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Abstract 

In Spanish ditransitive sentences in which a dative and an accusative complement 
co-occur, the dative can or cannot be doubled by a pronominal clitic. This paper 
shows that this double realization is not a case oj free variation but instead 
corre lates with systematic syntactic and semantic properties very similar to those 
exhibited by the two members of the English Dative Alternation. The basic form 
of the two ditransitive sentences is discussed. It is argued that Spanish sentences 
with dative clitic doubling have a unifonn basic syntactic configuration in which 
the indirect object is higher than the direct object and the clitic projects a Dative 
Clitic Phrase. This analysis makes it possible to illuminate arder and binding 
ejfects in ditransitive structures. Properties of possessor datives are also derived. 
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of 1993 at USC, Georgetown University (Washington D.C.), UCLA and the University ofTexas 
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and intelligent questions of an anonymous Probus' reviewer undoubtedly contributed to making 
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Jean Grugel and Thomas Ferguson for revising the English. 

The research behind this work has been supported in part by the DGICYT Project PB90-0181 

as well as by a grant from this same institution which partly supported my stay at USC as a 

visiting scholar in the Department of Linguistics (93--010 Programa de Movilidad Temporal de 

personal funcionario Docente e Investigador). 

Probos 7 (1995), 5 - 30 0921-4771/95/007 005 

© Walter de Gruyter 



6 V. Demonte 

1 Jntroduction . • 
· hich a datlve . 

h t nsitive sentences lfi w 
' ' 

this article I will deal with the Spams ra 
un hrase introduced by a to . 

In o minal clitic co-occurs with a full datwe no 
. 
t
: the familiar Goal Indirect 

ir��ll provide a unified account for ����e����f::tive "augmented" datives (cf. 

Object datives, as m (la), sentences 
'th "Interest" datives such as the one� 

Jackendoff 1990), as in (lb), and those w� ti es as "affected" second objects: 
. d (ld) 2 I will refer to al\ these a v 
m (le) an · 

, ll al conserje. 
Le entregue las aves . . (l) a. 4 the keys to-the Jamtor 
CL.3SG 1+gave . ' 
'I gave the keys to the jamtor. . 

. , el pollo a Mano. 
b. Le cocme 

M -0 
CL.3SG 1+cooked the chicken to 

' 
an 

'I cooked the chicken for Mano
ha
. 

la camisa. 
l. · � las mane s a  

c. Le ¡mpze · to the shirt 
CL 3SG I+cleaned-off the stams 

. ' · · ff (of) the shirt. 
'1 cleaned the stams o 

bl 
� las manchas al ta ero. 

d. Le 
fr

egu
d
e 

-off the stains to-the table-top 
CL 3SG Wlpe 

bl t 
, 

'I �iped the stains out of the ta e- op. 

RENCE PREDICA TES similar to vender 
h d d by TRANSFE 'nf ' 
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Benefactive datives appear . ' ok' comer 'to eat', hacer 'to m e, ' h' éei-, . 'to cook' cocmar to ca , , r 'to sew' lavar to was , �· pare , gutsar ' , domar 'to decorate , cose ' · sentences dibujar 'to draw', copiar 'to copy , a 

't mend' etc Interest datives show up m, 
. ff/ 

tar 'to shave', ar reglar 'to tix', reparar. o 
'take �wa;' lim piar 'clean off ,fregar wtpe o 

OR CONT ACT VERBS as quttar ' ' with REMOVA:
adir 'to add'' pegar 'to stick'' poner 'to put , ��� Authier and Reed (1992) who scrub off, an 

. f "affected" dative in a larger sense 
t 

U rresponding to the cases 3. I am using the notton o . F nch namely those usua y co "sino" 

������:������ �:I�=��f����:t:��:.�
�
�
e
;�;�,��el::��!��u:�:�::���!:�� :���� 

:�;:�.
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�: Ze 1�uele l� cabeza a l�:

s
���an( l���) 
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f:r

ea
a::th:; uniform treatment of dative 

· n sectton 3.4. See construct�ons 1 
. dative clitic which, unlike 

4_ ����:�
t
���:·specificati:':r�:;�0:

0.���:;
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�� :,;����:�

o
�e�i:�:� w;��s:

ir
:b;:;��

n
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n
�:;,��: accusative forros, :s un 

nly in this �ase does the alternanc� �r�sencevoidable oiven that clitics object pronouns
d
smce 

n: person dative constructions the 
chtlc lS un

(: ti) a tus �nemigos versus hold. In first an seco 
"d ble" is a pronominal: Te ent regaron . , 

are obligatory when the ou . 
'They hand you over to your enemtes . 

.._, .. ,. · rus enem1gos 
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Central to my analysis of these constructions is the assertion that there is Dative 
Altemation in Spanish. More accurately, it will be shown that Spanish sentences 
with dative clitic doubling, as those in (1), share the syntactic properties of 
double object constructions in languages such as English. The corresponding 
sentences without the clitic, the ones in (2), show the properties of regular 
V+NP+PP ditransitive sentences: 

(2) a. Entregué las llaves al conserje. 
'I gave the keys to the janitor.' 

b. Cociné el pollo para Mario. 
'1 cooked the chicken for Mario.' 

c. Limpié las manchas de la camisa. 
'! cleaned the stains from the shirt.' 

d. Fregué las manchas del tablero. 
'I wiped the stains out of the table-top'-' 

In section 2 I will illustrate the main lines along which this syntactic similarity 
runs. Asymmetries between accusative and dative objects in given syntactic con
texts will be exhibited. In section 3 I will provide an analysis for the affected 
dative constructions. I will contend that, in sentences such as those in (1), the 
clitic is the head of a DC1P6 [Dative Clitic Phrase] at the top of a Chomskian
Larsonian VP-shell type structure. The associated "double" of this clitic (the 
Goal/Benefactive/Source [a NP]) is licensed in the Specifier of this DCIP. Order 
constraints between direct objects and indirect objects, binding and weak cross
over effects, scope facts and properties of inalienable constructions will follow 
from the existence of this configuration, independently motivated, moreover, in 
accounting for asymmetries between direct objects and indirect objects. 

Exploring this field of affected datives may lead to a better understanding of 
certain hypotheses about the nature and status of VP. In fact, what my analysis 
may ultimately show is the crosslinguistic pervasiveness of the "single 
complement hypothesis" (Larson 1988), as well as the fact that differences 
between languages are mostly due to the specific content and articulation of 
functional categories. 

5. The fact that a 'to' is the Goal preposition in Spanish could lead us to the misleading conclusion 
that the dative clitic is optional in Goal structures (see [la], which altemates with [2a]) while 
obligatory in Benefactive and Interest structures (in [lb], [le] and [ld] the clitic is forceful). M y 
supposition will be that the clitic le is obligatory in all structures with a given "affected" 
interpretation, co-occurring in these cases with an a which is a mark of dative Case (cf. section 
3.3.3 below). Under this premise the a of all examples in (1) is simply homophonous with the 
Goal preposition in (2a). 

6. By DClP I refer to a constituent similar to that of Marantz's (1990) "Benefactive phrase", 
Koizumi's (1993) Q Phrase or Brugger and Poletto's (1993) AgriO. 
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Bound pronouns 
a. I gave/sent every check¡ to its owner¡. 

??[ gave!sent his¡ paycheck to every worker¡. 
b. I gave every worker¡ hls¡ paycheck¡. 

* I gave its¡ owner every paycheck¡. 
These asymmetries indicate that the position of these NPs is not the same in the 
two choices of the dative altemation . 

It is interesting to note that in Spanish there are also asymmetries similar to 
the ones mentioned above. In Spanish, these asymmetries are not on1y re1ated to 
the different syntactic position of each 1exica1 argument, but also to the presence 
or absence of the dative clitic7 The contrasting pairs in (9)-(10), where the a
and b-examples show the sentences without clitics and the a'- and b' -examples 
illustrate those with the dative clitic, will be ana1yzed more precise1y in the third 
part of this article. At this point the importan! thing to remark on is that these 
contrasts are clear and neat1y paralle1 the Eng1ish data: 

(9) Reflexivization 
a. El tratamiento psicoanalítico reintegró a María a sí misma. 

(10) 

the therapy psychoanalitic gave-back Mary(DO) to herself(IO) 
b. *El tratamiento psicoanalítico reintegró/devolvió (a) sí misma 

the therapy psychoanalitic gave-back herself(DO) 

a María. 
to Maria(IO) 
'The psychoanalytic therapy he1ped Mary to be herself again.' 

a'. *El tratamiento psicoanalítico le devolvió a María 
the therapy psychoanalitic CL.3SG gave-back (to) María(DO) 
a la estima de sí misma. 
to her se1festeem [lit.: the esteem of herself] 

b'. El tratamiento psicoanalítico le devolvió la 
the therapy psychoanalitic CL.3SG gave-back her 
estima de sí misma a María. 
selfesteem(DO) to María( ro) 

Bound pronouns 
a. *La profesora entregó sui dibujo a cada niñoi.8 

'The teacher gave his!her drawing to each child.' 
b. La profesora entregó cada dibujoi a sui autor. 

'The teacher gave each drawing to its author.' 

7. To my knowledge, Uriagereka (1988) was the first author to point out similar asymmetries in 

the clitic constructions of Galician. 

* s onlv that the bound reading of the pronoun is not obtained. 
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a'. La profesora le pasó a limpio su. dibujo a cada niño. 
the teacher-F CL.3SG gave back-cleared hi; drawing to each child 
'The teacher gave each child back his!her cleared drawing.' 

b'. ?La profesora le pasó a limpio cada dibujoi a su¡ autor. 
the teacher-F CL.3SG gave back-cleared each drawing to its author 

(9). shows that indirect object anaphors are possible in sentences withont the 
datlve chtlc, but�ot in the alternative context; similarly, direct object anaphors 
appe� m 

.
ditransitlve sentences with dative clitics, but not in those without them. 

(lOa) mdiCates that the distributivo reading and the binding of the pronoun are 
not posstble when such a pronoun is in the direct object, though this reading is 
found when the pronoun is in the PP, ( lüb ). When the clitic is present, the 
bound pronoun can be m the direct object, (lOa'). However, the contras! with the 
other pro�oun-q�anti�er distribution is not as straightforward as in the preceding 
case. l Wlll clanfy th1s at greater length after introducing my analysis. 

Passiviza
_
tion. � common observation made in the literature about double object 

co�structiOns 1s that there are constraints on the passivization of the double 
obJe?t. The gener

.
alization for English is that in structures such as (4b) it is 

possrble to passlVlze both NP1 and NP2 depending on the lexical nature of the 
verb. More strictly, verbs of the give type belong to the passivization class, while 
verbs of the fix class do not passivize: 

(1 1 )  a. Mary was given the book. 
b. (?)The book was given Mary. 

(12) a. *Mary was fixed the sandwich. 
b. *The sandwich was fixed Mary. 

There is a considerable dialectal variation regarding (!lb) - namely, the 
structure where the Theme object passivizes (it has also been observed that the 
sentence improve

_
s wh�n the Goal is a pronominal: The book was given him). 

Judgments are qmte umform, though, with respect to the cases in (12),0 and this 
observatmn holds cross-linguistically; in fact, we find a similar lexical 
distribution of the passive construction in German and Dutch. Spanish is similar 
to German and Dutch in accepting only the passivization of the Theme. It also 
belongs to the unmarked paradigm in that it does not accept passivization in the 
class of verbs taking benefactives or interest datives, that is, in sentences in 
which the clitic is obligatory: 

9. As was pointed out to me by the anonymous Probus reviewer, ungrammaticality judgements 
about Benefactive passives are frequent but not totally unifonn. In fact, Benefactive double 
object constructions allow for passivization in certain varieties of English (see Czepluch 1982 
for a review of kinds of dialects). Moreover, even if (12a) is somewhat deviant, a variant of it 
with an indefinite direct object is acceptable. 
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well-known structures of (4). As I have already noted, Larson (1988) has 

articulated an analysis for the English Dative Altemation supported by the idea 

that in a sentence like that in ( 4a) the indirect object is in fact "an inner object" 

"forming a constituent (a small predicate send to Mary) with the verb that 

excludes the surface direct object" ... "[I]n tltis structure", Larson says, "tbe 

indirect object is in the strnctural domain of the direct object NP, but not conver

sely" (Larson 1988: 339). In ltis account, structures such as those in (4b), that 

is the double object constrnction strictu sensu, derive from ( 4a) through a 

syntactic process. (18) and (19) illustrate the two cases of syntactic derivation 

of the dative altemation: 

(18) (Larson 1988: 342-343) 
VP 

� 
Spec V' 

� 
V, VP 
1� 
e NP1 V' 

6� 
a letter V 1 PP 

1� 
send P NP2 

1 1 1 
Mary t to 

Larson's explanation is based on two well-founded theoretical pillars. The first is that 
Case marking-the visibility condition on NPs - is the key in assigning positions 
and the subsequent placement of the constituents. The reason there is an empty verb 
in (18), then, is because this element has to Case-mark twice and must do so in two 
ways: the PP constituent will first receive the inherent Case from the preposition to, 
under govemment by send (or by the verb send through the Case-marking preposi
tion to ); 11 and once the verb has moved (through head-to-head movement), it 
will mark the "subject" of the complex verbal phrase with the structural Case. 

11. To be more precise, according to Larson (1988: 369) " .. .in a VP like send a letter to Mary to 

represents case marking". It implies that even though the verb assigns a theta-role (as does the 

preposition) to the indirect object argument, the verb alone cannot assign a Case to it and does it thr

ough an independent Case marker: to. Although Larson does not say explicitly that the verb assigns 

the inherent Case, that is implied in bis statement about the preposition being just a "marker" and 

that "absorption" implies that to is absent (Larson 1988: 352, see also p. 362). In any case, 

vossible because the verb and the preposition "assign thematic role redundantly". 

(19) (Larson 1988: 353) 
VP 

� 
Spec V' 

� .............. 
V VP 
1� 
e r{P2i V' 

1� 
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Mary V' NP¡ 
� � 

V NP2 i a letter 
1 1 

send 
1 
t 

15 

The second p'll · d. . 
the f 1 

1 ar - m !Spensable m preserving the hypothesis that "the same 
UT 

�
l
)
C ro es must be assigned to the same syntactic positions" (Baker' s 1988 
- !S that any vanant with this sarne b . f 

vational result of the one described above 
Th as!C orm can only be a deri

strncture ( 4b) derives from ( 4a) thr h 
. us, for Larson, the double object 

b . 
oug a process akin to passivization Th 

ver ' as It occurs in passive constructions "absorbs" th C ( h' . . e 

inherent C ) d d' 
' e ase t !S time the 

and . 
a
;
e an to ¡�appears as a result; the subject position dethematizes 

!S now ree as a landing S! te for the movement of Mary. On the other h 
the bas!C subject a letter undergoes a lexical process of "demotion" That . an:, 
It appears now as an adjunct to V' in the same 

. IS w y 

constructions are adjuncts to V' Th· . h 
way as the agents in passive 

· IS !S t e strnctural representation in (19). 

3.2. The structure of ditransitive sentences without dative clitics 

e prevwus ackground as a point of departure I w t t 1 . fi Taking th · b 
that Spanish sentences with two intemal ar umen s . , an o e a�';'· rst, 

a basic representation similar to that in (20): wher� t:���
ut 

t
a 

�
ative cht!C have 

cally c-commands the indirect object. As in all standard 
rec o ject asymmetn-

��:�)
D
����

e
;�:

s the
b

inherent Case from the preposition ��;���� ����::::: 
ver moves up to the empty v b · · . 

strnctural objective Case to DP the "subiect" o
e
f
r
th

pos!tion
l
, lt will assign the 

1 • " e comp ex verbal phrase. 
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(25) b. VP2 
� 

DP V' 
� 

V2 DClP 
1 � 
e DCl' a-DP1 

� 
Cl VP1 
1 �  

le l¡ V' 
� 

V DP 

On the other hand, it appears to be incompatible with Kayne' s (1993) "anti
symmetry" hypothesis, according to which all phrase-markers take a rigid basic 
form, Spec-head--complement, generated in that arder. For the sake of gaining 
a better understanding of the binding data, I will tentatively adopt the representa
tion (25b), the one with a right-branch Spec DCLP. Then, in section 3.3.2, I will 
re-elaborate my hypothesis within Kayne's framework. 

As a side-point, it should also be noted that the analysis I am proposing does 
not appear to be easily compatible with the standard VP-internal subject 
hypothesis either. The reason is that, given strnctures such as (25a, b) plus the 
potential generation of an AgrObjP, it would not be possible for the subject to 
move out of the VP, if its original location is lower than DClP. A constraint 
such as the Minimal Link Condition (MLC) (Chomsky 1994: 14) does not allow 
movement to skip two specifier positions of successive heads. However, my 
intention here is not to enter into a discussion of the altematives to the internal 
subject hypothesis. I will instead refer the reader to Koizumi (1993) and his 
"split VP" hypothesis, which allows subjects to be generated lower than 
AgrSubjP but not within the lexical VP as in the usual claim. It has to be noted, 

out that � differing from Catalan in this sense - Spanish final subjects (VOS, not VO#S) do 
not have an obligatory contrastive focus reading. This last property is crucial to Bonet's notion 
of nominative-Case-assignment through government, which correlates with a contrastive focus 
reading. As observed in Zubizarreta (1994: 197) a VOS sentence such as Comió la torta Juan 

'Juan ate the cake' can be a regular answer to Quién comió la torta? 'Who ate the cake?' 
suggesting, then, that the final subject is the unmarked focus of the sentence, not a contrastive 
one. 

On the other hand, Friedemann's well-motivated proposal for French is crucially based on the 
properties of Stylistic Inversion, a process without equivalence in Spanish. Nevertheless, there 
is reason to believe that subjects of causative constructions are right-peripheral (see Guasti 1991, 

TI i 
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furthermore, that this DClP can be considered an N-related position (Chomsky 
1992), not a V-related one. In this framework, V1 would raise to V2, a position 
occupied by a base-generated "light verb" that heads its own projection VP 2 
(Chomsky 1994). This raising is necessary for conceptual reasons, since from 
this position the verb would be able to rise again in arder to satisfy morphologi
cal properties (Greed). 

In the light of (25), there are certain questions which need to be answered. 
These could include the following: (i) What independent empirical evidence do 
we ha ve that the Goal or Benefactive lexical dative can be in the two rnentioned 
Spec positions?, (ii) Is it really base generated in the Spec of DCIP or does it get 
there through movement?; (iii) What implications does this analysis have for 
matters of Case assignment?; (iv) How does this representation explain 
c-command asymmetries as well as certain feature-sharing relations within NP? 
Order constraints, weak cross-over effects and scope of adverbs data will be 
offered in arder to answer these questions. 

3.3.1. Bound pronouns. If we test sentences with dative clitics in which the 
quantified NP is in the indirect object and the bound pronoun in the direct 
object, we find judgments of distributive reading (even if sometimes weak), 
independent of the relative ordering of the constituents. (26) contains cases of 
Goal datives, (27) show Benefactive datives: 
(26) a. f?!J..¡;¡ secretaria le mandó su1 cheque a cada empleado,. 

the secretary CL. 3SG sent his check to each worker 
b. La secretaria le mandó a cada empleado¡ su¡ cheque. 

the secretary CL. 3SG sent to each worker his check 

(27) a. !?!Le arreglé su1 coche a cada corredor,. 
CL. 3SG fixed bis car to each racer 

b. Le arreglé a cada corredor¡ su¡ coche. 
CL. 3SG fixed to each racer his car 

Following my argument, a plausible analysis of the preceding facts is that the 
pronoun can be bound in either of the two possible orders since the quantified 
NP can c-command the direct object NP both from the left or the right Spec of 
the DCIP. 

When the quantified NP is the direct object and the bound pronoun appears 
in the dative phrase the contrasts are stronger, although still unclear (recall the 
observation about the paradigm in [10]): 

(28) a. (?)La secretaria le mandó cada recibo¡ a su¡ solicitante. 
the secretary CL. 3SG sent each bill to its applicant 

b. ??La secretaria le mandó a su1 solicitante cada recibo¡. 



20 V. Demonte 

(29) a. Le arreglé cada coche¡ a SU¡ dueño. 
CL.3SG I-fixed each car to its owner 

b. *Le arreglé a su1 dueño cada coche¡. 
eL. 3SG I-fixed to each owner his car 

A qualification in order is that the data in (28a) and (29a) pose problems for the 
analysis (25). Given this representation. we would have to make the unreason
able assertion that the direct object c-commands the nght Spec of DClP. 
However, if we test the appearance of bound pronouns with other quantifiers in 
parallel structures, the preceding pattern changes in a significan! way. Observe 
the exarnples in (30): 

(30) a. 

b. 

Las madres no les transmitieron ningún mensaje a sus hijos. 
'The mothers did not transmit any message to their sons.' 
Las maestras no les dibujaron ningún mapa a sus alumnos. 
'The teachers did not draw any map for their pupils.' 

These sentences can only mean: (i) that there was no message at all (not one 

single message) transmitted, (ii) that there was no map drawn at all. Ningún, 
therefore, does not bind the pronoun in the final conshtuent, or else we would 

have a distributive reading as in the cada cases. The implication of these 

judgments is that in the problematic sentences (28a) and (29a) another factor is 

intervening: namely, the fact that each is a quanttfier whiCh tends to get wtde 

scope. . 
In addition the b-cases of paradigm (28)-(29) show strmghtforwardly that the 

indirect obje�t in the left Spec of DClP cannot be bound by the quantifier in the 

direct object. Both, the a- and b-exarnples are consisten! wtth the hypothests that 

QPs adjoin to VP (cf. May 1985). If this is the case and the distnb�ttve readmg 

is not possible in (28b) and (29b ), it implies that the indirect object 1S necessanly 

higher in the configuration. A fine-grained analysis of this data, then, appears to 

provide positive evidence for my thesis. 

3.3.2. Some constituent-order effects. E ven if it is accepted that Spanish is a free 
word-order language, constraints on the arrangement of sentence constituents 
have to be acknowledged. In Goal structures, where the clitic can be absent, the 
unmarked order is V DO ro. The order V IO DO ranges from being felt as 
stylistically marked to having an ungrammatical flavor. What sorne speakers say 
is that in this second case the structure "asks for the clitic": 

(31) a. Di el libro a María/ Entregué las llaves al dueño. 
'I gave the book to María.' /'1 delivered the keys to the landlord.' 

b. %Di a María el libro 1 'Entregué al dueño las llaves. 
gave to María the book 1 delivered to-the owner the keys 

1 

1 

j 
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More precisely, it can be asserted that in the two sentences in (3l a) there are 
only two interpretations for the Focus-Presupposition disttibution of the VP 
constituents: either the indirect object is the Focus, or the Focus is spread over 
the entire sentence. In fact, pronounced with Íhe nuclear tone on María, the first 
sentence in (3la) (Di el libro a María) can answer both the two following 
questions: 

(32) a. ¿A quién diste el libro? 
'To whom did-you-give the book?' 

b. ¿Qué pasó (esta mañana)? 
'What happened (this moming)?' 

Following Zubizarreta (1994), I will take these interpretations as an indication 
that the indirect object, as shown in (20), is "the most embedded node in S", and 
therefore also the unmarked focus position13 from which the feature [+F] can 
propagate upward. Unlike (3la), the first sentence in (3lb) (Di a María el libro) 
cannot answer the questions in (32) and the indirect object of a phrase such as 
this usually has a contrastive focus reading. More specifically,14 I claim that 
in (3lb) the indirect object's have been scrambled out of the VP (over the direct 
object). The proof that there is scrambling in (3lb) líes precisely in the fact that 
focus spreading is not possible in these sentences. This follows from the 
assumption that a focus spreads only when the verb and the focused phrase fonn 
a mínima! complete constituent (Haider 1992). 

Moreover, the semantic interpretation of weak (indefinite) determiners in 
indirect objects of sentences such as (33b) below gives a hint as to the location 
of those constituents. Herburger notes that .. semantic focus is found only inside 
NPs that are weak [while] contrastive and emphatic focus can appear in weak 
and strong NPs" (Herburger 1993: 11). Observe that the detenniner pocos 'few' 
does not get the same reading in the two sentences of (33). In (33a), with the 
order DO ro, the quantified phrase is ambiguous between a cardinal (weak) and 
a quantificational qua partitive (strong) reading (respectively, it means either that 
'the professors who received the grant were few' - compared to the students 
for instance- or that 'few of the professors received the grant'), in (33b) only 
the partitive (strong) reading can be construed: 

(33) a. El rectorado concedió las becas March a pocos profesores. 
'The Board gave the March fellowships to few professors.' 

b. El rectorado concedió a pocos profesores las becas Man:h 
the board gave to few professors the fellowships March 

13. In line with Cinque (1993), Zubizarreta accepts that the unmarked accent is given by a sentence 

grammar rule, and this identifies the unmarked focus of the sentence (Zubizarreta 1994: 185). 

14. See Demonte (1993) for an analysis of scrambling and focus interpretation in ditransitive VP 

structures. 
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the direct object would be marked [+focus] given (25). Nonetheless, it is this 
very fact of focus propagation, together with lack of the interpretation associated 
with the possible scrarnbling of the direct object, that hiuts at the genesis of the 
possible configurations of ditransitive sentences with dative clitics. 

To be more precise, 1 will assume, along the lines of Kayne (1993), that all 
specifiers are left-peripheral members of projections. I will also conjecture that 
(25a) is the corree! basic representation for al! ditransitive sentences with dative 
clitics. Given (25a), the arder 10 DO surfaces straightforwardly, but the order 
DO lO does not. This can either be a consequence of direct object scrambling 
(a possibility that 1 discard given the lack of due interpretation and the 
possibility of focus spreading) or can come up as a result of [V, DO] moving 
leftward past indirect object as an integral unit.15 In other words, what follows 
from the previous assumption is that the arder V DO 10 is due not to right
branch placement of the dative phrase, but rather to leftward movement of the 
predicate phrase. 

In arder to formalize this idea 1 will make recourse to Larson's (1988) 
optional rule of V' reanalysis, according to which "a phrase lv· ... ] whose theta
grid contains one undischarged intemal theta-role ... may be reanalyzed as 
lv ... ]", where, "[t]his reanalysis rule allows any predicate with (exactly) one 
unsaturated internal theta-role to be syntactically reconstrued as a complex 
lexical category - in effect, a complex transitive verb" (Larson 1988: 348-349). 
If this solution is tenable, focus propagation will be correctly deduced: in (34b) 
and (35b) as the immediate emergence of the basic configuration, in (34a) and 
(35a) because the indirect object is available to be marked [+focus] once the 
direct object reanalyzes with the verb. Finally, given this approach, the binding 
facts of sentences such as (26a) and (27a) (where the quantified indirect object 
is final) will follow assunting that binding takes place at LF, where the direct 
object is reconstructed in its original position lower than the indirect object. 

3.3.3. Adverbial Scope and the structure ofVP. In the preceding subsections of 
section 3.3 1 have tried to give empirical support to the claim that affected dative 
structlrres are better accounted for through a representation which includes a 
D(ative) Cl(itic) P(hrase) whose specifier can be occupied by a dative lexical 
DP. I now want to present additional evidence showing that this DCIP is higher 
than the VP-shell type hierarchical structure, that the indirect object DP is higher 
than the direct object in the VP of dative clitic sentences, and that this dative 
lexical DP raises to Spec of DCIP]. The reason for this raising is to check its 
morphological features against the clitic head. With this movement, the 
Goal/Benefactive DP will take the dative Case by Spec-head agreement with the 
head of the DCIP. A 'to', the only preposition available for combination with the 

15. Kayne (1993: 24) suggests this possibility for the VOS arder. 
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lexical or pronominal indirect object, would be the mark of this agreement Case. 
There are two adverbial paradigms relevan! to the proposals I am trying lo 

test The first is that which emerges from V -adverbs such as completamente 
'completely'. Since completamente is a verbal adverb,16 it is reasonable to 
suppose that it is generated left-adjoined to the V (Koizumi 1993: 109), as 
shown in (37): 

(37) V' 

� 
V 

1 
quitéi 

DClP 

� 
DP DCI' 

� 
Cl VP 
1� 

les DP V' 

� r--------------
las blusas V DP 

complec.y � 
l¡ las manchas 

Observe now the sentences in (38) and (39): 

(38) Les quité a las blusas completamente las manchas. 
CL3SG took to the blouses completely the stains 
'I took the stains off the blouses completely.' 

(39) *Juan entregó a los niños completamente su vida. 
Juan gave to the children completely his life 

The contrast between the two sentences above may be accounted for under the 
presupposition that in (38) the indirect object is higher than the direct object, 
while in (39) (a sentence without dative clitic) the canonical order is just the 
opposite. Moreover, ( 40a) below will come up after V' reanalysis and ( 40b) will 
not be possible because the verb cannot be reanalyzed with the adverb alone. 

(40) a. ?Les quité las manchas a las blusas completamente. 
b. *Les quité completamente a las blusas las manchas. 

16. Other adverbs in the same class are: fácilmente 'easily', totalmente 'totally', parcialmente 

'partially' or malamente 'badly'. 
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My second paradigm is the one formed by ditransitive sentences with a VP
adverb.17 Assuming that an adverb is licensed through adjunction to the 
maiimal projection of its licenser, VP-adverbs would adjoin to VP, as in (41): 

(41) V' 

� 
V DCIP 

1 �  
entregó; DP DCI' 

� 
Cl VP 

� 
secretamente VP 

� 
DP V' 

1 �  
Junn V DP 

1 � 
l; los papeles 

The data crucial to convey my point are the following: 

(42) a. *Le entregó secretamente a Juan los papeles. 
CL3SG gave secretly to Juan the papers 
'He gave Juan the papers secretly.' 

b. Le entregó a Juan secretamente los papeles. 
c. Le entregó los papeles secretamente a Juan. 
d. Le entregó secretamente los papeles a Juan. 

Interestingly, the only ungrammatical arder (in the intended manner reading) of 
the four preceding orders is that in which the adverb precedes an indirect object 
which itself precedes a direct object. ( 42a) indicates, therefore, that a "preposed" 
indirect object is always higher than the verb phrase. 

3.4. A possible analysis of possessor raising constructions 

From the conclusion I have reached above regarding the NP movement of the 
higher argument in the VP-shell to the Spec of DClP, where it can check the 
morphological features of the clitic head, interesting consequences follow 
concerning the syntactic nature of the so-called possesor-raising constructions 

17. Adverbs such as cuidadosamente 'carefully', minuciosamente 'precisely' or descuidadamente 

'clumsily' belong to this class. 
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such as those in (43) (see note 3). Remember that in these structures the clitic 
is interpreted to be the possessor of the direct object-NP head: 

( 43) a. Le robaron el libro a María. 
CL.}SG they-stole the book to María 
'They stole María' s book.' 

b. Le extirparon el diente a Juan. 
CL.}SG they-took-out the teeth to Juan 
'They took out Juan's teeth.' 

If we make the usual assumptions about the generation of possessor arguments 
in DP structures, and we take the possessor to be either in the Spec of NP 
(Brucart 1994) or in the Spec of a GenderP higher than NP (Picallo 1991), we 
expect this Spec to be able to rise first to the Spec of DP and then to the Spec 
of DCIP as shown in the partial representation in (44): 

(44) DClP 

� 
a-DP, DCI' 

� 
Cl VP1 
1 ----------

le DP 
a-María � 

t¡ D' 

� 
D NP 

1� 
el l¡ N' 

� 
N 

1 
libro 

If we also assume (as in Brucart 1994), that the possessive detenniner su 
'his/her' in Spanish (when present) moves to the Spec of its governing DP in 
order to license the [ +definite] feature of D, we can explain why possessor 
raising is not possible when the possessive determiner is present: 

( 45) *Le robaron su libro a María. 
CL. }SG they-stole her book to María 

1n fact, an explanation for the data in ( 45) lies in principies such as "shortest 
movement" (where the Spec of DP is not available as an escape hatch for the 
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raising possesor) or "relativized minimality" (where an A XP constituent in the 
Spec of DP blocks A-movement of another maximal projection). 

A réasonable further question18 would ask why the possesor NP (possibly 
being licensed within the confines of DP) needs to raise out of DP to Spec of 
DClP, and what could possibly trigger possessor raising to Spec DCIP. In my 
view, a tentative answer to this complex matter can capitalize on two things: the 
Case requirements of possessor arguments and the properties of inalienable 
constructions. Remember that the (alienable) possessor argument can have a 
double realization in Spanish: it can appear either following N preceded by de 
'of such as in (46a), or it can be in the sequence locJ ... a+ NP], as in (46b) 
(;[43a]). 

( 46) a. Robaron el libro de María. 
stole-}P the book of María 
'They stole María' s book.' 

b. Le robaron el libro a María. 

In the first case, the possessor María receives genitive Case. In the second it is 
marked with dative. An interesting and well known parallel fact, which could 
play a crucial role in the explanation we are seeking, is that when the possession 
is inalienable the second strategy is the only one available or, in other words, in 
these sentences there are only dative possessors in construction with a clitic: 

(47) a. *(Le) operaron la nariz de Luisa. 
(DAT.CL.3SG) operated3P the nose of Luisa 

b. Le operaron la nariz a Luisa. 
DAT.CL. }SG operated the nose to Luisa 

c. *Operaron la nariz a Luisa. 
operated }P the no se to Luisa 
'They operated Luisa's nose.' 

Under the assumption that syntactic operations apply as a "last resort", we may 
conjecture that (47a) is ungrarnmatical because in this structure the Case features 
of the clitic have not been discharged and, in addition, the possessor NP is no 
longer available for genitive-Case-assigmnent. 1n effect, Vergnaud and 
Zubizarreta (1992) demonstrate that the detenniner D of (in)alienable construc
tions is not a regular definite determiner. It can give rise, for instance, to a 
distributive effect (and a consequent type interpretation) in sentences in which 
it is forcefully singular: Les operaron la nariz (a Juan y a María) versus *Les 
operaron las narices (a luan y a María) 'They operated Juan and María's noses'). 
Capitalizing on this and other similar properties, Vergnaud and Zubizarreta claim 
that the definite detenniner of inalienable constructions is an expletive 

18. Proposed to me by the anonymous Probus reviewer. 
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detenniner - without denotational content - which has to satisfy a predica
tional binding relation with the possessor dative phrase 19 

If we assume structure ( 44) above, and we al so claim that Predication is a 
feature-sharing relationship (instantiated through Spec-head agreement) we will 
deduce the obligatory movement of the possessor NP to the Spec of DP in ( 43). 
Once in this position, the possesor NP lacks Case and, as a last resort, it moves 
to the Spec of DCIP ( whose head is carrying Case features) in order to satisfy 
"its own requirements" (Chomsky 1992: 47). 

4. Conclusions 

In this paper I ha ve presented arguments in favor of the following claim: Spanish 
has a Dative Alternation similar to that found in languages such as English, 
sentences with dative clitic doubling behaving as double object constructions. 

I have argued that the universal configuration of VP requires, therefore, a 
DCIP functional projection where affected second objects are linked. I have 
presented detailed aspects of this functional projection and demonstrated the 
various facts of ordering, scope, binding and chain formation which are better 
accounted for by this configuration. 

Universidad Autónoma de Madrid 

19. Since predication is defined as based on m-command, Vergnaud and Zubizarreta conjecture that 
the possesor dative [a + NP] and the DP where the determiner occurs make a SCctat. An 
argument in favor of a small clause representation (see their footnote 34: 618) is provided by 
the fixed arder between the direct object and the dative complement in French. Observe the 
following contrast: 

(i) a. *Le médecin a examiné aux enfant' la ga,ge. 

the doctor examined to-the children SDefD throat 
b. Le médecin a examiné la gorge aux enfants. 

the doctor examined SdefD throat to-the children 
'The doctor examined the children's throat.' 

It is interesting to notice that the equivalent arder is not fixed in the parallel Spanish sentences 
(remember that there is no clitic doubling in French): 

(ii) a. El médico les examinó la garganta a los niños. 

the doctor CL.3SG examined the throat to the kids 
b. El médico les examinó a los niños la garganta. 
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