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ABSTRACT

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

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

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

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

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

is that with respect to syntactic operations, there is no
evldence that favors a distinction between base-generated
instances of the double object construction and transformation-
ally-derived instances of the double object construction. 1In
Part Three, a variety of arguments are presented which favor
the theory based on a lexical redundancy rule over a trans-
formational theory.

Thesls Supervisor: Morris Halle
Title: Professor of Linguisties
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INTRODUCTION 7

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

la) John gave a book to Mary.

b) John gave Mary a book.

2a) John bought a car for Mary.

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

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

the following way:



8

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

The proper balance between various components of the

grammar is entirely an empirical issue. We have no

a priori insight into the “trading relation" between

the various parts. There are no general consideratlons

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

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

both of these ways of expressing regularities of various kinds,



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

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

Another relevant factor pertains to the interaction



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part One deals with the semantic properties of the

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

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

is discussed and we attempt to relate aspects of this discussion



12

tc the two classes we 1solated initially. Finally, in section 6,
the prepositional construction7are considered, and we discuss
the general question of the role of semantic considerations in
the formulation of the domain of the dative alternation--a
question that arises whether the alternation 1s stated by means
of a transformation or accounted for on the basis of a lexical
redundancy rule. We shall argue that certain sentences which
meet the syntactic characterization of the domain of the dative
alternation fail to meet certain necessary semantic criteria,
and propose that the domain of the alternation be formulated in
such a way that reference to these criteria is possible. We
also argue, however, that i1t is extremely implausible that
sufficient conditions (far the applicability of the alternation)
based on semantic properties can be formulated. For this
reason, we propose a morphological constraint which further
limits the domain of the dative alternation. At the conclusion
of Part One, we propose a formulation of the dative alternation
and review the treatment of a variety of cases.

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

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



the dative constructions whicpare base-generated can be
distinguished from those which are putatively transformationally
derived? We concentrate on four areas: pronominal restrictions
orn 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 i1n 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 lingulstic theory.

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

in linguistic theory may be resolved.



I: SEMANTIC ASPECTS OF THE DATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

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

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

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



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

prepositional dative construction are semantically equivalent.

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

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

Among our linguistic abilities are the ability to



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

sentence relative to a given situation.1

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

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

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



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

I postulate are not sufficient.

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

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

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

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

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

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

investigating this verb.

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

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

On one reading, (1) asserts that the ownership of the book
passed from Nixon to Maller; on another reading, (1) is
compatible with a situation in which Nixon merely handed the
book to Maller, and questions of ownership are simply irrelevant;
on a third reading, (1) 1s compatible with a situation in

which Mailer wrote a book which he wouldn't have been able to

write if 1t hadn't been for Nixon.
1.1.1 More precisely, the first reading of (1) seens to
involve the following elements:

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

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

the bock to Mailer.

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

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

3) i) prior to ¢ 0(n,b)

0’
i1) at tos A(n)

1iii) at ¢ M(A(n), o0O(m,b))

0’

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

In other words, the variable 'x' ranges over human individuals
and the variable 'y' ranges over objects (both physical and
abstract, as we shall see later) in the social domain. Moreover,
the relation '0(x,y)' is exhaustive in the followlng sense: 1if
the variables 'x' and 'w' range over human individuals, and the

variable 'y' ranges over objects in the social domain, then
§)  (Ax)(Ay) ((O(x,¥)) + (AW)((O(w,y)) «+ (x=w)))
This meaning postulate rules out sentences like:
5) #John owns this bicycle and so does Mary.

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

The predicate 'A(x)' is to be interpreted as follows:
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x executes an intentional act within a domain of social action.
The relation 'M(X,Y)' 1s to be interpreted as follows: as a
result of X, Y holds. I have given the predicate 'A(x)' a

rather abstract interpretation, in order to avoid the problem

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

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

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

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

of the subject and the referent of the direct object.

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

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



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

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

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

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

his mailbox.

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

The second question ralsed above concerns the 'uptake'
of the referent of the indirect object: by 'uptake', I mean

that the indirect obJect8

must accept the custody of the direct
object, either by physically grasping 1t, or by acknowledging
that the transferrance of custody has taken place, or in some

cases merely by convention. Consider the following cirqumstance:
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A comes Into B's office and lays something on B's desk; if B
is totally unaware of A's presence and in no way acknowledges
the presence of the article 1n question, then i1t seems to me
inappropriate to say that A gave B the article in question
(unless some prior arrangement had been made between A and B).
On the other hand, if some prior arrangement had in fact been
made, or if B acknowledges that he accepts the article (in any
one of a number of ways), then we might well say that A gave B
the article. If this 1s correct, then it will not suffice to
cast the truth-conditions of this interpretation of sentences
like (1) merely in terms of the physical location of an object
with respect to various 1nd1vidua1s.9 Rather, we must take
account of the social agreement--taclit or not--which holds
between subject and indirect object.

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

9) i) prior to ty> C(n,b)

i1} at (or prior to) ¢t A(n) & A(m)

0’
111) at t,;, M((A(n) & A(m)), C(m,b))

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

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

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

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

tory, since in some cases the agreement itself does not suffice
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to effect the transferrance of custody. I do not know exactly
how to improve the analysis: i1t may be the case that some kind
of physical action is always required. The difficulty stems from
the fact that, as long as the agreement has been reached (or
conventionally holds, as in the case of (8), where merely
depositing an object in a mailbox seems to be sufficient) this
physical action may be undertaken by either the subject or the
indirect object: the subject may leave the article in question
at some prearranged location, or the indirect object may take

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

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

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

10) John gave Harry a copy:'of the paper: he left it
on his desk and presumably it was Harry who

took 1it.

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

guess Harry didn't need 1t.10

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

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

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

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

The sallent distinction 1s that there need be no act of agree-
ment involved, in the case of take. Thus, although the range

of circumstances for which sentences using give are true inter-

sects with those for which sentences using offer or take are

true, they must be distinguilshed.

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

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

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

sentences 1is simply as follows:

12) at ¢t S(n, R(m,b))

O!

The question now at hand is how to properly constrain the

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

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

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

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

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

the particular book he did write i1f it hadn't been for Nixon,
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but this tack constitutes only an evasion of the issue which is

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

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

Regardless of what the correct analysis of (linguistic)
causation may be, however, we may still distinguish the role the
subject plays in the interpretation of (1) on the third reading
from the role it plays in the Interpretation of the first two
readings. We have already mentioned the fact that, on the third
reading, it 1s apparently the case that no relation whatsoever
is required to hold between the subject and the direct object,
in contradistinction to the first two readings. Another indica-
tion of this is the relative freedom of selection of the subject
for sentences which have the third reading as opposed to the
first two readings. An example of this is (13) above, which has
no readings corresponding to the first two readings.l2 Further

examples of this freedom of selection are:

14) Interviewing Nixon gave Mailer a book.
15) The American program to land a man on the moon

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

avallable.

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

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

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

written a (certain) book.

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

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

can easlly vary. Consider:

17) A series of accidental circumstances gave Knopf &

Co. The Maglc Mountain.

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

have had the rights to publish The Magic Mountain.

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

The content of V is probably determined to some extend on knowl-
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edge we have of the world. At least the plausibility of the
various paraphrases offered would seem to support this view,
since they are qulte distinct. Furthermore, with respect to
(17), i1f we have no idea what 'Knopf & Co.' or 'The Magic
Mountain' refer to, our cholce of paraphrase--if indeed we have
one avallable--is 1likely to be quite different. 1In spite of
this, however, we might still want to say that there is some
notion of intrinsic connection between the indirect object and
the direct object.3 Another way of putting this point 1s as
follows: the semantic properties of the truth-conditilons
assigned to sentences which have what I have called the third
reading provide a way of structuring the factual knowledge at
our disposal--the exact specification of what 1s meant by such
sentences 1s 1n many cases a matter of pragmatic guesswork.

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

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

1.1.3.3 Although we have been unable to clarify successfully
the preclise interpretation of 'S' and 'R', nevertheless 1t 1is

still possible to distinguish the third reading of (1) from the
first two readings on the basis of the structural characteristics:

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

14 We shall see later

third reading contains no such statement.
that this distinction is of use 1n characterizing in a partial
way the range of the intersection of the inslde datlve and out-

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

We note the fact that the relation which is postulated to hold
between the subject and the direct object prior to the tense
referent 1s the same relation which later holds of the indirect
object and the direct object at the time of the tense-ref‘erent.15
In other words, the filrst reading characterizes a transfer of
ownership, the second reading characterizes a transfer of custody,
and the third reading is distinguished in that questions of

transferrance are not involved.

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

there 1s no English verb which exactly expresses the concept

of custody as we trled to define 1t is section 1.1.2: have itself
1s much too broad. Furthermocre, although both own and possess are
used to express a certain relation between humans and their

16

belongings, in abstract domains, the verb possess has strikingly

distinet uses, as the sentences below 1llustrate:

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

21) Bill Cosby possesses great talent.
22) #B1i11 Cosby owns great talent.
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23) ?Kennecott Copper possesses the mineral rights to
Chile.

24) Kennecott Copper owns the mineral rights to Chile.

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

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

25) *¥John possesses a bad liver.

26) *John possesses a headache.

27) John has a bad liver.

28) John has a headache.

We can represent these various distinctions in the following

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

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

sentences like those below,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

33) NP1 hand NPJ NPk

i) prior to tg> H(NPi, NPk)

11) at ¢t I(NP H(NPJ, NPk)) & A(NPi) & A(NPJ) &

0° 12
M((A(NP,) & A(NPJ)), (~H(NP,, NP ) &

H(NP,, NP,)))

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

21 The relation

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

The verb pass differs in a number of ways from hand.
One way 1n which the sets of truth-conditions assigned to these
verbs ciffer is that pass allows the presence of intermediaries

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

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

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

true of a situation can be seen by considering cases in which
whatever physical criteria we set for pass are satisfied, yet
there 1is no acknowledgment on the part of the receptor. For
instance, sentence (34) is not true of a situation in which Mike
i1s asleep, or so deeply engrossed in conversation with some

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

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

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

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

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

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

discussed.22

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

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

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

first outline the proposal in a strong form.

The most striking aspect of the sets of truth-conditions
so far presented for the cases which we have claimed deal with
questions of transferrance 1s the fact that there 1s a relation
claimed to hold of the subject of the sentences at 1ssue and the
direct object, and this same relation holds (later) between the
indirect object and the direct object. This 1s the case for the
first reading we provided for give (cf. (3)); it 1is true for the
custodial interpretation of give (cf. (9)); 1t is true for hand
(ef. (33)). Furthermore, a proper analysis of verbs like sell
and bequeathe will manifest this property as well. We thus have
a formal way of characterizing the concept 'transferrance',

namely, as follows:

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

are ldentical, then the verb has the transferrance

property:
1) prior to to, R(NPi, NPk)
'
11) at to, R (NPJ, NPk)

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

As stated, this notion of transferrance may be too
general for our purposes, but 1ts lnterest stems from the fact
that given thls characterization of transferrance, we can gilve
the following implication concerning the relation between syntactic

form and semantic content:

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

the prepositional dative construction as well.

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

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

of the subjJect and the indirect object be 1dentical to the
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relation holding (later) of the indirect object and the direct
object.

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

tion of transferrance so that it reads as follows:

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

then the verb has the transferrance property:

i) prior to t R(NPi, NP

0? k)

11) at t,, R'(NP,, NP))

(where NPi represents the subject of the verb)

As far as the second problem is concerned, one way in

which it can be avoilded is as follows. Let there be some

general notion 'D(x,y)', which receives the interpretation
'x physically controls y'. We then incorporate this relation

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

and put the burden of differentiating these verbs on various

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

program can be carried out.

In thls sectlon, we have attempted to extend the analysis

proposed for the first two readings of the sentence Nixon gave

Maller a book to various other instances of the double object

construction. The connection 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 varlous distinctions are required in
order to adequately separate one type of possession from another.
Furthermore, we attempted to demonstrate that in the general

case the concepts of 'possesslon' which are relevant to the verbs
which occur in the double object construction are 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 'possessional' characteristics of
certain double object verbs. In ensulng sections, we shall
explore 1n more detall the consequences of the implicational
statement (36), a proposal which relates certain aspects of a
verb's semantic properties to aspects concerning 1ts occurrence

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

was simply:

1) at tg> S(NP

1> R(NPy, NP))

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

The crucial difference between this schema and the
schemata given for the other readings is, as I pointed out above,

the fact that no relation holds between NP and NPk prior to

i
to. One consequence of this is that, other things being equal,
the selectional range of NPi for sentences of thils type is much
larger than 1t is for sentences of the type discussed in sectilon
2. For the latter type, there 1is always some relation

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

and the necessity for NP1 to conform to this relation 1limits its

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

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

2) Interviewing Nixon gave Mailer a book.

3) #Interviewing Nixon sold Mailer a book.

By investigating the selectional range of NPk in sentences which

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

cases.

3.0.1 Consider the followlng sentences:

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

8) The operation gave Max an ugly appearance.

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

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

J
there is an NPk, as shown by the typically nominal structure
'det - (adj) - noun', the various NPk have certain properties
which distingulsh them from garden-varlety referential expressilons.
For example, in each of these cases, it 1s impossible to question

such expressions:

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

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

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

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

improved fashion.

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

nominalizations like the followilng:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

entalls that Gibson pulled the rope. In some cases, thils leads

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

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

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

and participles certain properties concerning control (of an

understood argument place by some other noun phrase in the

senternice) :

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

kick had caused the house of cards to collapse.

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

had caused the house of cards to collapse.

As with infinitives and gerunds and participles generally,

generic and modal contexts relax this constraint:

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



48

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

predicate 1s shown by examples like:

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

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

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

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

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

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

expression of the dependency of the control relations on the

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

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

consideration of examples like:

22) Nixon gave his press secretary a shove.

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

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

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

25 and each lexical

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

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

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

formally, this comes out as:

24) Given the structure:

NPi give NP NP

J k

and 'NPk' is a predicational noun with one empty
argument place, derived from the predicate P,
the sentence represented by this structure 1is

true if and only if:

1) P(NPJ) is true.
i1) E(NPi, P(NPJ)), where the relation

'E(x,Y)' is interpreted as 'x permits Y'26

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

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

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

from which the predicational noun 1s derived. Thus,

25) Given the structure:
NP1 give NP‘j NPk
and 'NPk' is a predicational noun with two
empty argument-places, derived from the predicate

P, the sentence represented by this structure

is true if and only if

i) P(NP NPJ) is true.

i!

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

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

which occur with give and the noun phrases (NPi and NPJ) which
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are assligned to these argument-places by our rules. This is

in fact the case, as examples 1like the following show:

26 a) Nixon shoved Ziegler.

b) Nixon gave Ziegler a shove.

27 a) Nixon shocked Ziegler.

b) Nixon gave Ziegler a shock.

28 a) *Being close to Nixon shoved Ziegler.

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

29 a) Belng close to Nixon shocked Zilegler.

b) Being close to Nixon gave Ziegler a shock.

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

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

pairs of thematic relations assigned to its arguments. But



54

perhaps this reflects the intuitive feeling that in such

constructions, the verb give 1s semantically empty.

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

like 'a patron'. Consider sentences like:

30) Stravinsky has a book.

31) Stravinsky has a patron.

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

is given in (33).

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

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

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

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

34) Stravinsky has a book.

All books are physical objects.

Stravinsky has a physical object.

35) Stravinsky has a patron.

All patrons are supporters of the avant-garde.

Stravinsky has a supporter of the avant-garde.

Note further that in order for a sentence like (31)
to have the interpretation given in (33), it is essential that
the relational expression lack its argument. If we f1l1 the
argument-place, the sentence has only a reading appropriate to

slavery or 1incarceration:
367) Stravinsky has the patron of Hindemith.

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

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

qulite bizarre to say things like:

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

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

It is just as informative as (38):
38) A woman will be chosen to succeed President Ford.

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

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

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

to succeed President Ford.
Consider further the sentences:

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

41) Harry was talking to a friend.

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

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

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

example:
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42) A patron would have helped Stravinsky.29

(= Stravinsky's patron)

43) Consulting a doctor would have helped Stravinsky.

(= Stravinsky's consulting a doctor)

44) Stravinsky always deplored a patron.

(# Stravinsky's patron)

45) Stravinsky always deplored arriving at concerts

late.

(# Stravinsky's arriving at concerts late)

This partial similarity notwithstanding--and it is far from
overwhelming--it is clear that relational expressions must be
treated 1n a different way than headless gerunds, and 1n 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, 1n
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hospitals, for example, reference to 'patients' is quite common.31

3.2.1 In those cases i1n which an expression has a 'relational!
interpretation as the direct object in the double object con-
struction, the interpretation of the sentence as a whole always
contains a 'causal' element. The role of the indirect object

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

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

50) Given a sentence of the form

NPi give NP NP

J k
ir NPk 1s a relational expression connected to
the relation 'P(x,y)', then the sentence 1is true

if and only if

i) (Ex)(P(NPJ, X)
11) S(NPi, (Ex)(P(NPJ, x))), where 'S(y, W)' is

a ‘'causal' relation

Apparently, it 1s a requirement on this interpretation that the
argument of the relation (cf. footnote 28) be unspecified at

the time the rule appl’es. Otherwise, the rules of interpreta-
tion willl treat e.g. NPk as a definite (or indefinite) descrip-

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

51) The concert tour gave Stravinsky the patron of

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

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

appropriate in these cases.32

3.3 Inalienable possession.

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

cases:

53) John's 1illness hampered him.

54) An illness hampered John.

55) John's illness hampered the team.

56)??An illness hampered the team.

If an 1llness 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 1llness. 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 lnterpretation of
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sentences 1n the double object construction where the direct
object has an 1lnallenable interpretation, I shall again propose
a set of interpretive rules. The sentences concerned are of the

type exemplified below:

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

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

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

object.

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

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

I propose the followlng interpretation for these

sentences:

63) Given a sentence of the form

NP give NP NP

i k

J

if NP receives an inalienable interpretation,

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

has the property denoted by NPk, and NP1 plays

a causal role in this 1E'ac1:.3’4
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3.4 Summary.

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

We proposed above in section 2 the following implica-

tion, repeated below:

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

the prepositional dative construction as well.

If an expression denotes an inalienable property, by the very
meaning of 'inalienable', the denotation of the expression can
be a property of at mcst one 1nd1vidua1.35 Therefore, in cases
of the double object construction, if the direct object 1s an

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

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

Such an argument can bé‘extended only partially to the
case 1n which the direct object 1s a relational expression.
Only inalienable relations (like those based on genetic relation-
ships) can be handled. In the case of social relationships,
there is obvliously a way in which transferrance could be satisfied.

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

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

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

cases has been discussed.

3.4.1 We have postulated varioug ways in which sentences with
glve are to be interpreted 1n the doutle object construction.
Thus, 1f the conditions under which one¢ or anoth=r of our rules
of Interpretation applies are met, the sentence in gquestion
should have the specified interpretation. 1In cases in which

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

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

66) :Thefdoctor gave Mary an attractive skin.36

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

In (66), 'an attractive skin' 'is either an expression with an
inalienable interpretation or simply an indefinite description
of a physical objJject, 1.e., a plece 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 1diomatic expressions.
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Before leaving the domain of the interpretation of
give 1in the double object construction, it i1s of interest to
observe some 1diomatic cases which are assimilable to the treat-
ment we have suggested above.

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

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

In terms of our classification of expressions, both
of these readings ought to be generated as a result of the rule
which applies in the case 1n which the direct object 1s a
predicational noun. However, it 1s evident that although there
exists a verb to shoot and a noun shot, there is no very close
relation between these lexical items and the senses of shot i1n
(68).

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

tions for shot as follows:

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

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

associlated with the predicate 'x try

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

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

isolable. Consider such cases as:

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

such a way.)

72) Ford gave Rockefeller the nod.

(Ford chose Rockefeller)

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

way.)

74) The vacation gave me a break.

(The vacation let me rest.)

Although the glosses 1n parentheses are only intended as crude
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indications of the interpretation of such sentences, 1t would
appear that we can assimilate all off these cases to the category
of predicational nouns. There are also clearly cases of idiomatic

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

assigned to the 'third reading'; the properties of the subject,



68

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

First, I will propose that in all cases in which the
third reading 1s available, the double object construction is
base-generated, since to assume the opposite is to commit oneself
to the existence of some abstract form which distinguilishes these
cases from the other cases which undergo the dative alternation.
I have mentioned some of the difficulties which arise if we
derive these constructions from a causative structure: we will
have an opportunity to consider this possibility in a slightly
different context (e.g. at the end of section U4.5), but there are
general considerations which militate against this whole approach
(cf. Fodor, 1970). If we generate such sentences in the pre-
positional dative construction, then we must postulate the
exlstence of a rich enough set of devices to distinguish the
sentences which have thils third reading and map them obligatorily
into bthe double object construction. But such power is either
not available in present theorlies or else it 1s theoretically
undesirable: we must elther be able to refer to the fact that
phrase-maker has been assigned a certain interpretation, which
involves global rules or ad hoc features, or we must be able to
refer to various properties of the constituents of the sentence
in such a way that we increase the power of transformations.

The assumption that these sentences are base-generated

avolds such problems: there 1s no difficulty in accounting for
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the syntactic form which these sentences take; and we have a
structural difference on which to hang the differences we find
in interpretation.3' )
In the ensuilng sections, we will discuss other aspects
of the double object construction. First, we shall take up the
analysis of two other rather versatile verbs: teach and show.
Our purpose will be to show that on a variety of interpretations,
these two verbs are restricted to the double object structure,
and that in a general way, the interpretations at issue form a

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

reading' of sentences with give.

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

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

4.2 We base our remarks concerning teach on the followlng

32 sentences.

1) Faustroll taught.

2) Faustroll taught pataphysics.

3) Faustroll taught the sixth grade.

) Faustroll taught the sixth grade pataphysics.

5) Faustroll taught pataphysics to the sixth grade.

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

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

8) John taught me the way to Inman Square.

9) *John taught the way to Inman Square to me.

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

11) John told me Harry's suggestion.

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

13) *John taught me Harry's suggestion.

14) John taught me Harry's solution.

15) ®¥Jjohn taught the way to Inman Square.

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

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

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

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

21) #Jack taught me how to gse}the Australian crawl in heavy seas.
o)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

29) Katya taught me Russian.

30) Katya taught Russian to me.

31) Lipson's textbook taught me Russian.

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

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

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

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

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

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

of interpretive schena.

33) TEACH
a) NPy V (ef. (1))
NPy, 1is [+ human]
V predicates the (generic) activity of teaching
of NPi
b) NP, V NP, (ef. (2))

NPi is [+ human]

NP is an ‘'academic subject' (or a subject to

k
which some teaching procedure 18 associated)

V predicates the (generic) activity of teaching

of NP1

ﬁPk specifies the content involved

¢c) NP, V NP (ef. (3))

1 J

NP NPJ are [+ human]

1’
V predicates the activity of teaching of NP1



NP

J

d) NP,

NP
NP

e) NP

1’

k
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specifies the audlience or goal

V. NP, NP (cf. (4))

J

NPJ are [+ human]

is an 'academic subject' (vide supra)

i) prior to ¢t —K(NPJ, NP

0° k)
i1) at to, V predicates the activity of
teaching of NPi, with the content

specified by NPk

111) NPJ specifies the audience/goal

i

V NP, to NPJ (ef. (5))

k

[same as (d) above]

f) NP, V NPJ NP, (cf. (6-16))
NPi, NP‘j are [+ human]
NPk denotes information not specific to an
'academic subject'
i) prior to to, -K(NPJ, NPk)

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

{NPk }
g) NP, V (ef. (17))
that S
NP1 is [+ human] or represents a literary work
NPk is a set of religious, ethical, political,
{that S} ... maxims
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[same as (b) above]

h) NP, V NP, VP (ef. (18))

1 J

NPJ is [+ human]

i) prior to tos —A(NPJ, VP), where 'A(x,VP)'

is interpreted as x has the

capabllity to VP'38

i1) at tys M(NPi, A(NP,, VP)), where 'M(x,Y)'

J,

1s Interpreted as a 'causal' relation

i) NP V NP

1 VP (ef. (19-25))

J

NP is [+ human]

J

1) prior to t,,

is interpreted elther as 'x is aware

-W(NPJ, VP), where 'W(x,VP)'

that x should VP' or 'x believes that
x should VP' or 'x generically VP'

1i1) at tos M(NPi, W(NP NPk))

J:
NP

k } (ef. (26-27))

j) NP, V NP
1 J {that s

NPJ is [+ human]

NP
k denotes an intellectual construct
that S

NPk
1) prior to t,, -K(NPJ, )
that S

NP

11) at t,, M(NP,, K(NPJ,{ k }), where

that S
'M(x,Y)' 1s interpreted as a 'causal'
relation
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The distinction between the activity sense of teach
and 1ts causal counterpart 1s crucial. The activity inter-
pretation 1s impossible 1f the subject of teach 1s [-animate].
Note then that whenever the subject is [-animate], the indirect

object is obligatory and the to-phrase is 1impossible:

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

fooled with.

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

c) *Lipson's textbook taught Russian.

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

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

a matter which purely grammatical considerations are ill-equipped
to settle. There seems to be only one constraint involved, and
that 1s that in order to generate sentences in which the activity
reading is permitted, the direct object must be an NP, not S or
VP.39 But this single requirement is obviously too general, as
4o

sentences like (9) 1llustrate.

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

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

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

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

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

continuations):

38) Max is teaching the class trigonometry because

Harold wasn't able to.

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

learning a thing.)

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

interpretation.

39) Max is teaching trig to the class because Harold

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

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

(cf. Vendler, 1967).

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

The relevant syntactic data (for this case) is the
following: |

40) Max taught Jthe children
#to the children

41) Max gave Jto the United Fund
#the United Fund.
42) Max paid [the bank.
#to the bank.

off the bank.
%#off to the bank.

43) Max wrote [Henderson.
to Henderson.
off to Henderson.
#off Henderson.



78

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

set of rules like the following:

b4) to » @/ teach NP

to + @/ write NP (optional)

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

pairs like:

45) I wrote to Henderson.

46) I wrote Henderson.

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

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

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

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

This concludes our discussion of teach.

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

pretation of the double object construction wilth show.

47) Attila showed me the destruction of Rome.

NPi show NP'j NPk
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