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INTO-causative

Examples: COCA; Rudanko (2011), Stefanowitsch (2014)

(2) Dr. Wilson (the reliably great Robert Sean Leonard) 
tries to blackmail the staff-less House … into hiring 
a new team by kidnapping his beloved guitar.

(1) “Who was that one who talked us into taking this limo?”

(3) The Bush campaign frightened the American people 
into believing that the threat of terrorism would 
increase if Bush were defeated.

(4) Hearers will be duped or deceived into believing 
falsehoods.

(5) I will not sphroxify gullible people into looking up 
fictitious words in the dictionary.

talk somebody into doing sth.

talk business
talk somebody*

SUBJ V OBJ OBLinto Ving

causer V causee result



INTO-causative

Examples: COCA; Rudanko (2011), Stefanowitsch (2014); CxG: Goldberg (1995)

(2) Dr. Wilson (the reliably great Robert Sean Leonard) 
tries to blackmail the staff-less House … into hiring 
a new team by kidnapping his beloved guitar.

(1) “Who was that one who talked us into taking this limo?”

(3) The Bush campaign frightened the American people 
into believing that the threat of terrorism would 
increase if Bush were defeated.

(4) Hearers will be duped or deceived into believing 
falsehoods.

(5) I will not sphroxify gullible people into looking up 
fictitious words in the dictionary.

‘X  CAUSES  Y  TO   DO  Z  by  V’

talk somebody into doing sth.

talk business
talk somebody*
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Stimulate your own mind into thinking creatively.

(4) Hearers will be duped or deceived into believing 
falsehoods.

(3) The Bush campaign frightened the American people 
into believing that the threat of terrorism would 
increase if Bush were defeated.

(2) Dr. Wilson (the reliably great Robert Sean Leonard) 
tries to blackmail the staff-less House … into hiring 
a new team by kidnapping his beloved guitar.

(1) “Who was that one who talked us into taking this limo?”

Examples: COCA; Stefanowitsch (2014), Gries & Stefanowitsch (2004)
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(5) I will not sphroxify gullible people into looking up 
fictitious words in the dictionary.
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Emergence of the INTO-causative

(6) he was honestly trepanned … into giving sentence against himself. [1678]
(7) Besides, you Hector’d me into saying I lov’d both [1689] 

(8) … and then you have charged me with bullocking you into 
owning the truth. [1749]

(9) The house was large and elegant, and betrayed me into furnishing it 
rather better than suited my present circumstances [1763]

(10) I wish I could teaze her into loving me a little. [1781]
(11) the civilities … flattered her into believing she had excited a partiality 

that a very little time would ripen into affection [1782]
(12) … and … led him into speaking of his own plays. [1824]

Examples: EEBO/CLMET/COHA; Flach (accepted); cf. Rudanko (2000), Davies & Kim (2018), Davies (2012)

A. The King moved the army into France. [into NP]

B. It turned mirth into mourning. [into -ingN] 
They cast us into trembling and fear.

C. They awed us into truth-speaking. [into -ingN / V]
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Data

Corpus of Historical American English (COHA)

[class="VERB"] []* "into"%c ".*ing"%c within s;
400 million words, 1810–2009
fiction, magazine, news, non-fiction



Data

Corpus of Historical American English (COHA)

[class="VERB"] []* "into"%c ".*ing"%c within s;

✔
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400 million words, 1810–2009
fiction, magazine, news, non-fiction
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ANALYSIS
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Excursus: Corpus data
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Excursus: Corpus data

COHA corpus size
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Excursus: Corpus data
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Excursus: Corpus data

P1 P2 P3 P4 Sum
communication 17 103 204 628 952
fear 27 211 306 534 1078
force 8 107 225 588 928
misc 7 68 91 134 300
trickery 54 274 388 719 1435
Sum 113 763 1214 2603 4693



Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

COHA
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misc 7 68 91 134 300
trickery 54 274 388 719 1435
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Excursus: Observed vs. expected

HAIR male female SUM
dark 14 21 35
light 6 15 21
SUM 20 36 56

20 * 35 / 56 = 12.512.5



Excursus: Observed vs. expected

HAIR male female SUM
dark 14 21 35
light 6 15 21
SUM 20 36 56

12.5 22.5
7.5 13.5

HAIR male female
dark 0.18 0.10
light 0.30 0.17

!2 = 0.75

!2 = ∑
(O – E)2

E

p = 0.38, n.s.
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Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

P1 P2 P3 P4 Sum
communication 17 103 204 628 952
fear 27 211 306 534 1078
force 8 107 225 588 928
misc 7 68 91 134 300
trickery 54 274 388 719 1435
Sum 113 763 1214 2603 4693

!2 = 137.62
p < 0.001, ***

22.9

V = .098



Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

P1 P2 P3 P4 Sum
communication 17 103 204 628 952
fear 27 211 306 534 1078
force 8 107 225 588 928
misc 7 68 91 134 300
trickery 54 274 388 719 1435
Sum 113 763 1214 2603 4693

!2 = 137.62
p < 0.001, ***
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Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

P1 P2 P3 P4 Sum
communication 17 103 204 628 952
fear 27 211 306 534 1078
force 8 107 225 588 928
misc 7 68 91 134 300
trickery 54 274 388 719 1435
Sum 113 763 1214 2603 4693

!2 = 137.62
p < 0.001, ***

22.9
25.9
22.3
7.2

34.6

154.7
175.3
150.9

48.8
233.3

246.3
278.8
240.1
77.6

371.2

528.0
597.9
514.7
166.4
795.9

V = .098
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Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)
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Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)
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Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)
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Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)
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Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)
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Case study I: Shifts in verb classes

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)
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Case study II: Shifts in argument structure

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)

We frighten him.
They bullied everyone.

We argue a case. 
They ridicule authority.

She talks (to him).
They laugh.
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Association plots: Interpretation

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)
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Association plots: Interpretation

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)
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Association plots: Interpretation

Friendly (1992), Zeileis et al. (2007)
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Epilogue: Back to theory

Flach (accepted, under review); cf. Hilpert (2013, 2018), Traugott & Trousdale (2013)
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