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Ditransitive verbs and the ditransitive constructian. A diachronic perspective
TIMOTHY COLLEMAN

This paper argues for the adoption of a constructi@ased perspective to the investigation of
diachronic shifts in valency, which is a hitherardely neglected topic in the framework of
valency grammar. On the basis of a comparison efdét of verbs attested in the double
object argument structure pattern in a corpus othi@ntury British English with the
construction’s present-day semantic range, | widitidguish between three kinds of valency
shifts. It will be shown that the semantic rangefls schematic argument structure
constructions are subject to diachronic change, #mat the shifts in valency observed in
individual verbs are often part of more general obaes at the level of the associated
argument structure constructions. The latter pdrttlee paper explores frequency shifts in
valency and constructional semantics.

1. Introduction®

Whereas valency grammar has been a thriving rdsesmea for about half a century and
continues to be so—especially, but not exclusivielyGermanic linguistics—it has also been
a predominantlysynchronicenterprise. Existing work in historical valencyuaBy takes the
form of a synchronic investigation of the valenaghbviour of selected lexical items in a
single older language stage, more often than nibt avview to the compilation of a valency
dictionary for that particular period in the histasf the language (see, e.g., Greule’s 1999
valency dictionary of Old High German and Maxwell882 valency grammar of Middle
High German). Studies with a trutffachronicfocus, i.e. investigations of the ins and outs of
valencychangehave been scarce. Echoing a concern voiced by (2§60, 269), Habermann
(2007, 85) states that “what is lacking, is a tgeafrvalency dynamics and shifts.” Similarly,
Heringer (2006, 1456) observes that valency rebdzas not as yet succeeded in providing an
accurate account of diachronic valency changeisiview, existing studies in this domain are
limited to the macro level and lack real explanatpower® The present paper will argue that
the development of a theory of valency change mayefit in important ways from the
incorporation of insights frornonstruction-basetheories of argument structure.

To make this argument, | will draw on data on ffexent) semantic evolution of the
double object argument structure constructions flish and Dutch, focussing on shifts
which have taken place in the course of the lasktlr four centuries. The paper is structured
as follows. First, section 2 briefly elaborates the limited corpus of existing studies on
diachronic valency and section 3 further sets thgeswith a number of introductory remarks
on the emerging field of diachronic constructiomrgmar. In section 4, we move on to the
data analysis, which will start out from an exptam of the semantic range of the English
double object argument structure construction atodginning of Late Modern English and a

1 The author is associated with the Linguistics &&pent at Ghent University. | would like to thatile
organisers of and the other participants in the blangy workshop on ‘Valency vs. argument structuce’ their
comments and suggestions. Bernard De Clerck i® tithdinked for allowing the use of corpus data whvehe
collected as part of a previous, joint investigatidy research into the diachrony of argument stmec
semantics is funded by a BOF grant from Ghent Usitie (Special Research Fund, ‘Variation and chaimge
constructional semantics’). Author’s addrdgsothy.colleman@UGent.be

2 “plles in allem ist es der Valenzforschung bishéchh gelungen, den Wandel im Detail zu erklarene Di
Vielfalt, Variation und Ubergange wurden bisherhtidurch ein dichtes Netz von Belegen demonstriié
Darstellungen verharren auf der Makro-Ebene unch&iirso die eigentlichen Griinde und Méglichkeites de
Wandels nicht erfassen (Heringer 2006, 1456).”




comparison of these older data with the constroiigpresent-day semantic range of
application. A major question that will be addresge this section is whether the observed
shifts in ditransitive complementation representanges in the valency properties of
individual verbs, or in the semantic propertiestité double object construction, or both.
Section 5 adds a quantitative dimension to theudsion, which will be illustrated with
diachronic data on English and Dutch, and sectipre6ents the conclusion.

2. Some existing ideas on valency change (“Valenamdel”)

To begin this section, it should be pointed out thaill use the termvalency changén a
strictly diachronic sense throughout this papemeéarring to diachronic shifts in the number
of complements selected by a valency carrier anidédhe morphosyntactic realization of
those complements. In existing research, the termlso frequently used in a synchronic
sense, as referring to all kinds of valency-indregs valency-decreasing or otherwise
valency-changing mechanisms operating on the ‘basiency of a given lexeme, such as
passive constructions, applicatives, causativinadiod anticausativization, reflexivization and
middle formation, etc. (see e.g. Haspelmath andléviidardey 2001 for an overview of
valency-changing morphological categories in thegleages of the world). Similarly, the
more specific terms valency reduction and valenagresion are often understood in a purely
synchronic sense, too; it is well-known—and abutigahustrated in valency dictionaries of
the present-day language such as VALBU for Germaoh \ADE for English—that many
verbs are associated with several valency pattevitis,or without a concomitant change in
lexical meaning. German-language research makesseduluterminological distinction
betweenValenzwandelon the one handwhich exclusively refers to diachronic shifts in
valency, andValenzanderungpn the other, a cover term which also includesclyamic
alternations (see e.g. Smailad010). According to this terminology, the presstudy is
concerned with Valenzwandel.

The article by Korhonen (2006) in the two-volumantibook on dependency and
valency edited by Ageét al. (2003/2006) addresses valency change in the fistbthe
German language. The author, drawing on previoseareh, gives a brief overview of the
major changes which have occurred in each of theetlwvalency-carrying categories, i.e.
verbs, adjectives, and nouns. Some of the chargied In the section on verbal valency are:

» the integration in prototypical clause patterndweitnominative subject of many erstwhile impersonal
verbs (e.g. the typieh hungerenext to the typenich hungei;

» the shift towards the Dat + Acc construction oraods a construction with a single accusative + a
prepositional object of several verbs which useskiecttwo accusative objects (e.gnbietenhdren
unterrichter);

» the decline of both two-participant and three-g#rtint constructions with genitive objects;

» the rise of constructions with prepositional obgeethich, though already in existence in Old and
Middle High German, have spread to many more verkses in Early New High German.

As is evident from this sample (see Korhonen 2QB83-1468 for more examples), the
presented overview of valency shifts is mostly tedito (the corollaries of) general processes
of morphosyntactic change that have taken placéhenhistory of German (cf. Heringer's
2006 statement, quoted above, that existing claamssalency change are limited to the
macro-level). This is of course not to say that ¢heser investigation of such macro-level
shifts and their effects on the valency properpésandividual verbs is irrelevant for the
construction of a theory of valency change, ondbwetrary. From a diachronic construction
grammatical point of view as well, the phenomenbfGanitivschwund’, to take an evident
example, presents an interesting cluster of chamgdbworthy of linguistic attention: a



number of argument structure constructions witlemitgze object as one of their constituting
elements have virtually disappeared from the gran{ataleast in everyday spoken German)
and many verbs which used to select a genitivecobjgve shifted to other two-participant or
three-participant valency patterns. However, as lvalargued in more detail below, relevant
changes in the domain of argument structure arelinoted to the emergence of new
constructions and the (virtual) demise of others.

Another paper which looks into the area of diaclwomlency in some detail is
Habermann (2007). Habermann’s main argument tsrth@ld and Middle High German, all
kinds of verbs were attested inveder range of structures than in more recent stageleof
language, and that this polyvalency was heavilyuarficed by co-textual and contextual
factors. However, most relevant to present purpas@sbrief section which identifies three
causes of valency change: (i) phonetic shifts teguin the syncretism of case forms; (ii) the
decline of morphological case in favour of anallic formed prepositional cases; and (iii) a
decrease in the overall number of available valepeyterns linked with a gradual
development of prototypical clause patterns (Hal@m2007, 88-90).The latter of these is
actually quite intriguing from a construction gramamrperspective, as it suggests that the
investigated older stages of German did not displey same kind of conventionalized
argument structure constructions—in the senserofi-fmeaning pairings relating an array of
semantic roles to a syntactic frame, see below—knfram Present-day English and many
other modern languages. Though Habermann is ngt @eplicit on this, the gist of her
argument seems to be that, next to a variety ohséimfunctions, the adverbial cases dative,
accusative and genitive displayed varioerstual functions in Old and Middle High German
and that this complex system has only graduallyiveebinto the ‘modern’ system which
distinguishes fewer case patterns with comparabdg lidiosyncratic meanings, and with
comparably fewer verbs freely alternating betwdeant. In any event, the causes of valency
change identified in Habermann (2007) boil downvesy general processes of language
change, again. However interesting they are, uinigkely that these are the only triggers for
valency change, nor is it very likely that it wdlways be possible to explain the valency
shifts observed in individual verbs with directaednce to this kind of macro-level tendencies
in language change.

The quote from Heringer (2006) in section 1 attidsuthe lack of an accurate theory
of valency change to a lack of empirical pre-stadiwe need an extensive network of
diachronic data illustrating multiple valency pati® and shifts in valency. In view of this,
Greule and Braun (2010, 69) present the collecbdbmmore diachronic case studies of
individual verbs as one of the two major tasks Himtorical valency research (next to the
compilation of historical valency dictionaries)vbuld like to add another, construction-based
perspective to this: case studies of individuabseror, preferably, of semantically coherent
classes of verbs—need to be complemented with efuckntered on particular argument
structure constructions. This is elaborated innttvet section.

3. Diachronic construction grammar

In construction grammar, schematic syntactic pastare considered as meaningful entities in
their own right, which are not fundamentally diffat from simpler symbolic units such as
lexical items: the whole of grammar consists ofracsured network of stored form/meaning-
pairings, at varying levels of schematicity andnial complexity. Goldberg's (1995)
exposition of the theory of argument structure tmmtsions gives pride of place to the

% Habermann’s (2007, 90) original phrasing of thiedtlof these major causes reads as follows: “Vajestuft
can be caused by a decrease in the variety of lpessonstructions linked with a gradual developmeft
prototypical clause patterns.”



English double object construction [SBJ [V QBOBJ]], which is analyzed as a
prototypically structured category with a clustéraaused reception’ senses. Each of these
constructional subsenses is associated with ongog semantic classes of verbs, so that, for
instance, double object clauses with verbs of givitstantiate the construction’s basic sense
‘Agent successfully causes Recipient to receivaeRatwhile double object clauses with
verbs such asefuseanddenyinstantiate a subsense which presents the negatithre basic
sense, i.e. ‘Agent causes Recipirat to receive Patient’, as illustrated in (1) and [§2jow,
respectively (see Goldberg 1995, 31-39; 2002 fdariaf overview of the construction’s
various subsenses; for alternative constructiomdgsoposals, see e.g. Croft 2003 and Kay
2005).

Q) Sue gave/passed/handed/sold/... her brother-athmne dictionary.
(2) The guards refused/denied the convict a lasksm

Since Goldberg (1995), a lot of work in constructlmased grammar has gone into the
elucidation of the semantic properties of argumstnticture constructions from various
languages (see e.g. the bibliographyvenw.constructiongrammar.oygA recent trend in
construction-based research is the growth of istereissues of intralingualariation and
changein form-meaning pairings—a trend which can alsgpheased differently, of course,
as the increasing integration of constructionigtamsl in historical linguistics and variationist
sociolinguistics. An early example of diachronic v@long these lines is Israel's (1996)
study of the emergence and schematization of thgligbnway-construction. More recent
diachronic case studies include Trousdale (2008herend of the impersonal construction in
English, Barddal (2009) on the development of cas&ermanic, Hilpert (2008) on the
emergence of new future constructions in severalm@eic languages, Noél & Colleman
(2010) on the fate of the accusative-and-infinitared nominative-and-infinitive patterns in
English and Dutch after the 17th century, and F{2@09) on the rise of new pragmatic
meanings in Czech particle constructions, for gutgw examples (also see the edited volume
by Bergs and Diewald 2008). Diachronic constructgpammar has come to the fore as a
fruitful area of investigation, an evolution whitlas also given a new impetus to the well-
established framework of grammaticalization redeasee, e.g., recent work by Traugott
(2008a,b) for a good illustration of the added edln be gained from adopting a construction-
based perspective on grammaticalization.

However, there is a tendency in the emerging féldiachronic construction grammar
to focus primarily on changes which affect the mweey of constructions available in a given
language, the schematization and conventionalizatiof new constructions (or
“constructionalization”, see e.g. Trousdale 2010nstituting a particularly active research
topic. Colleman and De Clerck (2011) observe thate domain of argument structure, the
majority of existing diachronic studies is concetmeith either the emergence of argument
structure constructions or their demise; the abueetioned studies by Israel (1996) and
Trousdale (2008) provide good examples of bothgeatsves. Such topics are of course well-
worthy of linguistic investigation: it goes withogaying that a wealth of information on the
defining properties of constructions as schemairsmfmeaning mappings is to be gleaned
from investigating the way in which they come irteing. In addition to such studies,
however, there is a need of diachronic case studie®ll-establishegatterns that have been
part of the grammar for a long time, aimed at kegprack of shifts and fluctuations in their
constructional semantics. After all, it is well-kmo that diachronic variation in tHexiconis
not limited to the creation of new words and theagpearance of others, but also crucially
involves patterns of change in the semantic stractii existingwords; see, e.g., Geeraerts
(1997) for elaborate discussion of many examplediat¢hronic shifts in lexical semantics.




There is noa priori reason to suppose that this should be differentrfore complex and
schematic units. If one accepts that schematic naegti structure constructions are
meaningful linguistic entities in their own righist like lexical items are, one can also expect
that, on careful examination, constructional megsiwill be subject to a certain degree of
diachronic variation just as well. That is, argumstinucture constructions may develop new
subsenses over time while others grow obsoletg,rtteey undergo prototype shifts, be subject
to metaphorical extension, and so on. Cruciallypi@sent purposes, such diachronic shifts in
constructional semantics may involve changes in dmmy of verbs and verb classes
compatible with a given argument structure conswacand hence in the area of verb
valency, as will be illustrated in the next section

4. Changes in ditransitive complementation: three iknds of valency shifts
4.1 The double object construction in 18th-centtmnglish

As a case study in constructional semasiology,gbmin and De Clerck (2011) present the
results of an exploration of the semantic rangehef double object construction in 18th-
century English, on the basis of data from the 17280 subperiod of the extended version of
the Corpus of Late Modern English Texts (CLMET-E&f; De Smet 2005). Manually
filtering the results from a set of lexical querfes strings of an object pronoun followed by a
determiner produced a dataset of 2,205 double bbjaases involving 111 different verbs.
Many of these verbs are still compatible with deubbject syntax in Present-day English,
but, rather unsurprisingly, this does not applyasrthe board. The corpus examples in (3) to
(7) below feature a number of verbs which do naidilg combine with this construction
anymore. Two of thesayhisperanddeliver, even figure prominently in the literature on the
dative alternation as textbook examples of ‘noerakitors’, i.e., verbs which occur in ttoe
dative pattern, buhot in the double object construction (see Pinker 198®-113, Levin
1993, 45-47, and many others).

3) | bid himbespeakne a remise, and have it ready at the door ofidivel by nine in the
morning. (Sterne, 1767)

(4)  As | spoke, poor Mr Burchell entered the hoasel was welcomed by the family,
who shook him heartily by the hand, while littlecRiofficiouslyreachedhim a chair.
(Goldsmith, 1766)

(5) And a man that could in so little a spacet fose me, then hate, thé@anishme his
house. (Richardson, 1740)

(6) At her departure she took occasionvtosperme her opinion of the widow, whom she
called a pretty idiot. (Fielding, 1749)

(7) | send you here inclosed a letter of recommgod&o Monsieur Capello, at Venice,
which you will deliverhim immediately upon your arrival. (Chesterfield@49)

On a crude level of analysis, the verbs in (3)Aphave met with the same fate: their list of
valency patterns used to include the double olgewcstruction, but this particular pattern has
been deleted from the list. On a more detailedllédwere are relevant differences between

*In a lot of construction-based work, following @bkrg’'s example, the labelitransitive refers to the
construction with twdoare NP objects exclusively, i.e. to the double obmtstruction. However, other authors
use the term in a wider sense, as referringrtp construction with theme and recipient/beneficipogsessor
objects: in this perspective, the Engltskdative is a ditransitive construction as welljsathewith-construction
in He presented her with a medalo avoid confusion | will use the labdgbuble object constructiothroughout
this paper to refer to the construction with taare NP objects.



them: the above verbs fall into at least three gmies depending on the kind of valency
change involved, which will be discussed in turrthia next three sub-sections.

4.2 Valency change as a consequence of shiftgiralesemantics

Valency theory distinguishes between (synchronag¢ncy alternations in which the different
syntactic patterns a verb can enter into corresporttifferentsensef the verb in question,
and alternations where the different possible v@algratterns involve one and the same verb
sense (see e.g. Korhonen 1995). The same distinggiplies to diachronic valency shifts. The
examples in (3) and (4) involve now-obsolete senskeshe verbsbespeakand reach
respectively. In present-day Engliskespeaks an infrequently attested verb meaning ‘to be
evidence of' (e.gHis accent bespeaks his upper-class backgrpuhde verb has lost the
older meaning which is at stake in (3), viz. ‘taer, arrange for’, and, consequently, it can no
longer be used in the double object construct®imilarly, the ‘to give, offer, hold out to’
sense ofeachin example (4) is no longer part of the everydayguage. In such cases, the
shift in valency is a simple consequence of a shiéxical semantics: all kinds of other verbs
from the semantic classé®speakandreach used to belong to are still widely used with
double object syntax (e.grder, reserve, bogk.. ; pass, hand, offer... ). Examples of this
kind are relatively scarce in the database of t@thtury double object clauses, but additional
examples of verbs with now-obsolete ditransitivasgs can be found in earlier language
stages.

4.3 Valency change as a consequence of shiftmstreetional semantics

Banishas used in (5) above is part of a larger set abs/¢hat could be used with double
object syntax in earlier stages of English to eecedents of ‘banishment’. Additional 18th-
century examples from CLMET are listed in (8) td)below; also see the discussion of
verbs of banishment in Rohdenburg (1995, 109-113).

(8) | will put it entirely into your power tdischargeher the house, if you think
proper. (Richardson, 1740)

(9) | therefore for the presedismiss'dhim the Quarter deck. (Cook, 1771)

(10) From some hints in the two letters, | shaang@ect that the eunuchs were agpelled
the palace without some degree of gentle violef@ibon, 1776)

(11) [He] therefordorbadeher the court. (Walpole, 1744)

In all of these cases, the direct object referhéoplace which the indirect object referent is
ordered to leave from or forbidden to enter (orfangmically, to an occupation associated
with that place). Clearly, there is no shift in il semantics involved here: the sense of
banishin (5) above is ‘to not allow someone to stay ipaaticular place’, which is still the
basic meaning listed in present-day dictionary ieatrHowever, in Present-day English,
banish and semantically related verbs are no longer ctibipawith the double object
construction: rather than as a zero-marked objeet double object construction, the place
which someone is ordered to leave is nhow encodeal @epositional phrase witinom or
(out) of e.g.He banished me from his house

What is at stake here is a shiftdonstructionalsemantics, i.e. in the semantic range of
the argument structure construction. At one tineedbuble object constructiaould be used
to encode events in which someone is banished &giace, but this is no longer the case.

® Theforbid example is a bit different from the others in thoabid is not, strictly speaking, a verb of banishment
or expulsion. However, if the direct object refays place, as in (11), the result is relevanttyilgir.



Such shifts in constructional meaning boil dowrth@anges in the array of verb classes which
are eligible for use in a given construction andwash affect the valency properties of whole
semantic classes of verbs. There is a crucialindistin between this kind of change operating
at the level of the verb class and the lexicallyiwaded valency shifts discussed in the
previous sub-section, the latter of which are biyniteon characteristic of individual verbs.

Colleman and De Clerck (2011) present and diseussimber of such diachronic
shifts in the semantic range of the English dowtigct construction. Another now-obsolete
constructional subsense—which as it happens hadgaily completely disappeared from the
grammar eveibeforethe 18th century, judging by the CLMET data—is #monym of the
construction’s basic ‘caused reception’ sense, ‘Wgent causes Possessorltse Patient’.
Until the 16th or 17th century, the double objemhstruction accommodated agentive verbs
of dispossession such bsreaverob, deprive dispossesg]ivest etc. (see Visser 1963, 633-
635 for examples). Very few examples from latertgeas are attested and today, the only
three-participant construction such verbs appe#s the construction with a possessor direct
object and amf-phrase (e.gThey robbed him of his wal)etf we abstract away from special
cases such aghat mistake cost/lost him his jalbhich do not encode volitional acts of taking
away, the double object construction has retreaf@n the semantic domain of
‘dispossession/loss of possession’ (see CollemdrbanClerck 2009 for further elaboration).

A final example to be discussed in this sub-secttomes from the domain of
communication verbs. A well-known observation abthg& semantic range of the double
object construction in Present-day English is thatelcomes so-called ‘verbs of type of
communicated message’ (etell, ask show write, read quote ... ) but that it excludes other
subtypes of communication verbs, most notably ‘sevbmanner of speaking’ such gfsout
whisper mumble etc.; see the reported ungrammaticality of thenges in (12) in Pinker
(1989, 112).

(12) * John shouted/screamed/murmured/whisperadksdd/yodeled/yelled/bellowed/
grunted/barked Bill the news.

According to Pinker, the relevant factor blockirte tverbs in (12) from the double object
construction is, that “though [these verbs] canused to express the idea of successful
communication, [they] do not necessarily imply thatas taken place; what they are choosy
about is the manner in which the sender sends #ssage” (1989, 112). Verbs of tiedl type

on the other hand do imply that successful comnatinie has taken place. Whether or not
this is the correct semantic generalization, évglent from the observation in (12)—which is
shared by many other authors including Levin (1988, Goldberg (1995, 121), etc.—that
the double object construction is choosy aboutkihd of communication verbs it combines
with. Again, the CLMET data show that the situatiwas different in 18th-century English.
The original database of double object clauses -semomatically culled from CLMET
included thewhisperexample in (6) above, repeated here for converi@sc(13a), and an
additional query fomll forms ofwhisperin the relevant sub-period of CLMET revealed 13
more double object examples, including instancek wicomplement clause rather than a NP
direct object such as (13b), on a total ofsmtiisperclauses.

(13) a. At her departure she took occasiowligsperme her opinion of the widow,
whom she called a pretty idi¢Eielding, 1749)
b. During this debate, the Duke took occasiowhisperthe King, that his
Majesty had a villain of a chancellor. (Cibber, 3y5



In other words, the data show that the double thjse ofwhisperwas in fact quite well-
established in this earlier stage of Modern Englisfemains to be investigated in more detalil
to what extent the same applied to the other verl§s2) and their predecessors, but, in any
event, the constraint banning verbs of manner eélkipgas a classrom the double object
construction seems to postdate the 18th century.

At this stage, it is useful to dwell for a momeamt the question of what exactly a
ditransitive verbis supposed to be. From the perspective of valéhegry, the answer is
quite straightforwardditransitive verbsor double object verbsre verbs which have the
double object construction as one of their valepaterns It is acknowledged that speakers
sometimes use verbs in novel ways, intentionallymintentionally (see e.g. the concept of
Valenzkreativitatin Agel 2000, 270), but the basic idea is thatheaerb is lexically
associated with a relatively small number of syitagatterns. In the VDEgive hand, tell,
bring, offer, refuse buy, andget—to give just a handful of examples—are listed @sing
NPs as their first and second complements plusird tomplement which encodes the
BEN/REC role and appears as an NP (alternating with+ldP in some cases, withfar-NP in
others)’ In other words, the valency potential of thesebseincludes the double object
constructionProvide deliver, explain whisper andstealare a number of examples of verbs
which—according to the valency description in thetidnary—are lexically associated with
one or more other three-participant constructitmg not with the double object construction.
Hence, these are not double object verbs.

From a construction grammar perspective, a doabject verb is a verb which can
enter into (or, in constructionist terminolodyse with) the double object argument structure
construction. The process of fusion between coastms and lexical verbs is largely driven
by semantic considerations: the verb has to be atibip with the construction’s meaning. In
Goldberg’s approach, argument structure constmstigpically display a family of related
senses rather than a single abstract meaning.hEdenglish double object construction, as
was already mentioned at the beginning of thisi@ectshe posits six related ‘caused
reception’ senses, each of which is associated wite to three semantic classes of
instantiating verbs, plus a number of metaphoredkensions. In practice, therefore, the
construction is associated with some ten semafdgses of verbs (verbs of giving, verbs of
future transfer, verbs of permission, verbs of tgbecommunicated message, etc.), within
which it can be used productively. While Goldbergscount in terms of distinct
constructionalsubsensess not universally accepted throughout the cowrsitva grammar
research community, there is a large consensusthassential part of speakers’ grammatical
knowledge of argument structure constructions isstituted by a kind of inventory of the
semantic classesf verbswhich can be used in the construction and of #s®e@ated semantic
modifications. In Croft's (2003) alternative accourfor instance, the double object
construction is not, strictly speaking, a polysemaonstruction with a family of related
meanings but rather consists of a cluster of manoss verb-class-specific constructians
The bottom line is the same, though: in order toebgible for use in the double object
construction, verbs have to belong to one of thberanarrowly circumscribed semantic
classes conventionally associated with it.

® Under the narrow interpretation of the teditransitive constructionthat is (see footnote 4). Under the broad
interpretation, a ditransitive verb would be anybvthat has the double object constructmil/or another three-
participant ‘transfer’ construction (such as tbalative) in its list of valency patterns. That s the issue here,
of course: what matters is that, from the perspectif valency theory, ditransitive verbs are velddcally
associated with the construction of the same name.

" BENIREC is defined as “a person or entity at whom an actio process is directed or that benefits from it”
(VDE, xiii).



The examples discussed earlier in this sectistifate that the array of verb classes
compatible with a given argument structure consimacis not immune to change. In earlier
stages of English, the set of verb classes corwaaity associated with the double object
construction included verbs of banishment, verbslispossession and verbs of manner of
speaking but those particular options have disappe#n this way, many individual instances
of diachronic valency shift represent wider-levdélacges in the semantic range of the
associated argument structure construction.

An important note to be made before we move dhémext sub-section, is that, since
semantic compatibility and semantic class membprahe graded notions, the construction
grammar view predicts that there is not alwaysashnd clear distinction between the verbs
that can and those thatannot be used in a particular argument structure cootstmL
Stefanowitsch (2006) observes that a detailed exation of the syntactic behaviour of
“famously non-ditransitive verbs” in a large corpwdll more often than not produce a
number of counterexamples. One of his examplesasverbwhisper which, indeed, is
sporadically attested in the double object consitndn real language—as illustrated in the
Internet example in (14)—even though Pinker (1988) many others have claimed such
uses to be impossible.

(14) She had not been allowed ... to bury the twgpeeshe had loved most in the world
... to whisperthem a last goodbye. (Meg Hutchins®gppercorn Womarguoted in
Stefanowitsch 2006, 70)

Stefanowitsch argues that, if they are sufficierlye, such occasional instances do not
invalidate the corresponding semantic generalinatid\ couple of instances like (14) may
occur on the Internet, but, very relevantly, thenbmation ofwhisperwith double object
syntax isnot attested in the 100-million-word British Nation@brpus (on a total of 2,976
whisper clauses) (see Stefanowitsch 2006, 69). Hence gémeralization that the double
object construction does not welcome verbs of mahepeaking is still valid, though it
should be rephrased as a strong statistical tegdestber than an absolute constraint.
Occassional ‘counterexamples’ such as (14) areghighbest thought of as ad-hoc creations
via analogy with more conventional patterns suchcagive/bid/tell s.o0. a last goodhye
Goldberg (2011), too, notes that verbs suctwhsper explain transfer, return and other
textbook cases of verbs compatible with tleedative but not with the double object
constructiondo occasionally occur in the double object constarctn corpus data. However,
the actual frequencies of such uses are negliginepared to théo-dative frequencies of the
verbs in question, and to the double object freqesnof verbs conventionally associated
with the construction. In the next sub-section,wi meet another example of a verb which
occurs with double object syntax only very sporalijycin the present-day language.

4.4 More idiosyncratic instances of valency change

The previous sub-sections discussed shifts in eglevhich are the syntactic correlate of
semanticshifts, i.e. either shifts in lexical semantic2dor shifts in constructional semantics
(4.3). However, not every change in ditransitivenptementation observed in the data can be
straightforwardly linked to a semantic evolutiormelfate of double objecteliver provides a
good example. The CLMET data contain several itgsuof this pattern; see the examples in
(15).

(15) a. I send you here inclosed a letter of reoemdation to Monsieur Capello, at



Venice, which you wildeliverhim immediately upon your arrival.
(Chesterfield, 1749)

b. One afternoon, while they were drinking tealdiBetty, so was the maid
called, came into the room, and, calling her mastei, deliveredhim a card
which was directed to Amelia. (Fielding, 1751)

A query for all instances ofieliver in the relevant sub-period of CLMET produced 338
instances, 17 of which represent the double olgestruction. In 16 out of these, the direct
object refers to a letter or a similar object (ad¢ca bill, etc.); the remaining example has
either the money or the whea its direct object. Semantically, there is naghi very
remarkable about the instances in (15): they deaaituation in which an object passes from
an agent to a recipient, i.e. a basic ‘caused ter€pevent. Deliver belongs to the same
semantic class agve, hand bring, pass etc., all of which are of course still frequentyed

in the double object construction today.

Deliver itself is not: in studies of the dative alternatim Present-day English, it is
regularly mentioned as an example of a non-altergaterb occurring in théo-dative only
(e.g. Oehrle 1976, Pinker 1989, Levin 1993, Rantia9i2)® Again, this statement has to be
gualified a bit: double object examplesd#liver do sporadically occur in real language. For
instance, while the lemma frequencydeliverin the BNC is 6,368, a manual screening of the
results from an automated query for all stringthefverb immediately followed by a personal
pronoun which is in turn followed by another per@opronoun, a determiner, a definite or
indefinite article or a bare noun reveals 17 doulilgect examples. Most of these denote
metaphorical transfers, with direct objects sucladeok an angry homilya backhanded
complimentor a pounding defeatout there are also three or four examples deg@ibasic
transfer event in which a concrete object changesl$, such as the one in (16b).

(16) a. Ronni turned tdeliver him a look of disapproval. [JXT W_fict_prose]
b. | see, | thoughtdeliveredyou two cups and you've only had one, right. [KDO
S _conv]

Obviously, while such instances prove that the doation of deliver with double object
syntax is not altogether impossible in Present{@aiish) English, a total of 17 instances in a
100-million-word corpus does not amount to very mucterms of frequency. The difference
with the proportion of double object instanceshie CLMET data is highly significant (chi-
square=47.7, df=1, p < .0001), even if for CLMET @y count the instances which would
have been retrieved by the same queries (viz. @failie set of 17 originally retrieved double
object instances).The combination ofdeliver with double object syntax has become a
marginal pattern.

The lexical semantics afeliver has not changed dramatically since the 18th centur
nor does the verb belong to a whole semantic dasserbs that have lost the ability to enter
into the double object construction. A brief lookthe examples listed under the relevant
subsense in the OED (viz. sense 8a ‘to hand onarsfier, commit to another’s possession or
keeping’) suggests thateliver may have undergone a certain degree of semantic
specialization: whereas it seems to have beerrlg t@neral ‘transfer of possession’ verb, it
is now mostly used to denote transfer events irclwthere is some distance to be travelled to
the location of the recipient. However, this candhasuffice as an explanation for the virtual

8 Randall (1992) even labels the class of verbsmiopin theto-dative but not in the double object construction
thedeliverclass, thus presentinfgliveras the archetypal non-alternating verb.

° The remaining CLMET examples either have a nom@nainal indirect object (e.d.will deliver Amorevoli
his lette)) or a marked word order (e.g. example 15a in tharext).



disappearance dalelivers double object use: after all, several other senthich lexically
denote a transfer over some distance just as wejj—being, take send ship—are still
perfectly eligible for use in the double object swaction. In sum, the observed shift in
delivers valency potential does not relate to a shifs@émantic compatibilty. Insteadeliver
represents a more idiosyncratic kind of valencytshiis the kind of verb for which present-
day speakers have to learn, in some way or andtierjt does not combine—or hardly ever
combines—with double object syntax, though it Hees ‘tight’ semantics (see Stefanowitsch
2011 and Goldberg 2011 for two recent proposalsiabow this learning comes about). Our
data from CLMET show that in 18th-century language,verb was less choosy.

On a sidenote, the valency shift observedetiver can be related to the well-known
Latinate restriction it has often been observed in the linguisticrditere on the dative
alternation that there is a whole series of veflisatinate origin which are excluded from the
double object construction (see Jespersen 1927enGi®74, Pinker 1989, Levin 1993,
Pesetsky 1995, Harley 2007, and many others). Ebemnipcludecontribute presentremit,
transfer, return, acquirg purchase, constructdesign, announce, explain, inform, advise,
repeat, reportand of courseleliver. The CLMET data show that several of these vertds d
(more than sporadically) occur with ditransitivengx in 18th-century English: each of the
verbs in (17) to (20) has at least 5 double obpetiurrences in the first sub-period of the
corpus (see De Clerck and Colleman 2009 for fregesrand further discussion).

(17) He sent the cardinal back a fine gold repeatko returned him an acate snuff box,
and more cameoes of ten times the value. (WalpGk0))

(18) [l thank him] fordesigningme a monument | know the world will reflect | neve
deserved. (Cibber, 1753)

(29) I think Irepeatyou his very words; for the impression they madente is never to
be obliterated. (Fielding, 1751)

(20) But now, that you have put it into my headyicusly Mr Thornhill, can't you
recommendane a proper husband for her? (Goldsmith, 1766)

So, whatever the exact nature of the Latinate ioéisin—recent studies agree that it is a
matter of phonological and/or morphological rathean etymological constraints but differ
on the exact formulation—the CLMET data indicatattit was less categorically adhered to
in 18th-century English: the valency shift obserwedieliver is paralleled in several other
three-participant verbs of Latinate origin, inclugliverbs of giving as well as verbs of
creation and verbs of communication. The exact sanpthe Latinate restriction in older
language stages can only be established throughnaestigation at the level of the
construction, which takes stock of the behaviourLafinate verbs fromall verb classes
conventionally associated with the constructiora ajiven time. | will not pursue this issue
here. Instead, the next sub-section explores fregyueelated phenomena.

5. Frequency-related phenomena in valency and comattional semantics

5.1 Shifts in the relative frequencies of valenattgrns

The examples discussed in the previous sectionviawtow-obsolete double object patterns:
several verbs which could be combined with the ¢tkoobject construction in the investigated

older language stage have (virtually) lost thissitbty.*° The qualification in brackets in the
previous sentence is needed because, in pradtess ts no clear-cut distinction between

19 There are instances of the reverse pattern as assibrding to Rohdenburg (2009), the double ohjees of
issueandfeedare fairly recent additions to the grammar, fotanse.



patterns which have disappeared completely ancerpattwhich have become extremely
unusual, as our discussionsvafisperanddeliver have shown (also see Stefanowitsch 2006
on the continuum between significantly rare andificantly absent linguistic structures).
There is an importanfrequency dimension to valency change: existing verb-stngctu
combinations may significantly increase or decreadeequency over time, and the balance
between ‘competing’ patterns—e.g. between the doobject ando-dative uses of a given
verb or set of verbs—may shift, without this neeedg leading to the disappearance or
marginalization of one of them.

3 ; 2 ~It has been shown that
subcategorization probabilities are relevant toadety of psycholinguistic issues, such as
structural priming, the resolution of temporary tggtic ambiguities, and so on: relevant
references include Trueswell and Kim (1998), Londband Potter (1992), and Wilson and
Garnsey (2008). In other words, there is considerabidence that speakers have access to
probabilistic information on the relative frequessiof different verb-structure combinations,
as is only to be expected from a usage-based persp®n grammar (see e.g. Roland and
Jurafsky 2002 and Haret al. 2004 for further discussion). Diachronic investigas of the
syntactic behaviour of individual verbs often rdvéaportant shifts in these relative
frequencies. The remainder of this sub-sectiorflpriists a number of examples, referring to
the original publications for quantitative details.

Colleman and De Clerck (2008) look into the disiime frequencies of the
semantically ‘atypical’ double object verksvy andforgive from a diachronic perspective.
These verbs are still regularly used with doublgctbsyntax in present-day language, but a
comparison of the attested frequencies in threepsuiods of CLMET (1710-1780; 1780-
1850; 1850-1920) and in the imaginative writing @ament of the present-day BNC reveals a
consistent drop in relative frequency, the douldgect uses of both verbs gradually giving
way to various other patterns sucheasy/forgivesomeone for somethingnvy something in
someongetc. Ultimately, this decline in frequency mawdeto the complete elimination of
double objecenvyandforgive from the grammar, but of course there is no wagretlicting
the direction of future change. Rohdenburg (200@ws a similar decline in double object
frequency fompresentandfurnish, but one that seems to be more pervasive in Briisglish
than American English. Again, the verbs in questo® mostly used in other constructions
(viz. theto-dative and thevith-construction inHe presented/furnished us witte necessary
tools). Finally, for an example from outside the ditiéime domain, Noél and Colleman
(2010) present data from CLMET on the accusativeafinitive (ACI) and nominative-and-
infinitive (NCI) frequencies of a large set of verbf perception, cognition, and utterance in
English and Dutch which reveal a number of inteéngstrequency shiftskind, for instance,
displayed a significant preference for the ACI eatt(They found him to be guijtyn 17th-
century language but developed a significant pegfeg for the NCI patteriHg was found to
be guilty in later centuries.

A I ‘T
v e O - v o Y 7-Cauo

5.2 Quantitative shifts in constructional semantics

The decline in relative frequency of the doubleeabjuses oenvyandforgive reported in
Colleman and De Clerck (2008) can also be viewenhfthe perspective of the double object
argument structure construction, as the gradudingeof a particular cluster of uses of the
construction, viz. those related to the expressideelings and attitudes—a set of uses that is



obviously quite different from the basic ‘causeccegtion’ uses of the construction,
semantically. In present-day lexicology, a distioict is made betweemualitative and
guantitativeshifts in semantic structure: the latter term nete fluctuations in the structural
weight of the various senses or clusters of uses gien lexical item (see, e.g., Geeraerts

1997, Grondelaerst al. 2007). Analogouslysimtarhy-te-the-distinetion-between-gualitative
and-guantitative-valeney-shifts-in-ndividual-verve can distinguish between qualitative and

guantitative semantic shifts at the level of thguament structure construction. Qualitative
shifts in argument structure semantics are chamgése array of constructional subsenses,
i.e. in the types of extralinguistic situations ganstruction can or cannot be used to encode,
such as the retraction of the English double obmmbstruction from the domains of
‘banishment’ and ‘(volitional) dispossession’. Qtiative shifts are shifts in the structural
weight or relative degree of salience of the vagiauses of a construction: a particular
subsense or cluster of uses which was quite cetatridle construction’s meaning at a given
period in time may occupy a more perlpheral pomtmthe constructlon S semantlc network
at a later time, or vice versg
vepsus—quanmawe—aspeets—ef—semanh%sferuet@aazh dlachronlc sh|fts along the core-
periphery axis can be identified through a morengjtetive analysis of frequency data. To
give an impression of the general approach andsthees at stake, this sub-section presents
the results from a preliminary investigation of gtitive shifts in the semantics of tBeitch
double object construction; the same perspectivedcof course be adopted in diachronic
studies of the equivalent construction in English.

The Dutch double object argument structure constmi is shown in the constructed
example in (21). Formally, it closely resemblesBEmglish construction: the verb is combined
with an agent subject and bare NP theme and retipigects.

(21) De winkelier heeft mijn vader een boek gegevekdart/beloofd/gestuurd
the shopkeeper has my father a book given/sadized/sent
‘The shopkeeper has given/sold/promised/sent tmgfaa book.’

Semantically, there is a large degree of overlap, dust like its English equivalent, the Dutch
construction welcomes verbs of giving as well absdrom a number of related verb classes,
so that it can encode a variety of ‘caused recepsoenarios. Interesting differences with
English include the presence in Dutch of two sétsomplex ‘dispossession’ verbs (with the
prefix ont- or the particleaf, e.g.ontnemerandafnemenboth of which can be glossed ‘take
away’) which can enter into the double object camgion, and the virtual absence of
‘benefactive’ double object uses with verbs of tilmaand obtaining, at least in present-day
standard Netherlandic Dutch (see below). Furthdaildeabout the semantic range of the
Dutch double object construction are provided indss such as Van Belle and Van
Langendonck (1996), Geeraerts (1998) and Coller2@d9).

The quantitative exploration is based on a broadsdication into eight semantic
clusters of two sets of 500 to 600 double objestances, representing present-day Dutch and
mid-19th-century Dutch, respectively. The presemy-data are taken from a 0.5 million word
sample from the newspaper component of the CONDPges—from the 1998 volume of the
Dutch broadsheellRC Handelsbladto be more exact—which was manually skimmed to
identify all occurrences of the double object cangion as part of a previous investigation.
This sample was found to contain 528 double olgjleetses, excluding clauses with sentential
rather than nominal direct objects as well as albamof special cases such as possessor
datives with complex predicates (see Colleman 2fa®9further details on the selection
procedure). For the older data, a different re&rigorocedure was used: the first ten volumes
of the literary and cultural periodicdde Gids (‘The Guide’, 1837-1846) were lexically



queried for all instances of the third person glyeonoun hun ‘them’. The difference
between théaenform for direct objects and theunform for indirect objects in formal written
language is the only remnant of the otherwise-lobgelete distinction between dative and
accusative case in Dutch (see, e.g., Haeseryal. 1997, 247-248). The manual analysis of
the over 2300hun occurrences in the older corpus produced a datdsstactly 600 double
object instances, excluding the same ‘special’gmies as in the present-day dta.

The eight semantic categories distinguished inahalysis are: (i) actual reception
(with verbs such ageven‘give’, schenkerigive (as a present)yerkopen‘sell’, brengen
‘bring’, etc.), (i) conditional/future receptiore(. aanbieden‘offer’, beloven ‘promise’,
toestaanpermit’), (iii) communication (e.gvertellen‘tell’, aanraden‘advise’,tonen‘show’,
but also including uses such @snand inlichtingen gevefto give s.o. information’), (iv)
abstract events (e.gpmand een kus geveo ‘give s.0. a kissiemand een bezoek brendgem
pay s.o. a visit’, (v) refusal/blocked transferg(eveigeren‘refuse’, ontzeggerideny’), (vi)
dispossession  (e.g. kosten ‘cost’, ontnemen/afnemen ‘take away’), (Vi)
benefactive/malefactive (e.gopen‘buy’, maken‘make’, iemand de deubpenen‘to open
s.0. the door)’ and (viii) attitudinal (e.dpenijden‘envy’, vergeven'forgive’, gunnen‘not
begrudge’). Table 1 shows the distribution of thserved double object instances over these
eight semantic categories; in both datasets, tlsei@ small rest category of items which
represent highly infrequent other uses or whickstesraightforward semantic classification.

Actual | Cond. | Comm.| Abstr. Ref. Disp.| Ben/mal Att. | Rest| TOT.

rec. rec.
1837-| 177 43 170 92 16 39 27 28 8 600
1846 | (29.5%)| (7.2%)| (28.3%)| (15.3%)| (2.7%)| (6.5%)| (4.5%) | (4.5%) (100%)
1998 220 35 67 128 8 35 3 16 16 528
(41.7%)| (6.6%)| (12.7%)]| (24.2%)| (1.5%) | (6.6%)| (0.5%) | (3%) (100%)

Table 1 Distribution of double object instances owethe eight semantic categories

The difference in distribution between the two istigated periods is highly statistically
significant, as shown by a simple chi-square test-fquare=76.11, df =7, p < .0001). This
goes to show that even a relatively crude semantéissification of this kind can reveal
guantitative shifts in constructional semanticsmeoclusters of double object uses have
clearly decreased in relative frequency since thé-ifith century, whereas others have
increased. While this is not the place to commenthese quantitative shifts in great detalil, it
can be observed that the frequency data in Talpeotide corroboration for at least one
earlier observation about the diachrony of the Butiouble object construction. Several
authors have pointed out that the use of the cactstn to encode events which involve a
beneficiary or maleficiary rather than a recipientpossessor is restricted to a handful of
infrequent verbs of food preparation in present-skaydard Netherlandic Dutch (eigmand
een drankje inschenkéto pour s.o. a drink’), whereas the lexical andhaatic possibilities
were wider in older language stages (and are vatiléin Belgian Dutch and certain dialects
of Netherlandic Dutch) (cf. Van Bree 1981, Verha@@02, Colleman 2010). The sharp drop
in frequency observed in the data from CONDIV &wl Gidsconfirms this: in the present-
day corpus, benefactive/malefactive uses are Wytadsent, whereas they still account for
about one out of twenty double object instancaben19th-century data (chi-square goodness
of fit=14.88, df =1, p < .001). Other findings dess anticipated: the drop in the relative
frequency of the communication uses, for instamcejuite intriguing. We must be wary of

™ The large number of false hits is due to the flaathunis also frequently used agpassessivpronoun, and as
a personal pronoun in combination witho-placeindirect object verbs such aserkomenhappen to’ and
aanstaartplease’.



jumping to unfounded conclusions, of course: itncdrbe ruled out that this is an effect of the
way in which the data for the older period werelamked (viz. via a lexical query fdrun
‘them’), for instance, and/or there might be stidi®ffects involved. All of this is in need of
further investigation, but in any event, this quiteexpected outcome illustrates the potential
of the general approach for uncovering hithertoaticed semantic shifts.

For a final note, consider the observed frequanofédispossession’ uses in the two
corpus samples. On first sight, there is no sigarit change in the structural weight of this
cluster of uses: in both periods, ‘dispossessi@@suaccount for about 6.5 % percent of the
total number of double object tokens. However, msar inspection, it turns out that in the
present-day data, the atypical non-volitional dgggssion verBosten'to cost’ accounts for
over half of these tokens. If we leakestenout, the frequencies drop to 31 ‘dispossession’
tokens in the 19th-century data versus 14 tokenthennew data, and this a significant
difference (chi-square goodness of fit= 3.85, df pl1<.05). In other words, the structural
weight of volitional ‘dispossession’ uses involvingrbs such asntnemen/afnemeftake
away’ has diminished since the 19th century. Thiat@ast points towards the need of a
multidimensionatesign in future quantitative research into theaaics of the double object
construction, in which each token is coded on alemof differentsemantic parameters
(direction of the transfer, volitionality of the wser, animacy of the recipient, ...), along the
lines outlined in Geeraerts (1998) and CollemarD920Such an approach will allow the
uncovering of more subtle shifts in the data.

6. Conclusion

The major aim of the present paper was to demdesh@v the study of diachronic valency
shifts, a hitherto largely neglected topic in thaniework of valency grammar, can benefit
from the adoption of a construction-based perspecti have presented and discussed a
number of shifts in the area of ditransitive compéatation which show that the semantic
structure of schematic argument structure constmtis subject to diachronic change. In
18th-century English, the array of constructionabsenses of the double object argument
structure construction included ‘banishment’, ‘ftiohal) dispossession’ and ‘manner of
speaking’ uses, for instance, but the constructipmésent-day range of application no longer
includes those semantic domains and the instargiatrbs are now exclusively used in other
(three-participant) argument structure construstidn this way, shifts in valency observed in
individual verbs often represent wider-level changethe semantic ranges of the associated
argument structure constructions.

In their turn, these constructional shifts may daet of more general processes of
language change. For instance, several of the rimelete double object uses discussed in
the previous sections have been replaced by ptepwsi constructions: witfrom in the case
of ‘banishment’ verbs, witlf in the case of dispossession verbs suadlasnddeprive etc.
These shifts can be seen as instances of a moeeafj@attern of morphosyntactic change in
the history of English, namely the tendency to aeplnominal structures with more ‘explicit’
prepositional structures (also see Rohdenburg 19%8®)ever, we need to refer to the more
specific level of the argument structure constarctio explain whytheseuses of the double
object construction have disappeared, while othax®e subsisted. For instance, the fact that
double objecpive offer, send bring, promise tell, etc. have survived despite the availability
of a good prepositional alternative there as wefl. (theto-dative) can only be accounted for
by referring to the more central position of th&seised reception’ uses in the construction’s
semantic network (see the semantic specializatypothesis developed in Colleman and De
Clerck 2011). In addition, there are constructiostafts which cannot be related to general
processes of morphosyntactic change at all. The fdlan CLMET suggest that the Latinate



restriction has become stronger compared to eddigguage stages, for instance. If this is
corroborated by future research, it would surelgstibute a relevant fact about the history of
the double object construction in English. It igdia likely, however, that this particular
evolution is linked with a more general procesgm@immatical change, illustrating once more
that the argument structure construction is a l@fuanguage change in its own right.

Finally, on a more general note, the further inigasion of argument structure
constructions from a diachronic perspective cammmdy make an important contribution to
the development of a theory of valency dynamics shifts, but will quite probably produce
relevant new insights into the nature of constar@l semantics, too. As has been argued in
the final part of this paper, future investigationt this domain should pay attention to both
qualitative and quantitative shifts in semanticsture.
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