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She showed the data her professor: the alternative double object construction in Lancashire English
Rachel Nye (GIST: Ghent University)
Observation: In certain dialects of British English there is a third ‘double object’ structure found with ditransitive verbs besides the canonical double object construction (CDOC) and the prepositional object construction (POC). I refer to this as the alternative double object construction (ADOC).
Aim: To show that this alternative double object construction (ADOC) is best analysed as a null prepositional variant of the prepositional object construction (POC). 
1. Introduction
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 ??
- Much debate in literature about the relation between POC and CDOC but little attention paid to ADOC until recently (Siewierska and Hollmann (2007), Gast (2007), Haddican (to appear)). 

- I argue that (at least when both objects are realised as full lexical DPs) the ADOC is best analysed as a variant of POC with a null preposition.

2. Data

- Informal questionnaire survey: 16 Lancashire speakers (L speakers) and 11 speakers of (various) other varieties of English (non-L speakers).

- Strong contrast between L-speakers and non-L speakers:- 

· Non L-speakers consistently reject ADOC. 

· L speakers generally consider ADOC examples less acceptable than POC or CDOC but deem them less degraded than do non-L speakers.

· correlation between acceptance of ADOC and acceptance of theme-passive e.g. (2).

2) The book was lent the man. 
· better with to-class than for-class?

· of the verbs tested, better with lend, hand, pass, promise, owe than give, show, award, leave, pay, read, send, email, sell, feed.
· particularly bad with throw
· better with definite DPs?

3. Constraints on the structure of ADOC
· Here I abstract away from variation with individual speakers and individual verbs, and focus on the very fact that there is an ADOC pattern at all, and how this fits in with the POC and CDOC.  
· I take as a starting point Baker’s (1997) account, which assumes a transformational link between POC and CDOC, with the former being the base structure.

3)  I gave the meat to Mary (POC, following Baker (1997))
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4) I gave Mary the meat. (CDOC derived from POC (Baker’s (1997: 91) (24)))
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Claim (i): DO-theme is structurally higher than 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. 
(a) QNP-Pronoun Relations: ‘A quantifier must c-command a pronoun at S-Structure if it is to bind it’ (Larson (1988: 336)).
5) ?I gave/sent every chequei itsi rightful owner.
6)  *I gave/sent hisi pay-cheque every workeri. 
(b) Wh-movement and weak crossover: ‘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’ (Larson (1998: 330)).
7) Whosei pay did you send hisi mother? (* for non-L speakers) 
(c) Superiority: ‘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))
8) Who did you give which book?
9) Which book did you give who? (* for non-L speakers) 
(d) The each…other construction: ‘the minimal NP in which each appears must have the other in its domain’ (Barss and Lasnik (1986)).
10) ?The teacher lent each book the other’s owner.
11) *The teacher lent the other’s book each boy.
(e) Polarity any: The negative polarity item any is licensed only in the scope of a scope-bearing element such as negation.
12) ?I gave nothing anyone.
13) *I gave anything no-one.
14) ?I sent no presents any of the children.
15) *I sent any of the packages none of the children.
The tests point to the conclusion that the direct object theme asymmetrically c-commands the indirect object goal, which indicates that it must occupy a higher structural position. In this respect it patterns with POC rather than CDOC. 
Claim (ii): The DO-theme above IO-goal order is base-generated, not derived.
Evidence: 

a) Particles: intransitive particles can follow direct objects and promoted indirect objects but not indirect objects which have not raised.
16) I gave the books (back) to the students (*back).
(POC)

17) I gave the students (back) the books (back).

(CDOC)
18) I gave the books (?back) the students (*back).
(ADOC)
b) Scope freezing: Scope freezing is found in CDOC only – in both POC and ADOC, readings are available where either quantifier can scope over the other (examples (19) and (20) from Emonds and Whitney (2006: 98)).
19) He assigned two new topics to every girl in the class.
(POC) 

two>every, every>two

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

(CDOC) 
*two>every, every>two

21) 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 (22). If we accept this, then this is further evidence for the view that the IO in ADOC examples such as (21) hasn’t raised.
22) English Scope Freezing:

NPs moved into A-positions must take wide scope over NPs that they c-command.

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: Quantifiers can be floated off NP direct objects or promoted indirect objects, but not PPs (examples (23) - (26) based on Emonds and Whitney (2006: 104)).

23) We sent the books (all) to that man.



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


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

(IO in POC)
27) I promised these jumpers (all) my nephew by Christmas.
(DO in ADOC)
28) I promised these jumpers my nephews (*all) by Christmas.
(IO in ADOC)
b) Secondary predication: The indirect object of a ditransitive (POC, CDOC and ADOC) cannot serve as the subject of a secondary predication (Baker (1997: 90)). 
29) a. I gave the meat to Mary raw.

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


30) a. I gave Mary the meat raw.


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


(ADOC)




b. *I gave the meat Mary hungry.
In a structure where both objects are generated within the VP, and the secondary predicate is adjoined to this VP, if the IO remains in situ then it must be the object of a preposition in order that it does not m-command (and hence act as the subject of) the secondary predicate
.

32)  Baker’s structure for secondary predication in CDOC and POC.
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33) Incorrect structure for secondary predication facts: PP layer needed to introduce IO in ADOC

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	VP
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	NPn
	
	V'
	

	
	
[image: image4]
	
	
	

	
	the meat
	V'
	
	AP

	
	
	
	
	

	
	V
	
	NPk
	rawn

	
	
	
	
	*hungryk

	
	give
	
	Mary
	


Summary: ADOC resembles POC rather than CDOC in terms of:- 

- the relative hierarchical positions of the objects

- the theme-goal order appearing not to be derived by movement

- behaviour suggesting the IO is not a bare DP but the object of a preposition.

Conclusion: ADOC is therefore best analysed as a null prepositional variant of POC.
4. The structure of ADOC

- Analysis based on that of Baker, as outlined above, but with no preposition incorporation.

34) I gave the meat Mary.
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· By assumption, the null preposition has the same Case and theta-role assigning properties as the phonologically overt equivalent
.
· For the null preposition in L. English, unlike in other varieties, the incorporation of the null preposition into the verb is optional – [+/–clitic] feature specification 

· When it incorporates, CDOC is derived as in all other varieties of English.

· When it doesn’t – an option available only to L speakers – ADOC is generated.
Additional advantages of this approach
· Fits with the generalisation that ‘there are no ‘bare NP’ indirect objects’ – cross-linguistically, IOs are PPs (Emonds and Whitney (2006: 78)).
· Compatible with absolute version of UTAH (34). The goal role is always assigned to the complement of a preposition, the theme to the specifier of the lowest VP. 

35) 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.

· If the specification [+/–clitic] in Lancashire English applies to the null equivalent of to but not for, this could account for the suggested pattern that to-datives but not for-datives can occur in ADOC – lexical property of the preposition concerned.

Open questions

-What determines whether or not the null preposition incorporates into the verb?

-If there is the option of avoiding movement of the indirect object by the preposition not incorporating, why is this not always selected?

-Why in fact is ADOC the marked option for L speakers? 

-When the preposition doesn’t incorporate, how is it licensed to remain in-situ?

-Why is it that only L speakers have the possibility for a null preposition in-situ i.e. why does the null equivalent of to differ in its feature specification in this dialect?
- Is this the same group of speakers who allow a null form of to with motion verbs
, as illustrated in (36)? 

36) Are you going Yates’ tonight?
- If ADOC is null prepositional POC, why is owe so good in ADOC when it is often claimed (e.g. by Baker (1997: 86)) to be disallowed in POC? Perhaps for some reason, the indirect object with owe can only be introduced by a null preposition, not an overt one, hence why CDOC and ADOC are better than POC
? 
5. 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 which has received much less attention in the literature.

· 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.

· I have shown here that there are good reasons for considering ADOC as derived from 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 some speakers derive ADOC from POC, whilst others derive it from CDOC. 
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Appendix: The prepositionless theme-passive and ADOC 
37) 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
- Derived from ADOC.
- Option of preposition not incorporating is realised.

- Null preposition assigns Case to Mary. 

- Case assignment by verb to DO suppressed as part of passive operation, forcing 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.

Problem: Under such an account, how does the DO receive Case in the goal passive? And if the DO is able to receive Case in spec-VP in the goal passive, then why can it not do so in the theme passive? This issue also applies to the variant with an overt preposition, although this is not addressed by Baker, who does not discuss the derivation of ditransitive passives.
38) The meat was given Mary.
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�  Whilst Baker (1997: 91) claims that the crucial relation between the subject of the secondary predicate and the secondary predicate itself is one of ‘mutual c-command’, he in fact appears to use m-command in determining the relations between the objects and the secondary predicate. 


� Baker (1997: 91) claims only that ‘when the preposition is incorporated, it no longer can license Case on its object.’


� A hypothesis discussed by Haddican (to appear: 5).


� It 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.
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