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Under the small-clause analysis of the Double Object Construction (DOC), the two objects in (1)
form a small clause, with the Indirect Object (I10) as its subject and the Direct Object (DO) as its
predicate (Beck and Johnson 2004; Harley 2002; Kayne 1984).

(1) John gave [;o Mary] [po a book].

One piece of evidence for this analysis comes from the observation that, unlike the DO, the 10
prohibits wh-subextraction.

(2) a. * Who did John give [} a friend of __] [po a book]?
b. What did you give [;o John] [po a book about __]?

This IO-DO asymmetry is expected under the small-clause analysis, since subjects of small clauses
generally block wh-subextraction, unlike typical objects.

(3) a. * Who did you consider [sc [a friend of __] satisfied]?
b. Who did you visit [a friend of __] yesterday?

Although the wh-subextraction pattern is compatible with the analysis that treats the 10 as a small-
clause subject, it is also compatible with an alternative analysis: the IO is intrinsically an island
for wh-subextraction. To evaluate this alternative, a web-based acceptability rating experiment
was conducted (n = 64), testing whether wh-subextraction from IOs is possible in both DOC and
the Prepositional Dative Construction (PDC) in (4), where the 10 is not typically analyzed as a
small-clause subject.

(4) John gave [po a book] to [ a friend of mine].

In a 2x3 within-subjects factorial design, Construction Type (DOC vs. PDC) and wh-Subextraction
Site (NoExtraction vs. 10 vs. DO) were manipulated as independent factors. A total of 24 stimulus
sentences were constructed, with representative examples provided in Table 1.

Rating scores were z-transformed to standardize responses (Schiitze et al., 2014). The data were
analyzed using a linear mixed-effects model (Baayen et al., 2008), with Construction Type and
W h-Subextraction Site as fixed effects, and participant and item as random intercepts. The model
revealed significant main effects of Construction Type (8 = 0.40, SE = 0.12, y*(1) =43, p <
.05) and Wh-Subextraction Site (x2(2) = 257.5, p < .001), as well as a significant interaction
between the two factors (8 = —0.89, SE =0.17, x2(4) =296.4, p < .001). Pairwise comparisons
showed that, in both DOC and PDC, sentences involving wh-subextraction from the 10 were rated
significantly lower than those involving wh-subextraction from the DO (p < .05; see Figure 1).
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Condition | Example

DOC/NoExt | Did you give [;o a friend of John] [po a book about history]?
DOC/10O Who did you give [} a friend of __] [po a book about history]?
DOC/DO What did you give [0 a friend of John] [ a book about __]?
PDC/NoExt | Did you give [po a book about history] to [;o a friend of John]?
PDC/10 Who did you give [po a book about history] to [ a friend of __]?
PDC/DO What did you give [po a book about __] to [0 a friend of John]?

Table 1: A sample set of stimuli
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Figure 1: Mean acceptability scores (z-score).

These results indicate that the unacceptability of wh-subextraction from the 10 in (2a) arises not
because the IO in DOC is a small-clause subject, but because 10s are intrinsically islands for wh-
extraction. Consequently, these results weaken this specific argument for analyzing 10s as small-
clause subjects, although they do not challenge the small-clause analysis of DOC itself, which can
be supported by other independent evidence.

We suggest that the islandhood of 10s follows from independent properties of 10s. One pos-
sibility is that wh-subextraction is permitted from NPs bearing structural case but blocked from
those bearing inherent oblique case (Gallego and Uriagereka, 2007; Lohndal, 2011) and IOs in
both DOC and PDC bear inherent oblique case (Kayne, 1984; Den Dikken, 1995). Another possi-
bility is that wh-subextraction is constrained by semantic properties of the DP, such as animacy or
the argument structure of the head noun (Davies and Dubinsky, 2003).
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