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Abstract

Whilst the English dative alternation has been much discussed in the literature, the existence of a third pattern alongside the canonical double object construction (CDOC) and the prepositional object construction (POC) has received much less attention. In the alternative double object construction (ADOC), found in Lancashire English, the direct object theme precedes the indirect object goal, as in the POC, yet both objects appear to be realised as DPs, as in the CDOC. However, I show that ADOC consistently patterns like POC rather than CDOC in its syntactic behaviour, and is therefore in fact best analysed as a null prepositional variant of POC. I propose an analysis for ADOC based on Baker’s (1997) account of the dative alternation.
1. Introduction
The relation between the canonical double object construction (CDOC) (1a) and the prepositional object construction (POC) (1b) in English has received considerable attention (see Emonds and Whitney (2006) for an overview of the literature), with debate as to whether the similarities between the two are best captured as a lexical alternation or a syntactic transformation, and in the latter case, which of the structures is basic. To as great an extent as is possible, I wish to leave this debate aside in this paper, and instead to concentrate upon the existence in (at least) one variety of British English, Lancashire English, of a third pattern (1c) which has been paid little attention until recently (Siewierska and Hollmann (2007), Gast (2007), Haddican (to appear)). I follow Gast (2007) in terming this the alternative double object construction (ADOC)).
1) a. Sarah lent the man the book.
CDOC

V DPIO DPDO
b. Sarah lent the book to the man.
POC

V DPDO PPIO
c. Sarah lent the book the man.
ADOC

V DPDO DPIO ??
I assume that in all three double object constructions
, the direct object (DO) bears the theta role of theme, whilst the indirect object (IO) bears the thematic role of goal. In ADOC, as in the POC, the direct object-theme precedes the indirect object-goal, yet like in the CDOC, there is no overt distinction between the two objects as both appear to be DPs.
Nevertheless, in this paper I will show that despite the absence of an overt preposition, ADOC behaves like POC rather than CDOC on a range of syntactic tests. I argue therefore that at least in cases where both objects are realised as full lexical DPs
, ADOC is in fact best analysed as a variant of POC in which the PP is headed by a null preposition. I offer an analysis of this based on the transformational account of dative shift given by Baker (1997). 

Furthermore, on the basis of a correlation between acceptance of ADOC and acceptance of prepositionless theme passives (2), I argue that such structures are in fact best considered as the passive form of ADOC structures such as (1c), and sketch a possible derivation for this, again in the spirit of Baker’s (1997) account.  

2) The book was lent the man (by Sarah).
prepositionless theme passive


2. Previous accounts of ADOC 
In contrast to the vast literature on the ‘standard’ dative alternation, little has been written on ADOC. Siewierska and Hollmann (2007) discuss ADOC as a feature of Lancashire English, although in the corpus study they conduct they find no examples where both objects are lexical DPs. Even for the examples which they do find, where one or both of the objects is a pronominal, ADOC is attested only with the most frequently-occurring ditransitive verbs give, send and show. Gast (2007) offers a functional account based on their data. In introducing his account, he cites Hughes and Trudgill’s (1979: 21) example of ADOC with full lexical DPs, given below as (3), and reports their view that whilst not common, such structures can occur in varieties of Northern English, particularly when the IO-goal receives contrastive stress. 
3) She gave a book the man.
Most recently, Haddican (to appear) collects data on ADOC, and offers the only generative transformational account of this structure of which I am aware. He discusses cases with both pronominals and lexical DPs, and concludes that ADOC is in fact derived from CDOC, with leftward movement of the direct object-theme over the indirect object-goal. My intention in this paper is not to directly challenge the evidence upon which his claim is based, but rather to present evidence which strongly favours an alternative approach to ADOC, in which it is seen as a null prepositional variant of POC
.
3. Discussion of the data    
As limited data is available on ADOC, particularly with full lexical DPs, I collected data by informal questionnaire survey, to supplement my own intuitions as a speaker of Lancashire English. My sample consisted of 16 speakers of Lancashire English
 (L-speakers), and 11 speakers of other varieties of English (non-L speakers). Respondents ranked 50 items on a scale of 1-5 (grammatical-ungrammatical).
The results show a strong contrast between the L and non-L speakers. The latter group consistently reject ADOC with full lexical DPs
. Thus, for speakers of the vast majority of varieties of English, judgments mirror those given in the literature: the dative alternation includes just two alternants, POC and CDOC, and ADOC is not permitted with any ditransitive verbs, under any circumstances.  

Much greater variability is found in the responses of the Lancashire group. For the L speakers, ADOC is generally less acceptable than CDOC or POC, which are accepted by all speakers in both groups, yet the structure is deemed considerably less degraded than it is by non-L speakers. Most L speakers accept at least some of the ADOC examples as either grammatical or only marginally degraded, although these are not the same sentences for all speakers. Much greater use is made of the middle of the scale, with speakers uncertain whether the examples are grammatical or ungrammatical.

The second key trend in the ADOC data is a correlation between acceptance of ADOC and acceptance of prepositionless theme passive examples such as (4). Whilst the goal passive (5) and the theme passive with preposition (6) are considered to be perfectly grammatical by almost all speakers in both the L and non-L groups, (4) is almost categorically excluded by the non-L group, yet accepted as only marginally degraded by many speakers in the L group. Thus in section (6) I will argue that examples such as (4) are best considered as the ADOC passive
. 

4) The antique book was given the professor on his 60th birthday.
5) The professor was given the antique book on his 60th birthday.
6) The antique book was given to the professor on his 60th birthday.
Other suggested trends which emerge from the data are that most L speakers seem to consider for-datives (such as buy, save, bake) unacceptable in ADOC, in contrast to to-datives (give, lend, promise), although further research is necessary to confirm that this is not simply an effect of the particular examples chosen. Similar caution needs to be exercised when examining the behaviour of various to-dative ditransitive verbs within the ADOC construction. lend, hand, pass, owe and promise are the verbs which L speakers seem to consider ‘best’ in ADOC, being accepted more readily than give, show, award, leave, pay, read, send, email, sell and feed, with throw in ADOC deemed ungrammatical by almost all L speakers. It is somewhat surprising that less frequently-used ditransitive verbs are deemed better in ADOC than even the prototypical ditransitive verb give, and it is hard to determine any shared characteristic of these verbs: they are not all monosyllabic, they can be Anglo Saxon or Latinate in origin and belong to different semantic classes as defined by Green (1974). These observations remain speculative until judgments on these verbs in a broader range of example sentences have been collected
.
4. Constraints on the structure of ADOC
For the purposes of this paper, to a large extent I am going to abstract away from the variation with individual speakers and individual verbs discussed above and instead focus on the very fact that there is an ADOC pattern at all, and explore how this fits in with POC and CDOC. Given the vast literature on double object constructions, it is necessary to be selective and so I take as a starting point Baker’s (1997) account, based in turn on Larson’s (1988) account, which assumes a transformational link between POC and CDOC, with the former being the base structure. 
Under Baker’s (1997) account, the two objects are both generated within the lowest VP, the direct object in the specifier position, and the indirect object in the PP complement. In POC (7), these remain in-situ. Only the verb moves, raising to a higher position from where it can assign Case to the DO, which also receives its theta-role from the verb. The IO receives Case and a theta-role from the preposition to. 
7) I gave the meat to Mary (POC, following Baker (1997))
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The initial structure for CDOC (8) is identical, except that the PP is headed by a null preposition rather than to. This null preposition incorporates into the verb, which raises as in (7), assigning Case and a theta role to the DO which remains in situ. However, once the preposition has incorporated into the verb, it is unable to assign Case, forcing the IO to raise in order to receive Case. Baker claims that it raises to spec-AspP, where it can receive structural Case, thus deriving the order in which the indirect object precedes the direct object.  

8) I gave Mary the meat. (CDOC derived from POC (Baker’s (1997: 91) (24)))
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I will return to this derivation in section 5, when I propose a structure for ADOC. However, in order to motivate this structure, in the remainder of this section I provide supporting evidence for each of three claims I make about the ADOC. 
Claim (i): The DO-theme is structurally higher than the IO-goal, as well as preceding it in term of linear order. 

Evidence: ADOC behaves like POC when the tests from Barss and Lasnik (1986) are applied.

Barss and Lasnik (1986) apply several tests to the CDOC structure, the results of which suggest that the DO is in the domain of IO and not vice versa. Here I will follow Larson (1988) – who applies these tests to POC, showing that in this structure the IO is in the domain of the DO – in interpreting ‘in the domain of’ as ‘c-commanded by’, in other words that there exists an asymmetric relation in terms of hierarchical structure between the two objects. Here I apply the tests to ADOC, showing that the DO is structurally higher than the goal. 
a) QNP-Pronoun Relations
As Larson (1988: 336) explains, ‘A quantifier must c-command a pronoun at S-Structure if it is to bind it’. In (9) there is no difficulty in construing every cheque as binding the pronoun its
. In (10), whilst it is also possible to get an ADOC reading, his cannot be is understood as bound by the quantified DP every worker. This suggests that in (9) but not (10) the QP c-commands the DP, which in turn suggests that in ADOC the direct object DP is structurally higher than the indirect object DP.
9) ?I gave/sent every chequei itsi rightful owner.
10) *I gave/sent hisi pay-cheque every workeri. 
b) Wh-movement and weak crossover
Larson (1998: 330) explains that ‘A wh-phrase c-commanded at D-structure by an NP containing a pronoun cannot be moved over that NP if wh- and the pronoun are coreferential’. The ungrammaticality of (11) for most English speakers is therefore explained on the assumption that it is derived from CDOC, with the wh-DO extracted from below the IO containing a co-referential pronoun, resulting in weak crossover. That the structure is accepted by L-speakers suggests that the wh-phrase originates in a position higher than the object containing the coreferential pronoun, which would be the case if (11) were derived from an ADOC structure. 

11) Whosei pay did you send hisi mother? (* for non-L speakers) 
c) Superiority
The data in (12) and (13) illustrate a similar pattern, although the relevant restriction in this instance is that ‘A wh-phrase cannot in general be moved over another wh-phrase that c-commands it (in other words, is “superior” to it) in underlying representation’ (Larson (1988: 336)). (11) is acceptable to both L- and non-L speakers, which is unsurprising if it is derived from CDOC – the moved wh-word is the indirect object, assumed to originate higher than the in-situ direct object. The fact that (13) is accepted by L but not non-L speakers (even on a non-echoic reading) can be explained if this group have available a structure in which the DO precedes the IO, i.e. ADOC, allowing wh-extraction of the DO when the IO is also a wh-phrase, without violating superiority.

12) Who did you give which book?
13) Which book did you give who? (* for non-L speakers)
d) The each…other construction

Barss and Lasnik (1986) suggest that ‘the minimal NP in which each appears must have the other in its domain’. The fact that (14), where the DO contains each and the IO contains other, is grammatical in Lancashire English, whilst (15), where the DO contains other and the IO each is ungrammatical, suggests that the IO falls within the domain of the DO but not vice versa i.e. that the DO is structurally higher. 
14)  ?The teacher lent each book the other’s owner.
15) *The teacher lent the other’s book each boy.
e) Polarity any
The negative polarity item NPI any is licensed only in the scope of a scope-bearing element such as negation. When the DO in ADOC is the negative element, and the IO the NPI, the sentences are grammatical to L speakers, as (16) and (18) illustrate. When the IO contains negation and the DO the NPI, as in (17) and (19), the sentences are ungrammatical. This again points to the conclusion that the DO is structurally higher than the IO.
16) ?I gave nothing anyone.
17) *I gave anything no-one.
18) ?I sent no presents any of the children.
19) *I sent any of the packages none of the children.
Barss and Lasnik tests: conclusion 

Thus the results of the tests all point in the same direction – in ADOC, the IO is consistently shown to be in the domain of the DO, and not vice versa.  Taking the view that ‘domain’ is best construed purely in structural terms, I therefore draw the conclusion that in ADOC, the direct object theme asymmetrically c-commands the indirect object goal, which indicates that it must occupy a higher structural position. In this respect, ADOC patterns with POC rather than CDOC. In the next section, I show that this order of DO higher than IO is in fact basic for ADOC and is not derived by transformation.
Claim (ii): The DO-theme above IO-goal order is base-generated, not derived.
Evidence:  The evidence for my second claim is based on two tests which Emonds and Whitney (2006) apply to the CDOC to provide support for their view that the IO which occurs first in linear order has moved into this position from lower in the structure. In applying the same tests to the IO in ADOC, it consistently differs in behaviour to the IO in CDOC, instead patterning like the IO in POC which is assumed to be in-situ. From this I conclude that the IO in ADOC also occupies its base position.
a) Particles 
Intransitive particles appear to be able to follow direct objects and promoted indirect objects but not indirect objects which have not raised. Thus in the case of POC, (20). When the IO is in its base position, a particle such as back can follow the DO but not the IO. In CDOC, (21), however, back can follow the IO as well as the DO, suggesting that it occupies a different position which it has raised to. Whilst particles do not seem to occur so easily in ADOC, (22), the structure patterns like POC in that the occurrence of back after the IO is ruled out as ungrammatical, whereas with the particle following the DO, the sentence is only mildly degraded
. 
20) I gave the books (back) to the students (*back).
(POC)
21) I gave the students (back) the books (back).

(CDOC)
22) I gave the books (?back) the students (*back).
(ADOC)
b) Scope freezing

The effect of scope freezing is found in CDOC only. In both POC (23) and ADOC (25), readings are available where either quantifier can scope over the other, whereas in CDOC only the quantifier contained within the IO can take wide scope
. 
23) He assigned two new topics to every girl in the class.
(POC) 

two>every, every>two

24) He assigned every girl in the class two new topics.

(CDOC) 

*two>every, every>two

25) He assigned two new topics every girl in the class.

(ADOC)
 
two>every, every>two

Emonds and Whitney (2006: 99) attribute the difference in scope possibilities to the generalisation in (26). They give no motivation for this claim, although it seems plausible that movement of the IO to a position higher than the DO may force it to have wide scope insofar as it is not uncommon for reconstruction into A positions to be impossible
.

26) English Scope Freezing:

NPs moved into A-positions must take wide scope over NPs that they c-command.
If we accept (26) as the explanation for the scope freezing effect in CDOC, then in (24), it is the fact that the IO has moved into a position from which it c-commands the DO which leads to scope freezing. Thus in POC, where neither object has moved, both may take wide scope. The fact that there is no scope freezing in ADOC suggests that, like in POC, the IO has not raised from the position in which it was generated. 

Having presented evidence in favour of a base generated V-DO-IO order for ADOC, I will turn to my final claim, which is that this IO is not a bare DP, but is the object of a preposition.

Claim (iii): The IO-goal is contained within a PP rather than a DP, despite the absence of an overt preposition.

Evidence:
a) Quantifier float
According to Emonds and Whitney (2006: 104) (upon whose examples the sentences in (27) - (30) below are based), quantifiers can be floated off NP direct objects (27) or promoted indirect objects (28), but not PPs (29) and (30)
. The ADOC examples pattern just like POC, in that floating a quantifier off the DO is perfectly acceptable (31), yet attempting to do the same for the IO (32) results in ungrammaticality
. I take this as strongly suggestive that in ADOC, as in POC, the IO forms part of a PP. 
27) We sent the books (all) to that man.



(DO in POC)
28) Mary brought/sent the boys (each/both/all) a present.
(IO in CDOC)
29) We sent a refund to those men (*all) by mail.

(IO in POC)
30) I fixed those drinks for the girls (*both) with ice. 

(IO in POC)
31) I promised these jumpers (all) my nephew by Christmas.
(DO in ADOC)
32) I promised these jumpers my nephews (*all) by Christmas.
(IO in ADOC)

b) Secondary predication
The indirect object of any ditransitive (POC, CDOC and ADOC) cannot serve as the subject of a secondary predication (Baker (1997: 90)), whilst the direct object can, as the contrast between the (a) and (b) examples in (33)-(35) below shows. 
33) a. I gave the meat to Mary raw.

(POC)
  b. *I gave the meat to Mary hungry.


34) a. I gave Mary the meat raw.

(CDOC) 
  b. *I gave Mary the meat hungry.
35) a. I gave the meat Mary raw.

(ADOC)




  b. *I gave the meat Mary hungry.
According to Baker (1997: 90), in order for a DP to act as the subject of a secondary predicate, a relation of mutual m-command must hold between the two
. In the ditransitive structure he gives, (36), where both objects are generated within the VP, and the secondary predicate is adjoined to this VP, the secondary predication facts for POC and CDOC fall out naturally. On Baker’s assumptions, however, if the IO in ADOC remains in situ, as has been argued above to be the case, then it cannot simply be a bare DP, for otherwise a mutual m-command relation would hold between the IO and the adjoined AP, and the IO of ADOC would incorrectly be predicted to be able to occur as the subject of this secondary predication (37). If the IO in ADOC is the object of a preposition, as is the case for the IO in POC, then its inability to function as the subject of a secondary predication is explained.   

36) Baker’s structure for secondary predication in CDOC and POC
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37) Incorrect structure for secondary predication facts: PP layer needed to introduce IO in ADOC
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To summarise, in the above section I have shown that ADOC resembles POC rather than CDOC in terms of:- 

(i) the relative hierarchical positions of the objects
(ii) the theme-goal order appearing not to be derived by movement
(iii) behaviour suggesting the IO is not a bare DP but the object of a preposition.

From this I conclude that ADOC is therefore best analysed as a null prepositional variant of POC. In the next section, I present a possible structure for this.
5. The structure of ADOC 
Basing my analysis of ADOC closely on the derivation of POC and CDOC given by Baker (see (7) and (8) above), I propose the structure given below in (38). The structure is as for POC, but with a null preposition. Another way of expressing this would be to say that the structure is the same as that from which CDOC is derived, with the distinction that the preposition does not incorporate and so the IO can be licensed to remain in situ.
38) I gave the meat Mary.
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This approach to ADOC relies on certain assumptions. The first is that the null preposition has the same theta-role- and Case-assigning properties as the phonologically overt equivalent, to. Baker (1997: 94) explicitly states that the null preposition in CDOC is still the theta role assigner, and his claim that ‘when the [null] preposition is incorporated, it no longer can license Case on its object’ (Baker (1997: 91) suggests that he also holds the view that when the null preposition remains unincorporated, it has the ability to assign Case. The second assumption I make is that for the null preposition in L. English, unlike in other varieties of English, the incorporation of the null preposition into the verb is optional. One way of implementing this would be to assume that it has a [+/–clitic] feature specification, whilst in other varieties in it always [+clitic]
. In L. English, when the option of the clitic incorporating is realised, then CDOC is derived as in all other varieties of English. When the clitic does not incorporate – an option available only to L speakers – ADOC is instead generated.

The analysis of ADOC as a null prepositional variant of POC was motivated by the syntactic behaviour of the structure, as discussed above in section 4. However, such an analysis has further positive consequences. Firstly, it is inkeeping with the generalisation that ‘there are no ‘bare NP’ indirect objects’ (Emonds and Whitney (2006: 78)) – cross-linguistically, IOs are PPs. Secondly, the analysis of ADOC given in (38) remains compatible with an absolute version of the UTAH, (39), as proposed by Baker. The theta-role of goal is assigned to the lowest DP in the structure, which is always the complement of a preposition, whilst the role of theme is awarded to the DP in the specifier of the lowest VP.   
39) The Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH) 
(Baker (1997: 74)

Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by identical structural relationships between those items at the level of D-structure.
Finally, if the specification [+/–clitic] in L.English applies to a null equivalent of to but not of for, this could account for the suggested pattern that to-datives but not for-datives can occur in ADOC. The ability for a preposition to incorporate would stem from the lexical properties of the preposition concerned – null for in L.English would be [+clitic], just like in other varieties of English, while null to would be [+/–clitic].
Nevertheless, there are some issues which remain unresolved under this approach. Firstly, it is not at all clear for L. English what determines whether or not the null preposition incorporates into the verb in a given situation. Secondly, when the preposition does not incorporate, it is not clear how then it is licensed to remain in-situ. Furthermore, if there is the option of avoiding movement of the indirect object by the preposition not incorporating, it is unclear why this is not always selected. On grounds of economy one might expect that a derivation without movement would be favoured over a semantically equivalent one involving movement, i.e. if a language variety has the possibility of ADOC, one might expect this to be chosen over CDOC. In fact, the results show the opposite to be the case, with ADOC appearing to be the marked option for L. speakers. 
The question also remains as to why it is only in Lancashire English that the null preposition has the possibility of not incorporating i.e. why the null equivalent of to differs in its feature specification in this dialect alone. One hypothesis to pursue is that this the same group of speakers who allow a null form of to with motion verbs
, as illustrated in (40). However, if the trends in the data here which suggested that ADOC is disfavoured with verbs such as send and throw are confirmed, such a correlation would be surprising.
40) Are you going Yates’ tonight?
Regarding nuances in the data, if ADOC is null prepositional POC, the fact that ADOC is deemed particularly good with owe is surprising if, as is often claimed (e.g. by Baker (1997: 86)) owe is disallowed in POC. One possibility is that for some reason owe disallows overt to, but can co-occur with the phonologically empty variant, in either CDOC or ADOC
.
These are not insignificant questions, and I hope to address at least some of these in future work. However, even if questions remain for the moment about the precise details of the implementation of my proposal, I believe that the weight of evidence strongly favours the analysis of ADOC as a null prepositional variant of POC.
6. ADOC and the theme-passive
The final point I shall consider in this paper is the relation between ADOC and the prepositionless theme-passive, illustrated below in (41c).  Both are rejected by non-L speakers but accepted (to a greater extent) by some L speakers, as was discussed in section 2. 
41) a. The man was lent the book (by Sarah).

goal-passive

b. The book was lent to the man (by Sarah).

theme-passive
c. The book was lent the man (by Sarah).

prepositionless theme-passive

On the basis of this pattern, my claim is that the prepositionless theme passive is derived from ADOC (a position also taken by Haddican (to appear), despite the otherwise considerable differences between these two accounts), in the same way that the goal-passive in (41a) can be seen to be derived from CDOC, and the theme-passive with preposition in (41b) results from a transformation on POC. I sketch the structure for the theme passive below in (42).

42) The meat was given Mary.
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As in ADOC, the option of the null preposition not incorporating into the verb is realised. This null preposition assigns Case and a theta role to the IO Mary, which is able to remain in situ. I assume that Case assignment by the verb to the DO the meat in spec-VP is suppressed as part of the passive operation, forcing the DO to raise through spec-AspP to spec-IP, where it can receive nominative Case. Thus possibility for preposition to be [–clitic] in Lancashire English is what allows both ADOC and theme passives for these speakers alone.

However, there is a problem with this approach. Under such an account, it is unclear how the DO receives Case in the goal-passive. If the DO is in fact able to receive Case in spec-VP in the goal passive, then it remains mysterious why it is not able to do so in the theme passive. This issue also applies to the variant of the theme passive with an overt preposition, although this is not addressed by Baker, who does not discuss the derivation of ditransitive passives at all. I do not discuss the prepositionless theme passive further here, but believe that a derivational link with ADOC is the right approach to pursue for this structure.
7. Conclusion

In this paper I have presented data on, and discussed the syntactic behaviour of, a third structure with ditransitive verbs which is available to speakers of Lancashire English alongside CDOC and POC, and which has received much less attention in the literature than the standard dative alternants. I have shown that, syntactically, it seems to behave like POC rather than CDOC. The conclusion reached is that ADOC is a null prepositional variant of POC, even if questions remain about the precise implementation of this.

This is not undisputed: Haddican (to appear) claims that most speakers in his study derive ADOC from CDOC by movement of the theme over the goal, although a minority seem to represent ADOC as POC without a(n overt) preposition. Here I have shown that there are good reasons for considering ADOC as a variant of POC, but in future work I hope to assess the evidence Haddican provides in favour of his alternative approach, and investigate whether it is really the case that other speakers derive ADOC from CDOC. More data from more speakers is also needed in order to explore in greater depth the possibilities for, and restrictions on, the ADOC for speakers to whom this structure is available. It is possible that as more is discovered about this third double object structure, this may in turn feed back into our conception of the ‘standard’ dative alternation.
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* Thanks to David Adger, Jeroen van Craenenbroeck, Liliane Haegeman and Reiko Vermeulen for useful discussion of many of the ideas in this paper. Any errors or inaccuracies are my own.


�Here I use the term ‘double object construction’ to refer to any structure available with a ditransitive verb (i.e. as a cover term for CDOC, POC and ADOC), in contrast to certain other accounts (e.g. Larson (1986), Emonds and Whitney (2006)) where it is used to refer only to the structure which I here term CDOC.  


�See footnote 5 for data which indicates that pronouns behave differently to full lexical DPs in ADOC. For this reason, I do not discuss them further in this paper.


� Note that these two approaches are not necessarily incompatible if, as Haddican (to appear) suggests, certain speakers represent ADOC as derived by movement from CDOC, whilst for others it is a null prepositional POC. 


� Lancashire is a region in the North-West of England. ‘Lancashire’ here refers to the historic county rather than the modern administrative area, and as such includes parts of Greater Manchester and Blackburn with Darwen. 


� Acceptance of ADOC where both objects are pronouns, as in (i) and (ii) is almost identical for the L and non-L groups, who judge such example as only mildly degraded. This is important as it strongly suggests that pronouns behave differently to lexical DPs in double object structures. (iii), where the DO is a lexical DP and the IO is a pronoun is almost categorically excluded by both L and non-L speakers, because of an independent constraint on a pronoun following a lexical DP (Bresnan and Nikitina (2003)). However, the L and non-L groups do perform differently with regard to examples such as (iv) where the DO is a pronoun and the IO is a lexical DP, with L-speakers deeming them only mildly degraded, and non-L speakers considering them strongly degraded. The differing behaviour of pronouns and lexical DPs in ADOC is an interesting topic for future research, but not one which I will consider further here.


He gave it him.


He gave it me.


*He gave the book him.


%He gave it the man.


� Czepluch (1982/3: 4), reports, however, that examples such as (i) are deemed grammatical by three of the four authors he surveys, despite the fact that none of these accept the ADOC. However, other sources disagree. Anagnostopoulou (2003) draws a distinction between American English (without theme passive) and British English (with theme passive) but does not discuss variation amongst the dialects of the latter. If, contrary to my findings, the theme-passive proves to be accepted in varieties of English beyond those where ADOC is acceptable then a different conclusion will be reached.


(i) The book was given Mary.


� Recall from Section 2 that in their corpus study Siewierska and Hollmann (2007) on the contrary found ADOC only with give, show and send, the three most commonly-occurring ditransitive verbs. Note however that these were not examples with two lexical DPs. Whether pronouns and lexical DPs pattern differently in this regard is again a topic for further investigation.


� I assume the fact that even (9) is less than fully grammatical stems from the apparent preference speakers have for objects in ADOC to be definite. What is crucial however is that to the extent that (9) is acceptable, the bound pronoun reading is available, whilst this is excluded for (10).


� Haddican (to appear) argues on the basis of examples (i)-(iii) that ‘theme-goal ditransitives are like DOCs [double object constructions i.e. CDOC - RCN] in that both objects may appear between the verb and particle in particle-verb constructions with back’. Whilst this holds for the examples he presents with pronouns, (20)-(22) above show the same does not hold for full lexical DPs. I take this as support for my view that in ditransitive constructions, pronouns have different syntactic behaviour to full lexical DPs. Thus it is not possible to generalise to the latter on the basis of the behaviour of the former.


(i) *She gave it to me back.	(POC)


(ii) She gave me it back.		(CDOC)


(iii) She gave it me back.		(ADOC)


� Examples (23) and (24) from Emonds and Whitney (2006: 98)).





� Thanks to Reiko Vermeulen for this point, and more generally for useful discussion on scope freezing in ditransitives.


� (30) is acceptable, but not on the relevant reading where both quantifies over the girls. 


� Again on the intended reading whereby all quantifies over my nephews and not these jumpers.


� Baker’s (1997: 91) actual claim is that the crucial relation between the subject of the secondary predicate and the secondary predicate itself is one of ‘mutual c-command’, yet he in fact appears to use m-command in determining the relations between the objects and the secondary predicate. 


� Thanks to Jeroen van Craenenbroek for this suggestion.


� As discussed by Haddican (to appear: 5).


� It in fact seems more appropriate to say that owe is disfavoured, as Bresnan and Nikitina (2003) show that many of the apparent exclusions on particular verbs in particular double object structures are not categorical. It also seems necessary to separate out two different uses of owe (or two different verbs owe) which differ with regard to their behaviour in ditransitives. 


?I owe £5 to my brother.		POC


I owe my brother £5.			CDOC


I owe my success to hard work.		POC


*I owe hard work my success.		CDOC
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