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Abstract
At the heart of the ditransitive construction, the verb give lies as the prototypical
ditransitive verb as it has been pointed out by authors such as Newman (1993, 1996,
2005) or Goldberg (1995).
Usually the verb give is semantically described as the physical act of passing an
entity (direct object) from one participant (subject) to another one (indirect object), the
latter being portrayed as the final physical target of the action and, therefore, as the
recipient of the object of the transfer.
However, apart from this central meaning, other different senses of give which
range from perception (give someone a surprise), to oral communication (give someone
a talk) have been suggested by many authors (Stein 1991, Allan 1991, Butler 2002,
Guilquin 2005). These different meanings evince different sort of receptions by the
indirect object and, consequently, different semantic roles can be assigned to this
constituent, a fact which has been surprisingly overlooked by the majority of authors.
Several corpus studies (e.g. Römer 2005, Schäpers 2005) on different
grammatical points have shown the discordance between english contained in grammar
books and the english produced by native speakers (or real english). The present paper
takes a closer look at the examples of the verb give included in the ICE-GB to carry out
a study of the semantic roles of the indirect object as produced by native speakers with
the ultimate implication of a new configuration of the semantic roles of this predicator
element.
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