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Abstract: Variation occurs when a language has two or morswéachieving the same communica-
tive goal. Cases of variation are currently apphneadn very different ways by two different stramds
linguists. Variationists assume that variation &unal and common. On this view, change is due to
naturally occurring variation interacting with larage-external forces. Functionalists assume that va
ation is anomalous. On this view, change may refldanguage-internal drive to eradicate variation.
this paper, it is argued that these conflictingwdean be reconciled by considering how variatiorcf
tions in the broader context of the grammar. Drgvain a case study into the prepositional complesnent
following emotion adjectives, it is proposed thatiation (as Variationists maintain) is natural aimak
languages have no intrinsic tendency to reducebdity. Nevertheless, the synchronic availabitityd
historical development of specific variants is Fasictionalists maintain) also internally motivatggh-

ically by analogical relations.

Keywords: analogy; complementation; function; grammaticalatéon; prepositions

1. Introduction
Variation occurs whenever a language has two oemays of achieving the same communicative goal.
In (1), for example, the prepositiomsth, by, at, in, aboutandover all do a similar job marking the

external source or cause of the emotional statetddrbydisappointed

Q) The local residents were bitterly disapgeadnvith the decision. (BNC)
Although | will be better off, | am very disapptedby the outcome. (BNC)
Stephen was disappointgtdwhat he took to be a refusal. (BNC)

He felt deeply disappointéd Eleanor’s visit. (BNC)

I'm real disappointedbout the letter. (BNC)

™ e 2 0 T o

Gray said everyone at the club is deeply disagpdover the current situation but

they [are] all trying to put it right. (BNC)

In current linguistic practice, situations of vdida as in (1) may occasion very different respgnse
According to one tradition — the Variationist tréai — variation is widespread and natural. Seemfr
this perspective, “language is inherently varialfledigliamonte 2012: 3; see also Labov 1972). A Var-
iationist is therefore likely to regard the exangdle(1) as typical of what language is like —diféerent

examples make up just one of many variable conte®sesent-day English. Once recognized as being
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in variation, the Variationist might go on to deténe whether the available options are constralyed
speaker lect or register, and (if so) whether tlosestraints reflect ongoing language change. Hewev
according to another tradition — which | will refier here as the Functionalistadition — variation is
never or rarely semantically neutral. On this vieawlifference in syntactic form always spells Hedt
ence in meaning” (Bolinger 1968: 127; see also t4aitO80; Goldberg 1995). This view goes back all
the way to Humboldt’s principle, and has been gifilen theoretical grounding in Saussurian Structur-
alism. Backed by almost two centuries of linguigitieorizing, then, a Functionalist will probablyjedtt

to the examples in (1) constituting a case of gemwiariation. They would go on to argue that the
different prepositional complements followidgappointeccome with different shades of meaning and
are, as a result, not strictly interchangeable.

These different views are linked to different urstiendings of language change. On the Func-
tionalist side, one finds expressed the idea twaguages, in principle, strive to maintain or resto
isomorphism over time (e.g. Dik 1988; Anttila 19&B¢eraerts 1997: 105). Even though the role of
isomorphism in language change is regularly catiemlquestion (Lass 1998: 342—-352; Croft 2000: 68),
Functionalist thinking holds its ground in hist@lidinguistics as a set of implicGssumptions. On the
one hand, the literature abounds with claims tinat form disappears or undergoes functional change
becausat is functionally equivalent to another (see Daef et al. forthc. for examples and more elab-
orate discussion). On the other hand, some wotkrammaticalization Theory banks on the idea that
the diachronic success of new forms may be dubeio being differenfrom established forms — for
instance, in being more expressive (Haspelmath)1999

On the Variationist side, there is a more artiitaodel of language change. As Poplack (2011:
211) puts it: “The standard variationist constrofathange involves the progressive increase ofobne
a set of variant expressions of a meaning or fanaintil it ousts its competitors from the gramroailti
sector.” This ‘ousting’ is believed to happen notnsuch to restore isomorphism — variation, after al
is perfectly natural to language — but becauseatian is “potentially unstable” (Montgomery 2007:
111). Speakers may at any time attribute socialningeto the variation around them and, as a result,
develop selectional preferences for one variaaihother. Such preferences are primarily motivated b
speakers’ social ties and aspirations as indivgjualit they can eventually lead to shifting usagd-p
erences at the community level, amounting to laggu@ange proper (Labov 1972).

The contrast between different approaches totianidhave sketched here is of course stereo-
typed, but | believe the tension it highlights éalrenough and, as will be shown below, it regularl
surfaces both in Variationist and in Functionalistrk. At the same time, there have already been at-
tempts to reconcile Variationist and Functionalighking, and the goal of the present paper isoto ¢

tribute to those efforts. Specifically, it is arguleere that both variation and functional motivattan

! The termFunctionalistis not used here with reference to any specifiglage model or research tradition (e.g.
Functional Grammar, Westcoast Functionalism or éyit Functionalist Grammar) but simply to groupsiéo
linguists who assume that formal contrasts aressacgy meaningful.
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only be meaningfully interpreted by taking into agot the broader grammatical system that ‘genérates
the variants involved (De Smet et al. forthc.)wimat follows, Section 2 starts by examining Vaadati

ism and Functionalism more closely, highlighting tiension between the two approaches. Section 3
considers two earlier attempts at resolving theiten However, as argued in Section 4, these ateemp
inevitably raise new issues. Section 5 then owlimevay of addressing those issues, illustratirg an
supporting the argument with a case study intaatiea of variation illustrated in (1) above, thaths
prepositional phrase complements following emotdjectives in general, amisappointedn partic-

ular. Section 6 rounds off with concluding remarks.

2. Conflict

The Variationist tradition is grounded in work dmgmological variation (Labov 1972), where semantics

simply does not come into play. When Variationighking and methodology are extended into the

domain of the lexicon or grammar, the neutralitymaning becomes less self-evident. Nevertheless,
the canonical Variationist position is to assune tietween lexical or grammatical variants semantic
differences may well exist but can be neutralized¢antext. An often-quoted passage arguing along

those lines is the position statement by Sank&88) on syntactic variation:

While it is indisputable that some difference amnotation mayypon reflectionbe postulated
among so-called synonyms whether in isolation arantext [...], there is no reason to expect
these differences to be pertinent every time ortaefariant forms is used. Indeed the hypoth-
esis underlying the study of syntactic variatiothiri a framework similar to that of phonolog-
ical variation is that for certain identifiable seff alternations, these distinctions come intg pla
neither in the intentions of the speaker nor initherpretation of the interlocutor. Thus we say
thatdistinctions in referential value or grammaticahfttion among different surface forms can
be neutralized in discours&loreover, this is the fundamental discursive na@tém of (non-

phonological) variation and change. [Emphaseserotiginal.] (Sankoff 1988: 153)

There is little doubt that Sankoff (1988) here a@instes himself from Functionalist thinking, as isatl

from the following:

[T]wo different lexical items or structures camnalst always have some usages or contexts in
which they have different meanings, or functiong] # is even claimed by some that this dif-
ference, though it may be subtle, is always penmtinehenever one of the forms is used. The

contrary viewpoint is adopted here, however. (SH@88: 153)

In later Variationist work, this anti-Functionalishdertone sometimes becomes amplified. A striking

example is Poplack’s (2015) portrayal of Functismalas being akin to the practices of prescriptive
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grammarians. Functionalists and prescriptivisteealshe argues, have a knack for correctly identfy
variant expressions but then typically fail to amkledge them as such. Rather, they revert to often
dogmatic and poorly-informed attempts “to imbuehefmrm with a privative context of occurrence,
whatever it may be, so long as it is distinct fritvat of its counterpart(s)”. Other authors voicsogp-
ticism or even hostility towards Functionalism umdé Mair (2003), Noél (2003), Bresnan & Nikitina
(2009) or Cacoullos & Walker (2009).

Predictably, more Functionalist-leaning authotactao this. Of special interest here are at-
tempts to incorporate meaning in the analysis gatian using Variationist methods. One way of dpin
this is by adding functional parameters to theisttadl models describing the variation, factoring
semantic features of the contexts in which variaetaur (e.g. Rosenbach 2002). Another technique is
to perform various types of collocational analyseges & Stefanowitsch (2004), for example, show
that the English dative alternation is highly séwmeito verb type. Verbs likgive tell or showstrongly
favour the ditransitive construction, whereas vdikisbring, play or takestrongly favour the preposi-
tional dative construction.

Although some obscuring of the boundaries betvwémationism and Functionalism seems to
be going on here, there is still striking disagreatras to how the results are to be interpreted. Th
difficulty is that meaning always has to be apphmatindirectly through contextual clues. For exampl
it has been shown that the Engléstpenitive is preferred over tlod-genitive when the relation expressed
is one of inalienable possession (Rosenbach 2001#3.is one reason wh$ue’s lunggends to be
favoured ovethe lungs of Sue¥et, even though inalienable possession is a isetneategory, it does
not follow that thes-genitive somehow marks inalienable possessiorneliseo contradiction in using
Sue’s lungdo refer to the pair of lungs Sue is dissectingpimlogy class. The same could be said of
collocational evidence, which may point to semadiiferences between variants but does not actually
identify those differences.

This, then, leaves room for interpretation. GBeStefanowitsch (2004), once they have made
clear that their collostructional analysis revéalgtle differences betweeeeminglysynonymous con-
structions [emphasis added]”, go on to concludé‘tmany alternations are much more restricted than
has hitherto been assumed” (2004: 97). Similarblletnan, writing on the dative alternation in Dutch
maintains that collocational analysis can “provilde basis for [...] empirically valid generalizations
about the semantic parameters driving the datiegraltion” (2009: 593). But others, despite adaptin
similar techniques, are more cautious. Collocatidifeerences between variants or associationsfto d
ferent semantic contexts may, for instance, redttenched habits or persistent usage pattermsrrat
than semantically driven choices (Noél 2003: 36&yds Cacoullos & Walker 2009; Poplack & Torres
Cacoullos 2015: 277; Blas Arroyo & Schulte 201MisTbrings to mind Sankoff & Thibault's (1981)
foresighted suggestion that the conflict betweemnckanalist and Variationist thinking may well pev

difficult to resolve on strictly empirical grounds.
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3. A compromise
Can Variationism and Functionalism be reconcileghth Several solutions have been suggested, the
common denominator of which is that the conflictiEen Variationist and Functionalist perspectives
may actually matter less than at first sight appear

At the Variationist end, we must again turn to i8dh(1988). Even as he goes against Func-
tionalism in introducing the concept of neutraliaatin-discourse, Sankoff does not go so far as to
reject Functionalism altogether. His position istbeharacterized as agnostic, as he treats botwms

Variationist view and the Functionalist view as bfeses:

[T]his notion [of neutralization-in-discourse] niusmain a hypothesis, as must its antithesis —
that at every use of a form its full complementistinctions is somehow brought into play by
the speaker and/or hearer. (Sankoff 1988: 154)

Ultimately, Sankoff does not seek to justify theridtionist approach by demonstrating the existarice
functional equivalence between variants. Insteadpbks for justification in the observation of ‘ale
complementarity’ (Sankoff & Thibault 1981; see alBchwenter & Torres Cacoullos 2010: 14; Ta-
gliamonte 2012: 16). Weak complementarity meartsttigaprevalence of one form in a lect or register
negatively correlates with the occurrence of armotben. Given such a correlation and given some
degree of functional similarity, it is only reasbi@to conclude that the forms are in variation arel
potentially subject to change, with one form replgdhe other — no matter their exact semanticispec
fications. Sankoff (1988: 155) even briefly spetedahat variation may involve not only variantrfsr
for (roughly) the same function, but also variamdtions. In other words, speakers can differ iw ho
they say things as well as in the things they Aaylong as there is weak complementarity, the Varia
tionist approach is vindicated.

At the Functionalist end, the idea has gainedmpldbat a language may offer alternative coding
options, if not quite for the same meaning, attléasthe same language-external state of affaifset

linguistically represented (Langacker 1987; Taylo02). As Langacker puts it:

Grammatical structure is based on conventional @nggvhich reflects our ability to construe
a conceived situation in alternate ways. The fatlaeptual or semantic value of a conceived
situation is a function of not only its content [, .but also how we structure this content with
respect to such matters as attention, selectigardiground organization, viewpoint, and level
of schematicity. In regard to all of these we aapable of making adjustments, thereby trans-
forming one conceptualization into another thatoisghly equivalent in terms of content but

differs in how this content is construed. (Langacl@87: 138)
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For example, the transitive and intransitive cardtons in (2a—b) can be used to describe the same
scene. The variants highlight different aspectshefscene and meet different information-structural
demands, but the scene itself does not imposer @tteeof the construals the variants express.thas
speaker who chooses to construe the scene in wieichay meets his or her communicative goals or,

simply, first comes to mind.

(2) a. The defendaulropped the gun (1966, Google Books)
b. the gurdropped to the floor. (1967, Google Books)

From this, it is a small step to Croft (2010). LKariationists, Croft looks for the origins of clggnin
naturally occurring variation. Inspired by the motiof construal, he finds variation in the manyicm
speakers have to verbalize the same experienc.afgoes that this type of variation is far moxe e
tensive than is generally recognized. To show thésgescribes the variation in speakers’ retellivfgs
thePear Stonyfilm. Even though the speakers in question areonbt describing the same scenes, but
share the same overall discourse goal, variatidgheishorm. Consider, for instance, some variant de-
scriptions in (3), from Croft (2010: 10-11).

3) he comes off of the ladder
he comes down with a load of pears

and he comes down

o o T p

climbs down the ladder

The extent of the variation implies that speaketsomly have numerous ways to verbalize one and the

same experience, but also have considerable freegmlohvose between them:

Any single situation may be verbalized in multipl§ferent ways. Because of the fundamental
indeterminacy of communication — due to the faat #peakers cannot read each other’'s minds,
speakers must rely on their own unique historigsriofr uses of the linguistic forms, and every
situation being communicated is unique — diffensgrbalizations of the same experience are
communicatively more or less equivalent, or attleas a priori distinguishable. (Croft 2010:
42)

This indeterminacy, according to Croft, gives ttise¢he variation over which socially-driven seleati
mechanisms can subsequently operate, leading frdpagation or loss of specific variants over time
Again the message is that variants may well enterdompetition without necessarily having complete

semantic equivalence.
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4. New problems

The solutions discussed above suggest that theegeracy between Variationist and Functionalist per-
spectives is only an apparent one. Fundamenthllyetneed be no conflict. If variants are integutet
as near-synonyms, the Variationist concedes th@nta are not exact synonyms, while the Function-
alist concedes that variants may be interchangealdentext. Each can attend to their own business
without getting in the other’s way. Sitill, even tigh a position along the lines of Sankoff (1988) or
Croft (2010) may be preferable to a tug-of-war Ew more extreme Functionalist or Variationist
views, there are problems left that need addressimgfollowing focuses on two general problem srea

one mainly relevant to Functionalism, the othev#&piationism.

4.1. Motivation

One of the basic intuitions driving Functionalissrtiat the structure of language is more or lesis op
mally adapted to its function, which is first armdmost communication (Nuyts 2007: 548). The iso-
morphic principle is one reflex of this underlyifdga. Isomorphism states that for a communicative
code to be clear and efficient, forms should b&lpgl associated with meanings, with a one-to-one
mapping as the optimum. Many meanings mapped tofame would cause ambiguity, while many
forms mapped to one meaning would needlessly burdanory.

The question, then, is how to account for violagiof isomorphism. Ideally, from a Function-
alist point of view, these can still be explainecsamehow being functionally motivated. Indeedyrie
respect, one-to-many mappings have already beegnmzed to have a functional advantage over one-
to-one mappings. Without polysemy, the linguistde would lack the flexibility to adapt to new situ

ations. Croft therefore reformulates the isomorgminciple as follows:

Polysemy is both economically and iconically mot@dh[...]. The set of related meanings can
be thought of as a connected region in conceppzales|...]. The actual iconic correspondence
between meaning and form is between a single farthaasingle region in conceptual space.
[... T]he larger the region, the fewer total wordsemsary to cover the conceptual space, and

the more economically motivated the form-meaningespondence. (Croft 2002: 106)

However, the other type of violation — synonymynear-synonymy — is harder to account for. Variatio
brings redundancy to the communicative code thdtasn a Functionalist perspective, bereft of any
obvious communicative advantage. At best, variaffes different construals, which can explain their
distributional preferences, but as Taylor (20021)2&cognizes, such alternate construals may be no
more than functional ‘luxuries’ that a languageldqust as easily do without. At worst, semantitz di
ferences are so subtle that even Functionalistaedbkes fail to identify or agree on the semaric-c
trasts encoded by pairs of variants. Once the Furalist admits to widespread near-synonymy, the

guestion arises how to account for it in functioeains. In brief, where is the motivation in vaoat?
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4.2. Delimitation
Variationists may be less concerned with motivatimrt must face an issue that is arguably evemthor
ier. Weak complementarity supports but also chghsnVariationist practice and thought. As a phe-
nomenon, it is common in diachronic data. The fezgpy of one form goes up, just as the frequency of
another goes down. If the forms belong to the saemantic domain, it is sensible to assume, with
Sankoff (1988), that they are in variation. Howewemplementarity may prove to be weak indeed.
Consider the diachronic relation between Engfiglstand have toas expressions of deontic
necessity, as in (4). Historicalljyusthas been on the decline whilave tchas been on the rise (Myhill
1995; Biber 2004; Leech et al. 2011).

(4) a. ‘Youmust get something inside you,’ insisted Sukey bos&iyd you too, Daisy.’
(BNC)

b. I mean, there must be meetings flaue to go to. (BNC)

However, the rise dfiave todoes not match the decline mustin magnitude, nor do their respective
timings exactly align. In the meantime a scoretbto potentially rivalling expressions also neeth¢o
factored into the equation. Those include otheratwdnd semi-modals likee tqg had betterneed(to),
ought(to), shall andshould not to mention lexical alternatives (Leech et2fl11: 114). Some of the
other variants, moreover, feature in other altéonatas well. For exampleyustis also a marker of
epistemic necessity, alternating with epistemiceslds and parentheticals, whdkall varies withwill
andgoing toas a marker of future tense. Finally, in the mafghis chaos, one cannot help observing
thatmustandhave toare semantically different and to some extent syittaly complementary (Coates
1983; Myhill 1995). Even if such differences need sit in the way of variation and change, as both
Sankoff (1988) and Croft (2010) propose, therdésrton-trivial question of how much difference be-
tween alleged variants can be tolerated beforedhage to be variants? In sum, if we open the toor
near-synonymy or mere functional relatedness, ohaémg what Variationists call ‘the envelope of
variation’ — that is, the range of contexts in whi@ariants actually vary — may often turn out toane
intractable problem. For a Variationist analydiss is not a promising starting point.

Variation that eludes circumscription in termsdidcrete variables can be referred tdgser-
variation. Drawing attention to this type of variation, Vea Velde (2014) speaks of many-to-many
mappings between forms and functions: any singlm foan realize many functions and any single
function can be realized by many forms. As Van ddd¢ points out, many-to-many form-function
mappings are a recurrent organizational principleomplex systems (see also Kuhle 2014). It isdoun
for instance, in physiology, animal behaviour aediral architecture. In terms of language variation,
many-to-many mappings imply that a linguistic valgacan subsume a range of variants and each of

those variants may in turn be subsumed under a&raihgther variables.
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To the extent that the problem of hypervariatea methodological one, its consequence is that
Variationist studies of grammatical variation mggticus on a smaller subset of variations thatallo
an acceptable degree of delimitation. The usuatiyt triterion is that variation must be delimitggh-
tactically or lexically, as well as semanticallyrFexample, the variation betwetrat and zero in (5)
is delimited by the syntactic context of a matniggicate and a finite complement clause. The vanat
between a ditransitive and a prepositional datmestruction in (6) is delimited lexico-grammatigall
by the presence of a verb that can select for tgoraents and the overt expression of those argument
in context. This type of variation can be charazest aschoice-dependena prior syntactic or lexical

choice creates a variable context with a limitedb$semantically-equivalent options.

(5) a. lknew that you would want them back (BNC)
b. Weknew you were there. (BNC)
(6) a. Heregivemethe phone. I'll deal with it! (BNC)
b. The phone was handed over to Erika, who cwmefir the trip and thegave the

phoneto her mother (BNC)

The study of choice-dependent variation in gramimg@erhaps not in itself problematic. In fact, pho-
nological variation is likewise circumscribed bygmological, morphological or lexical structure. How
ever, it should be clear that a considerable amaofurdriation in grammar is much less readily cagdu
That said, let me also suggest that even thoughrkgriation primarily poses a methodological
problem, it may have a theoretical sting. As Vaoiaists assume that variation has the potential of
turning unstable (Montgomery 2007: 111; see Sedtiahove), it follows that variation must be poten-
tially stable and that change happens when extgrinejgered. As Deumert & Mesthrie (2000: 116)
put it: “all change is preceded by variation but albvariation leads to change”. This characteiirg
however, may be primarily one of narrowly circuniised choice-dependent variation. Choice-depend-
ent variation can be stable because it exists @t vgha relatively closed system, barred from esiien
interaction with other variations. In hypervariatjdy contrast, variation and change may stand in a
different relation. In the situation of interlockivariables that characterizes hypervariation, gaaan
in principle run rampant, as it will have compléxple effects beyond the grammatical context inolrhi
it first starts. If so, in hypervariation, instatilis likely to be the rule rather than the exdept More-
over, in hypervariation, many changes may be hadppgemithout a language-external trigger or drive,

but simply in response to other ongoing changes.
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5. Grammatical context

The problems raised above do not have ready arydseasions. However, one way to approach them
is to analyse variation in relation to its broagemmmatical context. Taking into account grammética
context is the obvious first step to describing anderstanding hypervariation, but it can alsoroffe
insight into the linguistic motivation underlyingnation.

To show this, the following sections return to Wagiation illustrated above, involving the var-
ious prepositional phrase complements that can th@rlexternal source of emotion followidgsap-
pointedand other emotion adjectives. As a first stepy#r@tion in this domain of grammar is described
on a synchronic basis, using data from Bnish National CorpugBNC). The domain is subject to
hypervariation, defying the usual descriptive mdthd he variation is therefore described usingta ne
work-inspired model. This shows quite how pervasiad intricate variation can be, challenging both
Variationist and Functionalist approaches. Nex,dtachrony of one specific variable context iméa
to by tracing the history of the prepositional geaomplements afisappointedUsing data from the
Hansard CorpugHC) it is shown that this context has a long higtaf variation and change. However,
when this history is seen against the backgrourttiebroader grammatical system of adjective com-
plementation, it also becomes clear that — deggitd may appear to be excessive variation and rando
diachronic fluctuation — there is still good reagorbelieve in linguistic motivation underlying Ihot

variation and change.

5.1. Describing hypervariation

In English, predicatively used emotion adjectivpanally combine with prepositional phrase comple-
ments (henceforth PP-complements) to mark the sooff@motion. Studies of complementation are
often cast in terms of the ‘matching-problem’ (Naari985), asking which predicate types pattern with
which complement types. The same literature reweaisus factors that determine likely matches, in-
cluding semantics and syntax but also historicdl extra-linguistic factors (see De Smet 2013 for an
overview). The matching problem applies also to@naadjectives and PP-complements. Predictably,

it turns out that different adjectives combine wdifferent PP-complements, as shown in (7).

(7) a. He wasorry about the outcome of an affray that he had not stantedimno way
wanted. (BNC)
b. This wedding is what he’s beafraid of. (BNC)
c. Instead of the clarity and precision of New&nimechanics, we have to dmntent

with a more fuzzy account of affairs. (BNC)
Also predictably, many adjectives allow more thae &P-complement, as shown in (8)—(9) (and see
also (1) above). Since the alternative optiongarerally near-synonyms, this is where variationes

in.
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(8) a. Lisnerwrote to me that John veasited about my plans... (BNC)
| wasexcited at the thought of seeing her again. (BNC)
c. There can be little doubt that Picasso exasted by the work that Braque brought
back to Paris from I'Estaque (BNC)
(9) a. Itwould be highly undesirable to dmfident about a hard disk that has a question
mark hanging over it. (BNC)
b. The student who onfident in his library skills has a basis of trust upon which
build (BNC)
c. Itis easy to be tolerant of members of othees if one igonfident of one’s own

standing in society (BNC)

Even when the general syntactic template is kepstamt to predicative adjectives and their PP-com-
plements, the variation defies easy delimitafiéor example, as (8)—(9) shomhoutcomplements al-
ternate withat-complements anbly-complements followingxcited but they alternate witim-comple-
ments andf-complements followingonfident These interlocking patterns of variation are ¢gpiof
hypervariation.

The first step to dealing with hypervariation s/musly to describe it. To do this for the gram-
matical subsystem of emotion adjectives and theic®mplements, data were extracted from the BNC.
This was done in two rounds. In a first round, arguwas run retrieving any forms of the véxdy(i.e.
having VB’ as part of their pos-tag), followed by adjective (i.e. any form tagged ‘AJO’), followed
by any of the formsit, about by, in, of, overor with. The results were randomly filtered down to a 5%
sample (n=3,361). The sample was manually analgse&tentify all emotion adjectives with a source-
complement. This produced a list of 97 adjectivelsich formed the input to the second query. The
second query retrieved all instances of any oBthadjectives previously identified, again precebigd
a form ofbe (i.e. having ‘VB’ as part of the pos-tag) and de¥ed by any of the formet, about by, in,
of, over or with. This produced a second concordance (n=17,592).cbhncordance was manually
checked for any remaining false positives, evehtuataining a data set with 15,595 instances. The
two-step procedure was meant to keep manual asahaageable, as well as to reduce dependence on

the pos-tagging of the corpéls.

2 The emotional state of an experiencer participadtits external source or trigger can of course bé expressed
by other means, including verbs (ethie authorities deeply regretted the outcqiBBIC)) and verbal idioms (e.g.
she felt anger at his unfeeling attitu@NC)). Note also that the complement of an emmotdjective can be
expressed by other means than a PP Hegwvas upset that Daisy was gofBNC)). Needless to say, all of this
only complicates matters further. For the sakehefargument developed here, however, it sufficdedas on
emotion adjectives and their PP-complements.

3 The search procedure is a compromise betweensmeand recall. The first sample-based query diiaaity
improves precision for the second query. At theeséime, recall is optimized in that the procedw@redomi-
nantly bottom-up, rather than starting from pre@ived lists of adjectives. However, recall is notnpletely
optimal. In two respects, the proceduradsbias-free. First, the list of prepositions was pded on the basis of
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A word is in order on the manual part of the asiglywhich excluded false positives from the
data sets produced by the two queries. Hits irdéta set were retained as relevant if they conteame
adjective and a PP, with the adjective describmgraotional state, and the PP its cause. An ‘emalio
state’ was understood as a mental state involvirsgtige or negative valence (eapntentvs ashameyl
and/or increased or lowered arousal (argazed/sbored felt in relation to a person, object or situation
While these dimensions fall far short of capturthg full meanings of the adjectives involved, they
allow reasonably principled discrimination betwesmotion adjectives (e.gonfident horrified, ob-
sessedetc.) and other adjectives (eaglept aware capable certain unwell etc.). In case of doubt,
adjectives were initially retained in the data bet, if all instances for a given adjective wereilokful,
the adjective was eventually deleted from the dataOne recurrent coding issue involved the distin
tion between participial adjectives and verbs. Hareinclusive policy was adopted: only if the \arb
reading was the only option, was an instance exddrbm the data set.

The final data set provides a detailed (if ndtaastive) picture of which emotion adjectives
pattern with which PP-complements in the Engligtr@ésented by the BNC. The patterning proves to
be extremely complex, however, and requires vigatiin for efficient description. To this end, d-ne
work plot was created, as shown in Figure 1, whkigbtures as much of the information available @ th
data set as possible. The nodes in the networtharadjectives and prepositions found in the deta s
The size of the nodes is proportional to the lag$formed frequency of the forms (within the d&td. s
Forms with fewer than 50 occurrences were excltdised the plot. The links between the nodes reflect
co-occurrence patterns between adjectives and giteps. The weight of the links is proportional to
the transitional probability for the adjective ®followed by the preposition (again, as calculatgtin
the data set). Links with a transitional probapibielow 2% were excluded from the ptdinally, the
colour coding for the adjectival nodes reflects diegree to which adjectives are loyal to a singbe t
of PP-complement, from yellow for maximal loyaltyred for maximal promiscuityThe layout of the

plot was calculated using the Fruchterman-Rheinglgdrithm.

introspection. Second, high-frequency adjectivesd &detter chance of making it into the final sétec The
frequency bias is a defendable sacrifice, howesiage it would in the end be difficult to propedgscribe the
combinatorial behaviour of low-frequency adjectiaeyway.

4 A transitional probability of 2% corresponds te flowest-frequency link (n=1) for the lowest-freqag node
(n=50) that can be included in the plot. This wawer-frequency adjectives are treated with theesdascriptive
granularity as higher-frequency adjectives.

5 The loyalty measure is calculated as the standiavition for the transitional probabilities betwesn adjective
and all of the seven PP-complement types in the skt A maximally loyal adjective occurs with oolye PP-
complement type, so the standard deviation is ted over one transitional probability at 100% andothers
at 0%, giving a standard deviation of 37.8. As djeetive patterns with more prepositions, its titimsal proba-
bilities become more evenly distributed over thiéedént PP-complement types, so the standard denidtops.
A maximally promiscuous adjective would have thmsaransitional probability of 14.3% for each oé theven
PP-complements, giving a standard deviation of 0.0.
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Figure 1. Emotion adjectives and their PP-complements indPrteday English (BNC).

Without going into the details, the following obgations can be made from Figure 1. Clearly, vaorati
is the rule. High-loyalty adjectives are a mingrityith only 13 (or 23%) of the 56 adjectives depitt
being exclusively linked to a single PP-complentgpe. Bear in mind that this is necessarily an ever
estimation of adjectival loyalty, due to the linitans of the corpus and of how the data are vizadli
in Figure 1. For example, the share of maximallyalcadijectives drops further if those combinations
are taken into account that have a lower than 2¥sitional probability, such as the ones illustidte
(10).

(10) a. he stared down at his Saturday suit ancafvaid at the new possibility that he had

become a man set in his ways, upset by change.YBNC
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b. Whatitis that teachers atissatisfied about we will return to later. (BNC)
c. | aminterested by the idea of the tempo that flows naturally. (BNC)

We can also look at this from the point of viewtbé PP-complements. Consider, for example, the
patterns of alternation that arise from PP-complameccurring with the same emotion adjectives.
With seven PP-complement types, there are 21 caadalei binary alternations. Figure 1 shows that, of
these, almost every alternation is actually attestehe context of at least one adjective. Theg qalir

of PP-complements that is not seen to alternateaviy of the adjectives in Figure loiscomplements
andwith-complements. But even this alternation is in faellAattested when combinations with a less

than 2% transitional probability are taken into@edt, as illustrated in (11)—(12).

(11) a. welllwas pleased, | wakeased of it (BNC)
b. He tested the noose with his foot. He pulled fz it until he wapleased with it.
(BNC)
(12) a. Icould see he washamed of what he was doing (BNC)
b. they werashamed with what they had done (BNC)

Observe further that variation is not only wideggheit is also strikingly intricate. For examplehile
essentially every PP-complement can alternate ity other PP-complement in at least some con-
texts, none of the PP-complements pattern idefytiaald most do not even pattern very similarly. For
most alternating pairs of PP-complements, it isucfeom Figure 1 that the distributional overlap is
restricted to a relatively small subset of adjexgiviFor instanceaf-complements angh-complements
only alternate as potential complementsdafident(see (9) abovepf-complements anavercomple-
ments only alternate followingptimistig etc. The pair of complements whose distribut®ombst sim-
ilar is at-complements anbdy-complements. But even for this pair distributioaaérlap is incomplete:
a small group of emotion adjectives pattern aitlcomplements but not withy-complements, includ-
ing angry, ashamedfurious happyandunhappy

Finally, apart from being prone to variation, thehaviour of emotion adjectives and PP-com-
plements also shows some other striking tender€iest, Figure 1 above is suggestive of semanticall
motivated patterning, with semantically relatedeatlves distributing in similar ways. For example,
adjectives denotinfgar (afraid, frightened scared terrified) tend to favounf-complements; adjectives
denoting a more or less stable state of mild pasidmotion ¢omfortable content happy satisfied
tend to favoumwith-complements; adjectives denoting sudden surpggéédtion alarmed astonished
shockedstunned surprized tend to takeat-complements; etc. Second, morphologically relatetb-
nyms likesatisfiedanddissatisfiedor happyandunhappyshow similar distributional preferences. Pre-
sumably, the distributional behaviour of the stenries over to that of the derived form. Third, réhis

also a syntactic or at least formal regularity. éithe adjectives combining withy-complements are
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formally past participles. This is no coincidenas there is only a thin line between predicativedgd
adjectival past participles and verbal passiveschvtypically pattern withby as marker of the agent
role in a passive clause.

These observations link back to the precedingréieal discussion. Judging from the behav-
iour of emotion adjectives and PP-complements,afiamism will find itself ratified in the abundance
of variation, but it may be challenged by the wady of the alternation patterns. Functionalism may
find semantic differences between variants hinteith &heir diverging distributional preferencest bu

would be challenged by the striking degree of totee to variation.

5.2. Motivation
While far from exhaustive, the above descriptioeggeome way towards putting variation in its gram-
matical context. At least, we can now focus on aenmarrowly circumscribed pocket of variation and
interpret the variation found there against thekgemund of a more extensive system. Doing so, varia
tion and change can be seen in a somewhat difféghmt revealing some of the linguistic motivation
underlying it.

By way of example, let us turn to the most promigces of emotion adjectivesdisappointed
as seen in Figure 1 above — and add the diachdimiension to the picture. In the BNC data set de-
scribed abovalisappointeccombines withwith-complements (31%Jpy-complements (28%gat-com-
plements (22%)n-complements (16%) araboutcomplements (3%), and (as shown by (1f) above) it
is marginally attested witbvercomplements as well. To describe how this distrdsuevolved over
time, use was made of thlansard Corpughenceforth HC). The HC consists of the writterores of
Parliamentary debates in the British Houses ofi#adnt, covering (approximately) the last two centu
ries. The HC was queried for all instanceslisippointedmmediately followed byabout at, by, in,
of,® overorwith. The data for every second decade were retairgechanually analysed to remove false
positives. This eventually produced a diachroniad&t covering the two centuries represented dy th
HC, made up of 11 synchronic ‘slices’, startinghnihe 1800s, 1820s, 1840s etc., containing all in-
stances oflisappointedollowed by a PP-complement marking the sourcasgmpointment (n=5,553).

The share of the different complement types withia data set is plotted over time in Figure 2.

6 As it turns outdisappointeds sometimes followed by af-PP, but in this usdisappointedneans ‘deprived of’
(e.g.suddenly those who invested a large amount of &aijpitmills and the cultivation of the soil wedésap-
pointed of the fruits of their enterprise before they coukt their first returng(1848, HC)). Examples like this
were eventually not retained, disappointeds not an emotion adjective here.
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Figure 2. The PP-complements dfsappointedver time (HC)

What can be learned from this? It is obvious fraguFe 2 thatisappointechas (as far as the data set
goes) been a promiscuous adjective from the statthas over a period of two centuries shown no
noticeable inclination towards mending its waysstAndardized loyalty scdrbas been superimposed
on the plot, confirming this general impressioneTbyalty score rises somewhat in periods during
which a single PP-complement dominates the digtdbuin-complements in the 1800at-comple-
ments in the 1880with-complements in the 1920s~complements in the 2000s) but there is no overall
trend towards increasing or, for that matter, desireg loyalty. This is despite the fact that thieas
actually been a lot of change going on. The distidmnal profile ofdisappointedby the 2000s has
changed markedly compared to what it looked likthan1800s. Yet, the ideal of one-to-one mappings
between form and function remains about equallydaroved. The history afisappointedthen, is far
from supporting the idea that languages might stravget rid of variation over time. It could beuce
tered that the variants might be expressing ugefidgtional contrasts, but in light of the constamh-
over in the preferred PP-complement type — fiopto at, to with, to by — this too is, at face value,
doubtful.

While this again confirms the naturalness of @ there is something remarkable about the
variation. The distributional behaviour @difappointedn Present-day English was found to be extreme,
in thatdisappointechas the lowest loyalty score of all of the 56 atiyes documented in the BNC data
set. It is therefore somewhat surprising that grigperty is diachronically stable. After all, extre
values tend, statistically, to be short-lived. @oeld say thatlisappointedust seems to be the kind of
adjective that attracts variation. But this comewl to saying that there must be a linguistic prgpe

" The loyalty score was calculated as explainedeictin 5.1, footnote 6, and then standardized aprttaximal
loyalty corresponds to 1 (= exclusive selectioraddingle PP-complement) and minimal loyalty to Oeual
selection rates for all PP-complements).
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of disappointedr of the overall system of PP-complementatiorwihotion adjectives that is respon-
sible for the variation observed. In terms of thatching problem, one could speculate that the fset o
PP-complements just does not offer an ideal matcti$appointed- or that it offers too many accepta-
ble matches.

This need not be far-fetched. As an emotion aidjeatisappointechas a comparatively com-
plex semantic structure, as it involves negativadifigs towards an object that had fostered positive
feelings of hope or anticipation before but somelfaied to meet expectations. Such a complex se-
mantic structure makes it difficult to semanticallyatedisappointedo other emotion adjectives. That
is, it contains elements of meaning also founcheéngemantics of other adjectives, such as an implic
change of state (as upse}, an element of surprise (asalarmed, and an element of negative feeling
(as inunhappy, but it is nevertheless semantically dissimitani any of those adjectives. As a result,
it defies semantic classification and, by the séwken, semantically-based PP-complement selection.
In other wordsgisappointednay well have a sensible linguistic excuse for fgiromiscuous$.

If it is reasonable to suspect linguistic motigatin the prolonged state of extreme variability
characterizing the distributional behaviouidigappointedit also makes sense to see linguistic motiva-
tion in at least some of the specific changesttiatlistributional behaviour disappointedinderwent.
Given no very strong propensity towards any speélf’-complement type, changes taking place else-
where in the system may be enough to tilt the loalam favour of one complement-type or other in the
context ofdisappointedFor example, the modest riseaboutcomplements from the 1920s to 1960s
echoes an overall rise aboutcomplements with emotion adjectives and a mor@iggsimultaneous
increase in the frequency aboutacross the boafiThis means that the appearanceatmbutcomple-
ments withdisappointeds really no coincidencéboutcomplements became more strongly entrenched,
hence more easily available for selection, disdppointed- never picky when it comes to complement
selection — welcomed the newcomer.

As another example, the increasing useyfomplements witldisappointedcould be linked
to changes in the semantics of the correspondirimdisappoint As an emotion adjectivejsappointed
marks a state resulting from dashed hopes or &testranticipation. As a verb, howeveisappointis

polysemous. It can take an animate object andtilpecally has a causative meaning, ‘cause (someone)

8| suspect a somewhat similar argument could bentealto explain why there appears to be so mudaticm

in the domain of PP-complementation with emotiofectives (assuming that the variation describedvatie
indeed extreme). Arguably, when combining with eéootdjectives, the original spatial ‘core’ semesf prep-
ositions are so attenuated that they do not prockl@ble distributional predictions.

9 An automatic query in the HC faibout preceded by any of the adjectives found to combiith aboutcom-
plements in Figure 1 above, shows that emotionctisligss withaboutwere very infrequent before 1860 (with
normalized frequencies below 2pmw), began to iselg from the 1860s onwards to just under 10pmwhia
1910s, then rose sharply between the 1910s ands1&7@vel again around 160pmw in the 1980s td20This
development parallels an overall simultaneousinigiee frequency adiboutin the HC, from 316pmw in the 1800s
to 882pmw in the 1910s (steady but slow increake)) suddenly to 2,729pmw in the 1970s (sharp,rieegnd
at 2,876pmw in the 2000s (stabilization).
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to feel disappointed’, as in (13a). But it can alske an inanimate object and mean ‘fail to livetap

(hopes, expectations)’ or ‘defeat, frustrate (pfams in (13b—c).

(13) a. Thereis one omission in the address wihietn has a great dedisappointed me
(1805, HC)
b. Would the commons of England disregard theiops) anddisappoint the expec-
tations of the people? (1805, HC)
c. the bill could properly be denominated ineéfit, because it was professedly to raise
27,000 men immediately, and it had whaligappointed this design (1805, HC)

In Present-day English, the causative use in (its3apst common, but in ¥&century English the non-
causative uses in (13b—c) dominated. That the tsasase became the default meaning of the verb
disappointimplies that the semantic link between the padsium of the verb and the emotion adjective
was strengthened (increasingly, the subject ohtljective aligns to the patient argument of thdo)er
As adjective and passive verb gravitated toward$ egher, the PP-type common to both began to
receive stronger grammatical support and the frecyuefby-complements witllisappointedncreased.

In sum, the history oflisappointedgives little occasion to believe that the languagstem
strives to maintain subtle semantic contrasts gufpress needless variation. In that respectusge
appears to have no drive towards functional opttion. Nevertheless, the historydi$appointedsug-
gests that both variation and change may arissystem-internal reasons. This in turn points to the
kinds of linguistic motivation that really underliee use of near-synonymous variants. At leasai, p
the use of specific variants witlisappointedand other emotion adjectives is motivated by thevoek
of associative relations between complex pattesnsh as the semantic similarity relations between
emotion adjectives, the morphological relationsueein adjectives and the forms from which they are
derived, or the formal relation between past pgatadjectives and passives. Broadly speakinghsu
relations can be labelled analogical, because phieyarily depend on similarity. Motivation then re-
sides in the fact that, by analogy, similar treatms given to similar things. Because this is anfof

cognitive efficiency (cf. Rosch 1978), it is fundamtally a functional principle.

6. Concluding remarks

The preceding discussion does not — and was naitrteea offer a conclusive analysis of the systém o
emotion adjectives and PP-complements. For thiscpéar domain of grammar, the corpus analysis
gives a detailed picture of where variation occhus,without delving into the various factors thate

the selection of specific variants. It also hints@mantically motivated patterning, but withoutngp
into any great detail. What | hope the discussiakes clear, however, is how Variationist and Func-
tionalist approaches might both benefit from takimg account grammatical context, and how this can

eventually also help to reconcile both types ofrapph.
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Even in the face of rampant variation, there igeason to give up the Functionalist premise
that linguistic structure is motivated. Only, wigimotivated in variation is primarily the existencf
the variants — not the semantic contrasts they.datfgle such contrasts will always exist, they need
not be theaisond’étre of the variation. Rather, variants can be thoudlatsacoding solutions speakers
come up with as they draw on their grammatical wesgs. Variation arises because grammars offer
multiple near-equivalent solutions to the same rgdiroblem. Even if variation observed in a given
grammatical context appears redundant or excessaah of the individual variants is likely to be a
grammatically well-motivated structure, becausey thiee somehow analogous to coding solutions that
have been relied on under similar circumstance$. @te could wonder why the grammar over-gener-
ates solutions — one solution would do, why havayfdn fact, the abundance of solutions may irlfitse
be communicatively efficient, particularly from theint of view of the speaker, who faces the pnoble
of efficiently coding experience into an intelligghlinguistic form. Just as a (coding) solutionrsre
effective if it can be depended on to solve moamthne problem, as in cases of polysemy, it isrgdge
easier to solve a (coding) problem if it allows m¢ihan one solution, as in cases of variation.hdn t
view, variation is naturddecauset is functional.

Once variation is thought of as linguistically mvated, it begins to make more sense to also
think of change as being linguistically motivatednguage change is sometimes equated with thd socia
propagation of a linguistic variable. However, isystem that exhibits hypervariation, instabiligy i
likely to be inevitable and perpetual, because@rnge in one variable context will also affecteoth
variable contexts, in an unending cascade of Istgucauses and consequences. This is of course not
to deny that social forces can interact with thighat innovations, in order to become conventiaad,
must spread across a speech community. But thotseda not preclude the possibility that the strest
of grammar itself creates conditions that may lwediaable or unfavourable to specific changes, at th
change in one domain may interact with developmantsther areas of the language. Variation and
change are so interwoven that if there is lingaistotivation in variation, there must also be lirsgia

motivation in change.
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