n c t i o n s  

o f  n e c e s s i t y  w i l l  have t o  be handled  by r u l e s  o f  s u r f a c e  4 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  and it i s  wor thwhi l e  t o  I n q u i r e  i n t o  t h e  

n a t u r e  o f  such  r u l e s .  

If we c o n s i d e r  t h e  g e n e r a l  q u e s t i o n  o f  what semant i c  

p r o p e r t i e s  are a f f e c t e d  by t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s ,  t h e r e  a r e  a 

v a r i e t y  o f  answers .  I n  t h e  g e n e r a l  c a s e ,  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  

c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  v a r i o u s  c o n s t i t u e n t s  t o  t h e  t r u t h  of t h e  

s e n t e n c e  o f  which t h e y  are p a r t s  i s  n o t  a f f e c t e d .  It i s  

t h i s  f a c t  which l i e s  behind  i n b u l t i o n s  c o n c e r n l n g  ' l o g i c a l  

s u b j e c t '  and ' l o g i c a l  o b j e c t f  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  p a s s i v e  

transformation, fo r  example. On t h e  o t h e r  hand,  t h e  p r o p e r t y  

of c o r e f e r e n t i a l i t y  is  o b v i o u s l y  a f f e c t e d  by t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  

movement r u l e s ,  as are, a p p a r e n t l y ,  c e r t a i n  f a c t s  c o n c e r n i n g  



quantifier order. (cf. Wasow, 1972; Kroch, 1974). 

Let us assume that the appropriate level for the 

interpretation of anaphoric relations and quantifier order 

is surface structure (or shallow structure). Ideally, If 

we are to maintain a split between aspects of interpretation 

which ere relevant at deep structure and those which are 

relevant at surface structure, we would like the split be- 

tween those two aspe2ts of interpretation to be correlated 

with the distinction between deep structure prcperties and 

surface structure properties. For example, we might impose 

the following restrictions: rules of surface Interpretation 

are sensitive only to such properties as (relative) order; 

derived structure cannot take into account such things as 

the disparabe effect of two lexical items which occur in 

isomorphic structural environments. I'm not sure that such 

a distinction could be maintained, but it is desirable to 

impose such restrictions. 

Consider now the semantic dlstinctlons discussed in 

Part One. Note first of all that if there are dlstinctlons 

to be drawn both with respect to the - for-dative alternation 

Bnd the to-dative - alternation, and if the derived structures 

of the double object-ref lexes of the two prepositional 

constructions is the same (which I see no obvious reason to 

doubt), then any rule or rules of surface (or cyclic) inter- 

pretation wlll have to be aensitlve to more than merely 



d e r i v e d  s t r u c t u r e s ,  f o r  t h e r e  i s  ria c l e a r  way o f  g e n e r a l i z i n g  

t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t r u t h  c o n d i t i o n s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  

f o r - d a t i v e  c a s e s  and t h e  t o - d a t i v e  c a s e s :  i n  t h e  one c a s e ,  - - 
t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  r e s i d e s  i n  how we i n t e r p r e t  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  

o p e r a t o r ,  whereas i n  t h e  o t h e r ,  we were faced  w i t h  a problem 

c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  ' s u c c e s s  c o n d i t i o n . '  If a l l  o f  t h e s e  as- 

sumpt ions  a r e  c o r r e c t ,  t h e n ,  t r e a t i n g  t h e s e  semant i c  d f f f e r -  

e n c e s  i n  terms o f  s u r f a c e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  ~ l u l e s  n e c e s s i t a t e s  

t h a t  t h e  r u l e s  i n  q u e s t i o n  have a c c e s s  t o  e i t h e r  d e r i v a t i o n a l  

h i s t o r y  o r  l e x i c a l  informat j -on .  E i t h e r  consequence i s  un- 

d e s i r a b l e .  

Second, t h e r e  i s  t h e  problem o f  whether  t h e  semant i c  

d i s t i n c t i o n s  i n  q u e s t i o n  are g e n e r a l  o r  i d i o s y n c r a t i c .  I f  

t h e y  are i d i o s y n c r a t i c ,  t h e y  w i l l  have t o  be s tated as p a r t  

of t h e  l e x i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  v a r i o u s  v e r b s  i n  

q u e s t i o n .  I n  o t h e r  words,  i f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  we are con- 

ce rned  w i t h  are t o  be  handled  by s u r f a c e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u l e s ,  

t h e  r u l e s  w i l l  n o t  o n l y  have t o  have a c c e s s  t o  t h e  l e x i e o n  -- 
t h e  l e x i c o n  i t se l f  w i l l  have t o  s p e c i f y  t h a t  If such and 

such  a v e r b  o c c u r s  i n  such  and such  a d e r i v e d  s t r u c t u r e ,  a 

c e r t a i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  a s s i g n e d .  But t h i s  i s  e q u i v a l e n t  

i n  i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n t e n t  t o  t h e  l e x i c a l  t h e o r y ,  e x c e p t  t h a t  

a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  i s  p o s t u l a t e d  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  s p e c i f i -  

c a t i o n  o f  d o u b l e  l e x i c a l  e n t r i e s .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e n ,  i f  t h e  

semant i c  d i a t ~ n c t l o n s  are i d i o s y n c r a t i c ,  t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  



h y p o t h e s i s  seems t o  have t o  d u p l i c a t e  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  a s p e c t s  

o f  t h e  l e x i c a l  approach.  But t h e n  t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  

i t s e l f  i s  s u p e r f l u o u s .  S i n c e  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  concern ing  

t h e  t a - d a t i v e  - a l t e r n a t i o n  does  seem t o  be i d i o s y n c r a t i c ,  i t  

a p p e a r s  a g a i n  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a s l i g h t  r e a s o n  t o  o p t  f o r  t h e  

l e x i c a l  approach.  

4.3.2 I t  i s  t o  be noted  t h a t  g i v e n  t h e  u n d e r t a i n  s t a t u s  

o f  semant i c  i n t e r p r e t a q i ; i o n ,  as well as t h e  s u b t l e  n a t u r e  o f  

t h e  semant i c  d i s t i n c t i o n s  a t  i s s u e ,  arguments  based on t h e  

amount of semant i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  must be stated a r e  n o t  

t e r r i b l y  s t r o n g .  For  example,  t h e y  depend i n  p a r t  o n  t h e  

assumpt ion  t h a t  s u r f a c t  i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u l e s  shou ld  be re- 

s t r i c t e d  from r e f e r r i n g  t o  l e x i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  -- an  as- 

sumption which a t  t h e  moment i s  a t  most programmatic.  

There  are o t h e r  i n d i c a t i o n s ,  however, -- related t o  

q u e s t i o n s  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  -- which a l s o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  

l e f i c a l  s o l u t i o n  i s  t o  be p r e f e r r e d .  Cons ider  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

many v e r b s  which o c c u r  i n  b o t h  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  s t r u c t u r e  

and t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  deve lop  ex tended  s e n s e s  

which are a v a i l a b l e  o n l y  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  e o n s t r u c t l o n .  

The most obv ious  i n d i c a t i o n  of t h i s  i s  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  these 

v e r b s  t o  o c c u r  w i t h  a b s t r a c t  s u b j e c t s .  

7a) The v i c t o r y  got A l l  a shot r ia t  t h e  t i t l e .  
b)*The v i c t o r y  g o t  a s h o t  a t  t h e  t i t l e  f o r  A l l .  

8a) The v i c t o r y  g u a r a n t e e d  A l l  a s h o t  a t  t h e  t i t l e .  
b)*The v i c t o r y  g u m a n t e e d  a s h o t  a t  t h e  t i t l e  t o  A l l .  
3s) The developsent; of new ocean-mining t e c h n i q u e s  



o f f e r s  t h e  world a new s o u r c e  o f  raw m a t e r i a l .  
b)*The development o f  new ocean-mining t e c h n i q u e s  

o f f e r s  a new s o u r c e  o f  raw materials t o  t h e  wor ld .  

One can a r g u e  t h a t  t h e  new s e n s e s  invo lved  h e r e  il- 

l u s t r a t e  a n  e x t e n s i o n  from t h e  f i rs t  two t y p e s  o f  r e a d i n g  

d i s c u s s e d ' i n  Part One t o  t h e  t h i r d  t y p e  o f  r e a d i n g .  (Note 

t h a t  a s h o t  a t  t h e  t i t l e  c o n t a i n s  a n  i n s t a n c e  of  a ' p r e -  

d i c a t i v e  n o u n t . )  Such e x t e n s i o n s  do not  seem t o  b e  a v a i l a b l e  

t o  v e r b s  which do n o t  o c c u r  i n  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n :  

1 0 )  The v i c t o r y  p r o c u r r e d  a s h o t  a t  t h e  t i t l e  f o r  A l l .  
1 1 )  The v i c t o r y  o b t a i n e d  a s h o t  a t  t h e  t i t l e  f o r  A l l .  

E v i d e n t l y ,  whatever  p r o c e s s  i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  such 

e x t e n s i o n s  i s  i n  p a r t  a l e x i c a l  p r o c e s s ,  i n  t h a t  new con- 

d i t i o n s  on i n s e r t i o n  are invo lved  (1.e. t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

a b s t r a c t  s u b d e c t s ) .  Fgr thermore ,  one  would l i k e  t o  r e l a t e  

new e x t e n s i o n s  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  con- 

s t r u c t i o n  i s  s u b j e c t  t o  similar s p l i t s  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

e l s e w h e r e .  On t h e  l e x i c a l  approach,  t h e r e  i s  a n a t u r a l  way 

t o  do t h i s  -- namely, such  a n  e x t e n s i o n  Is p o s s i 6 l e  i f  a 

v e r b  i s  s u b c a t e g o r i z e d  f o r  t h e  doub le  o b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

On a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  a c c o u n t ,  however, i f  t h e  p r o c e s s  t h a t  

i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h i s  e x t e n s i o n  i s  i t se l f  a l e x i c a l  

p rgoe8s ,  t h e  o n l y  way i t  can  d i s t i n g u i s h  between v e r b s  like 

get and v e r b s  l i k e  o b t a i n  and p r o c u r e  i s  by r u l e  f e a t u r e ,  

s i n c e  none or t h e s e  v e r b s  w i l l  be  subcategat - ized  f o r  t h e  

d o u b l e  o b J e c t  c o n s t r u c i t o n .  But t h i a  seems t o  m i s s  t h e  p o i n t ,  



s i n c e  t h e  c r u c i a l  f a c t  i s  n o t  whether  o r  n o t  a ve rb  undergoes 

t h e  r u l e  o r  n o t ,  b u t  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  c o n f i g u r a t i o n  i n  

q u e s t i o n .  Again,  t h l s  I n v o l v e s  t h e  problem o f  a p p r o p r l a t e -  

n e s s ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  f e a s i b i l i t y ,  b u t  I t h i n k  w e  can  c o n s t r u e  

d a t a  o f  t h i s  s o r t  as p r o v i d i n g  a n o t h e r  s l e n d e r  p i e c e  o f  

ev idence  i n  f a v o r  o f  t h e  l e x i c a l  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r -  

n a t i o n .  

5.0 A l l  of t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  d i s c u s s e d  above suggest t h a t  

t h e  l e x i c a l  approach is t o  be  p r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  t r ans fo rm-  

a t i o n a l  approach.  The e v i d e n c e  I n  f a v o r  o f  t h l s  d e c i s i o n  

i s  n o t  overwhelming. But t h i s  c o n c l u s ~ o n  s u g g e s t s  t ha t  we 

a t t e m p t  t o  a r t i c u l a t e  f u r t h e r  t h e  d l s t l n c t i o n s  between t h e  

two t y p e s  o f  r u l e s  c o n s i d e r e d .  Although we s h a l l  n o t  be 

a b l e  t o  pursue t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i c n  f u r t h e r  h e r e ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  

t h a t  ar ise o f f e r  p romis ing  l i n e s  of  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h  which 

may n o t  o n l y  b e a r  d i r e c t l y  on  t h e  problems c o n s i d e r e d  i n  

t h f s  work b u t  be o f  some i n t r i n s i c  i n t e r e s t  as w e l l .  

5.1 There  are s e v e r a l  i n t e r r e l a t e d  q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  are o f  

immediate i n t e r e s t .  

1 )  t h e  domain of  l ex ica l  r u l e s  o f  t h e  k i n d  
s u g g e s t e d  h e r e  i s  smaller t h a n  t h e  domain 
o f  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s ,  s i n c e  t h e  domain o f  
l e x i c a l  r u l e s  i s  o n l y  material c o n t a i n e d  
i n  a l e x i c a l  e n t r y .  Ia it p o s s i b l e  t o  
e x c l u d e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  from o p e r a t i n g  i n  
t h i s  domain? 

2 )  a l l  o p e r a t i o n s  performed by l e x i c a l  ru les  
I , mu8t be s t r u c t u r e  p r e s e r v i n g  (due t o  t h e  

def in i t ion  of thla term). Is it possible 
t o  treat all structure-preserving r u l e s  



can be  t r e a t e d  as l e x i c a l  r u l e s ?  
3 )  Is t h e r e  any c o n n e c t i o n  between t h e  n o t i o n  

l e x i c a l  r u l e  and t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
r u l e s  t h a t  have l e x i c a l  e x c e p t i o n s  and 
t h o s e  t h a t  do  n o t ?  

To some e x t e n t ,  t h e  r e s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e s e  and similar problems 

is  c o n t i n g e n t  on t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  p a s s i v e ,  and a formi-  

d a b l e  o b s t a c l e  s t a n d s  i n  t h e  way o f  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  p a s s i v e  

a l e x i c a l  r u l e  o f  t h e  k ind  envisioned--namely,  i t s  i n t e r -  

a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e r e - i n s e r t i o n .  Othe r  q u e s t i o n s  of  i n t e r e s t  

ar ise  i n  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  p u r s u i n g  t h e s e  m a t t e r s  f u r t h e r .  

For  example,  t h e  problem o f  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  t h e  p o s s i b l e  

s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s  amenable t o  t r e a t m e n t  by l e x i c a l  

r e d u n d a n c y . r u l e  r e v i v e s  t h e  problem of  t h e  d e p t h  and wid th  

o f  s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  frames. 

It i s  t o  be hoped t h a t  i n  p u r s u i n g  answers  t o  t h e s e  

q u e s t i o n s ,  o u r  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  linguistic s t r u c t u r e  

w i l l  be i n c r e a s e d .  



FOOTNOTES 

1. It is not impossible, given the trace theory of movement, 

that the semantic distinctions could be stated at the level 

of surface structure. There are at least two reasons to 

retain Anderson's conclusion, however. One is that it9s 

not clear whether traces would be recoverable at surfact 

structure, rather than being obliterated. Note that the 

two manifestations of the alternation are structurally 

equivalent. Given current formulations of the trace theory 

-- i.e. Fiengo (1974) - the traces would be covered up by 
the transposed lCxical material and therefore not available. 

A second consideration concerns the evidence from sutcate- 

gorization that Anderson presents, which I s  not statable in 

terms of surface structure. 

2. We are of course not claiming that pairs of sentences 

related by the dative alternation are Identical in syntactic 

properties. This is obviously not the case. For instance, 

there are distinctions concerning reflexivization, as in 

the following: 

I) Fgust sold himself to the Devil. 
11) Faust sold the Devil himself. 

Although I have no adequate account of such facts, I would 

like to point out that I t f a  difficult to see what insight 



i n t o  t h i s  problem i s  p r o v i d e d  by t h e  p o s t u l a t i o n  o f  a phrase- 

marker t r a n s f o r m a t i o n ,  i n  a way t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  t h i s  

t r e a t m e n t  f rom a l e x i c a l  t r e a t m e n t .  

3.  1.e. if t h e  d a t i v e  a l t e r n a t S . o n  i s  o r d e r e d  b e f o r e  o t h e r  

r u l e s  t h a t  a f f e c t  t h e  r e l e v a n t  s t r u c t u r e s .  Note t h a t  

Williamsls (1974)  o r d e r i n g  h y p o t h e s i s  d o e s  n o t  a f f e c t  o u r  

p o i n t ,  s i n c e  more t h a n  one  r u l e  i s  o p e r a t i v e  i n  t h e  r e l e v a n t  

domain (as he  d e f i n e s  d o m a i n s ) .  

4 .  O r  c y c l i c  - t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  I r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  p o i n t .  
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VITA 

The a u t h o r  was b o r n  i n  P h i l a d e l p h i a ,  J u n e  1 8 ,  1946 ,  and grew 

up i n  and a round  V i l l a n o v a ,  P e n n s y l v a n i a .  He r e c e i v e d  t h e  

B . A .  d e g r e e  cum l a u d e  i n  J u n e  1968 from Harvard  C o l l e g e ,  where 

he h e l d  a N a t i o n a l  M e r i t  S c h o l a r s h i p  a n d  a n  h o n o r a r y  Harvard  

N a t i o n a l  S c h o l a r s h i p .  I n  J u n e  1969 ,  h e  r e c e i v e d  t h e  M.A. 

d e g r e e  i n  E n g l i s h  and  Compara t ive  L i t e r a t u r e  from Columbia 

U n i v e r s i t y  w i t h  Highes t  Honors .  From J u n e  1969  u n t i l  August 

1970 ,  he worked a t  The N e w  York Review o f  Books,  where he h e l d  

t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  p r o d u c t i o n  manager .  I n  t h e  f a l l  o f  1 9 7 0 ,  h e  

e n t e r e d  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c s  program a t  MIT. H e  a l s o  a t t e n d e d  t h e  

U n i v e r s i t y  o f  P e n n s y l v a n i a  i n  t h e  summer o f  1967 ,  and  The 

R u s s i a n  S c h o o l  o f  Norwich U n i v e r s i t y  i n  t h e  summer of  1972 ,  

where  h e  was a n  NDEA F e l l o w .  I n  September  1974 ,  he  was 

a p p o i n t e d  A c t i n g  A s s i s t a n t  P r o f e s s o r  o f  L i n g u i s t i c s  a t  S t a n f o r d  

U n i v e r s i t y .  He i s  t h e  a u t h o r  of "Some r e m a r k s  on t h e  p a i n t i n g  

o f  Rembrandt", which  a p p e a r e d  i n  t h e  p r o c e e d i n g s  o f  t h e  t e n t h  

a n n u a l  m e e t i n g  o f  t h e  Chicago  L i n g u i s t i c s  S o c i e t y .  H e  c u r r e n t l y  

r e s i d e s  I n  Los A l t o s  H i l l s ,  C a l i f o r n i a ,  where h e  s p e n d s  much 

o f  h i s  s p a r e  time a t t e m p t i n g  t o  improve  h i s  keyboard  t e c h n i q u e .  


