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Abstract

The aim of this study is to present a unified analysis of the dative structures. The study relies on
data from English and Arabic that support “the single meaning approach”. According to this approach,
both prepositional dative construction (PDC) and double object construction (DOC) are related
semantically and syntactically. We propose a dative phrase “DATP” as a complement of the dative verb
in both PDC and DOC. Our proposed analysis deals with the restrictions that scope and c-command bring
on the order of the direct and indirect objects in PDC and DOC. We follow Bruening (2014, 2018) in his
argument against c-command and show that “precede-and-command” (precede and phase command) that
he proposes as a replacement for c-command fits neatly in our analysis.

Keywords: Dative Alternation; Arabic; Single Meaning Approach; Multiple Meaning Approach;
Direct/Indirect Object

1. Introduction

Syntactic and semantic representation of dative and double object structures has been a
controversial issue. Linguists have been divided on whether prepositional dative construction (PDC) and
double object construction (DOC) belong to one underlying structure, or they are distinct semantically
and syntactically:

(1) John gave the book to Mary. (PDC)
(2) John gave Mary the book. (DOC)

The vast majority of works considered (1) and (2) distinct semantically and syntactically. Recent
works, however, have argued that dative and double object structures are semantically related; hence, they
are syntactically related. In this paper, we focus on the syntactic representation of PDC and DOC in
English and Arabic. We argue here that any syntactic representations for PDC and DOC should rely on
the semantic analysis of the two structures. If we argue that the two constructions are semantically
related, we then propose that they are syntactically related, too. However, if we argue that the two
constructions are semantically distinct, we can propose that they are syntactically distinct, too. In other
words, before we discuss the structures of prepositional dative and double object constructions, we must
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first adopt one of the two approaches to these constructions. In the next sections, we will go over the two
approaches to prepositional dative and double object constructions.

2. One or Two Underlying Structures

In this section, we shed the light on the two approaches that researchers followed to analyze PDC
and DOC. Many dative alternation studies were devoted to answering one question: are PDC and DOC
semantically and syntactically related? (e.g., Bresnan, 2007; Bresnan et al., 2007; Bresnan and Nikitina,
2009; Goldberg, 1995; Pesetsky, 1995; Bruening, 2001; Richards, 2001; Beck and Johnson, 2004, among
others). In order to answer this question, researchers directed their efforts toward answering another
question: do PDC and DOC have similar or distinct meanings? In an attempt to answer this question, two
major approaches emerged, namely, the multiple meaning approach and the single meaning approach.
The two approaches focus on the semantic relationship between the verb and its two internal arguments in
DOC and PDC. The following two subsections present the discussions supported by the two approaches.

2.1 Multiple Meaning approach

The advocates of this approach argue that PDC and DOC are distinct semantically and
syntactically (e.g., Green, 1974; Oehrle, 1976; Gropen et al., 1989; Pinker, 1989; Goldberg, 1995;
Pesetsky, 1995; Harley, 1997, 2002; Bruening, 2001; Richards, 2001; Pylkkanen, 2002; Krifka, 2004;
Beck and Johnson, 2004). According to this view, PDC and DOC are derived from two separate
underlying structures and need not be treated as one. They base their argument on the idea that DOC and
PDC present related but different meanings. Each structure is uniquely associated with a single semantic
interpretation. The change in structure results in a change in “predicate meaning” (Pinker, 1989:63).

(3)a. tocause XtogotoY (PDC)
b. to cause Y to have X (DOC)

Therefore, the change from PDC to DOC results in a change from a “goal” to a “possessor”. The
semantic role of Y in (3a) is a goal, but it is a possessor in (3b). The advocates of this approach debate that
the direct object (Y) in DOC must be a recipient or possessor, but in PDC it entails “an endpoint of
motion” (e.g., Green, 1974; Oehrle, 1976; Gropen et al., 1989). Moreover, the indirect object in PDC can
be either animate or inanimate (4b and 5b), but it must be animate in DOC! (4a and 5a). The following
examples are taken from Bruening (2018:123-124).

(4) a. I kicked {her/*the goal line} the ball. (recipient or possessor)
b. I kicked the ball to {her/the goal line}. (endpoint of motion)

(5) a. I took {him/*the windowsill} a cup of coffee. (recipient or possessor)
b. I took a cup of coffee to {him/the windowsill}. (endpoint of motion)

The fact that some verbs do not alternate and can only be found in either PDC or DOC is another
argument that the proponents of this approach use to support their claim (e.g., Dryer, 1986).

(6) a. John asked Mary a question.

b. *John asked a question to Mary.

(7) a. John admitted his guilt to the judge.
b. *John admitted the judge his guilt.

Similarly, idioms are found in DOC but not in PDC (see Green, 1974; Harley, 2002; Krifka,
2004). The examples are taken from Bresnan et al (2007:71).

1 Some verbs, like give-type verbs, require the indirect object to be animate in both structures (Rappaport Hovav and Levin
(2008).
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(8) a. That movie gave me the creeps.

b. *That movie gave the creeps to me.

(9) a. The lighting here gives me a headache.
b. *The lighting here gives a headache to me.

Counter evidence, nonetheless, was provided by Bresnan et al (2007: 72) arguing that even
idioms can occur in both structures.

(20) .. .Orson Welles, who as the radio character, “The Shadow,” used to give “the
creeps” to countless child listeners. . .

(11)  She found it hard to look at the Sage’s form for long. The spells that protected
her identity also gave a headache to anyone trying to determine even her size, the constant
bulging and rippling of her form gaze Sarah vertigo.

Dryer (1986:811) points out that dative alternation is not found in many languages. Instead,
languages tend to use either PDC or DOC. He cites French as an example of languages that employ PDC
but not DOC (12) and Ojibwa (Algonkian) as an example of languages that utilize DOC only:

(12) Jean a  donné le livre a Marie.
John PERF give the book to Mary.
“John gave the book to Mary.”

To summarize, the arguments provided by the proponents of the multiple meaning approach focus
on three main points. The first one is the fact that the direct object has different semantic roles in both
structures. While it has a recipient/ possessor role in DOC, it takes an endpoint of a motion/ goal role in
PDC. The second point stresses the idea that some verbs are found either in PDC or DOC but not both.
Finally, the fact that some languages use one structure but not the other indicates that PDC and DOC have
different underlying structures.

2.2 Single meaning approach

Most of the works on dative alternation have supported the multiple meaning approach when
dealing with dative alternation. Recently, more works have challenged this approach and argued that PDC
and DOC are associated with the same meaning and that they are not distinct ((Baker, 1988, 1997;
Bresnan, 2007; Bresnan et al., 2007; Bresnan and Nikitina, 2009; Ormazabal & Romero, 2007, 2010;
Rappaport Hovav and Levin, 2008). Baker (1988, 1997)? argues that PDC and DOC have one underlying
structure since they have “identical thematic relations”. The NPs in (13a and b) have identical thematic
roles of theme and recipient (1997:86):

(13) a. | gave the candy (theme) to the children (recipient).
b. I gave the children (recipient) the candy (theme).

Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2008) (Hovav and Levin henceforth) argue against the multiple
meaning approach and provide counter explanations related to the “verb’s core meaning” as its “root” and
how certain “event schemas are associated with the root” rather than accepting generalized interpretations
of dative verbs. They call for “a verb sensitive analysis” where “a verb’s own meaning plays a key role in
determining its argument realization options” (129). They show that a “verb-sensitive approach” is more
precise in reflecting the real interpretation of PDC and DOC. They focus on three types of verbs, namely,
“give-type”, “throw-type”, and “send-type”.

(14) and (15) summarize the differences between the two approaches thus far (132).

2 Uniform Theta Assignment Hypothesis (Baker, 1988:46)
Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by identical structural relationships between those
items at the level of D-structure.
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(14) A summary of the verb-sensitive approach (single meaning approach)

to Variant Double Object Variant
give-type Verbs: caused possession caused possession
throw-type Verbs: caused motion or caused possession

caused possession

(15) A summary of the uniform multiple meaning approach

to Variant Double Object Variant
All Dative Verbs: caused motion caused possession

Working on a “verb-sensitive” analysis of PDC and DOC, Hovav and Levin show that both
structures with give-type verbs have the interpretation of “caused possession schema”, while throw-type
verbs may have the interpretation of “caused possession” and “caused motion” schemas. This is contrary
to the interpretations of the multiple meaning approach, which treats all verbs as having “caused motion”
interpretation in PDC and “caused possession” interpretation in DOC. Hovav and Levin argue that in the
case of give-type verbs in PDC, the change is in the “possessional field” because there is no change
involved in the “spatial location” of the theme. They maintain that the “to phrase” associated with give-
type verbs can only take “possessional goals”, but it takes either possessional or spatial goals with throw-
and send-type verbs. Citing Levinson (2005), they provide the following examples to support their
argument (2008:137):

(16) a. *Where did you give the ball?
b. Where did you throw the ball? To third base.
¢. Where did you send the bicycle? To Rome.

The ungrammaticality of (16a), they argue, results from the fact that the to phrase is not a spatial
goal. (16b and c) are grammatical because the to phrases are spatial goals. One more argument that
supports their case is the fact that the object of to must be animate with give-type verbs, but it can be
either animate or inanimate with throw-type and send-type verbs. In other words, the object of to with
give-type verbs cannot be a complement that “designate places” since it can only express a caused
possession meaning (2008:138).

@17 a. | gave the package to Maria/*London.
b. I sent the package to Maria/London.
c. | threw the ball to Maria/the other side of the field.

Other works map the syntactic structures of a verb’s arguments as realizations of “event schema”.
For example, the verbs give, rent, and lend lexicalize for a caused possession event schema in both PDC
and DOC, but throw-type and send-type verbs lexicalize for a caused possession event schema in DOC
and caused possession and a caused motion in PDC (Pinker, 1989; Goldberg, 1997; Hovav and Levin,
2008). In other words, the realizations of the verb’s arguments in one structure or another are affected by
the “core meaning” of the verb.

Evidence from Arabic supports the single meaning approach. One important point we can raise
regarding alternating verbs in Arabic is that they express caused possession interpretation in both PDC
and DOC forms. However, non-alternating verbs may express other interpretations in addition to caused
possession. In other words, if a verb expresses meanings other than caused possession, alternation is not
allowed.

The meaning of the Arabic preposition “li” is similar to the meaning of “to” in English. It can
designate a recipient (19) or a spatial goal (18). In addition to that, li is also used to designate a
beneficiary object and would be equivalent to for as in (22). Another Arabic preposition that is also
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equivalent to “to” is Zila. This preposition, on the other hand, indicates an endpoint of a movement, which
can be a place (20) or a person (21)%. When li designates a spatial goal or an endpoint of a movement, it
has the same meaning as 7ila:

(18) dahab-tu li-s-stig-i bakir-an

went-1  to-the-market-GEN early-ACC

“I went to the market early.”

(29) Patay-tu al-kitab-a li-Ali-in

gave-l the-book-ACC to-Ali-GEN

“I gave the book to Ali.”

(20) dahab-tu ?ila as-stuq-i bakir-an

went-  to the-market-GEN early-ACC

“I went to the market early.”

(21) dahab-tu ?ila Ali-in  fi maktab-i-hi

went-1 to Ali-GEN in office-GEN-his

“I went to Ali in his office.”

(22) a. ?istara Ali-un  kitab-an (theme) li-Fatimat-in (Beneficiary)
bought.3SGM Ali-NOM book-ACC for-Fatimah-GEN
“Ali bought a book for Fatimah.”

In (18) as-siuq can only be understood as an endpoint of a movement. This is why li can be
replaced by 7ila (20). We argue here that the two meanings of li are a deciding factor about whether the
verb alternates or not. In alternating verbs, li can only indicate a recipient, but in non-alternating verbs it
can designate an endpoint movement of an object in addition to a recipient possibility. Moreover, the
verbs that may use li with the endpoint of a movement interpretation can take 7ila, too. These verbs allow
only PDC:

(23) a. marrar-tu al-kurat-a  li-Ali-in

passed-1 the-ball-ACC to-Ali-GEN
“I passed the ball to Ali.”

b. *marrar-tu Ali-an  al-kurat-a
passed-1  Ali-ACC the-ball-ACC
“I passed Ali the ball.”

c. marrar-tu al-kurat-a  ?ila Ali-in
passed-1 the-ball-ACC to Ali-GEN
“I passed the ball to Ali.”

(24) a. dafaS-tu al-nugad-a li-Ali-in
paid-1  the-money-ACC to-Ali-GEN
“I paid the ball to Ali.”

b. *dafaS-tu Ali-an  al-nuqad-a
paid-l  Ali-ACC the-money-ACC
“I paid Ali the ball.”
c. dafaS-tu al-nugad-a ?ila Ali-in
paid-l  the-money-ACCto Ali-GEN
“I paid the money to Ali.”

In addition to being a recipient, Ali in (23) and (24) can be understood as the endpoint of a
movement. Give, on the other hand, does not allow this interpretation. Therefore, “li”” can have only one
interpretation when used with give-type alternating verbs in Arabic, which is a role of a recipient, and
cannot be replaced by 7ila:

(25) a. aStay-tu al-kurat-a li-Ali-in
gave-l1 the-ball-ACC to-Ali-GEN

% Li and ?ila have other meanings that are irrelevant to the current study.
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“I gave the ball to Ali.”

b. aftay-tu Ali-an  al-kurat-a
gave-l  Ali-ACC the-ball-ACC
“I gave Ali the ball.”

c. *atay-tu al-kurat-a ?ila Ali-in
gave-I the-ball-ACC to-Ali-GEN
“I gave the ball to Ali.”

The same applies to the other alternating verbs in the give-type verbs.

(26) *atfam-tu al-ruzz-a ?ila al-walad-i
fed-1 the-rice-ACC to the-boy-GEN
“I fed the rice to the boy.”

(27) *agrad-tu al-nuqud-a ?ila Ali-in
lent-1  the-money-ACCto Ali-GEN
“I lent the money to Ali.”

(28) *Ajjar-tu al-manzil-a ?ila Ali-in
rented-1 the-house-ACC to  Ali-GEN
“I rented the house to Ali.”

(29) *bi¢-tu al-sayyarat-a ?ila Ali-in

sold-I the-car-ACC to  Ali-GEN

“I sold the car to Ali.”

To sum up, the evidence presented through the analysis of the Arabic data shows that with
alternating verbs, PDC and DOC seem to be related semantically. The discussion has revealed that the
two structures are semantically identical with regard to the meaning of the recipient arguments as having
caused possession interpretation only. This fact about the Arabic data supports the single meaning
approach that underlies an analysis that treats PDC and DOC as belonging syntactically to one deep
structure that has the same arguments which are realized differently. For example, if a verb’s meaning
entails a change of location, no alternation is allowed regardless of the syntactic properties of the verb.
This shows an important connection between the syntactic realization of a verb’s argument and the verb’s
“core meaning” which is responsible for whether a verb lexicalizes for a change of possession, a change
of location, or both.

3. Our Proposal
3.1 General framework

In this paper, we argue in favor of the single meaning approach where we assume that PDC and
DOC have essentially the same underlying structure. The evidence presented through the analysis of the
Arabic and the English data shows that with alternating verbs PDC and the DOC seem to be related
syntactically and semantically. The data has revealed that the two structures are semantically identical
with regard to the meaning of the recipient arguments as having caused possession interpretation.

A quick review of the literature shows that PDC and DOC have been treated from two points of
view. Among those who argue that the two structures are semantically and syntactically related, one
group of researchers argues that DOC is derived from PDC (e.g., Perlmutter & Postal, 1984; Larson,
1988, 1990, 2014; Ormazabal & Romero, 2010) while the others argue that PDC is derived from DOC
(e.g., Bowers, 1981, Dryer, 1986, Aoun & Li, 1989, Hallman, 2015, 2018). The proponents of the second
point of view (i.e., those who consider DPC and DOC to be semantically and syntactically distinct) argue
that the two structures have distinct underlying structures (e.g., Green, 1974, Oehrle, 1976, Gropen et al.,
1989; Pinker, 1989; Bowers, 1993; Hale & Keyser, 1993; Den Dikken, 1995; Pesetsky, 1995; Bruening,
2001; Hale & Keyser 2002; Harley 2002, 2004, 2007, 2012; Pylkkanen, 2002; Anagnostopoulou, 2003;
Beck & Johnson, 2004).
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In this paper, we argue that PDC and DOC have the same underlying structure and that neither
PDC nor DOC is derived from the other. We argue that the verb’s “core meaning” is responsible for the
structure be it PDC or DOC. In other words, the dative verb selects its complement as PDC or DOC. We
follow Hovav and Levin in that there are “semantic schemas” associated with PDC and DOC structures
and that the verb selects the schemas that represent its complement choice as PDC or DOC. Here we
argue that dative verbs have Dative Phrases (DATP) as their complements. The indirect object DP (or the
PP in PDC) occupies the specifier (spec) position in the DATP, while the direct object DP (in both
structures) occupies the complement position as shown below:

(30)

A

10 (DFor PP) DAT'

(+DAT)

DO (DP)

Here we argue that the head DAT carries a +DAT feature that assigns the indirect object DP its
thematic role in addition to assigning case to it. In DPC the thematic role is assigned through the
preposition (see Bruening (2013) and Hallman (2018)).

3.2 C-command asymmetries and scope

Scope and c-command bring restrictions on the order of the direct and indirect objects in PDC
and DOC. Brass and Lasnik (1986:143) present evidence that the indirect object (I0 = DP2) must
asymmetrically c-command the direct object (DO = DP1) in DOC:

(31) a. I showed John himself (in the mirror).
him
b. *1 showed himself John (in the mirror).

(32) a. *Sally showed him; Dan;’s picture. 4
b. That mistake cost Sallyi’s husband her;. (stress on her)

Bruening (2010) presents examples where the 10 takes scope over the DO in DOC. The universal
quantifier “every” takes scope over an indefinite “a” (every > a). However, in PDC either object can take
scope over the other:

(33) a. I gave every child (I0) a different candy bar (DO). (every > a)
b. I gave a different child (10) every candy bar (DO). (*every > a)
c. | gave a different candy bar (DO) to every child (10). (every > a)
d. I gave every candy bar (DO) to a different child (10). (every > a)

* Taken from Bruening (2014:353)
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While the two DPs can take scope and symmetrically c-command each other in PDC, DP1 (1O)
can take scope over DP1 (DO) and asymmetrically c-command it in DOC. In other words, the order of the
two DPs in the underlying structure in any syntactic representation is irrelevant in PDC as long as the two
DPs symmetrically c-command each other, but the indirect object must precede the direct object in DOC.
Any syntactic representation of PDC and DOC must take these facts into consideration.

4. Analysis
4.1 Case Assignments:

Our analysis is based on the argument that PDC and DOC are semantically and syntactically
related. We claim that our proposed analysis of dative verbs explains how DOC and PDC are derived
from the same underlying structure. For scope and dominance reasons, we argue that the indirect object
DP is higher than the direct object in what we refer to as “DATP”. We argue here that both objects need
to be assigned accusative structural in DOC. In order for that to take place, the DO needs to move up in
the tree to be assigned accusative case. The 10 will be assigned inherent case through the head DAT®:

(34)

VP
DP/| )

The verb will move up to assign case to the external argument. We notice that the DPs are in the
wrong order. We follow Hallman (2018) that there is a force other than case that is enforcing the
movement of the DPs higher in the tree where they are aligned correctly in the surface structure. Hallman
suggests, following Chomsky (1995), Holmberg (2000) and others, that the movement of the two DPs in
DOC to their surface positions is triggered by a licensing requirement of the “DP-ness” of a DP that he
refers to as “D feature”. The D feature, he suggests, needs to be matched against a “little v”’. Accordingly,
the two DPs need to move higher to check their D features against functional heads that we refer to here
as vl and v2:

(35) John gave Mary a book.
(36) John gave a book to Mary.

® Hallman (2018) argues that 10 receives an inherent dative case in its base by a functional head (Appl) that carries a
+DAT feature through the dative marker. He argues that when the 10 moves up the tree it is assigned accusative
case and gets its D feature checked in the outer space of a higher functional head.
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TTT-1FDAT)

The theme DP moves to the spec of VP where it is assigned accusative case by the verb. Then, it
moves up to the spec of the first available vP (vP,) to get its DP feature checked by the functional head
“v1”. The recipient DP is assigned inherent dative case by the head DAT. To check its D feature and get
assigned accusative case, it moves up to spec of vP2 where it gets assigned accusative case and gets its D
feature checked by the functional head “v2”. The verb and subject move up the tree and the subject gets
assigned nominative case and gets its D feature checked.

With respect to PDC, the same underlying structure is proposed where the dative verb has a
DATP complement. The PP with the indirect object DP is generated in the spec of the phrase, while the
direct object DP is base-generated in the complement position of the head DAT.

(38)
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Similar to the step taken in DOC, the theme DP moves up to the spec of VP where it is assigned
accusative case by the verb. To check its D feature, it moves up to the spec of the first available functional
phrase (vP). The indirect object is assigned inherent dative case by the head DAT through the preposition
and genitive case by the preposition.® Similar to the DOC, the verb and the subject move up the tree
where the subject is assigned nominative case by the verb.

Arabic has a structure similar to that of English when it comes to the surface order of the direct
and indirect objects in dative structures:

(39) a afta Ahmed-u Ali-an al-kurat-a.
gave Ahmed-NOM Ali- ACC the-ball-ACC
“Ahmed gave the ball to Ali.”

(40) a. afta Ahmed-u al-kurat-a li-Ali-in

6 According to Bruening (2013) if an X' is a ©-role assigner, then it can transfer the ©-role associated with X to a
prepositional phrase (through the preposition) to the DP inside the PP. Chomsky (Chomsky 1995:114) defines the
condition under which inherent case can be assigned as:

Inherent Case is assigned by o to NP only if a 8-marks NP.
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gave Ahmed-Nom the-ball-ACC to-Ali-GEN
“Ahmed gave the ball to Ali.”

The direct object “al-kurat-a” moves to the spec of VP to be assigned accusative case, and then
moves to the spec of the nearest functional phrase “vP1” to check its D feature. Similarly, the indirect
object “Ali-an” is assigned inherent dative case by the head DAT, then it moves to the spec of the nearest
functional phrase “vP2” where it is assigned accusative case and has its D feature checked. The subject
and the verb move up higher in the tree where the subject is assigned nominative case by the verb.

(41)

/\ }
Ali- an,/\v
A

DP V1
@at-ai A
‘f ' Vi VP

Ath\/

DP/\ v
\ /\
1 v DATP
aSta /\
DP AT’
[ /\
4 DAT

" TT{FDAT)

DP
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Similar to English, PDC in Arabic also has a DATP as a complement of the verb. The spec of the
DATP is occupied by the PP that has the indirect object DP, and the direct object DP will occupy the
complement position of the head DAT:

(42) VP

DP A
a%at-ai /\
Arf

Ah”V\

DP/\ v
‘ti /\
t Y DATP
aSta /\
PP AT’
FAli-in /\
DAT

"7 -1#DAT)

DP

The theme DP moves up to the spec of VP to be assigned accusative case, and then moves to the
spec of vP; to check its D feature. The second DP inside the PP is assigned inherent dative case by the
head DAT through the preposition which also assigns it genitive case. The verb and the subject will move
up the tree where the subject is assigned nominative case.

The proposed underlying structure for PDC and DOC captures three facts. First, it presents the
relationship between the two structures as having similar meanings. Second, it captures the surface order
of the direct and indirect objects in English and Arabic. Third, it captures the variation found in different
languages with the use of the two dative structures, PDC and DOC. The proposed underlying structure for
dative verbs allows for and explains PDC and DOC surface structures. Therefore, this analysis will work
for languages that allow DOC only, such as Algonkian. It also works for languages that allow PDC only,
such as French.

In the next section, we show how our proposed analysis accounts for scope and c-command
issues that are related to dative structures.
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4.2 Scope and c-command:

In section 3.2, we reviewed some facts that are related to scope and c-command in dative
structures. In DOC, the indirect object (DP2), asymmetrically c-command the direct object (DP1) and
always has scope over it. In PDC, however, both DPs c-command each other, since both DPs can have
scope over the other. With regard to c-command and scope in DOC, our analysis captures these
observations as the structure shows that the second DP c-commands the first DP and not vice versa. After
the movement of the two DPs, we still observe the c-command asymmetry as well as the scope issue.

(45) a. John gave every man a book. (every > a)
b. John gave a book every man. (*every > a)

In the case of the PDC, serious issues arise since neither DP1 nor DP2 c-command the other. This
brings us to Bruening (214, 2018) and others who argue that c-command is irrelevant to many syntactic
relations including scope. Contrary to what Reinhart (1976, 1983) argued for, Bruening (2014, 2018)
argues that “precedence” is relevant and c-command should be replaced by what he referred to as “phase-
command”. He claims that only “phasal nodes” matter, not every note in the tree. He argues that
precedence and phase-command are the relevant factors that explain certain syntactic phenomena such as
binding relations and weak crossover. He defines phase-command as:

Phase-command

1) X phase-commands Y if and only if neither X nor Y dominates the other and there is no
ZP, ZP a phasal node, such that ZP dominates X but does not dominate Y.

2) Phasal nodes
CP, VoiceP, NP

Bruening (2014, 2018) suggests replacing c-command with what he refers to as “precede-and-
command” which stands for “precede and phase-command”.

We follow Bruening (2014, 2018) and claim that “precede-and-command” does capture the order
of the DPs in dative structures as well as the scope issues. In DOC, DP2 precede-and-commands DP1 and
consequently can have scope over it:

(46)

_\.

10 (DV{\ DAT’
T A (DP1)

(+/- DAT)
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DP1 does not precede-and-command DP2 and cannot have scope over it. Even after both DPs
move up the tree for accusative case assignment and D feature checking, DP2 still precede-and-
commands DP1. In PDC, DP2 precede-and-commands DP1, and hence can have scope over it. However,
DP1 does not precede-and-command DP2 and cannot have scope over it. This contradicts the fact that
DP1 can have scope over DP2. Examples (33c, d) are repeated here in (47):

(47) a. | gave a different candy bar (DP1) to every child (DP2). (every > a)
b. I gave every candy bar (DP1) to a different child (DP2). (every > a)

Before DP1 moves up the tree for case assignment and D feature checking, DP2 precede-and-
commands it, so it can have scope over it as in (b). However, DP1 precede-and-commands DP2 after it
moves up the tree which enables it to have scope over DP2.

Conclusion

Tow approaches to dative structures have been argued for. The advocates of the first approach,
the multiple meaning approach, argue that DOC and PDC are distinct semantically and syntactically. As a
result, they should have distinct underlying syntactic structures. The advocates of the second approach,
the single meaning approach, on the other hand, argue that the two dative structures and semantically and
syntactically related. Accordingly, some studies argue that DOC is derived from PDC and others argue
for the opposite derivation, i.e., PDC is derived from DOC.

In this study, we briefly show evidence from Arabic that supports the single meaning approach.
However, we argue that DOC and PDC have basically the same underlying structure. This study
highlights the pros of this approach and shows how the two structures are derived from the same
underlying structure into two distinct surface structures. The force that triggers the movement of DP1 is
case assignment and D feature checking. DP2, on the other hand, is assigned inherent dative case by the
head of the DATP, and its movement up the tree is for accusative case assignment and D feature
checking. In PDC, DP2 is assigned inherent dative and genitive case by the functional head DAT and the
preposition, and there is no need for it to move up the tree.

To deal with scope discrepancies and the order of the DPs in both structures, we follow Bruening
(2014, 2018) by adopting his suggestion of replacing c-command with precede-and-command. We show
how precede-and-command captures scope and DPs order neatly. Finally, our analysis of dative structures
does not contradict with the variation of the use of DOC and PDC cross-linguistically. The purpose of this
study is not to explain the use of DOC and PDC but rather how to syntactically derive them from one
underlying structure.
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