-

View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you byf’f CORE

provided by Ghent University Academic Bibliography

>

= N

UNIVERSITEIT
GENT

biblio.ugent.be

The UGent Institutional Repository is the electooaichiving and dissemination
platform for all UGent research publications. Ghentversity has implemented a
mandate stipulating that all academic publicatiohdGent researchers should be
deposited and archived in this repository. Excepitems where current copyright
restrictions apply, these papers are availableperAccess.

This item is the archived peer-reviewed authorioersf:

‘Semantic and pragmatic motivations for construtdiqoreferences: A corpus-based
study ofprovide supply andpresent

By: De Clerck, Bernard, Martine Delorge and Annerld&imon-Vandenbergen.

In: Journal of English Linguistic89: 359-391.

To refer to or to cite this work, please use the ttion to the published version:
De Clerck, Bernard, Martine Delorge and Anne-M&imon-Vandenbergen. 2011.
Semantic and pragmatic motivations for construetigmeferences: A corpus-based
study of provide, supply, and preseidurnal of English Linguistic89: 359-391.
doi:10.1177/0075424211421346


https://core.ac.uk/display/55828629?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1

Semantic and Pragmatic Motivations for Constructioral Preferences: A Corpus-
based Study ofprovide, supply, and present
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A select group of transfer verbs can enter intg thiferent constructions: the
ditransitive constructiorHe provided John the moneyhe prepositional-dative
construction e provided the money to Jgha construction with a prepositional
theme He provided John with the monegnd a construction with a recipient
realized by dor-phrase e provided the money for Johin this article, we take
a close look at three such verpsovide supply,andpresent Corpus analysis
shows that these three verbs display differentsiral preferences with respect
to thefor-, to-, andwith-patterns. To explain these preferences, the study
investigates pragmatic principles (following Mukjeer 2001 orprovide and the
role played by semantic factors. An examinatiothefsemantics of the verbs and
the lexically motivated constructional semanticshafto, for, andwith-patterns
shows (i) that the three constructions are notdhi@ngeable, and (ii) that the
preferential differences between the three veris din explanation in the
compatibility between lexical and constructionahsatics. The description is

mainly based on data from the British National Csrp

Keywords: constructional semantics; lexical semantics; veltbraation patterns;

information structure



Background and Research Questions

Typological literature on constructions with veddgyiving emphasizes that both the
recipient and the theme (the transferred objedinel@ by Goldberg 1995:112 as “the
argument which undergoes a change of state onidm¢ptre qualified to be encoded as
the object of the sentence (Faltz 1978; Dryer 1988yman 1996), as is the case in the
ditransitive or double object construction in (EJdw. In addition, the recipient can also
be represented as an oblique constituent in th@opigonal dative construction, as

illustrated in (2).

(1) He gave her the money.

(2) He gave the money to her.

A restricted number of verbs of transfer also allowoblique realization of the
theme (see Levin 1993; Mukherjee 2001), as shoviihhdarcontrast between (3) and (4)

below:

(3) *He gave her with the money.

(4) He provided her with the money.

While the prepositional theme structure is by reans a typological rarity and
appears in many genetically and typologically dsegianguages (for examples, see
Newman 1996; Faltz 1978; Dryer 1986), it has bdeseoved that the Indo-European
languages—including English—do not systematicatlg this strategy. With the

English verbs that do allow the construction withadliqgue theme (see Levin 1993 for



an overview), this structure can emerge as thenskaothird option, next to (one of)
the constructions in (1) or (2), or even as thg aption. Example (5) shows that the
verbprovideallows the prepositional theme construction (8a)well as the
prepositional dative (5b) and (much less frequéntg ditransitive (5c), whilequip

can only appear in the prepositional theme strectas shown in (6):

(5) a. This should provide yowith the incentive to train harder and achieve even
more. [BNC AOW487]
b. Major composers have continued to provide amdant source of
inspiration to more recent choreofigureers. [BNC A1255]
c. The pups are not fed their meal before theydart, instead, the organiser
provides every human a small bag of dry doglf¢§BNC
A17380]

(6) a. Severo Balason’s academic challenges goeriexces have equipped him
with the tools he needs to mentor students in his rsivgs dean of
students at North Harris College.
<http://www.wikio.com/news/North+Harris+College,c@ssed June 21st
2011>

b. *Severo Balason’s academic challenges and expees have equipped the
toolsto him.
c. *Severo Balason’'s academic challenges and expsss have equipped him

the tools.



In addition to the alternations mentioned so fardption of a beneficiary realized as
afor-phrase is also available in English. For exantplke verbprovidealso enters into

that structure, as illustrated in (7) below:

(7) This latter unit (formerly the HO Researchgd@rovide some research

materialfor those who seek it out. [BNC AOK581]

In this article we are interested in verbs thaiwalthese different structural
possibilities, and aim to answer the following digss: (i) what are the attested
frequencies of these structures? and (ii) whatregarameters underlying the choices
that are made? To answer these questions, we doctisee verbgprovide supply,and
present These verbs have been selected because theyationed as prototypical
representatives of this special type of transfeby¢see Levin's 1993 treatment of
fulfill verbs) and because they have a relatively higjuerecy of occurrence, which
allows corpus-based analysis of a significant arhotidata. We start from
Mukherjee’s (2001) account of the structural prefees oprovideand examine to
what extent his observations also apply to our pravidedata, and whether these

observations can be extendedtpplyandpresent

Principles of Pattern Selection: Mukherjee (2001)

Leaving aside rare ditransitive uses, Mukherj@®12 observes the following
hierarchy in the structural preferences of the yedvide thefor-pattern is by far the
most frequent one, followed by tiagth-pattern, while théo-pattern is the least
frequent option. Such a distribution is not ontgsted in his selection of BNC data, but

across 4 other corpora as well (LOB, FLOB, Browrg &rown). In other words, the



distribution is similar in British and American Higlp and in different periods (1960s

and 1990s). Table 1 summarizes Mukherjee’s findings

[INSERT TABLE 1]

It can be seen that tiier-pattern is consistently and saliently the mostuesq option
in all corpora. It is followed by theith-pattern in all corpora, except Frowkccording
to Mukherjee, this distribution is related to thaure of the recipient, principles of
information structuring, and semantic prosody.

The difference in frequency between the and thewith-patterns is accounted for
on the basis of three parameters: (i) differencgweferred recipients, (ii) the principle
of end-weight, and (iii) the principle of end-focl&egarding factor (i), Mukherjee
(2001:303) observes that théth-pattern tends to select recipients from a more
restricted semantic class of nouns tharfoingattern does. More specifically, the
analysis of his data, summarized in Table 2, shitvassthe recipient in theith-pattern

is mostly animate.

[INSERT TABLE 2]

Mukherjee argues that the more selective natutkenftith-pattern is one factor that
accounts for the lower frequency of this patternomparison with the more flexible
for-pattern.

Because the two patterns have a different orderinigeme and recipient (the theme
precedes the recipient in tfer-pattern, while the opposite order obtains inwlid-

pattern), Mukherjee also examines the effect optiagmatic principles acgnd-weight



and end-focusyhich bear on word order variation (see also Arredldl. 2000; Wasow
& Arnold 2003).

The principle of end-weight stipulates that longl gnammatically complex
constituents will be positioned at the end of secés. Such a distribution has been
shown to facilitate comprehension because theme iseed to memorize complex
information (Callies 2007:4) and because the ctuesit structure is revealed earlier
(Hawkins 1994). It also helps to avoid ambiguityhwthe referent of the prepositional
clause: if a light prepositional clause attachebatend, it might seem to modify one of
the elements of the earlier constituent (see alasdW & Arnold 2003). The principle
thus predicts that the choice of twégh- andfor-patterns will depend on whether the
theme (in thevith-pattern) or the recipient (in tHer-pattern) is more “weighty.”
Example (8) illustrates theith-pattern with a one-word recipient and a long and
complex theme. Example (9) illustrates thepattern with a light theme and heavy

recipient.

(8) Roland Smith has provide with a fascinating and interesting book that
should whet the appetite of many hill walkargl will certainly provide a
wealth of useful background information when plaigna walk to some (...)
[BNC A151438]

(9) He is attempting to provideaining for people who want to create businesses
that produce quality products from indigenous timdéesource [BNC A0OX

204]

The principle of end-focus (factor (iii) in Mukheg’s account) holds that new

information tends to come at the end of the semtésee Quirk et al. 1985:1357; Arnold



et al. 2000:29-31; Wasow & Arnold 2003:128-129eirdlia). Again, this principle has
been argued to have a psycholinguistic explanasioice “given information usually
helps to process and uncover new information” (EaR007:3). Théor-pattern will
hence be preferred when the focus is on the neigieat, while thewith-pattern will be
preferred when the theme (the transferred object)as the highest information value.
In (10), for instance, the themthi¢ NROVAhas already been introduced in the
previous line and does not carry new informatiande the use of tHer-pattern. In
(11), the opposite is true. Here, the anaphorisqrel pronoutim refers to a
previously introduced recipient, whereas the trametl object carries new information,

hence thevith-pattern selection.

(10) In Scotland the Scottish Education Departmtet,Training Agency and
SCOTVEC have combined to produce the NROVA. Inrdst of the UK it is
published by NCVQ. Currently the Training Agencyyidesthe NROVAor
all who are on Employment Trainirand this is being extended to YTS. [BNC
HBM1820]

(11) Birmingham born, Graham Tiso left school torkvfor Cadbury's, the
confectioners, who providddm with a sound overall business trainingNC

CCP195]

The least frequent is the-pattern (see Table 1Yukherjee claims that there are
general restrictions on its use which can accoamit$ lower frequency. Two reasons
are given. First, while earlier research (Stubl®@5)%as revealed that the semantic
prosody of the transferred objects tends to betipesn the case of the lexical item

provide Mukherjee goes further to suggest that a diffieméon can be made between



the patterns in this respect. His data indicatettieto-pattern almost exclusively
selects pleasant entities as themes (&idj.care help stimulus solacg, whereas the
for-pattern also co-selects a number of provided estiiat may be regarded as neutral
(e.g.,backgroundbasis context framework structurg. Since there seem to be fewer
semantic restrictions on the themes inftrepattern than on those in thepattern, the
former is a more frequent option.

Second, Mukherjee (2001:307) observes that maiiyedexical items used as
themes in théo- pattern “quite generally co-select the prepositmeven (and
especially) when they are not used in this pattéta.presents proof for the té n
pattern of these items on the basis of the straghdiormation in theCollins COBUILD
Dictionary as given in definitions, patterns, and exampleskihrjee’s argument is that
there is a general and strong tendency to choege-fhattern instead of the default and
more frequentor-pattern when a lexical item generally co-seldutsgrepositioro.

Example (12) illustrates such nouns:

(12) ... it provides the only realistgolutionto the problems of race relations [LOB

D17 84] (In Mukherjee 2001:307)

The question to be answered is to what extenttpeations provided by Mukherjee
also apply to our owprovidedata, and to what extent they can be used to atéou

the observed frequencies of the constructionalogsoofpresentandsupply

Corpus-based Overview of Attested Structural Pattems
For an analysis gidrovide supply,andpresentthe 100-million-word BNC was used.

The frequency of these verbs varies extensiy@lyvideoccurs 40,326 times, while



10

presentandsupplyoccur less frequently with 12,435 and 6,750 hatpectively. In
order to obtain a representative overview of thacstiral alternatives and preferences, a
random selection was made of 1,000 instances @ir ekthe three verbs.

Table 3 presents an overview of the number of taitlesonstructions illustrated in

examples (1), (2), (4), and (7) that have beersiattiefor each of the verbs.

[INSERT TABLE 3]

A number of observations can be made. First, Talsleows that the majority of
structural realizations of the three verbs fall enthe categorgther. Most of these are
monotransitive uses (see 13-15), which accourd fmmoportion of roughly 70 to 76
percent of the attested instances. In the monatiansises, the element which is
realized is always the there.

In the case gprovide other uses also include instanceprivide foras a phrasal verb

as in (16).

(13) After a period of time we will then ask logabups to provide this information.

[BNC A10243]

(14) No-one expects you to present the result. [BN0243]

(15) In the past five or six years, foodservice panmies have also been able to

supply frozen pasta. [BNC A0C1001]
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(16) A new state education system provided for ersal basic education as well as

vocational and higher education. [BNC EE2293]

Second, Table 3 shows that the proportion preposititheme-prepositional
recipient is different foprovideandpresentstructures on the one hand (i.e., 70 percent
and 64 percent of the structures are prepositi@tgbient patterns respectively), and
supplystructures on the other hand. Hupplydata show a more balanced proportion
in the prepositional realization of theme and riexip(52 percent vs. 47 percent). It
further appears that the recipient can also bednired byor with all three verbs, as

illustrated in (17)-(19).

(17) Their local branches provide support and kel social opportunitiger
widows. [BNC A0Y330]

(18) And yet, this planet could supply ample fdodeveryone. [BNC A7G888]

(19) One scene in the BBC Nice Work will presentraaresting test-cader Lord

Rees-Mogg. [BNC A2561]

Third, Table 3 shows thatith-patterns occur with all three verbs, as illustlate

(20)-(22):

(20) Your sister’s been able to supplwith most of the details we need. [BNC
A731018]

(21) He knows so little about being loved, he camaally provide Mirandavith
any more than material gifesd force to persuade her to love him. [BNC

KAY1032]
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(22) On my final day at Berkeley, my fourth-formppis presented meith some
flowers and a small mounted copy of Claude Lorsdidagar and the Angel'.

[BNC AOF632]

Fourth, ditransitive patterns with double objeats very rare and have been attested

once only withprovideandsupply,in (5¢) above and (23):

(23) All I get supplied are empty bottles and hwudr of boxes of bandages. [BNC

AMB2395]

Although our selection of BNC data does not yielstances of the double object
construction withpresent it cannot be ruled out, as illustrated by the Vidabed

example in (24) taken from tl@@uardianonline. Mukherjee and Hoffmann (2006:158
fn7) and Rohdenburg (2008) also report on diffeesrzetween language varieties and a

higher acceptability rate of double object congiams withpresentin American

English.

(24) At this thought, sadly, the executive flincreslif someone has presented him a
large tax bill while simultaneously hitting him awhe head with a frying pan.

<arts.guardian.co.uk, accessed Jurié2nmn 1>

In view of its low frequency, the double object straction will not be examined
further in this article (for detailed accounts a$ervations see Mukherjee 2005;

Mukherjee & Hoffmann 2006:158; Mukherjee & Grie02)>



13

Finally, focusing on the prepositional patternshl€8 shows thatrovide supply,
andpresentdisplay completely different structural preferend&rovideoccurs most
frequently withfor, supplymost frequently wittwith, andpreseniwith to.* The figures
for providecorroborate Mukherjee’s (2001:299) findings butidefrom Hunston and
Francis (2000:97), who claim thattovideis typically used with the pattern V\nith N.
By contrast, théor-patternis infrequent withpresentAll in all, we find a diffuse
picture of the constructional preferences andixadtequencies. These structural
preferences also appear to be relatively stabha &aiachronic perspective. De Clerck
and Colleman (2009) show that in Late Modern Ehgfisovide supply,andpresent
display statistically significant similar prefererscfor each of the three prepositians.
Additional analysis of the OED data indicates siatilar tendencies are present in
earlier periods as well.

In addition, it is striking that the three verltsage certain preferences in terms of
genre and register distribution. The BNC queriasisthat all three verbs have a
relatively low frequency in fiction and in spokembuage, compared with newspapers
and academic writingWhile this usage information does not explainghgicular co-
occurrences of verb + preposition that we havestete(since all three verbs display
similar genre preferences, but diverging constameti preferences), the spread
nevertheless highlights the specialized naturbede verbs, especially when compared
with more “ordinary” verbs of transfer of possesswith less or other structural
possibilities. Possibly, the skewing towards thad@mnic and newspaper writing points

to more “learned” or “formulaic” uses of these poades.

Extended Data Analysis: Applying Mukherjee’s Paraméers

Animacy of the Recipient
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Figure 1 presents the proportions of animate aadimate recipients in each of the
constructions for each of the three verbs. Thelteshow that, foprovide there is
indeed a significant differencg?(= 4.03, df = 1, p < .05) between the construetion
preference of theith-pattern and of theo- andfor-patterns in terms of animacy of the
recipients’ Proportionally, animate recipients are more frexre thewith-construction
(nearly 9 times as frequent as inanimate onesawitf-pattern vs. just 3.5 times and 3
times in thefor- andto-patterns respectively), thus corroborating Mukéei(2001).
Figure 1 also shows a higher frequency offtivepattern and thus supports Mukherjee’s

findings in both respects.

[FIGURE 1 HERE]

The preference for animate recipients inwlhi-pattern is also confirmed by tsapply
data. However, with 73 animate recipients out taftal of 95, this is also the case for
theto-pattern and as a consequence, the difference éetoreandwith-constructions
on this parameter is less apparent insiygplydata. Thdor-pattern deviates in this
respect and even selects more inanimate recipiehésdifference betwedbor andto
with respect to the degree of animacy is statiyicagnificant (2 = 13.758, df =1, p =
0.0002). There is no statistically significant di#énce betweeto andwith (x> = 0.018,
df =1, p =0.0921). Figure 1 also shows, howetrat, despite its preference for
animate recipients, theith-pattern is much more frequent than thepattern. Thus,
the construction’s preference for animate recig@aes not automatically imply that it
will also occur less frequently. Seeing that sheplydata contain more inanimate than

animate recipients, the question arises why thesrfiexiblefor-pattern does not occur
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more frequently. In addition, thie-pattern also displays a preference for animate
recipients, but despite this preference, it stiburs more frequently than tifar-pattern.
A similar picture emerges from tipeesentdata. The difference betwetor andto
on the one hand amdth on the other hand in terms of preference for atémecipients
is statistically significantyf= 16.92, df = 1, p <.0001). Again, despite itsarl
preference for animate recipients (109 vs. O)ntloee selectivavith-pattern occurs
much more frequently than its more flexilide-counterpart. In addition, the verb is in
general very much inclined to select animate recifs—significantly more so than
provideandsupply—as is shown in the proportional difference betwaemate and
inanimate recipients (a ratio of 9 to 1 vs. 3 @ant 4 to 1 respectively).
Summing up, while the correlation between animaay lawer frequency as
proposed by Mukherjee for tipgovidepatterns is corroborated by our data, it cannot be

extended to theupplyandpresentdata.

Principle of End-weight

To calibrate the weightiness of the constituets, criteria were used: the number
of lexical words each constituent consists of (ttiigssegarding grammatical items in the
word count) and the vertical complexity of the ditngent (i.e., whether or not there was
coordination or subordination within the constit)elVeightiness is hence a relative
notion in this methodology: either the theme orré@pient is more weighty than the
other constituent, or both have an equal weighenidand recipient were labeled as
having a different weight when the difference ia ttumber of lexical words was larger
than two (see Arnold & Wasow 2000:36, who use singhtegories of relative
difference in weight) and/or when there was a aigfference in vertical complexity

(e.g., presence vs. absence of relative clausds)eWis method is just one of many
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possible ways to calibrate the relative weightaifgof constituents, Wasow (1997)
convincingly shows that any of the various proposegsures of weight such as the
number of words (Hawkins 1990), the number of nqésvkins 1994), or the number
of phrasal nodes (Rickford et al. 1995) work equaléll as predictors of weight effects.
Figure 2 presents an overview of the resultsHerthree verbs. Passive clauses are
not included, since their influence on informatgiructure is often more pervasive than

principles of end-weight and end-focus.

[FIGURE 2 HERE]

Figure 2 shows that in those instances where a ditfarence in weight was attested,
the pragmatic principle is respected in most cdseprovide,99 out of 116 instances
that show a difference in weight obey the orddnthigeavy. In thesupplyand the
presentdata too, the principle of end-weight is respedtted high extent, with 69 out of
81 instances showing the light-heavy order for eagh® The principle of end-weight
seems to be so strong that it can also reversaatimeal order theme-recipient in@
pattern. In example (25) a light recipient is foled by a heavy theme, while the

marked constituent order could have been avoidethbgsing thevith-pattern.

(25) Mr Sutherfield and his colleague, Richard Jplmmesented thir Husseinia
letter from 16 members of the US Congress who stgapthe league's peace

plan. [BNC A1V577]

Breaches of the end-weight principle do occur, heseas illustrated in (26) and

(27), where the heavy themes precede the lighpiexas infor- andto- patterns. Such
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instances show that we are indeed dealing wittciplies—not hard and fast rules—and
that these may be overruled by other influencaegsyhcratic or stylistic in nature.
However, an additional account in terms of semardropatibility between

constructional patterns and verb semantics is m@gdurther in this article.

(26) They accompany her every entrance. In contnasprovidegassages of
descending chord®r Kostchei [BNC A12471]
(27) Working in teams with teachers, Neighbourh&odineers providé&iendly,

informal, practical and committed suppdotschools [BNC J15235]

Finally, it should be noted that in many cases ifferénce in weight has been attested
(see Figure 2). This means that the explanatoefof the end-weight principle is
limited when it comes to accounting for the oveddiserved structural preferences of

these verbs.

Principle of End-Focus

In order to measure differences in informatiorueabetween theme and recipient,
two criteria were used. We either relied on the@urding context and/or we decided
on the basis of the referents’ ability to be inéerfrom world knowledge. This
methodology owes much to Prince (1992), who origynaoposed the distinction
discourse-given, inferable, and discourse-new.detincharacterization of information
structure is useful in that it allows a straightfard coding scheme for empirical studies.
A constituent can be classified as given if itereht has been previously mentioned in
the discourse. A constituent whose referent hadeen explicitly mentioned but could

be inferred from something else that was menti@mrdcdom world knowledge is
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classified as inferable. Both discourse-given arfierable have been merged as “old” in
this study. Only constituents whose referents ralg hew to the discourse are
classified as “new.” However, as pointed out by &d& Wasow (2000:30), the
given/new contrast is a simplified representatibaazessibility, and the rough
distinctions that are made here will not allowrgefigrained analysis of the accessibility
of theme and recipient. The methodology, howeveesduffice to show the effect of
the end-focus principle on pattern selection irsthocases where a clear-cut distinction
could be drawn between the information value ohlmainstituents. This method
implies that we preferred to leave out indeterngrases to making debatabhoc
decisions.

Again, passive clauses have not been includedguar€i3, since other constituents
may receive more prominence (such as the agenpdtance), overruling the end-focus
principle. The class of remaining sentences wabtéureduced to those instances
whose context allowed us to clearly identify whednstituent could be regarded as

newer or older than the other.

[FIGURE 3 HERE]

The figure shows that in those cases where a digimcan be made between high or
low information value, the old-before-new patterevails (63 out of 77 instances for
provide 85 out of 101 fosupply;84 out of 118 fopresen}. In (28), for instance, the
given-before-new order is maintained in the usthefvith-construction: the theme is
new or provides more prominent or specific infornm@t while the recipient is given. In
(29) the recipient is new or more specific, while theme is given. This leads to the

choice offor- orto-patterns.
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(28) These will all be presented to interested donoa common summarised
format that will providehemwith the information they are looking for to make
their decisions[BNC A10212]

(29) To date ACET has providgdofessional nursing care or practical heipover
400 individuals across Londpexcluding hardship grants and equipment loans.

[BNC A00364]

However, not all constructional choices can be &xpld in these terms. As Figure 3
shows, the opposite order—new before old—is altested, and it is proportionally
most salient in th&o- or for-patterns. In a few cases, the order can be aceddot in
terms of the principle of end-weight overrulingttbfend-focus, as in (30), but in (31)
and (32) neither the principle of end-focus norghaciple of end-weight can account

for the attested order of theme and recipient.

(30) You kindly supplied to my colleague Astrid Ealds a VHS copy of the
following titles: Midnight Hours Postcode Connectidoday's Post Office.
[BNC AP1997]

(31) A start has been made on a study of the lap@tunvergence Zone, which is
designed to complement local investigations inSbathern Uplands and
northern England, and to provitiee regional settindor them [BNC CFW572]

(32) Each association holds an annual conferenges@opliesa free ‘counsel’s

opinion’ serviceto its member authoritie§BNC B0S687],
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For (31) and (32), the collocational patterridin and Nto n may have been the
decisive factor in opting for ther-pattern (see the pattern informationsattingand
servicein the Collins COBUILD Dictionary). The strengthtbis parameter can, for
instance, be seen in the frequency with which thenfacilities is followed byfor.

Only two instances of the pattgorovide X with facilitieshave been attested in the
BNC, while the collocatioffiacilities for appears more than 740 times. Example (33) is

in that sense default, regardless of the informagtoucturing:

(33) So as naturally as anything, Judith switclee8pganish and greatly impressed
the customer as well as pressing upon him the teepbvideproper facilities

for his ladies [BNC HBH684]

Other cases, such as (34) and (35), remain unatambor on any of the parameters

mentioned so far.

(34) If this was the sleeping arrangement prightpatient’s iliness, the family
may have to suppla fairly wide single bedbr the patientor the carer might
sleep in a separate bed, leaving the normal cohpeghto the patient. [BNC
AS065]

(35) Its main function, however, appears to beresenta better image of Sri

Lankato the outside world[BNC A03777]

To sum up, the principle of end-focus is indeetteng parameter in determining the
order of the constituents and hence the verb pat&ome of the data, however, cannot

be accounted for by this principle, either becausédifference in information status
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could be identified or because the end-focus goleds overruled. Further, the principle
can at best account for the choice betweenaher thefor-pattern on the one hand and
thewith-pattern on the other hand, but it cannot explaéndifference between the

differential preferences of the verbs.

Collocational Preferences

Mukherjee (2001) states that many nouns whichoasuhemes iprovide te
constructions tend to co-select the prepositioregardless of whether they are used
with provideor not. The fact that this is not the casefémrwould account for the
higher frequency of thior-pattern in therovidedata, as the latter is said to be “very
flexible” and “the default case of pattern seleati(?001:308-309).

The nouns which belong totd N class are said to include the following:

aid, assistance, answer, boost, care, challengéjlmation, grant, help, impetus,
incentive, information, input, protection, sancfyaervice, solace, solution,

stimulus, subsidy, support, treatment, value (Muljde 2001:307)

Before we look at the data for the individual verthsee general observations need
to be made. The first is that some of the nounstioreed above also occur in the-
pattern (as acknowledged by Mukherjee 2001:308xHdtjee mentions as examples
assistancefunds help impetusincentive andservice Our own data additionally show
care information andsupport For example, the nourareoccurs as theme in ten
instances of theo-pattern and eight instances of tbe-pattern supportoccurs in five

instances of théor- and five of theio-pattern,andserviceoccurs seven times in the
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pattern and five in thir-pattern. This indicates that while in some casesfactor of
noun collocation can influence the selection obastruction, it is not determinative.

The second observation is that Mukherjee’s ligir@duced above) is set up on the
basis of definitions, examples, and pattern infaromain COBUILD. If we rely on the
same dictionary’s explicit reference to patterhs, ltst becomes much smallaid,
answer, challenge, contribution, impetus, protattervice, solutiomndtreatment In
addition, themes likenpetustreatmentandprotectionmentioned in Mukherjee’s list
actually occur in a Nor N (e.g.,impetus fortreatment foy and a NagainstN
(protection againgtpattern. No explicit reference is made tooNh for these themes in
the dictionaries consulted.

Third, since themes with fr N collocational preferences occur as well—see
examples (31) and (32)—these, too, can have arfgean the selected structure. In
addition to those mentioned above, these themésd@evords such asasisand
starting-point In other words, in addition to Mukherjee’s obshNto N preference of
certain themes, there is also an opposite tendensftich some themes will prefer a
for-construction in line with their Nor N preferences outsidepaovide context.

Let us now take a closer look at the data in thépect. A total of 23 nouns
mentioned in COBUILD as b N have been attested as themes inpoovidedata
(there were several instances of the same nounly)1d of which actually occurred in
ato-pattern in the data, and eight of which occurredfor-pattern. On the other hand,
a total of 15 nouns mentioned in COBUILD addd n have been attested as themes
(includingbasis starting point facilities, home andopportunitie, only nine of which
actually occurred in #or-pattern. All of this means that 14 out of the @ested

provide topatterns can possibly be explained by the coliocat factor. Of these
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instances, four overrule the principle of end-weigid/or end-focus, as illustrated in

(36):

(36) We are unable to providepersonal query answering servicereadersby
post. However, a selection of your questions walidmswered on these pages

each month. [BNC A0G2216]

In thesupplyandpresentdata, too, the number of themes which occur iliedy
mentioned Nto n or Nfor n patterns is proportionally low and hence carfinibyf
account for the attested structural distributiopatterns. In theupplydata, the nouns
answerandservicés), which according to COBUILD occur in thetdIN patterns,
account for only five attested instancesopply to No themes preferring a fér n or a
N with N pattern have been attested. Inphesentdata, themes such hazard danger
threat challenge responsgsolution andopposition which according to COBUILD
take Nto N, account for eleven of the attesteepatterns, whilgéargetandevidence
account for four of the attestéat-patternsin four casesgnswer ending evidenceand
servic@, these collocational preferences overrule thegple of end-focus and/or end-
weight.

To sum up, while some of the attested structuaesbe explained in terms of the
influence of collocational patterns overruling atbenciples, the actual impact on the

overall structural preferences for each of theseetlverbs is limited in our corpus.

Semantic Prosody
The semantic prosody of themes is not entirelplam-free. As observed in Whitsitt

(2005) and Dilts and Newman (2006:234), “the latkgreed-upon criteria for making
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positive versus negative evaluations remains a adelbgical problem.” How does one
decide then whether the themes are positive, rieatraegative? Which (objective)
criteria are there? In other words, the study obpdy is always likely to involve a
certain degree of subjectivity on the part of theearcher. While this matter cannot be
fully resolved within the scope of this articlegttesults of Dilts and Newman’s (2006)
proposed method are incorporated. Their criteraukheliminate the need for
researchers to make their own evaluative judgemeratssessing the positive or
negative prosodies of a wotd.

However, there are a number of limitations. Dikgl &Newmann’s methodology is
restricted to the measurement of nouns and itsrelrea restricted set of adjectives,
immediately preceding the noun. Since we want tasuee the prosodies of verbs, we
would first have to test the prosodies of all notivesy occur with and corroborate them
with findings from collostructional analysis. Ftig study, however, such an enterprise
is impossible to realize due to the many diffetbeimes for each verb and the fact that,
even if some themes turn out to have a specifi@aséimprosody, it can always be
overruled within the context (e.@ problembecomes positive when it is premodified
by interesting. It was therefore decided to adopt a criticatwade by not taking
intuitive prosodies of isolated nouns for grantasl \fas the case in earlier studies) and
by carefully examining the context in which thoseins occur. This implies that the
constituent as a whole was considered and nothjastominal element. Consequently,
the nouns in Mukherjee’s list are not automaticedlgarded as having a positive
semantic connotation.

Another difficulty is that the distinction betweasutral and positive is not easy to
draw. It appears that the majority of themes wiklthaee verbs refer to an entity which

iIs somehow for the benefit of the recipient. Ygttbemselves the theme nouns are
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neutral. For these reasons the following categafi¢semes are distinguished: (i)
neutral to positiveeonsists of nouns which are either (contextuatigyked for positive
(such asid, assistancgcare) or unmarked for positive (such emney chequewate);
(i) negativeconsists of nouns which have a clear contextudiisgative prosody.

Figure 4 presents an overview for the three verbs.

[FIGURE 4 HERE]

In line with previous research (Stubbs 1995), Fegishows thatrovideindeed tends

to attract a positive semantic prosody. No negdtieenes were attested. This trend is
also further confirmed by extended queries in thE&CBn which the top 25 nouns
following a form of the verlprovidewithin a span of four words have been filtered out
(37) gives a selection of the most frequent thefneans which were not themes have
been left out) in decreasing order of frequencgwshg that these nouns have a neutral

or positive rather than a negative connotation.

(37) information, services, service, support, engde opportunity, basis, care,
means, framework, access, advice, training, oppiires, facilities, assistance,

details, example, protection, data, education,&ahglp, accommodation

In comparison with thprovidedata, thesupplydata contains more neutral themes,
as is also confirmed by the list of the most fragueuns followingsupplyin a span of

fourin the BNC, in (38).
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(38) goods, water, services, demand, informatiamour, food, money, curve,
equipment, materials, electricity, power, oil, puots, gas, system, liquor, arms,

contracts, price, energy

Another important difference between the listpaivideandsupplyis that the latter
contains more concrete nouns, either uncountahidueal. A slightly different picture
emerges from the analysisiesent which occurs more frequently with negative
themes thaprovideandsupply*® This finding is confirmed by the most frequent nsu
following present(within a span of fourin the BNC. The nouns with a negative

prosody are in bold in (39).

(39) problems, problem, case, picture, information, report, challerdgjéfjculties,
evidence, budget, petition, view, cheque, datamfaward, (parliament),

opportunity, image, wayhreat, results, awards

The higher number of negatively connotated themese data is also partially caused
by the frequent use of the collocatigresent problendifficulties (11 out of 37
instances).

The correlation between semantic prosody andtstralgpatterns is presented in
Figure 5. Theorovidedata show that the-pattern selects relatively more positive

themes (48 out of 61 instances) than the otheepestt

[FIGURE 5 HERE]
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This difference between thie-pattern and the other patterns is statisticatipigicant

(y2 = 15.451, df = 1, p = 0.0001). Fsupply bothfor- andto-patterns show similar
distributions in the semantic prosody of the thethey select (most of which are
unmarked for positive) and no statistically sigraint difference can be attested between
the two patternsgf = 0.128, df = 1, p = 0.7206). In other words, lthgic behind the
explanation for the lower frequency of twepattern in therovidedata by Mukherjee
cannot be extended to account for the lower frequenthefor-pattern (or the higher
frequency of théo-pattern for that matter) in tleupplydata. On a more general level
this also implies thab-patterns will not invariably co-select positivelgnnotated
themes as the most preferred objects. With regpgresentit is thewith-pattern (not
theto-pattern) that generally prefers positively contedetheme elements. To sum up,
it appears from the analysis that Mukherjee’s antofithe correlation between the
lower frequency ofo-patterns and the positive semantic prosody offteenes cannot

be applied to all data.

Merging the Results

Our analysis has shown that some of the parameatep®sed by Mukherjee (2001)
are more influential than others. The effect of aetitc prosody could not be proven and
only some uses could be accounted for in termkeoéffect of the collocations té N
or N for N. Theprovidedata did confirm the preferencewith-patterns for animate
recipients found by Mukherjee. However, in the cafssupplyandpresentthis more
selective behavior of theith-pattern did not appear to correlate with loweqtrency
of the pattern, as claimed by Mukherjee for théoyovide This may indicate that the

connection between animacy and frequency is nataat one:
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The accumulated effect of end-weight and end-faeuslevant and accounts for 55
percent of the cases in thevidedata (121 out of 218 active utterances), for 56q&
in thesupplydata (109 out of 194 active utterances), and $ogpércent in theresent
data (107 out of 182 active utterances). Togethir thre few cases that could be
accounted for in terms of t n or Nfor n collocational preferences, this means that
roughly 60 percent of theupply presentandprovidedata can be explained on the
basis of these parametéfs.

Some questions are left unanswered and part afateeis not explicable by the
parameters. First, the parameters do not explaidifferences between the three verbs
with regard to their structural preferences. Secormneed to explain why in some
cases not all three constructions are acceptalda, though the criteria for them
discussed so far are fulfilled. Examples (40) af (llustrate this. The (a) versions are

the ones attested, while the (b) versions are pa#igaily odd:

(40) a. Its main function, however, appears todogrésent a better image of Sri
Lankato the
outside world. [BNC A03777]
b. ? Its main function, however, appears to baésgnt a better image of Sri
Lanka
for the outside world.
(41) a. They present us continually with deatiN{(BA6B1429]

b. ?They continually present deébi us.
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In the following sections, we elaborate on thesaes by focusing on the constructional
semantics of the constructions and the compatitofithese meanings with the lexical

semantics of the verbs themselves.

Semantic motivations for constructional preferences
Rationale

Whenever a language has two (or more) construstiomariation, the question
arises as to what conditions their distributioref&towitsch (2003:413) observes that
there seem to be two possibilities: “Either the twastructions differ in their
discourse-functional properties (i.e. they encdtiraative ways of structuring the
information flow), or they differ in their semandi¢i.e. they either have different
constraints on the lexical items they occur withthey differ in their semantic
import).” We want to argue that, in his searchdrplanatory factors for the relative
frequency of the constructional options pwovide Mukherjee’s account focuses on the
first explanation and ignores the semantic impbthe constructions themselves and
their compatibility with the (polysemous) lexica&msantics of the verbs. For example,
Mukherjee observes that ttee andfor-ditransitive patterns not only resemble each
other concerning the order of elements, but they thven seem to be interchangeable
in very similar contexts” (Mukherjee 2001:306). Suwmilarity can indeed easily be

demonstrated from the BNC data, as (42) and (48)sh

(42) resources required to ensure provision ofjade staff and facilities to enable
high quality health car¢o be provided foelderly peopleboth at home
and in hospital for increased numbers. [BNC A101426
(43) Over the last three years, our volunteer® mavidedmuch love and car®

many hurt and lonely peopllBNC A00170]
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However, the two patterns are not interchangealiteowt altering the meaning. In
(42) the future orientation of the provision, wéltview to potential giving, makes the
for-pattern a more appropriate option. In contrag ftitus in (43) is on an actual
recipient: many hurt and lonely people have reakmeich love and care. As is
generally accepted in the literature (see e.g.dkBaly 2006), théo-patternintroduces a
theme and a recipient at the end of a spatio-teahpath (i.e. the so-called “caused
motion construction”), while thior-patternintroduces a theme and a beneficiary. The
difference between a recipient and a beneficiatizas the former is affected by a
transfer-related evenitHg gave the flowers to Maxywhereas the latter is also affected,
but this need not be caused or triggered by afeaesent He watered the flowers for
Mary). In the literature, one also finds the concephefrecipient-beneficiary, the
referent who is potentially affected by a posstbdasfer, which is not reflected in the
meaning of the verb. In (44b), for instance, Tonyrmaentually receive the cake that is
baked for him, but this is not implied by the mewnof the verbTo-patterns can only
occur with recipients, whereas tfog-pattern allows for both recipient-beneficiarieslan
pure beneficiaries, as shown in invented examgléa—c). Note that thier-pattern in
(c) would indicate that the cake was given to a-gpecified recipient for Tom’s benefit

(i.e. to be eventually received by Tom) (see algtl& 2005).

(44) a. | cleaned the house for/*to Tom. (benefigiao transfer)
b. | baked a cake for/*to Tom. (recipient-benefigjgotential transfer)

c. He gave the cake to/?for Tom. (recipient, trar)sf
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A second semantic consideration concerns the tbdmsselves. The data contain
instances oprovidewith afor-constituent which do not express a process of gj\bait
rather a relational process of being. These ins&do, as a consequence, not always

easily allowto. Example (45) illustrates this:

(45) a. Like every other organism in a thrivingagn, pests have a role to play.
They provide foodor predators whose presence reduces the likelihood of
any one pest developing into epidemic proportifBsSIC A0G2450]

b. ? [...] They provide footb predators [...]

In (45) the sentence can be paraphrased as ‘Thesgitcde/are food for predators’
rather than as ‘They give food to predators.” Tévenfer reading is not compatible with
the spatio-temporal meaning of tteepattern where an active (and animate) agent
triggers a transfer, whereas mere existence oladifdtly is compatible with a beneficial
reading (i.e., being there for the taking).

The above examples show that the patterns areenwrdically synonymous and
hence that the choice of any particular one caha@ccounted for solely by pragmatic
and discourse factors. The constructional semaaotitiseto, for, andwith patternsas
well as the semantics of the verbs need to be exahbefore causal relations between
frequencies of patterns and the pragmatic prinsipén be set up. In the following
sections we elaborate on the impact of construatisemantics on the structural
preferences of a particular verb. At the same twadocus on the lexically specific
nature of constructions in a move towards gramraax lexico-syntactic enterprise

whereby actual lexical items play a key role in enstiinding syntax and vice versa.



32

The Constructional Semantics of Ditransittegefor, andwith Patterns

In this section, accounts of the constructionalaatics of theo-, for- andwith-
patterns given in the literature are briefly dismgto the extent that they are relevant to
the verbs of transfer. Most of the observationgnti@ith discussions of such patterns
from a constructional cognitive point of view.

The constructional semantics of tlogpattern with a theme and a gbals been
discussed extensively in the literature on datlter@ation, in which the constructional
meanings ‘caused motion’ (X causes Y to move teXpressed by the-pattern, and
‘caused possession/reception’ (X causes Y to havexpressed by the double object
construction, are juxtaposed (see Colleman 200Catiéman & De Clerck 2009 for
overviews).

The top line in Figure 6 below (based on Goldb&395t88) represents the [NP V
NP to NP] construction’s semantics. It contains the sginarguments (constructional
roles) and represents their semantic relation ¢b eéher (‘X CAUSES Y TO MOVE

7).

[FIGURE 6 HERE]

For a verb to be able to enter this constructioa,semantic roles of the construction
and the independently existing participant rolethefverb must be able to fuse. When
the verb’s semantics interacts with the causedanatonstruction, the verb’s
participant roles are inserted into the construcsigpredicate role array and
subsequently mapped to syntax. According to Golgiltérs is because the verb’s
participant roles are compatible with the constarcs ‘X CAUSES Y TO MOVE Z'
semantics and can thus fuse with the construdtmoaddition, the construction is

capable of providing additional participant rolesidicated by the dotted line—which
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need not be part of the verb’s argument strucilines also explains why, for instance,
monotransitivevrite and the verbs under discussion can also ent¢Nth&/ NPto NP]
pattern.

The meaning of this pattern is lexically motivatgdthe meaning of the preposition
to. According to Jackendoff (1983), Cuyckens and Veosgh998), Zwarts (2005),
Goldberg (2006), and many others, the basic funaido is to mark the goal at the end
of a spatio-temporal path. It is generally assuthatithe use db to mark the recipient
of a transfer of possession in English originatedescriptions of prototypicaiive
events where a concrete entity is transferred famperson to another. It is in such
events that the match in cognitive topologies betwibe roles of recipient and spatial
goal (see Newman [1996:88]: “There is a sufficieatich of cognitive topologies
involving goal and RECIPIENT to support categorigthe RECIPIENT as a goal”) is
most obvious: as the transferred entity moves atopgth in physical space, it also
moves from one person’s domain of possession acdfdrol to another’s. It is in the
context of such events, in other words, thatrdogpient as goatonstrual could arise
(see the discussions on the dative alternatioroife@an & De Clerck 2009).

In the case gprovide presentandsupply we have seen that this fusion is more
welcomed by some verbs than it is by others, thauigmot impossible for any of these
verbs. While normally used in monotransitive stawes, they can all appear with an
extra argument (in @/for or with-pattern), but the frequencies will depend on the
compatibility with the individual verb’s differembeanings, as will be shown below.

Thefor-pattern does not have a goal at the end of acsfg@tiporal path, but a
beneficiary as a third argument. Its semantic nrepalso differs in that the notion of
movement towards the end of a path is no longesemte In its spatial sengar differs

fromtoin that it focuses on the “act of starting on arjay (...) as a rule without
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statement of reaching the goal or destination” dkirist 1976:206). This is in contrast
with to, which is used “in cases in which the motion reachesobject” (Lindkvist
1976:209). In other word$yr focuses on the onset of the movement, wioil®cuses
on the end. From this spatial use “beneficfary can be derived, which indicates that
the event profiled by the verb beneficially affettte participant (see Jackendoff
1990:183-84). The action denoted by the main vauses a benefit to accrue to toe

participant. In this category we can include anmepla such as (46):

(46) By buying the apartment, Bill provided a shéme for Mary.

It is beneficiaryfor that is relevant to transfer of possession vems itecan be seen as
an extension from spatial destination to a purmowsgal of some kind. The distinction
between a beneficiary role in thar-pattern and a recipient role in tteepattern can be

illustrated by means of the following examplesgtakrom Nisbet (2005:60):

(47) a. John brought some chocolates for Maryshetwasn't in.
b. ? John brought some chocolates to Mary, butstsa't in.
c. John described the route for Mary while she as

d. ? John described the route to Mary while sheauhs

Sentences (47b) and (47d) are pragmatically odthuse allativéo focuses on the end
of the path and implies an approximation to thd god increased spatial proximity,
which is not possible when the goal is not preseiné prepositiorior with its focus on

the onset does not carry this meaning and allowsdes such as (47a) and (47b). The
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difference between the two is also shown in (48a) @8b) from Jackendoff, in which

the beneficiary may be absent, but not the recipien

(48) a. Bill sold a book to Harry for Mary.

b. ?Bill sold a book to Harry for Mary but he wédgshere.

It follows thatfor andto, even when the context allows the use of eitheexpress
different meanings (see Goldberg 2006 on benefdiivansitives and benefactifa -
constructions).

The constructional semantics of thiéh-pattern also needs to be linked to the lexical
semantics of the prepositiovith. The prepositiommas a remarkably wide range of uses,
from spatial proximity or accompaniment as in (4%a)an instrumental use as in (49b),
a more general Adverbial use as in (49c), a caisahs in (49d) and, relevant to this
article, “a use to mark a transferred thing” (Fu2607) as in (49e) (see also Dirven

1993; Goldberg 2002; Goldberg 2006).

(49) a. The CDs are with the DVDs. (proximity)
b. | fixed it with a hammer. (instrument)
c. I showed up there with a smile on my face. (omstance)
d. She was trembling with fear.(cause)

e. | supplied them with uniforms. (transfer) (Fr2®07:1)

Farrell (2007) claims thatith, like many other English prepositions, has a spati
central sense (togetherness in a place) and adohdtlated ‘part of,” ‘containment,’

or possessive ‘having’ sensasnjan with long haira vase with flowersetc.) that
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represent more specific, non-spatial kinds of togetess. According to Farrell (2007),
thewith-pattern is used in transfer events when the agemgction of taking
possession, and the theme are profiled, as opposkd NP_NRo NP pattern, which
focuses on the force dynamic event of the themegbmioved in the direction of the
goal. In other words, the core meaning of the pséjom as ‘togetherness in a place’
triggers a more possessive reading of having inNNPwith NP patterns.

In the following sections, we give a semantic erptéon for the structural

preferences of the three verr®vide supply,andpresent.

The Preference gifrovidefor thefor-Pattern

To account for the structural preferenceprdvide which isprovide something for
someongwe turn to the lexical semantics of the verb isigholysemous meanings.
Unlike the verlgive,whose general sense in tB&ford English DictionarfOED) is
described as “To make another the recipient of &bimg that is in the possession, or at
the disposal, of the subject),” the general sefgeavidedoes not automatically entail
a transfer with change of possession. Apart froranimgs such as ‘to see in advance,’
‘to see beforehand,’ ‘to foresee,’ ‘to take preaang,” which are clearly linked to its
Latin predecess@ro-videre theOED also lists “to supply (something) for use; to
make available; to yield, afford” as one of itsibaseanings. Since ‘making available’
rather than actual transfer is the basic meanimymfide it is not surprising that there
are many theme-only patterns in the data (see T3bla addition, this meaning allows
for constructions with explicit reference to thgamnent the theme is made available for.
This may explain the finding thé&tr is the more frequently used preposition in
combination withprovide.To or with foreground the actual end of the path of transfer

and the instrument, respectively. They are hergeflequent, though not incompatible
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with provide,and do occur in contexts where an actual tramsferovement is implied

or intended, as in (50).

(50) We are unable to provide a personal query arieg serviceo readers by post.
However, a selection of your questions will be aa®s on these pages each
month. [BNC A0G2216]

(51) Erdinger contracts with local farmers to greowne of its barley and all of its

wheat, and provides thewith seed. [BNC A14346]

In other contexts, where no such movement is irdpbech as in those cases where
provideis used in its meaning of ‘constitute’ or simply/‘making available,’
replacement byo is marked or alters the intended meaning. Ifjistancefor is

replaced byo in (52), the caterpillars change from being sosi@eprotein into the

providers of sources of protein:

(52) The caterpillars so far unidentified, whicledeon its leaves, provide an

abundant source of protdior/?to the many young birds.

It will further be noted that the most frequentlgoates listed in (37) above are
abstract themes, which often occur in contexts e/ktegre is no actual transfer but
rather a relationship of being (‘be,’” ‘form,” ‘caitsite’): e.g.,provide a basis fqra
framework foran example farThe frequency of this sense can also account éor th
attested preferences for tlog-pattern. The constructional meaning of the patitseif

thus best matches the specific meaningsro¥idethat occurred most frequently in the
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data. Principles of information structuring alomaot account for the attested

preferences.

The Preference of supply for théth-Pattern

In similar fashion, the lexical semanticssoipplyand its polysemous uses can help
to account for the observed preference, in this taswith-pattern. According to the
OED, supplyis derived from Latin ‘supplerefill. This core meaning of filling in a gap
still echoes in the meaning descriptions in presaytdictionaries, which emphasize
that a need is being filled as in “to fulfil, s&iga need or wantby furnishing what is
wanted, to furnish or provide (a person) with sdrmggj; to satisfithe wants gfprovide
for; now usually, to furnish with regular suppliesa commodity” (OED, emphasis
added), “give someonghat they neédMacmillan English Dictionary for Advanced
Learners 2002, emphasis added). Further, the Lomd@aionary of Contemporary
English (1995) adds the semantic specificationshpplyexpresses transfer of
something needed “especially regularly over a lpagod of time.” Our corpus data
indeed contain many examples in which a large gtyamitthe thing supplied and/or a

long period over which it is supplied are expliciéixpressed. Examples are (52)-(54):

(52) Undertakers’ men and gravediggers had todpsouslysupplied with liquor to
keep them at work, and this added to the disonderiradecency. [BNC
ACA1138]

(53) These are simple needs that can be simply-rpknts will grow perfectly well
in pure sand — provided they are kaptplysupplied with water and a

complete nutrient solution. [BNC ACY1206]
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(54) The fuels which the fusion reaction would ase deuterium (a common
isotope of hydrogen) and lithium and the energeptil exists to supply the

world with energyfor at least 5,000 year$BNC AT81376]

Since the basic meaning is that of filling a nessd) hence often to provide enough of
something to fulfil the need, one can take the nmgpof actual receipt to be of greater
importance than that of merely making somethinglabke (as is the case wigirovide).
In such a context actual transfer is crucial. HIs not surprising to find that material
themes are very frequent (see the list in (39) apas they are compatible with an
actual (spatial) transfer of possession. In viewhefdiscussion of the involved patterns’
constructional semantics, the construction whiamast compatible with such a
meaning is the [NP V NRith NP] pattern. Unlike théor- and theto-patterns, which
focus on the onset and the directional path towtrelgoal respectively, thvith-

pattern focuses on the togetherness of theme aipiemrt as a result of successful
transfer.

A further extension of this meaning is found ingass with inanimate subjects
where the meaning is ‘equipped with/fitted with samng useful'—where again the
focus is on togetherness in one place—or ‘theamiabundance of.” These passive
constructions of the typdP[inanimate]is supplied withdo not necessarily have an
active counterpart, but they do express the possedsmving’ or ‘containment’
meaning of the preposition, which cannot be expiédy theo- or for- patterns. Since
the passive constructions as those illustrate@85h &nd (56), occur fairly frequently in

the data (34 out of 153 with-patterns), they cao &lirther explain the attested

frequency of thavith-pattern.
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(55) ...their skin, which isvell supplied wittblood-vessels. [BNC AE71010]

(56) Bangkok isvell supplied wittshooting galleries. [BNC ABF 943]

The structuresupply something for someoneetmentioned in any of the dictionaries
we consulted—does occur in our data, but with & @ frequency (see Table 3). This
may also be explained from the semanticsugiply Since its focus is on fulfilling a
need, it will occur less frequently in a patterattmerely focuses on the onset of the

transfer, that is, on making something availabtkeathan actually furnishing it.

The Preference giresentor theto-Pattern

Etymologically,presentgoes back to Latipraesentargsee also the adjective
present praesens< prae(esse)oe at hand’). Its core meaning can be descrilsett a
‘show, display, to make present to, bring intophesence of,’ though additional
meanings are imported depending on the structuseuged in. In monotransitive,
theme-only uses, the ‘showing, appear, display’ mimgpprevails, as shown in the

dictionary-based examples (57)-(59):

(57) present one’s passport at the border (Oxfatdaficed Learner’s Dictionary
1995, henceforth Oxford 1995)
(58) I have to present myself in court on 20 M&)xford 1995)

(59) A new problem suddenly presented itself. (QxXfbO95)

The ‘display’ reading can also be found in ditréimsiuses in the NP _ Ni® NP
pattern, where the participant to whom somethirdjsplayed is made explicit, as in

(60).
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(60) For television is not a ‘neutral’ provideriafages or a mere facilitator, it has
increasingly determined the manner in which highgrenance sport is played

and presentetb the public. [BNC A6Y657]

Additional shades of meaning are possible as Wwe#t of all, the sense of
displaying or showing is not incompatible with tiE_NPto NP’s transfer-related
meaning ‘X causes Y to go to Z.” Since presentingimwing something often implies
a certain movement of the theme (from a hiddentiposio one which is visible and
probably also closer to the addressee), it is mqdrsing to se@resentin such a
context as the more formal equivalengofe as illustrated in (61). Note also that
dictionaries explicitly mention such formal context descriptions such as ‘give

something to someone, especially at a ceremonyfof@x.995):

(61) Colleagues presented a gold wdtcthe retiring chairman. (Oxford 1995)

(62) Mr Jack Price, National President of the Parce Association of the United
States of America then addressed Conference, ertghis Association's
fraternal greetings to the Association in Confeesand presenting an inscribed

plaqueto the Chairman.[BNC A67311]

When human themes occur in this pattern, the mgasiaven more specific and is then
interpreted as a formal introduction (‘especiatiysomebody of higher rank or status’;

Oxford 1995), as in (63):
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(63) May | present my fiancé to you? (Oxford 1995)

As pointed out, the notion of cause to move isre¢im the NP_NRo NP pattern,
while the NP_NRwith NP pattern, with the central spatial proximity mieg of with
and related notions of containment (see Langacg@t;IMaldonado 2002; Farrell
2007), focuses more on the possession aspectcdisast can be illustrated if we put a
human theme in the NP_N#th NP pattern. For instance, whereas (63) must be
interpreted as a simple introduction, (64) wouttlired odd: the NP_N®ith NP pattern

triggers a reading in which the theme is offered gsesent for the addressee to ‘have.’

(64) May | present yowith my fiance?

Similarly, in (65a) new products are shown to thkes people, whereas (65b) supports a

reading where they would actually receive them.

(65) a. Each month, the company's new productprasentedo the sales people
by the marketing teams. [BNC A6A982]
b. Each month, the sales people are presewitadhe company's new products

by the marketing teams.

Further, uses in whicpresentmeans ‘deliver, perform, bring,’ etc. in collocats
with paper, for instance, the NP_Ni# NP pattern prevails. If with-pattern is used, the
hearer/reader is more inclined to interpret th@ea@s one in which a written document

is handed to the audience, as in (66).
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(66) He returned to Edinburgh in 1866, and trietdsuccessfully, to present a paper
on his Cambodian experiences to the Royal Geoficgir8ociety. He did
manage to read a paper to the British Societycanéerence on Geofigurey
and Ethnology however, and the pictures he usdtlsirate the item were

very well received. [BNC APK137]

Finally, similar toprovide (but unlikesupply, presentcan also be used in the relational

sense of ‘constitute,’ close to ‘represent’ or *lhe.such cases thier- andto-pattern

are possible, but not tivath-pattern, as shown in (67) and (68).

(67) It was argued that the group’s activities preed a threat to national security.
(Macmillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learn@@02)
(68) The Democrats now seemed in much disarraypegskented a dismal prospect

for their new leader, Paddy Ashdown, who had succePdedl Steel. [BNC

A661574]

Notably none of the three dictionaries consulteditioas thefor-pattern. Table 3 shows
indeed a very low frequency for this pattern. lIncakes wheréor is used in the data,
the sense is relational and the themes are suatsrasaroblem test-casetarget

opportunity prospectdifficulty, anddilemma Example (69) further illustrates this use:

(69) When deciding how wide to make your staneek lat yourself in a full length
mirror to see what kind dargetyou present for your opponent. [BNC

AOM541]
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It appears from the overview that tteepattern can accommodate most meanings of
presentand it seems to be the preferred pattern in thases where something or
someone is being introduced or shown, without guligation of actual or potential
possession. Since the latter meanings are mostendlg attested in the corpus, we can
also account for the structural preferencegretent.

Summing up, the semantic analysis of the verbs shbat the observed
constructional preferences can be accounted fiarms of a greater match between the
lexical semantics of the verbs and the construatieemantics of the patterns they
occur in. The results of these findings can beedl#o Arnold et al. (2000) and Wasow
and Arnold (2003), who make similar, though lesgliek and less semantically
motivated, claims about the parameters influentiegchoice between a double object
construction and a prepositional realization ofrig@pient in the dative alternation.
Apart from the effects of end-weight and informat&iructure, Wasow and Arnold
(2003) also acknowledge the influence of lexicalpiiscy which causes some verbs to
prefer a particular construction over anotherhigitexamination of the structural
preferences of the verlgsve, hand bring, send,andsell, they show thagive andhand
display a clear preference for the double objenstraction, whilesendandsell clearly
prefer the realization with a prepositional recayigOn the basis of these findings
Wasow and Arnold (2003:134) observe that “It isgole that there is a semantic basis
for such biases.” Noting that subtle semantic dififees are associated with the two
constructions involved in the dative alternatioee(§50ldberg 1995), Wasow and
Arnold conclude that the interaction of verb megramd constructional meaning may
be responsible for the observed preferences. Tdsept study has provided further

evidence for the claim that
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we need not be blind to potential differences betwases of a
construction with particular verbs. We need to actdor verb meaning
anyway, so it makes sense to look to verb meawingtermine whether
differences in interpretation or in the range ofgible paraphrases can be

straightforwardly accounted for by it (Goldberg BO(B).

Put differently, “functional [and semantic] expléioas require reference to the
function of the constructions involved (includirgetlexical semantics of the words
involved)” (Goldberg 2006:161). Our analysisprbvide supply,andpresenthas

shown this is indeed the case for the data we aedlyNot only do the data show clear
differences in structural preferences, they alkmals to link these differences to
lexical bias and explain them in terms of the cotilyddy between the verb’s
polysemous senses and the constructional semaihtics patterns involved. In
addition, the analysis has shown that each key iitetime construction at the level of
specific lexical items and specific prepositionaygl a role in accounting for structural
preferences of the verbs. It also shows that tkiedBy specific nature of constructions

should be recognized.

Conclusion

In this article we have shown that principles dbrmation structure, semantic prosody,
and types of arguments do not suffice to accounthi® structural preferences of
provide supply,andpresent Such principles can partly account for choicesvben
structures that have the same number of arguments different order of recipient

and theme (in other words, the choice betweendati®r- and thewith-patterns), but

cannot explain why a choice is made betw®emndfor, nor why the three verbs
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display different preferences. In order to obtamae accurate picture, we need to

look at the polysemic lexical meanings of the vahesnselves and their compatibility

with the constructional semantics of the pattemslved. By adding a lexico-syntactic

analysis to the pragmatic one, this study has tmrad to a fuller understanding of the

at-first-sight puzzling frequencies attested inpcsr data.

1.

Notes

The codes between square brackets refer toritishBNational Corpus text files
the data are gleaned from. For more informatiorthenBritish National Corpus
(BNC), see http://lwww.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/.

Other formally similar patterns that have beenatjarded include instances
where the verbs are used in combination with a teai@djunct introduced dr,
wherefor introduces a constituent expressing purpose, rastdnces where the
prepositiondo andfor do not introduce the intended or actual recipiéots
Postmodifiers (Quirk et al. 1985:709-710 quotetMurkherjee 2001:298).

In order to account for the selection of theldewbject pattern over the other
structural possibilities, Mukherjee (2001:299) Byieefers to Rohdenburg
(1996:149), who introduces a “complexity principlaccording to the

complexity pattern the less explicit VN1N2 patterould be preferred to the
other grammatically more explicit patterns in caiyely less complex
environments. The available data, however, do hmivdurther corroboration of
this principle.

The difference between the verbs in terms oftractional preferences is also

statistically significanty? = 163.17, df = 4, p < 0.0001).
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11.

a7

2 =502.1, df = 4, p < 0.0001. Interestingly, thedy also shows that double
object uses (which are very rare in Present-Dayi&itjgoccur more frequently
for many of these Latinate verbs (includpigvideandpresen}, presenting a
further challenge to the so-called Latinate restnc

The frequencies per million words vary extealivin spoken data and fiction,
provideoccurs 178.5 and 67.0 times per million words eetigely. In news
articles and academic writing, however, it appeartess than 330.1 and 861.2
times respectively. Similar results are attested@pplyandpresent 28.6 and
26.5 for spoken data and fiction vs. 67.3 and 7&.8upplyin news articles and
academic writing and 52.0 and 43.4 vs. 123.0 ai&d532forpresent

In order to trace statistically relevant infation of a particular correlation, the
statistical chi-squared tests in this article ametimes based on a selection of
columns and rows of the larger table. In this céseinstance, the result of the chi
square is based on the distribution animate/inateirfta thewith-pattern. Because
the frequencies of some of the observed phenomenaoaalways very high, a
chi-squared test was used with a Yates correction.

The preference of the three patterns for thawdelight-heavy order is statistically
significant §2 = 4.8, df = 1, p =.0001).

Dilts and Newman (2006) used a combinatiornriééica based on Osgood et al.
(1957) and Stefanowitsch and Gries (2003).

The difference in semantic prosody betwg@senton the one hand arsdipply
andprovideon the other hand is statistically very significga = 48.179, df = 1,

p <.0001).

The preference for animate recipients irvttie-pattern is explicable and

predictable from research on the dative alternafitompson (1989) found that
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post-verbal nouns tend to have the properties dinkdopic-worthiness. The
present article not only shows that a signifiaamnber of recipients in theith-
pattern are animate (see Figure 1) and that infiomatructuring principles play
an important role, but also that more than hathefrecipients in theith-pattern
are either pronominal or proper names for eachethree verbs (35 out of 69 in
theprovidedata, 70 out of 153 in treupplydata, and 57 out of 109 in tpeesent
data). These findings bear out what can be preatlfcten Thompson (1989).

12. These figures are based on the merged resutie effects of end-focus and end-
weight, including patterns with the same weightdudifferent information value

and those with the same information value but fedihice in weight.
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TABLE 1

Structural Preferences pfovidein Five Corpora, Based on Mukherjee (2001)

LOB | FLOB | Brown| Frown BNQ TOTA
L

Prepositional theme 24 32 35 34 61] 186

with 24 32 35 34 61 186
Prepositional recipient 72 112 110 135 186 615

for 60 81 86 92 148 | 467

to 12 31 24 43 38 148
NP NP 0 0 3 4 0 7
Subtotal 96 144 148 173 247 808
Other 302 | 396 360 404 753 2215
Total 398 | 540 508 577 1000 3023
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TABLE 2

Frequency of Animate and Inanimate Recipients éwtith- andfor- Patterns, Based on

Mukherjee (2001). Percentages have been roundde toearest half decimal point.

with-pattern| with-pattern| for-pattern | for-pattern
Animate Inanimate Animate Inanimate
LOB 22 (92%) 2 (8.5%) 27 (45%)| 33 (55%
FLOB 27 (85%) 5 (15.5%) 36 (44.5%) 45 (55.5%)
32 (91.5%) | 3(8.5%) 42 (49%)| 44 (51%
BROWN
FROWN | 31 (91%) 3 (9%) 41 (44.5%) 51 (55.5%)
BNC 57 (93.5%) | 4 (6.5%) 72 (48.5%) 76 (51.5%)




TABLE 3

Frequency of Attested Structures. Percentages e rounded to the nearest half

decimal point.

provide supply present

Prepositional themeith | 69 (29.5%) 153 (52%) 109 (36%)
Prepositional recipient 165 (70%) 139 (47.5% 108%)

for 104 (44%) 44 (15%) 18 (6%)

to 61 (26%) 95 (32.5%) 177 (58%)
NP NP 1 (0.5%) 1 (0.5%) 0
Subtotal 235 (23.5%) | 293 (29.5%) 304 (30.5%)
Other 765 (76.5%) | 707 (70.5%) 696 (69.5%
Total 1000 (100%) | 1000 (100%)| 21000 (100%




Figure 1: Provide, supply, and presemtnimate Versus Inanimate Recipients
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Figure 2: Correlation between End-weight and Pattern Selecti
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Figure 3: The Relative Frequency of End-focus in the Atteédistances of the Three

Principle of end-focus
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Figure 4: The Semantic Prosody of the Themes in the Attdsitdnces
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Figure 5: The Correlation between Semantic Prosody of themiégs and the
Prepositional Patterns for the Three Verbs
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Figure 6: Semantics of the [NP V N#® NP] construction (Goldberg 1995:88)
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