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Modification in give light verb constructions

A corpus-based study in Germanic and Romance languages

1 Introduction

Since Wierzbicka (1982), light verb constructions (LVCs) have been regarded as the
telic counterpart (1a) of atelic verbs (1b), thus accounting for the existence of such
similar constructions. However, that cannot be the whole story, since the number
of the nominal element affects the telicity of the construction, as illustrated in the
contrasts (1a—(1c)).

(@) a. Melinda had a thought [+telic]
b. Ithought that the advice I was giving my clients was special. [telic]
c.  She also had thoughts of suicide. [telic]

(Bonial and Pollard, 2020, 15)

In more recent approaches, the higher frequency of LVCs tends to be attributed to
their more flexible modification properties, at least in English (Leech et al., 2009, 179;
Huddleston and Pullum, 2002, 293; Bonial and Pollard, 2020, 18). Yet, corpus-based
studies, such as Storrer (2007) or Levin and Strom Herold (2015), have shown that
modification is not common in LVCs in Germanic languages (e.g. English, German
and Swedish). The fact that previous corpus findings are all based on the same lan-
guage family hinders the possibility of finding the underlying generalization across
languages.

Thus, there is a need for corpus-based studies that conduct a cross-linguistic
analysis that includes additional language families with a focus on the nominal
component of the LVC (as pointed out in Alvarez-Morera, 2023). With this aim, the
present study investigates give-LVCs across Germanic (English, give, and German,
geben) and Romance languages (Catalan, donar, and Spanish, dar). Taking a ran-
dom sample of 6,794 tokens of give-LVCs from online annotated corpora for the four
languages within the time frame of the 21st Century as a basis, we review the mor-
phosyntactic properties of the nominal element, with a special focus on their modifi-
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cation patterns. After the quantitative analysis of the corpus sample in terms of fre-
quency and modification patterns, we observe that the majority of LVCs in all four
languages appear unmodified, although there are significant differences within and
across language families: modified nominal elements are most frequent in English,
while German patterns with Romance languages in that it shows lower percentages
of modification of about a third of the instances. Interestingly, Wiskandt (this vol-
ume) also concludes that no significant contrast can be established between Ger-
manic LVCs and their Romance counterparts.

We take these findings as a basis for an analysis of LVCs within a neo-construc-
tionist approach to argument structure (Acedo Matelldn, 2010, 2016, based on Hale
and Keyser, 53-109, 2002), which focuses on the determination and modification
properties of the nominal in LVCs. The results point towards a compositional hier-
archy of the nominal domain based on Grimshaw’s (2005) notion of extended projec-
tion: the more independent the nominal from the light verb (LV), the more structure
is projected within the nominal domain. Unlike previous studies which focus on the
role of the light verb to explain restrictions on the nominal element (Mendivil, 1999),
our claim is that it is the nature of the syntactic nominal phrase that establishes the
combinatorial patterns of the LVC as a whole.

The structure of the chapter is as follows. In section 2, we briefly review the anal-
ysis of LVCs, focusing on how modification in LVCs has been dealt with in previous
studies. In section 3, we describe the methodology employed in our corpus-based
study on Germanic and Romance languages. Section 4 presents the quantitative re-
sults of the study, as well as the statistical analysis 4.2, and discusses the results 4.3.
Taking our corpus-based, empirical results as a basis, section 5 establishes a typol-
ogy of LVCs based on the presence of determination and modification. It further
outlines a syntactic account of the various LVCs that is grounded on the layered ap-
proach to the nominal domain within a neo-constructionist approach to argument
structure. Section 6 concludes and suggests directions for future research.

2 Properties of LVCs across frameworks

This section provides a brief overview of how LVCs are typically defined, their basic
properties and what the consensus is on the presence of nominal modification.
The term light verb was first coined by Jespersen (1942, 117) to refer to verbo-
nominal constructions in English like have a sigh or take a shower, where a deverbal
noun is combined with a semantically impoverished verb to form a complex pred-
icate. After this initial definition, different proposals within various frameworks
have examined these structures. While in the 1970s and 1980s, there was certain
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consensus in considering the LVs completely devoid of predicational force and the
argument structure of LVC as inherited from the nominal element (Cattell, 1984;
Grimshaw and Mester, 1988), more recent accounts suggest that the LV also con-
tributes to the argument and event structure of the construction (Ginebra, 2003;
Ramchand, 2014; Acedo Matellan and Pineda, 2019).

It is also important to bear in mind that LVCs usually have a synthetic verb
which a priori conveys the same meaning (Sanroman Vilas, 2009; Butt, 2010): walk
for take a walk or pasear for dar un paseo Sp.‘take a walk’. However, this equiva-
lence is not always available within a particular language and there are four possi-
bilities (Piera and Varela, 1999): (i) the synthetic counterpart is equivalent in both
its morphology and semantics (2), (ii) there is morphological affinity but no seman-
tic equivalence (3), (iii) there is only a semantic equivalence (4), and (iv) there is no
synthetic counterpart (5).!

(2) a. Eng.take a shower — to shower
b.  Ger. Antwort geben lit. ‘give answer’ — antworten ‘answer’
c.  Sp.dar besos lit. ‘give kisses’ — besar ‘kiss’
d. Cat. fer una copia lit. ‘make a copy’ — copiar ‘copy’
(3) a. Eng. give voice - to voice ‘express’
b.  Sp. hacer fiesta lit. ‘do holiday’ - festejar ‘celebrate’
c. Cat. donar propina lit. ‘give tip’ — propinar ‘give/administer’
(4 a. Eng. make a mistake — to err
b.  Ger. Platz nehmen lit. ‘take (a) place’ — setzen ‘put’
c.  Sp. hacer punto lit. ‘do stitch’ — tricotar knit’
d. Cat. donar un mastegot lit. ‘give a slap’ — pegar ‘hit’
(5) a. Eng.take advantage
b.  Ger. Abstand nehmen ‘reject’ (lit. take distance)
c.  Sp. hacer deporte ‘do sport’ (lit. do sport)
d. Cat. donar conferéncia ‘lecture’ (lit. give conference)

Even when there is a synthetic verb, as in (2-4), the semantic equivalence between
the pairs is not always complete in every context. As mentioned above, Wierzbicka

1 German LVCs with the nominal introduced by a preposition do not generally have a correspond-
ing paraphrasis available, as pointed out in Fleischhauer (2021, 2022) and, hence, they fall into the
(iv) pattern. These PP LVCs have been widely studied in German because they appear to be the
most representative type of LVCs in that language; however, they are less present in the rest of the
languages included in this study (English, Catalan and Spanish). Therefore, the focus of our work
focuses on the pattern of a LV followed by a noun phrase.
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(1982, 764) points to aspectual differences between English LVCs and their synthetic
counterpart as the key motivation for the use of LVCs.

(6) a. TIhadalook at all the files in ten minutes.
b. ?Ilooked at all the files in ten minutes.
(Wierzbicka, 1982, 764)

English LVCs have been further investigated by Bonial and Pollard (2020) on the
basis of corpora and they find telicity differences only when the nominal element is
singular (7b). The instance in (7c) shows that a plural noun does not express a telic
event.

(7) a. Ithought that the advice I was giving my clients was special. [—telic]
b.  Melinda had a thought: Maybe there would be some way for her husband

to collect Mann’s DNA [...] [+telic]

c.  Shealso had thoughts of suicide. [telic]

(Bonial and Pollard, 2020, 15)

Other LVs in English are combined with nouns that are already inherently telic, as
in (8) and (9), so the choice of a LVC over the synthetic verb cannot be said to have
an aspectual motivation.

(8) a. Twelve hours into the siege, darkness was beginning to set in, and police

decided to make a move. [+telic]
b.  The governor made a decision to release his tax records. [+telic]
(99 a. Sheappeared with me on VHI ‘Celebrity Rehab.’ [+telic]

b.  Bahrain’s King Hamad made a rare appearance on television. [+telic]
(Bonial and Pollard, 2020, 16)

Therefore, there is systematic relation between the aspect of the event denoted by
the noun, and the telicity of the whole construction. Yet, as pointed out in Storrer
(2007, 186), the choice between the LVC and the corresponding synthetic verb “is not
as arbitrary as it has been assumed in the literature”, hence a thorough description
of which factors favors one or the other type of construction is necessary.

When analysing the paraphrases of synthetic verbs with LVCs in German, Stor-
rer (2007, 180) finds that less than 50% of the instances occurred in contexts compat-
ible with the LVC. LVCs seem, thus, to be semantically more specific, since they can
only paraphrase the synthetic verb in those instances where they share the specific
meaning.

These observations have also been made for other languages, such as Italian
(Bratdnkové, 2013), where some LVCs have developed a lexicalized meaning inde-
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pendent from the synthetic verb: fare festa ‘make party’ vs. festeggiare ‘celebrate’ or
dare peso ‘give importance’ (lit. give weight) vs. pesare ‘weigh’. This does not apply
to all LVCs, since some LVCs are still used as an analytic variant of the synthetic verb
(fare una telefonata ‘make a call’ vs. telefonare ‘call’). However, the use of the LVC
in Italian is prevalent where there is a qualitative denotation of the action through
the modification of the nominal. This finding is in line with the results presented by
Bonial and Pollard (2020, 19-21) for English LVCs.

Nonetheless, Storrer’s (2007, 184) corpus study on German LVCs finds that a con-
siderable number of nouns are modified by adjectives to different degrees:

Tab. 1: Noun modified by adjectives (Storrer, 2007, 184).

Lvc Instances  Modified by an adjective
Hilfe leisten ‘provide assistence’ 310 85 (27.4%)
Unterricht erteilen ‘give lecture’ 122 34 (27.9%)
Wirkung austiben ‘exert influence’ 275 196 (71.3%)
Absage erteilen ‘give rejection’ 82 42 (51.2%)

Some cases of adjectival modification in LVCs cannot keep their original meaning
when transformed into an adverbial modifier of the synthetic counterpart, as in (10),
where the modifier is ambiguous or does not sound natural. Also, there are cases,
as in (11), where the adjective does not have an adverbial equivalent.

(10) a. We had - we had areally good laugh and then things happened.
?We laughed really well and then things happened.

=

(11) a. President Bush gave a very big speech in September of that year — trans-
ferring those detainees to Guantanamo.
b. *President Bush spoke very bigly in September of that year — transferring
those detainees to Guantanamo.
(Bonial and Pollard, 2020, 20)

The ease of modification of the noun in contrast with the adverbial modification of
the synthetic verb has been considered one of the reasons for the high productivity
of LVCs cross-linguistically (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002, 293, Réacz et al., 2014, 5-6,
Bonial and Pollard, 2020, 21).

Therefore, Levin and Strom Herold (2015) examine the modification of LVCs in
Germanic languages (English, German and Swedish), and they find that the most
frequent modification of the nominals in LVCs is adjectival modification. However,
this is not present in the majority of instances (see Table 2): the LV with the highest
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percentage is give (32% in English, 19% in Swedish and 24% in German), while take-
LVCs are comparatively less modified (22% in English, 13% in German and only 5%
in Swedish).

Tab. 2: LVCs with adjectival modification (Levin and Strom Herold, 2015, 20).

English German Swedish

give / geben / ge 32% (58/184)  24% (23/94)  29% (41/140)
take / nehmen /ta  22% (39/174)  13% (9/71) 5% (13/265)

Thus, one of the aims of our study is to contribute new and comparable data from a
larger set of languages that examines and contrasts the properties of modification
in Germanic (English, German) and Romance (Catalan and Spanish) languages.

3 Data and methodology

The present study is based on data from online available corpora in the four lan-
guages under study: Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA), Das Digitale
Worterbuch der Deutschen Sprache (DWDS), Corpus textual informatitzat de la llen-
gua catalana (CTILC), and Corpus del Espariol del Siglo XXI (CORPES XXI). Although
there are certain differences hetween these corpora, especially based on the num-
ber of words and the time span they cover (see Table 3), the time frame set for the
extraction was the 21st Century in order to concentrate on the most contemporary
data of the four corpora and maximally avoid potential biases.?

Among the various LVs available, the verb give has exhibited stability in terms
of frequency since early modern English, as indicated by Butt (2010, 68) and Elen-
baas (2013, 66). In contrast, the German verb geben does not hold the status of being
the most prevalent LV (Bruker, 2011, 45). However, some researchers (i.e. Levin and
Strom Herold, 2015), have opted for geben over its formal counterpart erteilen when
comparing it with the English LV give. Turning to Romance languages, the LV dar in

2 There are no corpora in these four languages that are the same size and cover the same time
span and the same textual typology, so we have considered those that are the most homogeneous
despite certain divergences and have constrained the time span. In all cases, there is some institu-
tion behind these corpora that is responsible for the text selection, annotation and the open access
availability of their data (the scholar Mark Davies for COCA, the Berlin-Brandenburg Academy of
Sciences and Humanities for DWDS, the Institute of Catalan Studies for CTILC, and the Royal of the
Academy Spanish Language for CORPES XXI).
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Tab. 3: Comparison of the corpora.

Lang. Corpus Size Genres Time
English ~ COCA +1 billion words of text (25+ 8 genres: spoken, fiction, 2000-2019
million words each year magazines, newspapers,
1990-2019) academic texts, blogs, and
TV and movies subtitles
German  DWDS 28 billion words of text (1900- 6 genres: spoken, fiction, 2000-2020
2020) newspapers, academic texts,
blogs, and TV and movies
subtitles
Catalan  CTILC +100 million words of text 3 genres: fiction, newspa- 2000-2018
(1832-2018) pers and academic texts,
but there are no instances
of spoken language
Spanish  CORPESXXI 312 million words of texts 6 genres: spoken, fiction, 2000-2020

(21st Century)

newspapers, academic texts,

blogs and others

Spanish and donar in Catalan rank among the most frequently used verbs. In Span-
ish, dar holds the distinction of being the most widespread verb in the language,
according to Sdnchez Rufat (2016, 118), and it also represents the LV with the high-
est number of potential combinations, as noted by De Miguel (2011, 142). Conversely,
in Catalan, donar is not the most popular LV, it is fer ‘make/do’, but donar still main-
tains a notable frequency, as highlighted in Ginebra and Navarro (2015, 222).

The sample was obtained by searching for the collocation of the LV give (and its
corresponding translation in each language: geben, donar and dar) and the specific
nominal element with which it builds an LVC. The final selection of give-LVCs to be
analyzed for each language was set to a maximum of 15 LVCs per language, with a
range from highly frequent LVCs to less frequent. The highest number of lemmas
(n=15) is found in Spanish dar LVCs, whereas the number of Catalan (n=14), English
(n=13) and German (n=9) LVCs is slightly lower (Table 4). This is due to the fact that
LVCs are more diverse in Spanish than in other languages, while in German LVCs
with geben followed by a noun phrase is not a common pattern within the language
(Récz et al., 2014, 5).

After manually excluding instances of non-LV structures, for every LVC a sam-
ple of up to 200 occurrences was analyzed. The LVCs were organized according to
the degree of frequency in the corpora under the label frequency: high, medium,
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Tab. 4: LVCs analysed in the four languages under study.

High frequency

Medium frequency

Low frequency

give (English)

advice, speech, answer, ex-

try, hug, smile, kiss

notice, nod, push, chase,

ample sigh
geben (German)  Hinweis ‘hint’, Antwort ‘an- ~ Rat ‘advice’, Unterricht ~ Kuss  ‘kiss’,  Warnung
swer’ ‘lesson’, Erlaubnis ‘per- ‘warning’, Beschreibung
mission’ ‘description’, Versprechen
‘promise’
donar (Catalan)  suport ‘support’, cop consell ‘advice’, permis  empenta ‘push’, definicié
‘blow’, resposta ‘answer’, ‘permission’ ‘definition’,  conferéncia
volta ‘stroll’, explicacio ‘conference’, ajuda ‘help’,
‘explanation’ bufetada ‘slap’, pallissa
‘beating’, bes/ada ‘kiss’
dar (Spanish) vuelta ‘stroll, paso ‘step’,  golpe ‘blow’, clase ‘les- instruccion ‘instruction’,
respuesta ‘answer’, beso  son’, salto jump’, cambio  giro ‘turn’, permiso ‘per-
‘kiss’ ‘change’, consejo ‘advice’ mission’, ayuda ‘help’,
bofetada  ‘slap’, autor-

izacién ‘authorization’

and low.3 Also, all examples were classified according to the following grammatical

factors:*

(i) determination (yes/no),

(ii) modification (different classes: unmodified (UNMOD), adjectival (Adj), preposi-
tional phrase (PP), relative clauses (Rel), noun classifiers (NC), genitive (Gen), or
various, that is, a combination of two of the former),

(iii) number of the noun (singular/plural).

The final database of give-LVCs instances consists of 6,789 tokens of LVC with some
differences in the distribution among the four languages (Table 5); although these
divergences are consistent with the differences presented in the size of the corpora.
The variables were coded in all examples, and then fed into the Lancaster Stats Tools
online.’ First, chi-square tests were used as an initial means to identify potentially

3 The degree of frequency of the LVC has been decided on the co-occurrence between the LV and
the different nouns according to the search tool for collocates in each corpus. The list was divided
into quartiles and the LVCs were selected randomly from each quartile (high, medium, and low).

4 Some methodological limitations must be pointed out. The manual coding for variables is a usual
method in corpus linguistics but it might lead to measurement errors (Egbert et al., 2020). The pos-
sible errors are compensated with a high number of instances. All remaining errors are the re-
searchers’ own responsibility.

5 Available at: http://corpora.lancs.ac.uk/stats/toolbox.php, last access 05/12/2024.
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significant from non-significant variables. Second, a logistic regression analysis was
performed to find out which features were the strongest predictors of modification.
We report the results in the next section.

Tab. 5: Distribution of the number of LVCs of the database for each language.

English German Catalan Spanish TOTALLV

give / geben / donar / dar 2,030 995 931 2,842 6,798

4 General results

4.1 Overview

The analysis of the data on modification in give-LVCs shows that LVCs with modified
nominal elements are most frequent in English (53.26%), while German (31.76%) and
the Romance languages show slightly lower percentages of modification: 28.57% in
Catalan and 27.69% in Spanish (Figure 1). The majority of give-LVCs appear unmod-
ified in these three languages. This distribution is statistically significant when
all languages are compared (x2(3)= 376.95, p<.0001, Cramer’s V=0.236, medium
effect), but not within both language families: when Germanic languages are
contrasted, statistical tests prove a significant difference (x*(1)=124.09, p<.0001,
Cramer’s V=0.203, small effect). However, the difference is not significant in the
case of the two Romance languages (x2(1)=0.27, p=0.60, Cramer’s V=0.008, negligible
effect).

The results thus point towards a difference in the tendency to appear modified
between English and the other three languages, as shown in Table 6. The modifica-
tion subclasses tagged are: no modification (Unmod), adjectival (Adj), prepositional
phrases (PP), relative clauses (Rel), noun classifiers (NC), genitive (Gen), and various.
As seen in Table 6, adjectival modification is the most common in all languages:
41.17% in English (versus 12.09% of the rest of modification subclasses), 27.74% in
German (versus 4.02% of the rest of modification subclasses), 19.33% in Catalan
(versus 9.24% of the rest of modification subclasses), and 19.56% in Spanish (ver-
sus 8.13% of the rest of modification subclasses). In fact, relative clauses (Rel), noun
classifiers (NC), genitive (Gen) and a combination of subclasses (Various) are resid-
ual in the four languages (below 3% of instances in all languages), where NC and
Gen are only found in Germanic languages. However, prepositional phrases (PP)
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English German Catalan Spanish
UNMOD 947 679 665 2055
= MOD 1079 316 266 787

mMOD mUNMOD

Fig. 1: Distribution of modification in give-LVCs.

present similar percentages in the Romance languages, as exemplified in (12): 6.55%
in Catalan donar-LVCs (12a), and 6.86% in Spanish dar-LVCs (12b). These differences
in the choice of Germanic languages for NC and Gen and Romance languages for PP
reflect the general nominal modification patterns of these language families.

(12) a. i comengaa donar-li cops de puny.
and starts  to give-3SG.DAT hits of fist
‘and starts punching him’ (Catalan, CTILC, 2001)
b. al dar instrucciones de neutralidad a la Guardia Civil.
at.the.sG give instructions of neutrality to the Guard Civil
‘when giving neutrality instructions to the Police’
(Spanish, CORPES XXI, 2001)

Tab. 6: Distribution of modification subclasses in give-LVCs (all four languages)

Modification  English German Catalan Spanish

Unmod (No) 947 (46.74%) 679 (68.4%) 665 (71.42%) 2055 (72.31%)

Adj 834 (41.17%) 276 (27.74%) 180 (19.33%) 556 (19.56%)
PP 61(3.01%) 3(0.30%) 61(6.55%) 195 (6.86%)
Rel 36 (1.78%) 13 (1.30%) 12 (1.29%) 24 (0.84%)
NC 59 (2.91%) 1(0.10%) - -

Gen 29 (1.43%) 11(1.11%) - -

Various 60 (2.96%) 12 (1.21%) 13 (1.40%) 12 (0.43%)

TOTAL 2026 995 931 2842
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It can be concluded that general differences in the modification of the noun in give-
LVCs are statistically validated.

Furthermore, a closer look at the correlation between the degree of frequency
of LVCs in the corpora and the presence or lack of modification is needed to deter-
mine whether frequency has an influence on the overall results.®

Figure 3 shows that English give-LVCs with high frequency appear modified in
most cases (61.42%); those with medium frequency are modified in half of the cases
(51.43%); low-frequency LVCs are modified in only 44.10% of the instances. Interest-
ingly, the differences between the degrees of frequency are statistically significant
(x%(2)=40.23, p<.0001, Cramer’s V=0.141, small effect).

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

20%
0%

High Medium Low
UNMOD 232 254 193
mMOD 134 70 12

= MOD = UNMOD

Fig. 2: Distribution of modification in German geben-LVCs according to the degree of frequency (high,
medium or low).

Hence, the results for English point to a correlation between degree of frequency
and levels of modification: the more frequent an LVC, the more likely it will appear
modified.

In a similar line, Figure 2 shows that the German high-frequent geben-LVCs are
modified as often as the low frequency group (36.61% and 36.72% respectively), and
to a lesser extent the medium frequent (21.60%). The differences between the de-

6 Frequency is treated here as a categorical variable although it is not a naturally categorial vari-
able for an intention of homogeneity between the four corpora. Moreover, token frequencies are
the most widely used corpus statistic, but they are problematic and corpus-dependent (as pointed
out in Gries, 2023, 82).
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grees of frequency are, again, statistically significant (x%(2)=22.86, p<.0001, Cramer’s
V=0.152, small effect).

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0% High Medium Low
UNMOD 299 340 308
= MOD 476 360 243

mMOD mUNMOD

Fig. 3: Distribution of modification in English give-LVCs according to the degree of frequency (high,
medium or low).

Turning to Romance languages, Figure 4 shows that the distribution of modifica-
tion in Catalan donar-LVCs presents a different trend that radically contrasts with
Germanic languages. The high-frequency Catalan donar-LVCs are modified in only
28.12% of instances and medium-frequency in 20.15%, which contrast with the low-
frequency LVCs that appear modified in 40% of instances.” The difference between
the groups of frequency is statistically significant (x2(2)=12.72, p=0.001, Cramer’s V=
0.117, small effect).

A closer analysis of the morphosyntactic properties of Catalan donar-LVCs
shows that there are certain restrictions to adjectival modification which are re-
lated to the bareness of the nominal element (Espinal and McNally, 2011, 113). Bare
nominals tend to be modified by relational adjectives (13a), and they only accept
qualitative adjectives in restricted contexts (13a).

7 The percentual divergence can be explained by the lower number of examples extracted for the
low-frequency LVCs, which is due to the examples available in the CTILC corpus for the 21st Century.
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Fig. 4: Distribution of modification in Catalan donar-LVCs according to the degree of frequency (high,
medium or low).

(13) a. i ddnasuport técnic i personal a la resta d’unitats.

and gives support technical and personal to the rest of-units

‘and [it] gives technical and personal support to the rest of the units.’
(Catalan, CTILC, 2010)

b. catalans i balears  esdonaran  suport mutu.

Catalan.pL and Balearic.PL SE give.3PL.FUT support mutual

‘Catalan and Balearic [people] will give mutual support’
(Catalan, CTILC, 2005)

These restrictions could have an impact on the results of Catalan donar-LVCs which
accept the nominal to appear bare. In the sample of Catalan donar-LVCs, high and
medium-frequency LVCs include constructions which accept both determined and
bare nominals (14a), as well as others which only accept the nouns with a deter-
miner in singular (14h); while low-frequency LVCs mainly accept determined nom-
inals (15b) and only two instances can combine with bare nominals (15a).8

8 The fact that determined nominals show fewer restrictions in accepting modification might have
influenced the results and the differences presented in Figure 4, where the low-frequency donar-
LVCs show the highest percentages of modification.
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(14) a. donar (un) suport ‘give (a) support’, donar (una) resposta ‘give (an) an-
swer’, donar (un) consell ‘give (an) advice’, donar (un) permis ‘give (a)
permission’

b.  donar *(un) cop ‘give *(a) blow’, donar *(una) explicacié ‘give *(an) ex-
planation’, donar *(una) volta ‘give (a) walk’

(15) a. donar (una) ajuda ‘give (a) help’, donar (una) conferéncia ‘give (a) con-
ference’
b. donar *(una) empenta ‘give *(a) push’, donar *(una) definicié ‘give *(a)
definition’, donar *(una) bufetada ‘give *(a) slap’, donar *(una) pallissa
‘give *(a) beating’, donar *(un) bes/besada ‘give *(a) kiss’

For Spanish dar-LVCs, Figure 5 shows that medium-frequency LVCs have the high-
est percentage of modified instances (36.16%), followed by the high-frequency LVCs
(25.12%), and low-frequency are the least modified (23.27%). The difference be-
tween the frequency groups is, again, statistically significant (x(2)=45.02, p<.0001,
Cramer’s V = 0.126, small effect).
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= UNMOD 599 549 907
= MOD 201 31 275

= MOD = UNMOD

Fig. 5: Distribution of modification in Spanish dar-LVCs according to the degree of frequency (high,
medium or low).

In sum, the degree of frequency of LVCs in corpora has proven to have contradictory
effects on the results. There is a positive correspondence between high-frequency
LVCs and a higher presence of modification in the languages with bigger corpora,
English and Spanish, although the proportion is lower in Spanish. This tendency is
also relevant in German LVCs but to a lesser extent since low-frequency geben-LVCs
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are also equally modified. In contrast, there is a negative correspondence between
frequency of LVCs and their possibilities to be modified in Catalan donar-LVCs, as it
is the low-frequency constructions which are the most frequently modified.

4.2 Statistical analysis

In order to confirm the corpus-based, empirical trends attested in the previous sec-
tion, we employed a binomial logistic regression as statistical method, which is per-
formed with the most significant variables, to determine which of them are the
strongest predictors for modification in LVCs. The implementation of this statistical
test aims at examining the extent to which the morphosyntactic variables consid-
ered in the previous sections (number and determination), as well as the degree of
frequency, can predict the patterns of modification attested.’

The result of the logistic regression analysis is given in Table 7, which was over-
all statistically significant (LL: 442.57; p < 0.0001).

Tab. 7: Output of the logistic regression model for predictor factors in modification with give LVCs.
Logistic Regression Model: Response variable: Mod (unmodified | modified) (4344 |2448). Overall
model statistics: Likelihood ratio test (LL): 442.57 (p < 0.0001); C-index: 0.65; Nagelkerke R2: 0.09; AIC:
8454.56.

Coefficients Estimate (log odds) Standard Error  Zvalue (Wald) p-value
(Intercept) 0.299 0.058 5.110 0.000
Langb_de -0.879 0.082 -10.757 0.000
Langc_ca -0.978 0.089 -10.960 0.000
Langd_es -0.998 0.063 -15.850 0.000
Detb_no -0.461 0.065 -7.058 0.000
Numb_plur 0.086 0.069 1.239 0.215
Freqb_medium -0.078 0.065 -1.206 0.228
Freqc_low -0.258 0.066 -3.893 0.000

According to the regression analysis of the corpus material tabulated in Table 7, the
variables language and determination are the strongest distinguishing factors. First,
three languages, German, Catalan and Spanish, are all less likely than English to be

9 Predictors included in the model are language (Lang), determination (Det), number (Num), and
frequency (Freq). No predictor interactions are included. For the calculation, the Lancaster Stats
Tools online (Brezina, 2018) is used, which includes the possibility to generate a logistic regression
model in the section ‘Lexico-grammar’. Available at: http://corpora.lancs.ac.uk/stats/toolbox.php
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modified. Second, bare nouns are also less likely than nouns introduced by a deter-
miner to be modified. In contrast, number does not show any significant predicting
power.

Regarding the predictor variable frequency, only low frequent LVCs show a neg-
ative estimate, which indicates that it is less likely to be modified than the reference
variable (highly frequent LVCs). The comparison with medium-frequency LVCs does
not show significant results.

Thus, the results of the statistical model are fully in line with the findings re-
ported in the descriptive presentation of the data in section 3.

4.3 Interim discussion

The main purpose of this corpus study was to review the morphosyntactic proper-
ties of the nominal element in LVCs, with a special focus on their modification pat-
terns. The results show that modification is clearly more frequent in English, while
it is less frequent in German, Catalan, and Spanish to different degrees. Moreover,
the corpus data show very little prominence of modification subclasses other than
adjectival modification in the four languages. This is in line with previous research
by Levin and Strém Herold (2015, 24) who discard the in-depth analysis of clausal
modifiers because they represent only 5% of instances with give-LVCs and 2% in
geben-LVCs. The proportions are even lower in our data: in English give-LVCs, rel-
ative clauses represent 41 out of 2026 instances (2.02%); in German geben-LVCs, 14
out of 995 instances (1.41%). In the case of Romance languages, relative clauses also
show residual presence: in Catalan donar-LVCs, 12 out of 931 (1.21%), and in Spanish
dar-LVCs, 25 out of 2842 (0.88%).

Regarding PP modification, however, there are no previous studies which can
be compared to, because the focus on this kind of modification is not relevant for
Germanic languages. In fact, nominal modification through PPs is low to residual in
Germanic languages: 5.53% in English give-LVCs (112 out of 2026) and only 0.60% in
German geben-LVCs (6 out of 995). In contrast, PP modification shows a higher pres-
ence in the two Romance languages under study: 7.95% in Catalan donar-LVCs (74
out 0f 931) and 10.12% in Spanish dar-LVCs (205 out of 2026). Even if PP-modification
is more present in the two Romance languages studied, it is still low and only more
relevant than adjectival modification with certain nouns: cop ‘blow’, conferéncia
‘conference’ and permis ‘permission’ in Catalan; clase lesson’ and permiso ‘permis-
sion’ in Spanish.

The results on adjectival modification in give-LVCs in Germanic languages show
that English LVCs are the most frequently modified in 834 out of 2026 instances
(41.16%), and German presents lower numbers in 276 out of 995 instances (27.73%).
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In Levin and Strém Herold (2015, 20), the results are slightly lower: 32% in give-LVCs
in English (58/184) and 24% in geben-LVCs in German (23/94). However, their sample
was smaller and less representative, since it was restricted to the genre of fiction.
At the same time, the levels of modification found in our study are slightly lower
than the findings by Bonial and Pollard (2020, 16-17) which represented more than
64% on average. However, their results are not comparable to ours either, due to
the kind of modifiers included in their analysis, which involved quantifiers, deter-
miners, and relative clauses alongside adjectival modification.

To our knowledge, all previous studies have only included data from Germanic
languages, so the results for Catalan donar-LVCs and Spanish dar-LVCs are novel. In
this case, results on adjectival modification are more similar within the Romance
language family, but they sharply contrast with the Germanic languages in that they
represent a much lower percentage: 180 out of 931 instances in Catalan (19.33%) and
556 out of 2,842 in Spanish (19.56%).

Regarding the degree of frequency of the LVC lemmas, this parameter has con-
tradictory effects on the results, as clearly shown by the logistic regression analysis.
Hence, the degree of frequency is a parameter which cannot homogeneously pre-
dict the levels of modification in LVCs cross-linguistically without considering the
properties of particular LVCs. In fact, previous studies on the use of LVCs versus
their synthetic counterparts (i.e. Storrer, 2007; Sanromdn Vilas, 2009; Bratdnkov4,
2013) point towards the tendency of frequent LVCs to develop a lexicalized mean-
ing, which would favor their use over that of a synthetic verb. In our data, however,
a majority of specific LVCs (regardless of their degree of frequency) combine with
a wide range of adjectives, both relational and qualitative, and the tendencies of
co-occurring adjectives and nouns are residual.

5 A typology of LVCs across Germanic (English/
German) and Romance (Catalan/ Spanish)

Based on the restrictions and interactions found between modification — relational
or qualitative — and determination detected in our corpus-based study, we propose
a corpus-based typology of LVCs across Germanic (English/German) and Romance
(Catalan/Spanish) languages based on the morphosyntactic structure of these con-
structions taking into account the deverbal nature of the nominal component, as
well as additional restrictions on adjacency and the presence of quantifiers, as sum-
marized in Table 8.

In this section, we discuss the properties of each type and subtype of LVC and
suggest a syntactic analysis that focuses on the compositional hierarchy within the
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Tab. 8: Typology of LVCs.

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3
Deverbal Non-deverbal
Deverbal Yes Yes No —
Determination  Yes No No No
Quantification  Yes Yes Yes No
Adjectival Yes Yes Yes (relational) No
modification
Adjacency No No No Yes
Examples dar un abrazo dar respuesta donar consell dar vuelta
efusivo afirmativa economic el partido
(Sp., give a warm  (Sp., give positive  (Cat., give eco- (Sp., turn the
hug) answer) nomic advice) match around)

DP, where the structure above N determines the degree of integration between the
nominal and the verb. The basic idea underlying our syntactic analysis builds on
Grimshaw’s (1990; 2005), notion of extended projection. Specifically, we suggest that
the more independent the nominal from the light verb, the more structure is pro-
jected within the nominal domain.

Unlike previous studies which focus on the role of the light verb to explain restric-
tions on the nominal element (Mendivil, 1999), our claim is, thus, that it is the nature
of the syntactic nominal phrase that establishes the combinatorial patterns of the
LVC as a whole. The proposal is further framed within the Hale & Keyser’s model of
argument structure as developed in Acedo Matelldn (2016) and Myler (2016).

5.1 Type 1: LVCs with a determiner and flexible modification

The first type of LVCs that we propose are LVCs with a determiner or a quantifier
introducing the noun, in which case modification is flexible; if the noun is deverbal,
and modification is adjectival, it may be multiple (16).

(16) a. Iwilldomy best to give brief and unbiased advice.
(English, COCA, 2011)
b. Le dio unlargobesoenla boca a su marido
him gave a long kiss in the mouth to her husband
‘She kissed her husbhand in the mouth for a long time’
(Spanish, CORPES XXI, 2001)
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c. Encatala, el diccionari Fabra dona una definicio senzilla, pero de
in Catalan the dictionary Fabra givesa definition simple but of
caracter més enciclopédic que no pas lingiiistic
character more encyclopedic than not not linguistic
‘In Catalan, the Fabra dictionary gives a simple definition, but with a
more encyclopedic approach than linguistic’

(Catalan, CTILC, 2005)

d. Nur einmal wollte ihr ein Mann einen sogenannten guten Rat
onlyonce wantedhera man a so-called  good advice
geben
give
‘Only once a man wanted to give her a so-called good piece of advice’

(German, DWDS, 2011)

In the case of non-deverbal nouns, adjectival modification is facilitated by the pres-
ence of the determiner in the two Romance languages,'® as exemplified in (17). That
is, modification requires the presence of a determiner, in which case there are no
restrictions (as noticed by Alonso Ramos, 2004, 198); otherwise, when the nominal
is bare, modification is not possible (18).

(17)  a. los senadores dieronel permiso  correspondiente para que el
the senators gave the permission corresponding for that the
gobernante mexicano se ausente del  territorio nacional
governor Mexican SEleaves of.the territory national
‘the senators gave the corresponding permission for the Mexican ruler
to leave the country’
(Spanish, CORPES XXI, 2001)
b. o bé donava un consell deliberadament ingenu.
orwell gave a advice deliberately  naive
‘or he gave a deliberately naive advice’

(Catalan, CTILC, 2012)

(18) a. los senadores dieron *(el) permiso  correspondiente
the senators gave the permission corresponding
‘the senators gave (the) corresponding permission’ [Spanish]
b. o bé donava *(un) consell ingenu
orwellgave a  advice naive
‘or he gave (a) naive advice’ [Catalan]

10 This restriction on bareness is, however, only found in the corpus data of the two Romance
languages under study, as will be further developed in the upcoming section 5.2.
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Besides the ease in modification, the nouns introduced by a determiner show argu-
mental properties and pass tests, such as the possibility to passivize and pronom-
inalize, exemplified in (19) and ((20) respectively, which have been taken as proof
for the referential properties of arguments (Van Valin, 2001, 90, Carnie, 2002, 35-36).

19) a.

(20) a.

Otros pasos han sido dados con la destitucion, averiguacion y
other steps have been given with the dismissal inquiry and
hasta detencion de varios funcionarios
until arrest  of several civil servants
‘Other steps have been taken with the dismissal, inquiry and even arrest
of several officials’
(Spanish, CORPES XXI, 2013)
La bufetada havia estat donadai  assumida.
the slap had beengiven and assumed
‘The slap was given and accepted’
(Catalan, CTILC, 2003)
A few examples were given
(English, COCA, 2012)
Es ist zu vermuten, dass damit  die Erlaubnis gegeben ist
it is to assume that this.with the permission given is
‘It is to assume that with this the permission is given’
(German, DWDS, 2012)

Habia dado unarespuestay ladefendid hastael final.

had givena answer andit defended until the end

‘He had given an answer and defend it to the end’ [Spanish]

El comteva donar el permis a labat,  pero el

the count goes.AUX.PST give the permission to the_abbot but it

va donar a contracor.

g0es.AUX.PST give at reluctantly

‘The Count gave permission to the abbot, but he gave it reluctantly’
[Catalan]

She gave a speech and they remembered it. [English]

Hat Van der Vaart die Antwort gegeben? Er hat sie endlich gegeben.

has Van der Vaart the answer given  hehasit finally given

‘Has Van der Vaart given the answer? He has finally given it.’
[German]

Hence, our proposal of analysis for Type 1 LVCs in (21) is that the complement of
the LV is a canonical DP within a basic dyadic or transitive construction that would
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parallel Hale & Keyser’s basic V+N structure for unergative verbs,"! as developed in
Acedo Matellan (2016); Myler (2016), i.a.

(21)  dar unlargo paseo
givea long walk
‘take a long walk’

5

\%

T

% DP

|~

dar unlargo paseo

This would also be further in line with Bruening’s (2015, 58—59) hypothesis that LVCs
behave as traditional verb-noun constructions.

5.2 LVCs with bare nominals

Bare nominals in LVCs cannot behave as canonical arguments due to the lack of the
determiner (as predicted in Longobardi, 2005, 36). That is, they cannot be passivized
(22b) and pronominalization is restricted to the partitive in languages where this
pronoun is in use (i.e. Catalan, 22b). Therefore, they cannot be said to take a DP
as a complement, unlike Type 1, but they must rather take some other projection
below D, as proposed in e.g. Oggiani (2021, 330), Oggiani (2022, 263) for bare nouns
in Spanish.

(22) a. El passaport donava permis per anar arreu d’Europa i
the passport gave permissionto go over of Europe and
Ameérica.
America
‘The passport gave permission to travel all over Europe and America’
(CTILC, 2013)

11 In some of the give-LVCs that are ditransitive, the indirect object (10) would be introduced
through an applicative head ApplP, as standardly assumed since Pylkkanen (2008).
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b. *Permis era donatpel  passaport per anar arreu d’Europa i
permission was given forthe passport to go over of=Europe and
Ameérica.

America
‘Permission was given by the passport to travel all over Europe and
America.’

c. El passaport dona permis per anar arreu d’Europa i
The passport gives permissionto go over of Europe and
Ameérica, pero només en/ #el  donavaals ciutadans majors
America but only it.PART/ it.Acc gave to.the citizens old
d’edat.
of_age
‘The passport gave permission to travel all over Europe and America,
but gave it only to citizens of legal age.’

Some crucial differences are found between bare singular nouns and bare plurals,
as the latter do not present restrictions in terms of argument properties nor mod-
ification. This difference can also be traced back to Cyrino & Espinal’s (2019, 192)
proposal that bare plurals have a D layer in their syntax which is introduced by the
plural marker. Therefore, bare plurals pattern with Type 1 LVCs in terms of deter-
mination and flexible modification, as expected.

In the remainder of the section, we focus on the patterns found regarding bare
singulars in give-LVCs. First, they present some restrictions related to the type of
modification and the verbal base of the noun. That is, when the noun selected by
the LV give is deverbal and bare, modification is acceptable, though not especially
frequent, with both relational adjectives (23) and qualitative adjectives (24).

(23) a. Hay que darle respuesta afirmativa a este interrogante.
have.iMp that give.it.DAT answer affirmative to this question
‘One must give positive answer to this question’
(Spanish, CORPES XXI, 2001)
b. una entitat catolica que donava suport meédic 1 financer a
a entity Catholic that gave support medical and financial to
textitles dones.
the women
‘a Catholic entity that gave medical and financial support to the women’
(Catalan, CTILC, 2006)
c. didn’treally ask you here to give me spiritual advice
(English, COCA, 2019)
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(24) a. no esposible dar respuestaprecisa ain a ciertas preguntas
not is possible give answer precise still to certain questions
‘it is still not possible to give precise answer to certain questions’
(Spanish, CORPES XXI, 2002)
b. A causadela facilitat de fabricacio i  dutilitzacid, la prellosa
at cause of the facility of fabrication and use the pre-slab
dona resposta eficient a la demanda de versatilitat funcional i
gives answer efficient to the demand of versatility functional and
arquitectonica del  sostre.
architectonical of.the ceiling
‘Due to the ease in production and use, the pre-slab gives efficient an-
swer to the demand of functional and architectural versatility in the
ceiling.’
(Catalan, CTILC, 2001)
c.  Iwill do my best to give brief and unbiased advice.
(English, COCA, 2012)
d. Ergab spater folgende Beschreibung:
ge gave later following description
‘He later gave (the) following description’
(German, DWDS, 2004)

However, non-deverbal bare nominals in give-LVCs exhibit certain cross-linguistic
differences regarding modification. On the one hand, with non-deverbal nouns,
Spanish and Catalan give-LVCs allow modification by a relational adjective, but
reject qualitative modification, as shown in (25). In contrast, neither Germanic
language includes modified bare singular non-deverbal nouns in our sample.

(25) a. El profesordio clase {particular| magistral/ *especial}
the teacher gave class particular master  special

‘The teacher gave a {private / master / special} class’ (Spanish)
b. Va donar consell {médic/ formall *interessant}

goes.AUX.PST give advice medical formal interesting

‘S/he gave a {medical/ formal/ interesting} advice’ (Catalan)

Interestingly, the two kinds of adjectives (qualitative and relational) have been
claimed to occupy different syntactic positions within the nominal domain, which
are based on their restrictions; namely, a more internal position of the relational
adjectives and a more external for the qualitative adjective (e.g. Fabregas, 2017, 77,
see also Bonet and Sola, 1986, 313, for Catalan; and Bosque and Picallo, 1996, 379, for
Spanish).
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Partially following Oggiani’s (2021; 2022) analysis of bare nouns in Spanish,
where the different kinds of adjectives must be inserted at different levels within
the noun phrase, depending on their closeness to the nominal, we suggest that bare
nouns in give-LVCs can thus not project D, as in (26).

(26)  dar consejo medico

give advice medical
‘give (a) medical advice’

v)
/\
v NP
/\
N AP

dar  consejo  médico

5.3 Type 3: An exceptional case of incorporation

There is an exceptional case of an LVC that does not fit into the previous types. It
is the case of dar vuelta (lit. ‘give turn’) in Rioplatense Spanish'? which can be built
with a second direct object,’® la cabeza ‘the head’, as in (27a), and can also be pronom-
inalized with the accusative pronoun la (27b).

12 Spanish spoken in el Rio de la Plata (Argentina) has the tendency to select bare nouns in more
contexts than other varieties of Spanish (Rinaldi, 2018; Oggiani, 2021, 2022).

13 It is important to note that this is not a case of accusative doubling (typical from Rioplatense
Spanish, as analyzed in Zdrojewski and Sdnchez, 2014, 169, Di Tullio et al., 2019, 219) because it can
also pronominalise a masculine antecedent with lo, as in (i), which refers to el partido ‘the match’.

@) Con uno menos, Estudiantes se lo dio vuelta a River.
with one less,  Estudiantes SE it.AcC gave.3sG turn to River
‘With one less, Estudiantes turned it over to River.’
(https://www.ambito.com/deportes/river/con-uno-menos-estudiantes-se-lo-dio-vuelta-
n5169973)
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(27) a. Paraque undia un macho cualquiera te diera vueltala cabeza
for thata daya male any you.DAT give turn the head
como una veleta.
like a weathercock
‘So that one day any man would turn your head around like a weather-
cock. (Spanish, CORPES XXI, 2001)

b. te la  dieravuelta como una veleta.

YOU.DAT it.AcC give turn like a weathercock
‘would turn it around like a weathercock’

However, the noun vuelta cannot be pronominalized (28b) nor extracted in interrog-
atives (28c¢). This is proof that it is not a canonical argument of the LV (as pointed
out by Galbarini, 2017, 14).

(28) a. Juandio vueltala hoja =Juan giré la hoja

Juan gave turn the page Juan turned the page
‘Juan turned the page’

b. Yuanla dio la hoja
Juan it.Acc gave the page
‘Juan turned it, the page’

c. *¢Quédio Juanla hoja?
what gave Juan the page
‘What did Juan do the page?

A third key aspect is adjacency, as there is no possibility of inserting any element
between the LV dar and the noun vuelta, as in (29).

(29) Dio {*ya/ *subitamente} vuelta el partido
gave already suddenly  turn the match
‘S/he gave {already/ suddenly} a turn to the match’

According to Acedo Matellan and Pineda (2019, 206), in similar Basque instances
which allow a second DO, as in (30), “a lexicalization process has taken place, so
that the argument structure of the LVC includes a slot for a DO with a Theme-role”.
Structurally, there is no trace preventing the merger of a DO and the LVCs can take a
DP as a complement which is assigned absolutive case (as pointed out in Martinez,
2015, 376-377).
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(30) a. Ume-a-k eskol-ak  huts eginditu.

kid-DET.ABS-ERG class-ABS.PL failure do AUX.PRS.ERG.3SG.ABS.3PL
‘The kid missed the classes.’

b. Gizon-a-k berrion-a hots egin
man-DET.ABS-ERG good_news-DET.ABS noise do
du.

AUX.PRS.ERG.3SG.ABS.3SG

‘The man spread the good news.’

These properties are aligned with a case-manipulating type of incorporation (Mithun,
1984, 857): the case left by the incorporated argument (the noun vuelta) is available
for the other argument, i.e. the oblique argument, which is then promoted. For
Mithun (1984, 856), the noun loses the syntactic status as an argument of the clause,
when it is incorporated by the verb, which then leaves a case position vacated that
can be occupied by the oblique argument.* Going back to the specific case of dar
vuelta, in an early description of this construction, Masullo (1996, 194) suggests that
the noun vueltalacks reference due to low transitivity and, hence, allows for the sec-
ond object to occupy its position. Also, Alonso Ramos (2004, 246-250) defends that
there is no need for incorporation in such constructions because it is a ditransitive
construction with two objects: one with a defective direct object (vuelta) and a full
direct object (hoja). Although double object constructions are not typical of present-
day Spanish, they were attested in Medieval periods of the Romance languages.'
Their main particularity is that there is no univocal correspondence hetween the
morphological case and the syntactic function.

Interestingly, Pineda (2014, 242) and Pineda (2015, 91-92) defends that some Cata-
lan and Spanish ditransitive constructions should be analyzed as double object con-
structions. In her analysis, the object with accusative marking is a true 10. Follow-
ing Pylkkédnen (2008), she argues that the possibility that the 10 presents accusative
marking is explained by the fact that the low Applicative is not the regular Romance
low Appl but rather the Anglo-Saxon applicative found in English double object con-
structions, which does not assign dative case and, hence, assigns the only available
case (accusative) by default.

Besides the assignation of accusative case to the oblique object, the analysis of
dar vuelta should account for the fact that the noun remains in situ (vuelta) and does
not incorporate as an unergative verbs. At the same time, it should explain the fact

14 Aspointed out by an anonymous reviewer, this could potentially be analyzed as a case of pseudo-
incorporation (Dayal, 2011; Espinal and McNally, 2011). We leave this for further research.

15 Matute Martinez (2012, 960) studies these constructions in the history of Spanish and shows how
the LVC followed by a direct object is not a productive structure after the 13th Century.
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that there is no possibility to introduce an element between the LV and the noun, as
previously seen in (29).

Within the extended projection framework (Grimshaw, 2005), the fact that the
noun does not receive the accusative marking can be explained through the internal
structure of the noun: vuelta does not project over n, and thus it cannot be case
marked. The other object (oblique 10) has the accusative case available and can take
it through the Applicative head proposed by Pineda (2015, 90).

Spanish is a language that a priori does not fall into the group of polysyn-
thetic languages that undergo nominal incorporation (a la Mithun, 1984; Baker,
1988), which is a morphosyntactic process where a noun integrates in a verb or
preposition which selects it, and it creates a complex predicate. In this case, the
incorporated noun is highly defective and does not have number, case or definite-
ness marking, thus showing important differences with other more regular cases of
incorporation. As Verdecchia (2021, 5) argues, the analysis of Spanish bare nominals
cannot be done in terms of incorporation, since there is no strict adjacency between
the verb and the noun (as would be the case in LVCs from Type 2). However, this
is not the case for dar vuelta + D0 and, hence, an incorporation analysis should be
applied here to explain this unique LVC.

6 Conclusions

The present study reports the findings of a corpus-based study of adjectival modifi-
cation in give-LVCs in two Germanic and two Romance languages. Our results have
shown that the frequency of modification in LVCs is only higher than 50% in English,
while results of modification in German, Catalan and Spanish LVCs are around a
third of all instances. Such a contrastive approach to modification has proven that
there are certain differences between language families, and even within the Ger-
manic languages.

Taking the empirical results into account, which show certain restrictions and
interactions, we have proposed a typology of LVCs which focuses on the possibili-
ties of determination and modification of the nominal element. The data from Ger-
manic and Romance languages presented in this study confirm that the presence
(or absence) of the determiner is crucial for the degree of cohesion between the LV
and the noun, which also affects modification.

First, there are LVCs with a determined noun that takes flexible modification
(Type 1). The analysis for such constructions within a neo-constructionist approach
to argument structure is that of a transitive creation verb, where the verb is fol-
lowed by a DP that behaves like a canonical argument (Acedo Matelldn, 2016; Myler,
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2016). Second, there are LVCs with bare nominals (Type 2). The analysis proposed
for this type is that they cannot project the DP layer, because they are not argumen-
tal. The inability of such noun phrases to behave like canonical arguments in LVCs
explains why LVCs have traditionally been analyzed as complex predicates (Butt,
2010) or pseudo-incorporated nominals (Massam, 2001; Espinal and McNally, 2011).
However, there is no need for such an analysis of LVCs, because there is no actual ad-
jacency between the LV and the noun. Finally, there is an exceptional case of a LVC
(dar vuelta) restricted to Rioplatense Spanish where there is an extra direct object
and strict adjacency between the LV and the noun vuelta.

Therefore, the present proposal defends that all LVCs behave like regular verb-
noun constructions (in line with Bruening, 2015), because the differences in the de-
gree of cohesion between the LV and the noun are in fact due to the nature of the
nominal rather than the LV itself.

Finally, our findings raise relevant issues in relation to the syntactic analysis
of nouns in general and in LVCs in particular. Specifically, the general tendency of
English LVCs is to have modified nominals, which was also found in previous stud-
ies (i.e. Bonial and Pollard, 2020). This has previously been used to argue that the
weight of the nominal is the main reason for the coexistence of LVCs and the cor-
responding synthetic verb. However, our corpus findings have proven that English
LVCs considerably diverge from the behavior of LVCs in the other three languages:
German, Catalan, and Spanish, and thus cast doubt on this largely accepted hypothe-
sis. Thus, the coexistence of LVCs and their synthetic counterparts, more specifically
their semantic correspondence, should be the focus of future investigation. This fur-
ther shows that the literature on LVCs would benefit from more contrastive-focused
studies which pay attention to the morphosyntactic properties of LVCs across lan-
guages.
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