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Guided by the research on the ditransitive construction and the variation theory in socio-cognitive
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linguistics, this paper takes “send” and its variants as examples to study the variation of the Eng-
lish ditransitive construction across different registers based on a large-scale English corpus. Ac-
cording to the results of the logistic regression method, this paper finds that the variance of the
fitted random effects model is 0.03782 and the standard deviation is 0.1945. This indicates that
there is a certain degree of variation in the intercepts among different registers, but the degree of var-
iation is relatively small. It shows that although changes exist in the ditransitive construction across
different registers, they are generally consistent. In both spoken and written languages, written lan-
guage, whether in formal or informal situations, is more likely to choose the double object construc-
tion than spoken language. In both situations, the informal situation is more likely to choose the
double object construction than the formal situation. Among the selected variables, the animacy of
the subject, the definiteness of the theme, the pronominal nature of the patient, length, the complex-
ity of the theme, and the meaning of the verb have significant impacts on the choice of the double
object construction. Finally, this paper interprets the results from the perspective of socio-cognition.
The findings of this study can provide some references for the research on register variation and
sociolinguistics.
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1. 5|15

B S AR RAL A IR 2R A 2N ANE & I OIR R UG . G TGS At A A, A
[ 2 PR F IR T AR EAR AR 7 B RER [N “i” MONE S /5 R0 AL TR R (2] 35k
B E AR AR O 1A S AE R BBk R T Goldberg [3]#2 H i EVEHE L, K “Hy”
(construction) & SN “TE - B 7 IECAHAA, ORI NFRIE T RIRIEA AL, X —W S Dk R
I ANE

VERNKAZ BRI ZEAN RIRAE AL, I ZRAEAS [F1E Sk (register) o R AR BEAUAKRIL T8 S KA M
ANASENME, BEAHRIR T A2 AR R 0 1 S R E w29 . U He 2 (ditransitive construction)
NYEE R RIS “RIEE” 1B AR, AR, RS A = R o maEE, KR

R—ah At 2NN YE R LW R T R GRS, JCH ok Z 2 TR HUBTE R A SAIE B 0%, BLK
X TR AR S R AL R . IR AMA RIS 5 SR A SR AR I I 5 AP, (EIUA BT TR XAl A
AR IR ST/ i S B G B SGTEAN A2, JE R TE SIS 5 B0 TR B DA R 15 A T o
AW FORFANZ — 2wk, DI OB 5, 2R B T35, R TUHAE PR E I A AL 15 L .
AT FUAE 7R AL AL S SR T (S5 AL S, M IR A RIMEZR AT S AR Y, Dt 2 AR
B ROEE AR IS S

2. WEkFAR

MR W e ha Txb “Bal - B MR AR IIRR, B TEUE S 2 5 IRl 5 e
8. B E A AR Ll Chomsky IUAE IR %Ly, XU SAN FVE R (K774 o S JBE TN
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N, WEM IR TR B RZEWRAL[4], AR RACZAEMMGIZ), 5 NPL B4 NP2 [
FaprtE . X — W B TR OB, J 2R T USRS . BN L e R T “ She
baked him a cake” T4%%5Z, 1M “She donated him a book” 175 /il #h42[5]

WHITE 5 B8R U R BOE 2R 1], Goldberg [3]M4 25T B8 B I IR X SR A% 018 SONS %
Dhierg” , BVt SFodad 2 VR {85 14 AR s Im) 45252 38 e # . HOBEAA 3 SOMUE T8RN . 641k, Goldberg i@
PR E O LERRIA, R s SR YR SO “ iR 7, HON BRI T N80 “45 77 H i 2 &
5, T I EE Ao IX — R0 iE ORI =N DB 5 A A R R R A 2 () %
X H mASATVRRL . Ja et Fidt— B R, 1S EwE nl B By e B R AU, R “He
taught her a lesson” 1 TiEA&E, Hahial 50 EAAEE XWREZ S SiEicshis i give. send o
i A RIC, K& KC N 17 40 explain., donate AR #SA 1] #h 42 [6] . X A AR AY AR e B At 11 SOIEA
(BB S AR ST BA R

21 LIk, XA A 7 N IRAR A % () B T L SB R A 04, TR RO R R . A8 S
SR AT 224 Bresnan 25 A [7)F] ] Switchboard & ERHZE ) 587 B M1k, @it 2 7 ml 4
RUESE: BREIARAAL, (4R EER AR SIBKE. 5B IR E AL S TR 70% L E i =X
EREZE . B, AR IE AR, XA 20 2 ik 83%. 2T W AR A I B 78, Traugott
[8]%F 14~19 L0 S iR iR IBE BRI, WM BE LY R 5 ARG ml s dri B “ 5
WA S e SR X R A, T S SR8 Bl HA AR R TR SR A A SUR S,
“teach” , “convey” HEAMN. T BIER TR A)7% - 18 SO, (HAE B 4E A7 1E
BEO: A SHE A2 RER B, SZX 2R RN ARG RN, X IERARR T IO R .

EHEA 2SR SIESERNTNZE, HX ARG w7 £ 2E =B RET. H—%
B FAESEA £ . Halliday [9]32 H i = A R (VB VE Bl R J7 ) e B s /i 5 1))
PRALT SRl JRARRTFOUESE, ANFENESRANEE R WILEE RILARGME 2 F[10], W ARE SR T 4
WSS, T R EIROR A S S E R . MR R B AR . Ak, 1R SRR 7T R IR ik
PR BEEIRAME . Thompson [111% S5 AE AR 2 70 2 WY, 11 o S8 AT g 45 FH 17 75 1 “ V NP Adj”
gERy, T HEE U R AN TR PR, Stefanowitsch F1 Gries [L2] IV 58 KL, 2
ARIEI A A TR TR, EREAIR A RIS B . A R R R
YER AL 2 A EnA A o, TE b i ot B 52 22 b B S .30 SR R 5

AESR, Ao A ENiE S it B RRAKLE R EIRHESL[13], SRiRE S i8R asbrg 5
FABEEE TR INFIRCR S S MAM S SRR . fEIMA T, EEIEAIESEIAZ ORIE[14], T REE
EATA R e S A B bR, RGMERMX R R A . B, BTG T Re G B
P 5 R {5 ) 26 5 A s v A O A X, e 1 I e D AT e ] s e B A AR AR R [15] . AR 1T
X — B BT 75 i B B S8t EL AT 78 i LASGAIE

REE R AR G 8 5 o St e, A E =0 TR R IR . M E i 5 GRS
EROERZ, MWARESIESAN A T RGP ITESL: SHIFEE R R, BT 7L 2 AN Y TR
SN EE, B ST OO B E R AR s WE BhiEE X EIERHIEAS A B A BAE
PRI A, AR IE AT 0 1A SR 2 o A bl ik G p =B S AL 2 A JB i, BT DUt
RUTE I AR TERE, SR @ [ S 2R A o0 A s i A=A SOk R A% 0 AR B, SR ANILE I FEAE
SCUETT SRR ERAE . “send” YRR A IIZ OB, BA BB R . BT, A
WL LA “send” KILABTENVINGS, KFERBIGIEERE, HWALNT . 1) AT 0E, BiHiE
HIER A4 %5 2) BT EERG S, EXGETRHNERRE A ZER; 3) Wi
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brie S RN = 3= AL I
3. IBRERE
3.1. iERPKIE

AL E VUFEECEAR: BiidkiER. B ER AE EXMOEEER. X UMESR LSS
RS XEER, Hald N FESWIEERLE. CFEESNIER S, BEHESNER,EME &
AR IE RIS & A SO S H I8 B 3 208 5[5 [H 58 K} BNC, spoken BNC2014 #1 Hansard Corpus
(British Parliament) . 7 BNC $& {3t 1B 3k i T 7, A< SO Fiction and verse, Non-academic prose and biography,
Unpublished written material 1 541 9F 1E 2044 (nwri); # Newspapers, Academic prose #1 Other published
written material /F 44 i 1E 2844 (wri); #+ Spoken conversation 1F 4y 135 JE IE 30 iE 44 (nsp) : ## Other spoken
material /£y 115 IE R iE A (sp). H4M\ spoken BNC2014 (I113& JE 1 20) Al Hansard Corpus (17135 1E20) B2
BOERL, LERPUMEA T, LYK 853 4, WM 443 &A1 5430 410 4%

3.2. B{u

ARSCHIERRVE £ S H(16], G W~ & #EAY (shbilx). G A (tys) 236 AP (rys).
TR EFRE(d) ZHEFRE(d) . EEA M) ZHARMErp). Z2F 5 F K (I %) (len). =
R A PE(te) ZFEARAE(re) Bhial X (vs) AJHY(st). TE(Yn) (V).

PR =R (L) I 5 (0). EB M R L, REFREAZE LG LGN 311,
L FRARIIN G — AN AR, FREEA(Y). TR, BT A HATEMS. HW RS E
VIR SRR TR (N) . TEETRIE T, A0SR F R 2 AT A e e il . Fra 6 (Cs), BAAE AL RLR
o3 I NFRAR I (their hands) P € $8 (Y), 45 44 1 BTG A & 17 SRR 44 17 A E AFRARIR SR AN E (N) -
FEA PTG T, R A2 AR, f them, her, it ZEMIMACTRIVE(Y), TR LA 440, il 4
W R ZH) A AEAAPE(N) . B4R R B O FEMZ R EH 5 ER e, %
oyl AAD), RN EA(C), WA NAEERLER(S). i L EEEM send LA ZRPEA . W
Fosend fLERRIMEN . BEANBEANER AT, L. B WE. FEZSWREN A (abstract);
TR AR 2 S AR, LE B 4 S« BB SRR T (transitive) . fEIX — 55 _E, &35 Szmrecsanyi
FIRE A T2 0. ok, A& T Szmrecsanyi 1525 5 F KA E X, PSR th#
e B L, PROAARSCA S R BAL R Bif i A2 7 bk, A)8ARE b, FEAFRIAS)(D)FISE i F)(1)
P TR, STEAARIRR AL TR IEREEAERAKE, HEN)MEEN). EATEMAH
AR, E B (A)FE(P).

33 Git@EK

ABETCAE R BAF A AR AR AR, ISR QiR (1= XM, 0= i)y =70 K]
AR, RIS TN AL B A Sk BRI L o AR AR AR D [ E ORI A, TR DA KR
HAEIEN (nsp)s AR IEA (nwri). HEIER(sp)s FHTE (wri);  HARTINAR & R N b RN,
EREAAEN. EEUESRME. ZEAUAME, BN S & 2% - TR, X a7 2KE
SE RUNER AT L i i (sum coding) AT 24k, SEBLA TEIOK T[] (K PGS EE I F45 BIRRAE AL R 2 il it
BEAEAR RS S - K L2 AL B AR, DT BR SR IR S T B S L

PR EFER A AIC [7])5 51 BRidk: WAL E B A T AL B (AT a2 O, 380 53 B AR 2 20N (p > 0.05)
i EE RS B E U (AIC) PR B BA B35 UK AIC IR, A R RSB, ki 1 R,
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MG B FNAER R . C Zivt & (C-value) PFAd, J& SE4H LD 5 EALAR AR 70 A 1E 4T 22 1 T R 56
iE,  PABA R FCEE R AT FEE

4. HRETR

ASCAE R PGB AR AR, DU ORI AR &, WiE. SIa AR SR E R
N, X 43 AR B R AN 4w tis (sum coding) 70 AT, SRR BEAC R LU X AU AR B JE I N TY . ) iR A Y
G FTATAS S, 4 AIC [n )G SRS D5 R AR RS BN, RAF BRI AR, BRI 2
155 89.8%, B C{HIAZE] 96.3%, W WAL E (NS FE LR . A rh, [OZFAAEM, 3
EFRTE. ZFAENE, ZH - FEKEE, FEEE RS B SO e £ B 5w, 4551
Wi 1 AR . Wri (T E30) 0] U FIm s S AE K s 45 5 el glm 00638 48 [m] A A B T B3 BT 49 75 3800) 1 =X
WP HA R E R (p < 0.05), HdfidEE B = 0.0154 < 0.05)f1E [FFEMIA R Giit B 2K, #
BH A L P 3B A ) T8 R A . i R IE GBI R G e, (BARIE R KT, Ah, 259 -
FHKE ., ZHRAEESETENEEYmARIERE. WE 1 RIABRE, RIS A8 A T2k
B, AR E B EE B A A T2 ey, F OO PIIE GRS, g E R B R R T
MIRERPET 0. X5 BB IEI0AIE 7 45 0 15 AR R T 198 S e oW sef 2, AR IE 2045 T 1 1 X2 4
LB b oM B35 g5 8, SR TR — 2

Table 1. Coefficients and statistical characteristics of register as a fixed effect

= 1 EEEEM MR RS SRIHHE

Term Estimate SE z p OR 95% Cl IR 95% CI L)
(Intercept) —1.4116 0.6466 —2.183 0.029 0.2438 0.0494 0.7373
rysl 0.7333 0.2335 3.1406 0.0017 2.082 1.3397 3.3735
tdl 0.4905 0.1348 3.6384 3.00E—-04 1.6331 1.2574 2.1358
rpl —1.2747 0.1599 —7.9739 1.00E—-04 0.2795 0.2021 0.3789
len —5.0822 0.7013 —7.2464 1.00E—-04 0.0062 0.0015 0.0233
tcl 1.1436 0.3026 3.7793 2.00E-04 3.138 1.8213 6.0505
rcl —0.8149 0.6391 —-1.2751 0.2023 0.4427 0.0898 1.2749
nsp —0.2462 0.2189 —1.1244 0.2609 0.7818 0.5085 1.202
nwri 0.567 0.2341 2.4217 0.0154 1.7629 1.1226 2.8192
sp —0.3475 0.2332 —1.4898 0.1363 0.7065 0.4465 1.1163
vsl —0.4848 0.1473 —3.2909 0.001 0.6158 0.4592 0.8192

FEA AT T, TN 503 R0 A XS ) 1 43 2R (R 2 AT TE AR 1 1 7] AR SCHRAIE 1 3% A
g, Wl 2R, SZHAEMER, AT XA .

s 3 pR, ASCRIAEFBICER, M TP, XML T [17] R4S

TEARPETTTH, Wil 4 o, 52 30 AT B 540 ) B OO A 20 IX 5 Bresnan B0 25 SRAHFI[17].

e 5 fs, ZHEREEB R —NESLEE, ZHEARFEBRERE S IEFENERR. XBAFE
YRR T “REEN” [18].

W 6 fras, Bk RSN I XUE I, X WATE Rothlisberger FIHFFT4E R [19].

w7 fros, FEAR i EARY R S ) PR3 X — Al Szmrecsanyi LSS A —EL[17],
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Figure 1. Marginal effect of register
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Figure 2. The impact of patient animacy on construction choice in dative alternation
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td predictor effect plot
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Figure 3. The impact of theme definiteness on construction type in dative alternation
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Figure 4. The impact of patient pronominality on construction type in double-object constructions
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len predictor effect plot
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Figure 5. The impact of the length ratio between patient and theme on construction type in double-object constructions
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Figure 6. The impact of theme complexity on construction type in double-object constructions
[E 6. MEMA P EHE ZE R LR
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vs predictor effect plot
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Figure 7. The impact of verb meaning on construction type in double-object constructions

7. MEBKFNTE X GHRXLBHFNE

FEAR I T, A3 S AV SE A ) A P i 3 XA Z 2 T REIR E “send” A1 “give” MIZhiA 5
REIP

BEJm, FATERI IR RBAT T RAEM T, SR 8 fon. ZFAA 2R EE N E, K
PORZHEFBKELL. ZHEAM. EEE RN EBUE . X LAR BR[04 0 A

<-0.301

>-0.301

Node4 (n=33) Node5(n=17) Node6(n=316 Noded(n=167) Node 10 (n=212) Node 12 (n=45 Node 13 (n=65)
[S) [S) o o =) o T o 1

0.8 — 0.8 — 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
0.6 ~ 0.6 — 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
0.4 — 04 — 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
0.2 = 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
- Q T o <~ 0o - o - (A 0o - 0

Figure 8. Decision tree influencing double-object constructions
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I, BB i SRR HIE RS, ATRER TR R B /. EER L, A
SCOGHAT T RENLARARASEES, S5 F ] 9 Fian, OOB {EHANA 9.38%, UiHIERHZRIAE] 90%, imHiFELE/KF.

AR T AR B S P AL IR A, A SCERHT TR m R R, g5 R 10 s, 2
ORI ZHE WK EL . ZH M. Z3a A, TR, k. 2EE A%, ATHE
BT ) JEE 7~ A [ %o R S ) R B s, A SO R g Tk, ] 11 Fow.

call:
randomForest(formula = shhilx ~ tys + rys + td + rd + tp + rp + Ten + tc + rc + vs + st +
yn + v + reg, data = yul, ntree = 1000, mtry = 3, replace = T, importance = T)
Type of random forest: classification
Number of trees: 1000
No. of variables tried at each split: 3

00B estimate of error rate: 9.38%
Confusion matrix:
0 1 class.error
0 342 56 0.14070352
1 24 431 0.05274725

Figure 9. Results of the random forest analysis
9. BEHLARMEER

MeanDecreaseAccuracy

len
P

tc
rd

rc
reg

vs

yn
tys

st

Figure 10. Influence scores of each variable

tys 4.187060
rys 35.825643
td 23.624121
rd 24.297021
tp 11.241337
rp 54.476606
Ten 62.793416
tc 26.874492
rc 21.237157
Vs 12.629114
st -2.758220
yn 10.526364
v 2.317083
reg 17.165129

10. BLEFMWOE

varible importance scores
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MeanDecreaseAccuracy

Figure 11. Visualization of influence scores
E 11, gmoHaaTRu
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5. 45

B FEHET A LNATE 5 2R R EIHESE, LLEhiA “send” KHARTE MBI FUN R, il KIS
TR SR AT, RGURTS 1 XU A A [ TR b A A A S HA 2 s Al . W Fe 4 SRR
W, XA ES i B SRR &R M e E 2R Bl THRARE
I & S T 2 PR O XU A 3, T 1 3 O S8 22 A B R 1L B i Fe il o IR — AL
FF 7 EEGE I R B S A fR R SR R B BB, AN, AR BEUERE. %
FACHENE . A& AR F AR XU S B B B BIER, DR TR 2
IR AL AT -

MAE NI, XA IR 0E B AN DS Bk 1 5 T A S bRk it kBl 14t
LIS FNEEFERIBRPE LR . X — £ “ARR BIARIE N EEHESR (134 0t 1T A0S SCH, )
I 0 7RSS AR AL, SRS SR, AL S A A = S

BT BER NG 5 # 5 HRE S B B EE )RR £ 58, B85 & iEsiR i vl i
MR A 5, B2 A B s F W e AL W FIE ;. ETHEIE 52Uk, WHessie vl
MR SRR A A R R SR S B AR - SR, AWFFAIAEAE— )RR, Blan R AT “send” 26
B, AKAY R ZE SRR, W “give” « “tell” , FEAYNESTE F Xt L LASGIFHE IR A E M o
UEAk,  TERLEE ARSI S G AR T 2D ek, DATRAG A LI BB 7 o

B2, AUl BT SRR R, XU R SRR R R A ORI A S AR
1, TR oA 2 A RE 5 AR R IE K - DURE - BB RIEITRE T W AT R AR

E&WE

AR SCZ VU N AMEE R S0 A R BRI AR 0 E B T 15 R M 0B B S i s 7 R
ERLA” BB H 45 508025001041).
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