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xi CONSTRUCTION GRAMMAR AND TS APPLICATICN TO ENGLISH

are reading them, the more likely you are to find a view that is not only
dispured, but also hopelessly outdated.

Another point I would like to offer in order to discourage you from
any further engagement with this book is thar there are excellent texus
out there that you can profitably use to ger an overview of the kind of
work that is being done in Construction Grammar, Let me mention
the work of Adele E. Goldberg (1995, 2006), which has been extremely
influential, and which offers an authoritative and highly accessible
starting point for dhe interested novice. Also, The Oxford Handbook
of Construction Grammar has recently been published (Hoffmann and
Trousdale 2013). This hefty tome of some 650 pages, written by experts
in the respective topics, is in a much better position to do justice to the
complexities of the field than a slim introductory book such as this one.
Another resource thar I would like o mention is the excellent textbook
Syntactic umvmaﬁ. in which Ivan Sag, Thomas Wasow, and Emily Bender
give a detailed account of how constructions can be usefully formalised
(Sag et al. 2003). Formalisation is completely disregarded in this book,
but it is essential in many areas of research, not least in computational
linguistics. Oh, one more thing. If you are passing through Northern
California in the not-too-distant furure, you could stop by at Copy
Central, 2560 Bancroft Way, in Berkeley, and ask for a copy of the text-
book manuscripr written by Charles J. Fillmore and Paul Kay, who are
the main architects of Construction Grammar and whose ideas mnna&:\
inform every page of this book.

me&n you will note that the title of this book is n.%.ﬁx:ﬂ% Q&aﬁﬁaw
and its Application ro English, What this book aims to do is w lay out an
" inventory ‘of English constructions and to explain how these can be
analysed, using the framework of Construction Grammar. The focus
on English constructions comes at the price of neglecting all other
languages that are currently the subject of constructional research and,
importantly, comparisons between them. Construction Grammar has
been devised as a framework for the m:mqmmm of the general human
capacity for language. It is a basic assumption that knowledge of lan-
guage will be organised according to the same maﬁné_nm across differ-
ent languages, but to what extent chis assumption is cosrect is still very
much a matter of investigation. This book will completely ignore this
interesting issue, woncmmam instead on m_.ﬁ:wmw constrictions, many of
which are actually quite well described in nﬁmsam tréatments om English
grammar, idioms, and vacabulary,

You're still reading? Well, don't say I didn’t warn you.

1 Introducing Construction
Grammar

1.1 What do you know when you know a language?

What do speakers of English have to know in order to produce utter-
ances that other speakers will understand? For many linguists, across
different theoretical persuasions, working out what speakers know
when they know a language is zbe most important task in their field of
study. So, what do speakers know? If you had to come up with a number
of bullet points with the most important aspects of linguistic knowledge,
your list would be likely to show some overlap with the following
ones.

{1) What speakers have to know:
*  must know words
* must know how to combine words into phrases and sentences
+ must know how to put the right endings on words
* maust be able to understand newly coined words
+ must know that sometimes what is meant is different fiom
‘what is said
+ must know that language varies across different contexts
* must know idiomatic expressions ‘

Clearly, more items could be added 1o this list. In order to ger a working
model of linguistic knowledge, it would further be necessary to work
out how each item on the lst interacts with all the other ones. For
instance, how does knowledge of idioms relate to knowledge of the
words that occur in them? How does knowledge of syntactic patierns
relate to knowledge of morphological inflections of the words in a
sentence? Given that modelling speakers’ knowledge of language is a
highly complicated task, it will be likely 1o come to you as a surprise
that linguistic knowledge, according to Construction Grammar, can
be caprured by a list that is considerably shorter than the one shown
above.
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(2) What speakers have to know, according to Construction
Grammar:
+ must know constructions

Yes, you have read correctly. All that speakers need to have, according
to the constructional view, is knowledge of constructions. This claim
is expressed by Adele E. Goldberg, one of the central developers of
Construction Grammar as a theory of linguistic knowledge, in the fol-
lowing way (2003: 219

The totality of our knowledge of language is captured by a network of
constructions: a ‘construct-i-con’.

At this point you will probably wonder what a construction is, This
chapter will offer a comprehensive definition, bur as a first approxima-
tion, Galdberg and other researchers in Construction Grammar view
constructions as units of linguistic knowledge that pair a linguistic
form with a meaning. This means that you are in fact familiar with a
very common kind of construction, namely words. Words, by virtue
of being symbolic form—meaning pairings, are constructions. The
construct-i-con, as the name suggests, thus contains everything that
would be contained in a lexicon, but in addition to that & large number
of symbolic units that are larger in size than single words. The remain-
ing parts of this chapter will characterise these units in some more
detail, but let us for the moment return to the fundamental claim of
Construction Grammar, namely that knowledge of language consists of
a large network of constructions, and nothing else in addition. Everything
that speakers know about words, about syntactic patterns, about pre-
fixes and suffixes, about idioms, and about the intricacies of what is
said and what is meant, everything of this is to be recast as knowledge
of construcdons. At first, this may seem an cutrageous proposition.
What motivates a claim that departs so drastically from the seemingly
obvious conclusion that speakers need many different kinds of linguistic
knowledge? The short answer is that all of thar knowledge is thought
1o be represented directly at the level of constructions. The construc-
tions that speakers know are directly associated with phonological,
morphological, and syntactic properties, along with conventionalised
meanings, possible variants, and the social contexts in which you:are
likely to use and hear them. In the simplest of terms, your knowl-
edge of a construction is the sum total of your experience with that
construction. e

This view of linguistic knowledge may be hard to stomach at first,
because it militates against an idea that is widely shared, both among
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laypeople and among professional linguists. That idea goes by the
name of the dictionary-and-grammar model (Taylor 2012: 8}, which
is a model of linguistic knowledge in which knowledge of vocabulary
is neatly separated {rom knowledge of grammatical rules. (You will
recognise the first two bullet points from our laundry list of linguistic
knowledge.} And indeed, you might say; is it not obvious thar children
learn words and, in a second step, rules to combine those words into
phrases and sentences? The central challenge for the dictionary-and-
grammar view of linguistic knowledge is one that has plagued genera-
tions of second language learners, namely idiomatic expressions. (You
recognise the last, seemingly less important bullet point from the list) In
the dictionary-and-grammar model, idioms form 2 kind of ‘appendix’ to

the dictionary, a list that contains expressions such as beat i1, bit the road, .

or make like a banana and split. These expressions need separate entries
in the mental lexicon because speakers have to learn that each of the
three means ‘to leave’, and that each of them is appropriate for slightly
different contexts of use. Knowledge of the individual words and their
meanings will not lead a speaker to that particular conclusion. The con-
structional view of linguistic knowledge originates with the observation
that relegating idioms to an appendix is not satisfactory. The following
sections outline why this is the case. .

1.1.1 idiomatic expressions permeate ordinary language

Contrary to what you might think, idiomatic expressions are no particu-
larly peripheral phenomenon in naturaily occurring data. Consider the
following snippet from the British National Corpus (BNC), which is a
large text collection that documents the usage of British English in the
second half of the twentieth century.

(3) In winter you can look out of the window and tell i’s 2 °C
outside. How? Because the crocuses are coming into bloom.
Crocuses are plants that nature has provided with a biclogical
thermometeér. It's very accurate, reacting to temperatre
differences of as little as 0.5 °C. As the weather gets warmer the
flowers open. But when the temperature drops, they close again.

On the face of it, the text excerpt seems to be entirely unremarkable.
You would be hard pressed even to find an expression in the text that
would qualify as an idiom. However, a closer look reveals a number of
expressions that would be difficult to explain with a dictionary-and-
grammar model of linguistic knowledge. Take the very first words,
In winter. This is a conventional way of saying during the time of winter,

o
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in general, as opposed to in the winter of 2012. Knowing this is part of
your linguistic knowledge, and a second language learner of English
might not necessarily know it, opting for in the winter instead. Moving
on, the sentence you can Jook out of the window and tell it’s 2 °C ontside is
nat as straightforward as you might initially think. Note that the verb
#ell in this sentence does not have its usual meaning of ‘narrate’, as in
tell @ story, but rather, the sentence conveys that the listener can fnfer
that the temperature is 2 °C. Again, you understood that without any
problems, but how so? The answer is that you know an idiomatic usage
pattern with z¢/, which is important enough o receive its own entry in
the Oxford English Dictionary as ‘preceded by can: To be able to state; to know;
to discern, perceive, make ont, understand (OED: tell, v.). An example that
would almost count as a real idiom is the expression coming fnto bloom,
said of the crocuses. Plants in general can be coming into leaf, coming into
flower, o¥ coming into fruit, but crucially not into Jeaves, flowers, or fruits,
even though that might be a more accurate description of what happens.
Proficient speakers of English are aware that the singular is required;
learners have t work that ourt, bur cannot bank on the help of a dic-
tionary or grammar book in thar endeavour. Two sentences later, the
text mentions remperature diffevences of as little as 0.5 °C. Here, we have an
expression that many second language learners of English are actually
taught, namely the use of 4r. .. ar with an intervening adjective. This
expression typically serves to make a comparison, as in Fobn ir a5 tall as
Bob, bur note that here, the expression connects a scale with a value on
that scale, so that the phrase differences of as little as 0.5 °C is an example
of a schema that is also at work in interest rates of as bigh as 100 per cent, or
microcrédit loans of as rmall ar £40. What is conveyed byithese examples
is that some measure is comparatively high, or comparatively low, but
the standard against which the respective measurements are compared
remains implicit, to be understwod by the reader. You know that, but
neither because you know what the individual words mean, nor because
you know how to combine words into phrases. Again, the dictionary-
and-grammar model is at a loss.

What emerges from the discussion of the short text excerpt is that
ordinary language is fully permeated by a large number of idiomatic
expressions whose forms and meanings are not entirely predictable on
the basis of either the word meanings recorded in a dictionary ot the
rules of syntax provided by a grammar. The appendix to the dictionary,
listing expressions such as i winser, coming into blooim, ot differences of ar
kittle as 0.5 °C, would have to be of a substantial size'in oawa to m.mmmnﬁ
speakers’ knowledge of language fully,
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1.1.2 Ildiomatic expressions are more than fixed strings

Besides the sheer size of the appendix that would have to be added to
the lexicon, the dictionary-and-grammar model faces difficulties that
are less easily resolved. Representing speakers’ knowledge of idiomatic
expressions would be a relatively straightforward task if those idioms
were just fixed strings of words such as bite the dust, ler off steam, or jump
the gun. However, many idiomatic expressions cannot be analysed as
memorised strings, as two examples from the following BNC excerpt
illustrate.

(#) ‘Clients cell me that they are not worried about their property
as long as their pets are all right,’ says William Lewis, managing
director of Home & Pet Care. ‘“We often get asked to look after
elderly pets whose owners are worried that going into kennels
may be too big a shock.” Maost sitters are aver 60, sensible and
probably have pets of their own.

Sentences such as going ito kennels may be roo big 4 shock have been dis-
cussed under the heading of the BIG MESS construction (Van Eynde
2007).! Clearly, understanding a phrase such as o big 2 shock does not
come about because speakers have memorised that very phrase. Rather,
what speakers know is a more abstract pattern that also allows them to
identify sentences such as That's quite useful a lesson or How big an ares
are we taltking about? as conventional expressions. You can think of this
abstract pattern as a cognitive schema, that is, a mental representarion
that captures the construction’s general traits. In the case of the BiG
MESS construction, this schema deviates in some ways from general
syntactic patterns of English. For instance, in an ordinary English noun
phrase, an atuributive adjective follows the determiner and precedes the
head noun, as in # big shock, rather than big # sheck. Inportantly, the BIG
MESs construction has a certain grammatical systemaricity, which is ro
say that it is sensitive to distinctions that, under the dictionary-and-
grammar model, would be handled by the grammar, rather than by the
dictionary. To illustrate, the nominal in the big mess construction must
be indefinite. Replacing the indefinite ardcle in 1o big 4 shock or guite
useful a lesson with the definite determiner be or a demonstrative such as
this renders the examples highly unconventional. Likewise, the nominal
must be in the singular, so that it is not possible 1o replace 4 shock with

! Throughout this book, you will find the names of constructions printed in SMALL
CAPITALS, as in the DITRANSITIVE construction, the BE GOING T'0 construction, or the
S-GENITIVE construction,
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two shocks, some shocks, of 4 few shocks. Lastly, the schema that represents
speakers’ knowledge of the BIG Muss construction must include some
information on the pre-adjectival modifiers that are acceptable in the
construction. Tt is easy to find authentic examples with the degree modi-
fiers quite, ratber, tvo, somewhat, and pretty, examples with interrogative
how are quite common; but examples with very are surprisingly rare,
and even unacceptable to some speakers (Van Eynde 2007). Speakers’
knowledge of the BiG MESS construction is thus more than a fixed string
of words, or perhaps a list of fixed strings, but rather a generalisation
over such strings that specifies what works and what does not.

The second example from the excerpt that is worth some considera-
tion is the sentence Most sitters are over 60, sensible and probably have peis of
their sun. The crucial phrase here is bave pets of their own, which illustrates
anothet idiomaric expression with internal grammatical systematicity.
The elements of and own are invariant, but between the two, any pos-
sessive determiner (my, your, bis, ber, etc.) may enter the expression. The
construction, which we may call the N oF ONE'S OWN construction,
includes a nominal that must be indefinite. The sentence Fobn now bas
4 car of bis own is a conventional expression, but replacing the indefinite
determiner with the definite determiner the leads to an ungrammatical,
perhaps even uninterpretable result. By contrast, a constraint on the
number of the nominal, as observed in the BIG MESS construction above,
does not apply. Fobn now has three cars of bis own is just as goad an example
as the one in which he owns only one car.

Summing up this particular argument, there is evidence to suggest
that many idioms cannot be stored as fixed strings, which makes it

- necessary 1o think of idiomatic expressions as schemas with slots that
can be filled with certain elements but not others. The slots of some
idioms are sensitive to grammatical distinctions, such as the distinction
between singular and plural, or the distinction between definite and
indefinite. These observations put the dictionary-and-grammar model
of linguistic knowledge in a rather awkward position: Should the appen-
dix to the dictionary perhaps include a bit of grammatical information,
so that these expressions could be accounted for? Doing this is possible,
but you see how that decision would start blurring the line between
dictiopary and grammar. If grammar enters the appendix, a large grey
area emerges between dictionary and grammar in which the patterns
that are memorised show characteristics of lexical entries, but also of
grammatical rules. It is this grey area that rescarchers in Construction
Grammar call cthe construct-i-con.
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1.1.3 Idiomatic expressions are productive

A good reason for keeping vocabulary and grammar apart as separate
forms of linguistic knowledge is that words can be thought of as ‘build-
ing blocks’ that are highly numerous, but essentially fixed and atomic,
whereas syntactic rules and morphological word formation processes
are productive, thatiis, they allow speakers to create structures thart are
new and original. Vocabulary is thus just a finite collection of building
material; grammar is what gives language the power to produce an
infinite variety of new utterances.

The dictionary-and-grammar model of linguistic knowledge would
be much more convincing if the idioms of a language were essentially
like words: fixed and learnable as strings. The previous section has
argued that this is an impoverished view. Many idiomatic expressions
do not fully specify the lexical elements that can occur in them, and a
good number of them even allow different grammatical elements into
the variable slots that can be filled. For example, the phrase #he more, the
mervier instantiates a schema that has given rise to many expressions
that are structurally identical but contain other adjectives in the com-
parative, such as #he bigger, the better or the redder, the deadlier. Tt appears
that the more, the merrier, also known as the CoMPARATIVE CORRELATIVE
construction (Culicover and Jackendoff 1999) or THE X-ER THE Y-ER
(Fillmore et al. 1988), is productive, allowing speakers to produce crea-
tive ucterances. The productivity, however, does not stop with different
types of adjective that are inserted into that construction, but it extends
to variation of grammatical forms. Tn an example such as The darker the
roast, the stronger the 1aste, each adjective is followed by a nominal. In The
stronger & voice we have, the more effective we are, each adjective forms part
of a clansal structure. In The more carefully you do your work, the easier it
will get, the first part is in fact adverbial, racher than adjectival. Hence,
speakers’ knowledge of this construction is not limited to the fact that
there are open slots for different kinds of adjective, but rather, speak-
ers have an active command of the kinds of grammatical unit that are
acceprable in the construction. The fact that speakers know how to use
idiomatic expressions productively makes it necessary to abandon the

strictseparation of lexical and grammatical knowledge.

q q.ﬁ .d.q.m @_35\3 ‘of the appendix

..Hr.m.n.o.nmmmn_.umoum that were presented in the previous sections make
- one thing very clear. The commonsensical view of linguistic knowledge
‘as divisible into'knowledge of vocabulary and knowledge of grammar
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suffers from a painful growth of the appendix, requiring an emergency
procedure, Should the appendix perhaps be surgically removed, so that
the patient can recover? In a paper that has since become one of the
central references of the Constructon Grammar literature, Charles
J. Fillmore and colleagues suggest a solution thar takes a surprisingly
different route. In the conclusion w their study of the LET ALONE con-
struction (I don’t eat fish, let nlone raw oysters), they propose the following
(1988: 534):

It appears to us that the machinery needed for describing the so-called
minor or peripheral constructions of the sore which has occupied us here
will have to be powerful enough to be generalized to more familiar strue-
tures, in particular those represented by individual phrase strocrare rules.

In pww.nn words, if it is the case that idiomatic expressions are abundant
in language, if they cannot be characterised as fixed strings, and if
speakers can be observed to use them productively, then these expres-
stons deserve to be given a proper analysis. Since idiomatic expressions
accommodate different words and show structural variadon, the twols
for such an analysis will have to be sensitive to both lexical and gram-
matical distinctions. Hence, and this is the punchline of Fillmore et
al’s argument, these tools can just as well be used for the ‘more familiar
structures’, that is, everything that used to be part of the grammar com-
ponent of the dictionary-and-grammar model. Instead of dictionary and
grammar, all thatis needed for the description of linguistic knowledge is
the ‘construct-i-con’. Essentially, this means that after the operation; the
surgeons watch in astonishment as the severed appendix gets up, thanks
everybody in the room, and walks out of the hospital, all on his own.

Up to now, the discussion in this chapter has dealt with linguistic
knowledge in fairly general terms. What is still missing from the picture
is a more derailed account of what constructions actually are. The fol-
lowing sections will focus on precisely thar topic.

1.2 What is a construction?

The term construction is used not only in Construction Grammar, but
in almost any area of research thar is ¢oncerned with language. Hence,
you will probably already have an idea of what a construction is, but
your idea might not fully correspond to the way in which the term will
be used in this book. In pedagogical language textbooks, a construc-
tion is typically a complex linguistic form that serves a grammatical
function. Examples would be the PASSIVE construction ( The village was
destroyed), the IMPERATIVE construction (Go o your room and stay therel),
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or the Past PERFECT constraction (I bad already beard the news). The
examples of idiomatic expressions that were discussed in the sections
above would seem to suggest that the term means something similar in
Construction Grammar. Perhaps, you might reason, the term is used a
little more broadly, including not onlty grammatical constructions such

‘as the past perfect, bur also idioms and words. Thar is a good enough

guess, but one important issue is missing from this view of constructions.

‘Recall that Construction Grammar is a theory of linguistic knowledge.

Hence, constructions are first and foremost something cognitive, thar,
is, a piece of speakers’ linguistic knowledge. More specifically, we can
say that a construction is a generalisaton that speakers make across a
number of encounters with linguistic forms. Let’s take another look at a

few examples of the COMPARATIVE CORRELATIVE construction:

(5) the more, the merrier
the bigger, the better
the redder, the deadlier
the younger, the messicr
The darker the roast, the stronger the taste.
The larger the company, the warse is the service.
"The stronger a voice we have, the more effective we are.
The more that Mrs Bell reflected upon the subject, the more at a
loss she was.
The less he knows, the better.
The more carefully you do your worlk, the easier it will ger.

As was pointed out in the discussion above, the construction displays
substantial variation in the lexical items that can appear, bur also in the
grammatical units that instantiate it. Nonetheless, you will probably
agree that ail of the examples above are ‘the same’ in that they belong to
a common constructional pattern. If you do agree, that is evidence that
your experience with language led you to abstract away from individual
differences between sentences like these ones and to form a generalisa-
tion. It is this generalisation that Coastruction Grammarians talk about
when they discuss the COMPARATIVE CORRELATIVE construction.

1.2.1 Defining constructions: a first try

The preceding discussion has mentioned several characteristics of con-
structions, but it has not yet presented a satisfying definition of the term
that would allow us to identify a construction as such when we look
at linguistic data, A widely cited definition of constructions has been
offered by Adele E. Goldberg (1995: 4):

-
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Cis 3 CONSTRUCTION iff, ; C is a form~meaning pair <F, 5> such
that some aspect of ¥, or some aspect of §, is not strictly prediceable from
C’s component parts or from other previously established constructions.

This definition captures three important notions. First, a construction
pairs a linguistic form with a meaning. {In the definition, F stands for
Form, § is for .wma“::.&v Second, by virtue of being a form—meaning
pair, a construction is a unit of knowledge, rather than a form that could
be described without reference to %mm_ﬁa knowledge of language.
Third, the definition introduces a criterion that we have not explicitly
mentioned ,up o now, namely the criterion of mo:-ﬁnmmhnﬂm?:% A
construction is defined as a mo-.BlEmmEum pair in which either an
aspect of form or an aspect of meaning is non-predictable. Whart does
that mean? With regard to meaning, this criterion captures the common
n_._mnpmmu.wmn of idioms that the interpretation of the whole idiom is
more than just a combination of the meanings of its component words.
Consider the following idioms that carry non-compositional and hence
non-predictable meanings:

(6) We're back to square one.
Will and Jenny finally tied the knot.
His theory is totally off the mark.
Let's call ita day.

Zo:;nc_uwo&mou& Emmuwum is perhaps the most widely used diag-
nostic to identify constructions, but note that the definition does not
only talk about non-predictable meanings. Constructions can also be
identified on the basis of non-predictable aspects of dieir form. A form
of a construction is non-predictable if it is not an instance of a more
general formal pattern, say, a particular sentence type or a morphologi-
cal schema, The following examples illustrate the idea of constructions
with non-predictable forms.

(7) all of a sudden
by and large
the more, the merrier
Try as I mighe, I just couldn’t grasp the principle.
How big an area are we talking about?
I have waited many a day for this to happen.

These examples defy typical phrase structure rules that would model
the structure of phrases such as the large sandwich with egg salad. In fact,
for several of the examples it is not even possible to determine the parts
of speech for every component word. Into what word' class would we
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categorise sudden in all of a suddew’ 1s the &y in by and large a preposition,
and if so, why is it not followed by a nominal (4y #he Jake), ot at least coor-
dinated with another preposition (made by and for dog-owners)? In some
of the examples, the component parts are clearly identifiable, but their
order seems to revolt against ordinary syntactic patterns. For instance,
there is no general phrase structure rule that would allow speakers
to conclude that maeny 2 day is a conventional expression of English.
Usually, many occurs with plural nouns, or as a pronominal form by
itself. In those contexts, many can be replaced by few, but this does not
work in many @ day. Fillmore et al. (1988 mcmlgv describe these kinds
of examples when they speak of ‘familiar pieces, unfamiliarly arranged’,
and “unfamiliar pieces, unfamiliarly arranged’. In pedagogical works on
idioms, these two categories are often relegated to the relative back-
ground, with the focus being on expressions such as st the record strasght,
tie up loose ends, or show someone the ropes. These idioms, as you will notice,
have non-compositional meanings, but are formally ‘familiar pieces,
familiarly arranged’, that is, there is nothing H&oamnn about their mom.B.
only about their meaning,

With all of these observations in place, we are in a _.uom_no: to look at
linguistic data and to decide whether or not a given expression qualifies
to be called a construction. Since formal or semantic non-predicrability
is a required criterion in the definition proposed by Goldberg (1995),
this gives us a reason to exclude all kinds of expressions that are both
semantically compositional and formed according. to general phrase
structure rules or word formation processes, as illustrated in the follow-
ing examples:

(8) John enjoys playing the ?mmo. -
Strawberries are mote mmmgm:G than apples.
I wonder why he keeps wearing that hat.
Harvey’s taunting of the bear was merciless.

Saying that these are not constructions does of course raise the ques-
tion what else they might be. And, you might add, was Construction
Grammar not founded on the premise that knowledge of language was
knowledge of constructions, and nothing else in addition? How can this
claim be reconciled with the assessment that a certain linguistic expres-
sion is no construction? So, when we say that Fobn enjoys playing the piano
is not a construction, what is meant is that this particular example is not
a constriiction in its own right, because first, the meaning of the whole is

" fully derivablé from the meaning of the parts, and second, the structure

of the whole is fully explicable from constructions that are known to

_exist in English. Th¢ sentence thus instantiates several more general

-
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constructions. At the most genera! level, this concerns the SuBECT—
PREDICATE construction, which is instantiated by all sentences thar
combine a subject noun phrase with a predicate verb phrase. Somewhat
more specifically, the sentence exemplifies the TRANSITIVE construc-
tion, which pairs a verb such as enjoy with a structure that serves as a
direct object. In Fobn enjoys playing the piano that object is not a noun, but
rather a participial clause, which means that the sentence also instanti~
ates the PARTICIPIAL -#ng CLAUSE construction. Within that participial
clause, we find another instance of the TRANSITIVE construction, as the
pianois the direct object of playing Finally, the phrase the piano instanti-
ates the DEFINITE NOUN PHRASE construction. In summary, saying that
a particular sentence is no construction boils down to the statement
that every part of that sentence can be analysed in terms of a more

:%Mm_ construction. There is even a term for expressions that are not
in themselves constnictions: phrases and sentences that instantiate more
general constructions are called constructs. Dwelling on this term for a
minute, you will notice that by and large is a construction because it does
not instantiate any patrern that would be more general than itself The
same holds for 24 of a sudden. However, the phrase many 2 dzyin the sen-
tence I bave waited many 3 day for this to happen is a construct: it instantiates
a more general pattern, namely the MaNY A NOUN construction, which
also gives rise to the expressions many # time or many an Englishwan. The
distinction between constructions and constructs is thus one between
generalisations and concrete instances, between abstrace types and the
tokens that instantiate them. You could memorise the rule of thumb
that constructions are relatively more abstract, whereas constructs are
relatively more concrete, which will serve you well as a general princi-
ple. However, note that patterns such as &y and large or all of & sudden are
constructions that are not any more abstract than their instantiations.
For these patterns, the constructs, that is, the actual tokens that appear
in language use, have the exact same form as the constructions on which
they are based. ‘ ‘

1.2.2 Defining constructions: beyond non-predictabiiity

The criterion of non-predictability in meaning or form is a very power-
ful diagnostic. If the meaning of an expression cannot be inferred from
the meanings of its parts, then there is simply no alternative 1o the
conclusion that speakers mast have learned this expression as a form—
meaning pair in its own right, that is, as a construction, Nonetheless,
researchers in Construction Grammar these days have largely aban-
doned the idea that non-predictability should be a necessary criterion
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for some expression to qualify as a construction, The reason for this
assessment is that there are many expressions that are semantically
and structurally transparent, but which nonetheless seem to qualify as
constructions. Censider the following set of expressions.

(9) Tlove you.
I don’t know,
Take a seat!
Can I ask you something?
How has your day been¢

As you will agree, all of these expressions would have to be viewed as

- constructs because they instantiate highly general syntactic patterns. The

sentence I Jove you lustrates the most basic form of the TRANSITIVE con-
struction, § dont krow is an instance of the NEGATION WITH De construc-
tion, and so on and so forth. Still, despite the fact thas these examples are
structurally transparent, and despite the fact thar their meanings can he
compositionally derived, there is a reason for viewing these expressions
as constructions. That reason is the fact thart all of those expressions are
highly frequent, highly conventionalised ways of saying things. The ques-
tion How bas your day been?literally asks for the information how someone’s
day rurned out, but note that it is very different from Of what qualiy bas
your day been?, which would seem to be a rough paraphrase, bur which is
inadequate for opening a conversation of small talk. Some expressions
may thus superficially look like constructs, but through repeated use,
they have become the default option for a specific communicative sini-
ation. Taylor (2612: 100) offers the conspicuous example of How ohd are

you?, which simply cannot be replaced with How long agoe were you born? 1o

ask for the interlocutor’s age. As a proficient speaker of English, you know
this, and hence this kind of information needs 1o be represented in the
construct-i-con. Knowledge of language does not only include the ability
1o undersrand everything that is said, bue it crucially also involves the
ability to speak idiomatically. In order 1o accommeodate this important
aspect of linguisic knowledge, Adele E. Goldberg has proposed a modi-
fied version of her earlier definition of constructions (2006: 5:

Any linguistic pattern is recognized as a construction as long as some
agpect of its form or function is not strictly predicrable from its compo-
nent parts or from other constructions recognized to exist. In addition,
patterns ate stored as constructions even if they are fully wnmm_nnmv_m as
_o:m as n_..n% occur with sufficient frequency.

49_ recognise the prior definition in the first sentence: non-predicrable
constructions are still recognised as such. However, the second sentence
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opens up the definition to cover forms that are frequent enough o be
remembered as such. These include sentence-level expressions such as
How old are you? and I dow'’t know, but crucially also many inflected word
forms such as cats, walked, or easier. In- the dictionary-and-grammar
model of linguistic knowledge, these forms would not be stored as
such, and also under Goldberg's earlier definition, these would have
been viewed as constructs of the PLURAL construction, the PasT TENSE
construction, and the MORPMOLOGICAL COMPARATIVE construction.
In short, if you know the word ¢4, and if you know how the pharal is
formed, there is technically no need for you to remember the form cats.
However, the view that regular, but sufficiently frequent expressions
are stored in the construct-i-con is not only theoretically viable, but also
receives empirical support from psycholinguistic studies (Stemberger
and MacWhinney 1988; Arnon and Snider 2010). We will come back

no#ﬁm%n_._ommm:mmmn evidence for Construction Grammar later in this
book. ; ‘

1.3 Identifying constructions

Armed with our definition of what a construction is, we are now in a
position to analyse linguistic data in the pursuit of finding and iden-
tifying constructions, Think of it what you like ~ many researchers
in Construction Grammar are genuine language lovers who enjoy
nothing more than finding a construction with peculiar non-predictable
characteristics, preferably one that no one has investigated before.
Occasionally, Construction Grammarians even acknowledge their love
of‘butterfly collecting’ (Hilferty 2003: 49), though usually they hasten 1o
add that finding generalisations is the ultimate purpose of their endeav-
ours, Finding constructions is an activity that requires some practice,
although there are people who seém to have a natural talent for sniffing
out grammatical oddities. This section discusses a number of strategies
that are useful for the detection and identfication of constructions.

1.3.1 Does the expression deviate from canonical patterns?

A first strategy relates to Goldberg's criterion of non-predictability,
especially the formal side of that criterion. If a linguistic expression
exhibits formal characteristics that deviate from more canonical gram-
matical patterns, then you have an argument for calling that expression
a construction, Formal deviation from canonical patterns can be identi-
fied in different ways, Take for instance the expression by and large. A
first observation would be that a phrase consisting’of a preposition, a
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conjunction, and an adjective, in that order, is unique in the grammar of
English. You do find sequences of those parts of speech in phrases such
as acquainted with and supportive of the school aims, but note that with and
supportive does not form a constituent in that expression. A second piece
of evidence would be that &y and large becomes complerely unintet-

ligible if the adjective /arge is replaced with the synonymous adjective

big. Taken together, these pieces of evidence lead to the conclusion
that there is no broader generalisation that would allow speakers to
produce or comprehend the expression by and large. See for yourself
if you can apply the same logic to the examples that are offered in

(10},
(10) There was cat all over the road.

The tractor was driven by a 16 year old boy.
John is best friends with Eddie Murphy.

The first example, which describes the unfortunate resulc of a car
accident involving a feline, is probably the easiest to analyse. The
lexical item ¢atis, in most contexts of use, a count noun. In the éxample
above, it behaves strucrurally as a mass noun. Constructions in which
count nouns are used as mass nouns are aptly called GRINDING con-
structions (Fillmore er al. 2012). Two structural characteristics of the
example are worth some consideration. First, ¢ar occurs here without a
determiner. Second, when used as a mass noun, eer disallows pluralisa-
tion. The sentence There were cats all over the road would enforce a count
noun interpretation and thus refer to numerous intact felines occupying
the road. Turning to the second example, the final noun phrase a 16 year
old boy instantiates what could be called the MEASUREMENT AS MODIFIER
construction. The idiosyncrasy that can be observed here is that the
noun yearis in the singular, despite the fact that years might be expected,
given that the boy is 16 years old. This peculiarity is systematic, as is
evidenced by expressions such as 4 rwelve-inch-thick wall or a six-foot-tall
athiete. The third example expresses a reciprocal relation between Fobn
and Eddie Murphy. the two are best friends. What is remarkable about:
the structure of the example is that we have a singular subject, Fobn, but
a plural subject complement, besr friends. In canonical predicacive con-
structions, subject and subject complement have to agree in number, as

. in Jobsi is @ doctor or They might be giants. Note also that the RECIPROCAL
- .| PREDICATIVE construction, unlike canonical predicative constructions,
.. tequires.a prepositional phrase such as with Eddie Murpky. Summing
... Aip, even though formal non-predictability is not a required criterion
-+ for constructions, finding formal idiosyncrasies is an excellent source of
- evidence for calling something a construction.

-
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1.3.2 Does the expression carry non-cornpositional meaning?

The second strategy that will help you to find and identify constructions
relates to Goldberg’s criterion of non-predictable meaning. Can hearers
work out the meaning of an expression by combining the meanings of
its individual parts, or does the whole expression signify something in
addition that cannot be worked out? If the meaning of an expression is
‘more than the sum of its parts’, there is evidence to speak of a construc-
tion. Non-compositional meanings are self-evident in idioms such as gt
Jour act together, make waves, ot aall the shots. A second language learner of
English would be likely to know all component words of these idioms,
buz this would not allow her to work out their overall meanings. In
the preceding sections, we have discussed expressions that may be Jess
salient than these figures of speech, but which nonetheless convey non-
noawgmaonmw meanings. Recall that in winter conveys the idea of ‘in
winter, generally’, or that How bas your day been?is used as a conventional
way to strike up a conversation. A second language learner would have
litle trouble understanding these expressions, bur she would have no
way of knowing beforehand that these are typical, idiomatic ways of
expressing the respective meanings, Identifying non-compositional
meanings essentizlly requires you to ‘play dumb’, pretending not to
understand anything thar cannot be worked out on the basis of the
component parts of an expression. Use the following examples to get
some practice. ,

(11) During the game John broke a finger.
. The result was not much of a surprise. ,
The Royal Shakespeare Company is a tough act to follaw.

The first example conveys that John had an accident that left him
with one of his fingers broken. Crucially, he did not break someone
else’s finger, even though there is nothing in the words of the example
that would preclude that interpretation. In the second example, the
phrase nor much of & surprise does not refer to ‘a small part of a surprise’,
whatever that might be, but rather, it is to be understood as ‘no sur-
prise at al. Taylor (2012: 60) calls this the (NoT) MucH oF A NoUN
construction and points out some of its strucrural and semantic charac-
teristics. The last example may be a little trickier than the two previous
ones. What we are dealing with here is a special case of what has been
called the TouGH-RAISING construction (Langacker 1995):; Adjectives
such as tough, difficult, or hard occur in sentences such as Proust is tough to
read, which ascribe toughness to ‘reading Proust’, rather than to ‘Proust’
himself. In the example above, the Royal Shakespeare Company is not
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‘a tough act’, as a second language learner might conclude. Rather, fol-
lowing an act such as the Royal Shakespeare Company is considered a
wough challenge. .

At this point, we need to introduce a concept thar is of central impor-
tance for the idea of non-compositonal meaning in constructions. This
concept is called coercion, and it describes the phenomenocn that the

. meaning of a lexical item may vary systematically with the construc-

tional contexts in which it is found. Laura Michaelis has formulated a
principle of coercion that captures this phenomenon (2004: 25}

If a lexical item is semantically incompatible with its morphosyntactic
context, the meaning of the lexical item conforms to the meaning of the
structure in which it is embedded.

What this means is that constructions may override word meanings,

. creating non-compositional constructional meanings in the process.

The ‘morphosyntactic context, that is, the construction in Ermnv.m
lexical item is found, thus has the power to change or suppress certain
semantic characteristics of that lexical item. When word meanings can
be observed to change within a constractional context, we speak of

-, coercion effects. The principle of coercion can be seen at work in the

examples below,

{12) Three beers please!
John sauced the pizza.
Frank played the piano to pieces.

~ The first example illustrates the converse of expressions such as There
was cat all over the road. 'The noun beer is usually 2 mass noun, and hence
semantically incompatible with the plural inflection and the numeral
three. The morphosyntactic context thus imposes an interpretation that
differs from the default meaning of beer. instead of a mass, the example
refers to three units of beer, as served in a bottle or a glass. Constructions
that convert mass nouns to count nouns will be discussed in this book as
INDIVIDUATION constructions. In the second example we find the noun
sauce used as a verb. The entire expression conveys the meaning that
John applied sauce to the pizza. This meaning cannot be derived from
the individual words, and a second language learner might arrive at
different interpretations, assuming for instance that John dipped a piece
of pizza into sauce, or that John, using a heavy-duty Emu.amu. rurned a
pizza into a thick, unappetising sauce. Meanwhile, mnomn_m.uﬂ .mmomwm.nm
of English arrive at the intended interpretation because their r.um,ﬁw.sn
knowledge includes a subpattern of the TRANSITIVE construction with

" 'denominal verbs that shows itself in expressions such as pepper the steak,
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butter the toast, o egg and breadcrumb the fish, 'The construction coerces the
lexical meanings of pepper, butter, egg, and breaderumb into the meaning
‘apply to a surface’, which is a substantial semantic enrichment. Finally,
the third example illustrates the English RESULTATIVE construction.
What is conveyed by the example is that Frank played the piano in such
a violent manner that it ultimately fell to pieces. The lexical meaning of
Play does make reference to an instrument that is played, but it does not
specify a possible change of state in that instrument, It is the morpho-
syntactic context of the resultative construction that coerces play into
the meaning ‘bring about a change of state by means of playing’.

Spectacular coercion effects, as for instance in Fobn sueezed the napkin
off the table or in She smiled herself an upgrade, have served as a very com-
pelling argument for the idea that constructions are symbolic units
that carry meaning. After all, the only alternative explanation for the
Eu.giumm of the above examples would be that verbs such as sweeze or
smile have highly specific secondary senses, namely ‘cause to move along
a path by means of sneezing’ or ‘cause a transfer of a good between an
agent and a recipient by means of smiling’. Goldberg (1995: 9) points out
that Censtruction Grammar obviates the need to posit such implausible
verb senses. In the dictionary-and-grammar model of linguistic knowl-
edge, there would be no other choice.

1.3.3 Does the expression have idiosyncratic constraints?

So far, we have discussed two strategies that allow the detection and
identification of constructions: we could be locking for non-predictable
formal aspects or for non-compositional meanings. This section will
discuss a third strategy, which relates to both form and meaning of a
construction. Suppose ‘that we come across an expression that, on a
cursory glance, would seem to be entirely unremarkable, such as The
dog over there is asleep. In verms of its structure, every part of that sentence
can be analysed as instantiating more general patterns of the grammar
of English: the dog over there is a DEFINITE NOUN PHRASE construction
that incorporates a prepositional phrase, not unlike the buok on the table.
The entire expression instantiates a PREDICATIVE construction, which
gives rise to expressions such as The book on the table is new. Sill, there
is something abour the example that necessitites a constructional
analysis, To let the cat out of the bag, the adjective asleep belongs to a
class of English adjectives that exhibir an idiosyncratic constraint: they
cannot be used attributively. Whereas you could speak:of an interesting
book, the grammar of English does not allow you to refer 1o *the asleep
dog, Evidently, restrictions of this kind have to be learned, and there is
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evidence to suggest that language learners pay close attention to the

- contexts in which elements such as aslegp do and do not appear {Boyd

and Goldberg 2011). At any rate, the positioning constraint on adjec-
tives such as asleep is something that constitutes knowledge of language,

-and hence it needs to be included in the construct-i-con. The following
- "examples show constraints that affect other English constructions.

(13) 1brought John a glass of water.
*I brought the table a glass of water.

Mary is a smarter lawyer than John.
*Mary is the smarter lawyer than John.

She elbowed her way through the room.
*She elbowed her way.

1 have long known your father.
*I have long read this book.

. The first pair of examples illustrates a constraint on the English
DITRANSITIVE construction, namely that the referent of the recipient
argument be animare when actual transfers are at issue. In metaphori-
cal examples such as Give the table & good scrub! that constraint is relaxed.
Note that this is a semantic constraint, rather than a formal one. The
second pair of examples shows a constraint on a DEGREE MARKER
construction. As is shown by the examples, there is a constraint with
regard to definiteness: only the example with the indefinite article is
acceptable. In the third pair of examples, we see an example of the
English WAY construction (Goldberg 1995). In present-day usage, this
construction requires the presence of an argument that specifies a path,
here instantiated by through the room. As was shown in a historical study
by Israel {1996), this was not always the case: the WAY construction
used to occur without path arguments, but as such argiments became
increasingly frequent, a constraint developed that is categorical for
present-day speakers of English and that renders the second member
of the pair ungrammatical. Finally, the fourth pair of examples shows a
use of Jong as an adverb with the meaning ‘for a long time’. Whereas it
could be presumed that all sentences of the structure 7 bave V-ed NP for a
loisg time could be paraphrased as I have long V-ed NP, the unacceptability

* " of the second example suggests otherwise. There are constraints on the

HAVE LONG V-ed construction, and they form part of what speakers of

English know about their langnage. ,
“Discovering idiosyncratic constraints on the use of constructions is

ot as straightforward a task as the identfication of non-predictable

. formal aspects or non-compositional meanings. Mainly, this is because

"
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finding an example such as The doy over there is asleep ov I bave long known
Jour father in a corpus will not tell you anything about constraints that
might affect parts of those expressions. In the words of Noam Chomsky,
‘A corpus never tells you what is impossible. In fact, it does not even tell
you what is possible’ {Aares 2000: 6), Contrary to what Chomsky sug-
gests, corpara in fact do both if quantirative tools of analysis are applied
(Stefanowitsch 2008, 2011; Goldberg 2011). Still, Chomsky would have
‘a point if the quote were altered to ‘A single, isolated example never
tells you what is impossible. In fact, it does not even tell you what is pos-
sible.” So, if that is the case, how can we determine what is possible and
impossible? For a long time, linguists have approached the issue by con-
structing examples and judging the grammaticaliry of those examples,
using their intuitions. Using intuitions as the only source of evidence is
meghodologically highly problematic (Schiitze 1996}, and for readers
of this boock who are non-native speakers of English it might not even
be feasible. Sdll, it would be wrong to demonise linguistic intuitions.
Intuitions dre in fact necessary for the analysis of idiosyncratic con-
straints, but they are only half of the story. What I recommend for the
analysis of constructions and their constraints is to use intuition to con-
struct examples and to check those examples against a large database,
such as Mark Davies' suite of corpora, which is freely accessible on the
world wide web (e.g. Davies 2010). If your experience in doing corpus
analyses is limited, Lindquist (2009) is an excellen resource to use. For

a start, try to work out some restrictions on the constructions thar are

illustrated in (14). First, search for expressions that conform exactly to
these sentences, altering at most the concrete lexical items. Determine
the parts of speech for all components of the respective expressions.
Then, move on to change some of their formal aspects and see if the
results point to restrictions. :

{14) Most at risk are the very young and the elderly.
I check my email once every ren minutes. .
Fm willing to go thermonuclear war on this,

Even if your own intuitions at first do not generate the ‘right’ predic-
tions about what is found in a corpus 4nd what is not, chances are that
you will get a clearer idea of how the féspective constructions are used
and what restrictions might be at play.

1.3.4 Does the expression have collocational b@«mﬁmzommw

There is one strategy for finding constructions that we sdll -need to
discuss. Even if an éxpression seems formally regular, semantically
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. transparent, and without noticeable constraints on its behaviour, it

might still be a construction in its own right, rather than an instantation
of a more general pattern. Take the following example.

(15) 1will call you romorrow morning..

_ The sentence is an example of the English WILL FUTURE construction.

Let us for a moment ponder the question on what grounds, if any, we
could make the case that a sentence-level construction with the auxil-
iary verb i/ and a following non-finite verb phrase should be called a

- construction. ¥vidently, pedagogical grammars call it a construction,

but is it a construction according to the definitions and criteria that
we have set up in the preceding sections? The argument from non-

. predictable structural criteria appears to fail: there is a more general

pattern according to which auxiliary verbs can be paired with non-finite
verbal complements. The argument from non-compositional meanings
will not get us any further. The overall meaning of the example in (15)
can clearly be worked out from the meanings of the individual words,
for will we rely on the OED and adopt the definition ‘auxiliary of the
future tense with implication of intention or volitden’ (OFD: will, v, 11).

*.". Can we identify constraints? It appears that will combines rather freely
- with verbs in the infinitive. Consequently, there would be nothing left

for us to do bur to concede that we are looking at a construct instantiat-
ing what we might call the AuxILIARY PLUS INFINITIVE construction.
However, there is evidence to suggest otherwise. Even though wilf
is technically combinable with just abour any verb of the English lan-
guage, data from corpora show that will occurs more frequently with
some vetbs than with others. Well, you might say, is that nor to be
expected, given that some verbs, like ¢, are very frequent, and others,
like procrastinate, are used less often? That is of course the case. But if
you control for the respective frequencies of be, procrastinate, arvive, eat,
copy, argue, and all the other verbs that are used wich wil, ic urns out thar
some verbs occur more frequently than expected whereas others occur
less frequently than expected. Gries and Stefanowitsch (2004a) have
analysed the collocational preferences of wilf and e going to, finding that
these two expressions of future time have markedly different prefer-
ences with regard to the verb types that occur with them. The basic
result, which is replicated in Hilpert (2008), is that be going to exhibits
a tendency to occur with verbs that are agentive, puncmal, and high in
transitivity. Conversely, will attracts verbs that are non-agentive, dura-
tive; and low in transitivity. Gries er'al. (2005) present experimental
evidence that speakers are acutely sensitive to the relation berween
constructions and their typical collocates. The construct-i-con, it turns
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out, stores information about language use in a highly detailed fashion
that includes rich information about how linguistic units combine
with others. Hence, it is absolutely warranted to speak of WILL PLUS
INFINITIVE as a construction. The questdon whether a construction has
collocational preferences can be addressed with relative frequency
counts on the basis of corpus darta. Stefanowitsch and Gries (2003) have
developed an elegant method that goes by the name of cellostructional
analysis, and that has been applied to a variety of English constructions
(cf Gries and Stefanowitsch 2004a; Gries and Wulff 2005; Hilpert 2006,
Stefanowitsch 2006; inter alia).

1.4 Summing up

In this chapter, we have raised the question what speakers have to know

“when they know a language such as English. Common sense suggests that
linguistic knowledge consists of several different kinds of knowledge. In
linguistics, this idea has given rise to what is called the dictionary-and-
grammar model of linguistic knowledge (Taylor 2012), which makes a
clear distinction berween knowledge of vocabulary on the one hand and
knowledge of grammar on the other. Construction Grammar is a theory
that takes a radically different perspective: knowledge of language is to
be modelled as knowledge of constructions, and nothing else in addition.
The main reasons for adopting such an approach are the following. First, it
is observed that idiomatic expressions fully permeate ordinary language.
Listing all idiomatic expressions in an appendixito the mental lexicon
would greatly inflate its size. But a second point is more problematic.

-Many idioms cannot be reduced to fixed sirings that could be memoriged
and represented as such. Rather, idiomatic expressions have slots that can
accommodate different lexical items, and differeént grammatical struc-
tures. Furthermore, many idiomatic expressions are clearly productive,
so that speakers can generate new and original ucrerances with them.
The overall conclusion of these observations is thar the line between the
mental lexicon, containing knowledge of words, and the mental grammar,
containing knowledge of rules, becomes increasingly blurry; so much so
that Construction Grammarians propose to abandon it alogether. Instead,
knowledge of language is seen as a large inventory of constructions, a
construct-i-comn.

Constructions, on this view, are defined as linguistic generalisations
that speakers internalise. Specifically, this book adopts a definition of con-
structions under which they are form—meaning pairs which have either
non-predictable formal characteristics, non-compositional meanings, or
a high enough frequency to be remembered as such (Goldberg 2006: 5).
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_ 'This chapter also discussed four strategies that allow you to identify
constructions, The first strategy is to look out for structural traits of an
expression that deviate from more canonical patterns. Second, con-

" structions can be identified on the basis of non-compositional meanings.
- Third, idiosyncratic constraints that involve meaning or form serve as a
- powerful and flexible diagnostic. Fourth, even if the first three strategies
- . fail to identify an expression as a construction, an analysis of colloca-

tional preferences may reveal that the expression in question does in
fact have the status of a construction.

1.5 Outline of the following chapters

Tt was the aim of this chapter to give you a rough overview of the
enterprise that is Construction Grammar. In the remaining chapters
of this book, that overview will be successively fleshed our in order to
address the many open questions that will be on your mind right now.

. So, what lies ahead? The rest of this book is structured inco two main

parts. Chapters 2—5 will further familiarise you with the central con-
cepis of Construction Grammar. They will do so by describing a rep-
ertoire of constructions that illustrates how these concepts are applied.
Specifically, we will be concerned with argument structure construc-
tions {Chapter 2), abstract phrasal and clausal constructions (Chapter
-3), morphological constructions (Chapter 4}, and information packaging

" constructions (Chapter 5). What you can expect is thus a grand tour of
- . .English grammar. That tour will include several stops at locations that
- may seem more or less familiar, but I promise that these will appear

in a new light. The second part of the book, comprising Chapters 6-8,
will focus on interfaces berween Construction Grammar and specific
areas of linguistic study. What makes Construction Grammar attrac-
tive as a linguistic theory is not least that it connects usefully to many
areas of research that may interest you, We will discuss constructional
work in psycholinguisdics (Chapter 6), research on language acquisi-
tion (Chapter 7), and language variation and change (Chapter 8). A
concluding chapter will ery to connect the most important ideas of
this book, sending you off with a number of suggestions for research
projects.

Study guestions

What is the dictionary-and-grammar model of linguistic knowledge?
* Whar is the construct-i~-con?.
+ How are constructions defined?
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.3 .. ...
._..mn.mqm ﬂrm_.ommo_..a .mou. H.ansmm:oulm_.mm_nnmErQm_mmammimo:m_
criterion of constructions? : : .
MW__“& is the ﬁm_m.mwm:nn between a construction and a construce

at strategies can you use to identify a construction?
* What is meant by the term ‘coercion’?

Further reading

ﬁ% work of Adele E. Goldberg (1995, 2006) has been extremely influ-
ental. An excellent starting point for further reading is her synopsis
mq.nn_m .Eq Construction Grammar (Goldberg 2003). All of H_:W wmmﬂam
raised in the present chaprer are discussed in greater depth in The
Oxford mma&m.ns\m of Construction Grammar (Hoffmann -and Trousdale
2013). Talso Emrq recommend the chapters on Construction Grammar
that are found in two introductory works on cognitive linguistics (Croft
and Cruse 2004, Evans and Green 2006). The first rwo chapters in Fried
and Ostman (2004) provide further information on the intellectual
_umnwm.qoc.wa of Construction Grammar and on formalisation, the latre

of which is also treated in Sag et al. (2003), Among the mo_maammosmﬂ.
works of Construction Grammar, Fillmore et al, (1988) and Kay and

illmore (1999) stand out. Worki :
but very rewarding or Em‘ through these papers is not easy,

“Argument structure
constructions

.1 Analysing ‘simple sentences’

Che' last chapter made the point that _m\m.:mmm use is full of idi-
matic expressions that exhibit mmmo%am\w»mmmm with regard to form
nd meaning. Constructions of this kind have been addressed in many
lassic studies in Construction Grammay, for instance in Fillmore et al,
1988), who focus on sentences such as/f don’t eat fish, let alone raw gysters.
diomatic expressions constitute th¢ central theoretical motivation
or Construction Grammar as a theory of language: if speakers have
o memorise a large number of jdiosyncratic, semi-fized construc-
ional schemas, then the dictionafy-and-grammar model of linguistic
nowledge cannot be maintained. Given the importance of idioms, it
may come as a surprise to you phat one of the most influenial studies
n.Construction Grammar addresses ‘simple sentences’ that at first
lance appear to behave much more regularly than constructions such
s:Jet alone. In her book Conspructions: A Construction Grammar Approach o
drgument Structure, Adele Ggldberg (1995) discusses expressions such as

the following. /

.n..d Pat gave Bill a vo_mw.
~- John threw the ball over the fence.
" Bob v»EEann&?w metal fiat,

-On the face of it, thése sentences seem to fail the most important criteria
oﬂno:mgomo&wmoa that were developed in the last chapter, as there
does not mmwmﬁmw@o be anything unusual abour either the form or the
meaning of these examples. A learner of English who knew all of the
words in Hﬁmwo sentences would have no trouble understanding what
hey mean,/Still, there is good evidence for viewing these examples as
ristances of a special kind of construction, namely argament structure
ncuunnsnmwobm. This chapter will discuss what these constructions are
I
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. * What are the reasons for rejecting non-predictabilipf as a definitional

criterion of constructions?
*  What is the difference between a construction/and a construct?
*  What strategies can you use to identify a ¢

»  What is meant by the term ‘coercion’

Further reading

The work of Adele K. Goldberg (1995, 2006) has been extremely influ-
ential, An excellent starting poing for further reading is her synopsis
article of Construction Grammgr (Goldberg 2003). All of the issues
raised in the present chapter/are discussed in greater depth in The
Oxford Haudbook of Construciion Grammar {(Hoffmann and Trousdale
2013). I also highly recommgnd the chapters on Construction Grammar
“that are found in two intro uctory works on cogaitive linguistics (Croft
and Cruse 2004; Evans apd Green 2006). The first two chapters in Fried
and Ostman (2004) provide further information on the intellectual

background of Constriction Grammar and on formalisation, the latter .

of which is also tregted in Sag er al. (2003). Among the foundational
works of Construction Grammar, Filimore et al. (1988) and Kay and
Fillmore (1999) stand out Working through these papers is not easy,
but very rewagpding.

2 Argument structure
constructions

,m.._ Analysing ‘simple sentences’

'The last chapter made the point that language use is full of idi-

‘omatic expressions that exhibit idiosyncrasies with regard.to form

and meaning. Constructions of this kind have been addressed in many
classic studies in Construction Grammar, for instance in Fillmore et al.

'(1988), who focus on sentences such as I don't eat fish, let alone raw gysters.

Idiomatic expressions constitute the central theoretical motivation

for Construction Grammar as a theory of language: if speakers have
‘to memorise a large number of idiosyncratic, semi-fixed construc-
‘tional schemas, then the dictionary-and-grammar model of linguistic
-knowledge cannot be maintained. Given the importance of idioms, it
‘may come as a surprise to you that one of the most influential studies
“'in Construction Grammar addresses ‘simple sentences’ that at first
"glance appear to behave much more regularly than constructions such
.- as ler alone. In her book Constructions: A Construction Grammar Approach io
" Argument Structure, Adele Goldberg (1995) discusses expressions such as
. the following.

(1) Patgave Bill a book.
John threw the ball over the fence.
Bob hammered the metal flat.

_ On the face of it, these sentences seem to fail the most important criteria
* for constructionhood that were developed in the last chapter, as there

does not appear 10 be anything unusual abour either the form or the
meaning of these examples. A learner of English who knew all of the
words in these sentences would have no trouble understanding what

they mean, Stll, there is good evidence for viewing these examples as
“instances of a special kind of construction, namely argament structure
_conscructions. This chapter will discuss what these constructions are
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mamm:&:mﬁu_&:Erwﬁrnmonoumnﬂwnmo:mnEE.EnSmEmnnmavmmm:..
tial artention in current research, .

The remaining sections of this chapter are organised in the follow-
ing way. The next section will introduce the term argument structure
and flesh out its role in a constructionist theory of linguistic knowledge.
The subsequent section will discuss a number of valency-increasing
constructions, that is, constructions that can add arguments to the event
structure of a verb. The RESULTATIVE construction is one such construc-
tion, but there are quite a few more of them in English. The section after
that will focus on the inverse process and discuss valency-decreasing
constructions. In such constructions, a role that is present in the event
structure of a verb is ‘suppressed’, that is, it is not overtly expressed.
Perhaps the most conspicuous example of a valency-decreasing con-
struction is the PASSIVE. In a sentence such as Mistakes were made, which
m.mmwwimmm the verb make, the person making the mistakes is not identi-
fied. The PassIVE construction thus reduces the valency of make by
suppressing its agent argument. As this chapter will discuss, there are
other constructions that behave in similar ways. The final section of this
chapter will discuss relations between argument structure construc-
tions, introducing the concept of syntactic alternations.

2.2 Argument structure

The phenemenon that is described by the term argument structare is
often also referred to as valency. The term ‘valency’ is borrowed from
chemistry, where it describes how many different atoms a chemical
elenent can bind to itself to form a complex molécule. Chemical ele-
ments differ in this regard, such that hydrogen for instance can only
bond with a single other atom, whereas carbon can bond with several
others, thus forming larger molecules. The words of 2 language can be
likened to this behaviour of chemical elements: the verb yown usually
forms a bond with just one element, namely its subject ( The cat yawned).
The verb send typically bonds with three elements, namely its subject
and two objects (Sylvia sent me a message). Valency is first and foremost a
characteristic of verbs, but the concept can also be applied o adjectives
and nouns. For instance, the adjective cerzain can form a bond with a
that-clause ({'m certain that be lefi} or an infinitival clause (Fobu is certain to
win the election). Nouns such as fact or suspicion can bond 1o that-clauses as
well (the fact that he lefi, rhe suspicion that sausages consain dog meat), Hence,
the terms ‘argument structure’ and ‘valency’, as used in linguistics, refer
to a relationship that holds between a predicate denoting -an activity,
state, or event and the respective participants, which are called argu-

BENEFICIARY the participant who benefits
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Table 2.1 Thematic roles

Role Definition Example
. AGENT the initiator of an action Pat ate a waffle.
. PATIENT the participant undergoing an ~ Pat ate a waffle,
» action or 2 change of state
. THEME the participant which is moving Pat threw the rope over.
+ " EXPERIENCER the participant who is aware of  Pat heard 2 sound.
R a stimulus .
STIMULUS the participant that is Pat heard a sound.
L experienced

Pat sang for me.
from an action

RECIPIENT the participant receiving an item  Pat gave me a waffle,
'INSTRUMENT the participant serving as a Pat opened it witha
means to an action knife.

LOCATION the place of an event Pat was born in Florida.

-~ GOAL the end point of 2 movement Par threw it into the hnn.
" 'SOURCE the starting point of 2 movement Pat came home from
o work.

ments. In the sentence Fobu threw the ball over the fence, the verb form

© threwis the predicate, and Fobn, the ball, and also the prepositional phrase

over the fence would be its arpuments. Arguments are thus not only

- expressed by nominal structures; other phrase types and clauses may
" also express them,

What makes argument scructure a difficuls term to deal with is thar it

- can be understood in two ways: semantically and syntactically. A verb

such as ear evokes a scene with two participants, someone wha is'eating
and something that gets eaten. This would be the semantic argument
structure of ezt, which is sometimes also called irs event structure. In

- order to talk about event structure, linguists have developed a vocabu-

lary that abstracts away from individual verbs and describes different
semantic roles, which are sometimes also called thematic roles. Table
2.1 lists eleven semantic roles that are frequently referred to (Saeed
2003: 153). .

. Naturally, this list is open-ended, the roles are not necessarily mutu-
ally exclusive, and it would be possible to make finer distinctdons or to
construct more abstract roles. For instance, recipients and beneficiaries
share certain characteristics with patients, and goals and sources both
encode locations. The event structure of a verb specifies the kinds of
roles that may appear with that verb. As is illustrated by the first two

" examples in the table, the verb esr typically occurs with an agent and
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with a patient, but other configurations are possible. Importantly, eat
also has a syntactic argument structure. Speakers know that the verb
eatusually occurs with a subject and a direct object, but they also know
that est is sometimes used intransitively, as in Thanks, [ have already eaten.
In the dictionary-and-grammar model of linguisdc knowledge, the dic-
tionary entry for a lexical element such as ezr would include information
on its event structure, including the roles of someone who is eating and
something that is eaten, and information on syntactic argument struc-
ture patterns. Typically, there will be several patterns. For instance, the
entry for sweep would list the following ones, amongst others:

(2) Westill have to sweep.
We still have to sweep the tiles.
We sill have to sweep the tles squeaky clean.
We sdll have to sweep the mud off the tiles.

It seems very natural to assume that speakers’ knowledge of a verb
sach as sweep includes knowledge of the structures in which that verb
typically appears. However, Goldberg (1995) argues that argument
structure cannot be wholly explained in terms of lexical entries alone.
An important piece of evidence in this regard is that speakers occasion-
ally use verbs ‘creatively’, that is, with argument structures that are
not conventjonally:associated with the respective qma_um The following
examples illustrate thar phenomenon.

(3) John played the piano to pieces.

He pulled himself free, one leg at a time.

No matter how carefully you lick a uwoon clean, some goo will
cling o it.

The verb play can be used intransitively (The kids were playing),
transitively (Swviz played a Schubert sonara), and in the PREPOSITIONAL
DATIVE construction (Fobu played the ball to the centre forward), to iliustrate
just three of its conventional argument structure patterns. It is typi-
cally the case thar the meaning of a verb is not quite the same across
different patterns. In the examples just mentioned, intransitive play
evokes the idea of ‘interacting with toys’, transitive play conveys the
meaning of ‘using a musical instrument’, and plgy in the PREPOSITIONAL
DATIVE construction simply means ‘pass’. Despite these differences, the
respective activities of the kids, Sylvia, and John all count as instances
of playing. With the use of pizy that is given in (3), things are not quite
as straightforward. The example conveys that John’s playing had an
effect on the piano, such that it fell to pieces. This meaning cannot
be explained as a conventional sense of the verb play. Racher, it is the
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&3880 form of the sentence that leads hearers to understand this non-
compositional meaning. Goldberg (1995) calls this form the m:mrmw
RESULTATIVE construction. Compare the phrase played the piano to pieces
10 pulled himself free and lick a spoon clean. In each case, the verb combines

“T'he RESULTATIVE construction is an argument structure construction,
“because it ‘adds’ an element to the conventional argument structure of
verbs such as play, pull, or Jick. In the case of the above example with phay,
this extra element is the prepositional phrase #o pieces. Goldberg argues
“that syntactic constructions, such as the RESULTATIVE construction, are
not just structural templates that are used to arrange words into phrases
- and. sentences, bur carry meaning. That is, speakers of English know
that there is a syntactic pattern that conveys the meaning ‘X causes Y to
“become Z’, independently of the actual verb that is found in this pattern.
This pairing of form and meaning is stored in the constract-i-con, and
it allows speakers to create and understand sentences in which verbs
‘are used resultatively, regardless of whether their conventional argu-
ment structure specifies a result, or even a direct object. The verbs @E‘,‘.
* pull, and Jick frequently occur with direct objects, but even intransitive
- verbs such as »am, sweeze, or worry can be inserted into the RESULTATIVE
construction, as the following examples show.

“(4) John ran his feet sore.
Frank sneezed his cat soaking wer.
Bob’s mother worried herself sick.

. In these examples, the RESULTATIVE construction contributes not
ou_% a result argument, but also a padent argument. The phrases Ais
" feet, bis cat, and berself denote patients, which undergo a change of state
“as a result of an action. One can take the argument even further and

construct example sentences with invented words, which are associared

neither with a conventional argument structure nor with a particular
- -semantic event structure. The following examples draw on some nonce
words that Lewis Carroll used in his famous poem Fabberwocky.

Gv The children were gimbling the cat fraumious.
- Chottle the toves into small pieces. Season liberally with salt and

o pepper

e _uuSa vmm Er_mmmm my borogoves completely vorpal nmﬁz_
Zmaazﬁ nrm Eﬂmn—unnmmuo:m of these sentences depend on contexrual
. .cues; such that hearers try to link the words gimbling and ?&aﬁ w0
.- activities.and states. that ensue when children and cats interact in pro-

- totypical ways: Note, however, that the third example is largely devoid

with a direct object and 2 predicate thar expresses a resultant state. -

-
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of such contextual cues, and stll, you are likely wo have come up with
an idea of what-David might have done. Regardless of the specifics,
your interpretation of the sentence will be consonant with the idea that
David whiffled the borogoves, and that this act of whiffling made them
vorpal again. Given that you have no idea what the words by themselves
mean, this is a remarkable achievement!

To summarise these observations, the ‘simple sentences’ of English
matter deeply to Construction Grammar because they instandate argu-
ment structure constructions. These constructions have to be part of
speakers’ knowledge of language for two reasons. First, they can change
the conventional valency patterns of verbs, thus generating expressions
that are formally idiosyncratic. A verb such as sweeze does not usually
take a patient argument, bur it does take one in the RESULTATIVE con-
struction. Second, argument structure Constructions convey meanings

erwm cannot be explained compositionally. The resultative meaning
of the example sentences in (4) and (5) does not simply follow from
combining the individual word meanings. Rather, it is the syntactic
construction as such that imposes this meaning on the words, Goldberg
{1995) points out that the combination of verbs and constructions is not
entirely unconstrained. A verb can only be inserted into a given con-
seruction if the event structure of that verb and the argument structure
of the construction match semantically. To illustrate, it is possible to
insert sweeze into the resultative construction because both sweeze and
the resultative construction n.we.._:.m an agent argument in the subject
position. Hence, the respective roles can be *fused’. This idea is ren-

dered more precise in what is called the mnambﬂn coherence principle
" (Goldberg 1995: 50);

Only roles which are semantically compatible can be fused. Two roles
r, and r, are semantically compatible if either r, can be construed as an
instance of r,, or r, can be construed as an instance of 1,.

The semantic coherence principle explains why verbs such as hesr
or sizk cannot readily be inserted into the resultative construction.

Sentences such as *Fobn heard bis cars deaf with loud hearyy metal or *Jobn -

sank himself drowned are odd because neither of the verbs specifies in its
conventional event structure the agent role that the resultative con-
struction requires for its subject. The verb hesr specifies an experiencer
in its event structure, and the verb sink specifies a theme.

Argument structure constructions are important to the Construction
Grammar enterprise for yet another reason. The ‘simple sentences’

of a language tend to have very basic meanings that reflect recurrent -

types of everyday experience. In other words, languages have a simple-
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sentence pattern to express the result of an action because acting on
one's environment in order o bring abour a result is a basic, recur-
rent, and important pattern of human behaviour: on any given day,
. you will probably start your morning by dragging yourself out of bed,
drawing the curtains open, and getting the coffee maker up and running.
Several other resultative actions may follow before you have even had
-a shower. Similarly, languages have ditransitive constructions because
iruations of giving, sending, offering, and showing are just so central
to the interaction between human beings. The general idea that gram-
‘matical structures reflect the realities of daily life has been captured in
‘the slogan that ‘Grammars code best what speakers do most’ (Du Bois
1985: 363). Goldberg (1995: 39) translates this idea into what is called
the scene-encoding hypothesis:

Constructions which correspond to basic sentence types encode as their
central senses event types thart are basic 1o human experience.

he scene-encoding hypothesis predicts that across many languages,
‘there should be basic syntactic patterns that express ideas such as
‘bringing about a result, transferring an object, moving along a path,
-undergoing a change of state, or experiencing a stimulus. Of the
English argument strucrure constructions that Goldberg. discusses,
‘the RESULTATIVE construction, the DITRANSITIVE construction, and the
CAUSED MOTION construction do correspond closely to basic scenes of
‘human experience.

-'2.3 Valency-increasing constructions

‘Across languages, constructions that increase the valency of verbs tend
~to have similar kinds of meanings, most notably RESULTATIVE con-
structions, CAUSATIVE constructions, and APPLICATIVE constructions
. :(cf. Payne 1997 for a cross-linguistic overview). In English, valency-
- increasing constructions are exemplified by the RESULTATIVE constrac-
" tion that was discussed above, the DITRANSITIVE construction (Sylvia
" awrate me an email), the CAUSED MOTION construction (Fobn sueezed the
_wapkin off the table), and the WAY construction (Frank cheaed bis way into
. Harvard). The following sections will discuss each of these in turn,

. 3 3.1 The D..ﬁ»zmaqm construction

fa;m Us,_gzmﬁEm _construction  is @Noﬁmrmnm by the following
" SENtences. :

AT
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(6) 1gave John the keys.
Sylvia wrote me an email.
Sally baked her sister a cake.
Could you draw me a picture of the suspect?

The construction links a verb with three arguments, that is, a subject
and two objects. These arguments map onto three distinct semantic
roles. The subject argument is understood to be the agent of a transfer.
This action involves the second object, which receives the role of the
transferred object. This object is transferred from the agent to a recipi-
ent, who is expressed by the first object. Whereas give, send, offer, and
many other English verbs conventionally include two objects in their
argument strucrure, the same cannot be said of other verbs that occur
%, with the DITRANSITIVE construction. The verbs bake and draw, although
pesfectly acceptable in the construction, only rarely occur with two
objects in corpus data. In order to explain the acceptability of such
examples, it is thus necessary to posit a construction that forms part of
speakers’ grammatical knowledge. By the same token, the verbs bake and
draw can in no way account for the overall meaning of the respective

examples, which convey the idea of a wansfer. If Sally baked her sister.

4 cake, that means that Sally produced a cake so that her sister could
willingly receive it. Unless we assume an ad-hoc sense of fake along the
lines of ‘apply heat to an item of food with the purpose of creating a
product that can then be transferred to a willing recipient’, the overall
_meaning of the example cannot be derived from the respective word
meanings. Alternatively, we can posit the DITRANSITIVE construction
as a symbolic unit that carries meaning and that is responsible for the
observed increase in the valency of 4ske In this case, bake contributes
its usual lexical meaning while the construction augments its argument
structure to include a recipient argument. - o _
Several semantic idiosyncrasies of the construction are worth point-
ing out, Yirst, it appears that the agent needs to carry out the transfer
consciously and willingly. For instance, it would be highly misleading
to state that Sylvia wrote me an email when in fact Sylvia unintention-
ally hit ‘reply to all’, sending out a private message that | was never
supposed to read. Second, it is equally necessary that the recipient be

willing to receive the transferred objects. The sentence We #hrew the.

squirrels some peanuts evokes the idea of squirrels willingly accepting
their peanuts, The example could not be used to describe the activity
of throwing peanuts at dead squirrels. In the following examples, the
respective recipients fail the criterion of being ‘willing to accept The
examples are therefore judged as odd by proficient speakers of English.
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Ad ?Bill threw the coma victim a blanket. (I threw John a blanket.)
- '#John gave the house new windows. (I gave John a new key.)

71 left the baby some beer in the fridge. (IleftJohn some beerin
the fridge)

One might of course object that there are many uses of the
DITRANSITIVE construction in which the recipient does not want to
receive the transferred object, and which are nonetheless perfectly
] mn_nmwﬁm_u_n. ,

- /(8) The professor gave the student an F.

- The plumber mailed me another invoice.

The criminals sent him a ransom note, asking for a million
pounds.

Tt is probably fair to say few people enjoy receiving bad grades, unex-
pected bills, or ransom notes. In the light of these examples, it seeins
more adequate to say that the recipient has to be able to receive the
‘transferred object, and perhaps conventionally expected to do so, which
motivates the label of a ‘socially qualified recipient’. But even so, there
are further examples that seem to contradict what we have said so far
about the DITRANSITIVE construction.

(9) The noise gave me a headache.
' The music lent the party a festive air.

The flood brought us the opportunity to remaodel our oid
" bathroom.

A first thing to notice about these examples is that the ‘transferred
object’ is immaterial. Headaches and opportunities are not the kind
of thing that could be physically exchanged. Likewise, the examples
contain subject noun phrases that refer to noise, music, and a flood,
“none of which can be said to be a volitional agent. Goldberg (1995: 144)
“argues that these examples metaphorically extend the basic meaning
“of the DITRANSITIVE construction. Whereas the basic meaning of the
construction conveys the idea of a physical transfer, the examples in
(9) express the relation between a cause and an effect. Causal reladions
- are thus metaphorically understood as events of giving and receiving. A
noise that causes a headache can be described as ‘giving me a headache’.
A flond that causes the destruction of a bathroom could, under a rather

optimistic outlook on life, be construed as ‘bringing an opportunity for
remodelling’. The séiantic spectrum of the DITRANSITIVE construction
. farther includes transfers that will only occur.in the future, acts that
facilitate reception of an object, and acts that block a potential transfer.
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(10) John ordered Margaret a gin and tonic.
The doctor allowed me a full meal.
The banks refused him a loan.

So far, we have identified a member of semantic idiosyncrasies that
pertain to the DITRANSITIVE construction. Orher idiosyncrasies of the
construction concern the collocational behaviour of the construc-
tion. Specifically, there are certain verbs that de not occur in the
DITRANSITIVE construction despite having a lexical meaning that would
fit the constructional meaning,

{11) *Sally shouted John the news.
*John explained me the theory.
*Margaret donated the Red Cross m_oo

ﬁym% do these verbs ‘not work’ in the DFf RANSITIVE construction? While
it could be suspected that we are seeing verb-specific idiosyncrasies here,
some generalisations have been found. For instance, shout behaves just
like a range of other verbs that describe manners of speech, including
sorea, wurmur, whirper, of yodel (Goldberg 1995: 128). The verbs explain
and domate have in common that they represent Latinate, specialised
vocabulary. Gropen et al. (1989) show that a number of morphophono-
logical traits that characterise Latinate vocabulary, notably involving
stress patterns and affization, can to some extent predict which verbs
do occur in the DITRANSITIVE construction and which ones do not.
However, many open questions remain, and there is even considerable
inter-spesker variation with regard to the acceptability of verbs such as
abeain or purchase. Goldberg (1995: 129) marks ﬁ?@aé@&& ki some food
as ungrammatical, but Hannah purchased him a microscope is one of several
attested examples from corpus data. In Construction Grammar, idiosyn-
cratic lexical preferences of constructions and even differences between
speakers with regard to such preferences can be modetled as part of indi-
vidual speakers’ linguistic knowledge. Constiuctions will exhibit some
regularities with regard to the kinds of verbs that they accommodate, but
some amount of collocational idiosyncrasy is fully expected,

Summing up, the DITRANSITIVE construction conveys, as its basic
sense, the meaning of a transfer between an intentional agent and a

willing recipient. The construction conventionally occurs with verbs-

such as give, send, and offer; its occurrence with verbs such as bake, feed,
or leave demonstrates thar the construction can-actively increase the

valency of verbs that do not usually occur with two objects, Besides its-
basic sense, the construction metaphorically expresses relationships of
cause and effect; additional meanings include future transfers, ‘enabled’
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stransfers, and blocked transfers. The construction exhibits collocational
estrictions so that it does not readily combine with several specific
«lasses of verbs.

,Nw.m. The Causep MoTion construction

The following examples illustrate the CAUSED MOTION construction,

Cu.v The audience laughed Bob off the stage.
: John chopped carrots into the salad.
" 'The professor invited us into his office.

Like the DITRANSITIVE construction, the CAUSED MOTION construction
can alter and angment the argument structure of the verbs with which
it combines. In the examples given above, the construction adds argu-
ments to the verbs Jaugh, chop, and ifnvite. Whereas the event structure
of laugh merely specifies someone who is laughing, the example with
lzugh adds an argument of someone who is being moved, what is called
a theme, and the goal of that movement. The event suuctare of chop
.includes a patient argument, thar is, something that is being chopped.
-In the example above, this argument has a double role: the catrots are
being chopped, for sure, but in addition 10 being a wmnm_: argument,
they are further understood to be Eaﬁum towards a goal, in this case
-into the salad. It is therefore appropriate to characterise the role of the
carrots as both patient and theme in the context of the CAUSED MOTION
-construction, The construction can thus increase the valency of verbs,
either by adding a path/goal argument, or by adding a theme and a
wﬁr\ goal argument,

mmampﬂnm:ﬁ the construction indicates thar an agenr carries out an
activity that causes a theme to move along a path or towards a goal.
. -More succinctly, the construction conveys the meaning thar X causes
Y to move along or towards Z’. Laughter is hence presented as the
ultimate cause of Bob’s movemnient off the stage, even if it is presum-
ably the case that Bob was walking. The CausED MOTION construction
thus harmonises best with verbs such as #hrow, kick, or ?& which are -
conventionally associated with an event structure containing a meam
argument and a path/goal argument

C wv uo_.:._ threw the ball aver the fence.
- Franz kicked the ball into the goal.
mrw wcawm a rmsn_wﬂ.nfmm out of her pocket.

_ ...mnmimm its, central ‘sense;. the construction conveys the meanings of
. mmmaﬂnm motion (Fohu @.%mm Mary out-of the car), prevented motion (Fohn
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locked the dog into the batbroom), enabled motion (Mary allowed the dog out of
the bathroom), and prompted motion ( The professor invited us inte his affice).

Speakers' knowledge of the CAUSED MOTION construction includes
knowledge of the following constraints. First, the agent argument
cannot be an instrument. Whereas instruments are commonly found as
subjects of active clauses such as The key opened the door or This knife chops
and slices beautifully, the CAUSED MOTION construction requires that the
agent act autonomously.

{14) *The key allowed .F_E into the house.
*The gun threatened the hostages into the back office.
*The knife chopped the carrots into the salad.

Another constraint on the CAUSED MOTION constructios is that the path
of the theme is usually intended. Hence, it is not possible to chop carrots
onto the floor or pour milk next to one's glass. However, if the action
that is specified by the verb is unintentional to begin with, as for instance
with the verb snezz, unintended paths do not pose any problem.

(15) *John chopped the carrots onto the floor.
*Bob poured milk next to his glass. .
He sneezed his tooth right across town. (Goldberg 2006: 6}

"The CAUSED MOTION constraction is further constrained with regard

to the path of the motion. Specifically, the causal event must fully

determine the path of the theme. Paths with very specific goals, or goals

that require independent movements along a’path, therefore lead to the
““unacceptability of the following examples. |

(16) *The audience laughed Bob home.
*Mary allowed the dog to the next village.
*Bob threw the stone to the bottom of the lake.

To summarise, the CAUSED MOTION construction conveys the
meaning that ‘X causes Y to move along or towards Z’. The construction
can add the arguments of a theme and a path or goal to the event struc-
ture of a verb, and it is associated with a range of senses that relate to the
basic scenario of caused motion. The construction is chiefly constrained
with regard to the subject, which cannot be an instrument, and the path,
which must be fully determined by the causal action.

2.3.3 The Way construction

The English WAY construction differs from the constructions that have
been discussed up to now in this chapter because it specifies the lexical
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element way and a possessive determiner such as bis, ber, or thetr, in its
form. The following examples serve to illustrate the construction.

(17} Frank dug his way out of prison.
~ John elbowed his way across the room.
-She slowly chimbed her way up through the branches.

ust like the previously discussed constructions, the WAY construction
can add arguments to the event structure of lexical verbs. The construc-
tion evokes a scenario in which an agent moves along a path that is
difficult to navigate. The verbs that occur in the WAY construction can
be verbs of directed movement, such as c/imb, but also verbs such as dig
or efbow, which do not inherently convey the idea of movement along
a-trajectory. The WAY construction thus imposes this meaning on its
component words, adding up to two arguments in the process: the may
argument and a path/goal argument not unlike the argument that was
discussed in connection with the CAUSED MOTION construction, With

‘hole, digging your own grave), it could be argued that ‘his way out of prison’
is simply a noun phrase instantiating a direct object, so that nothing out
of the ordinary would be going on with that example. However, the
example states more than that Frank has dug a tunnel out of prison.
What the example conveys is that Frank succeeded in actually travers-
ing the unnel, thus escaping from prison. Goldberg (1995: 200) points
out that the WaY construction entails motion, so that examples such as
the following are nonsensical.

(18) *Frank dug his way out of prison, but he hasn’t gone yet.
*Staying behind the counter, the bank robbers shot their way
through the crowd. :

' Verbs such as ¢/imb do specify a path argument in their event structure,
but the construction adds the way argument, which cannot be replaced
by other lexical elements that refer to paths or trajectories more
- ‘broadly. The following examples are therefore unacceprable, despite
their superficial similarity to the example with dim# given above.

(19) *She quickly climbed her escape route down the stairs.
" " *She steadily climbed her track up to the summit.

Tn the basic sense of the WAY construction, the verb conveys the
‘means by which.a path is being forged: through digging, climbing,
“elbowing, or even shooting. In many instances of the WAY construc-
“tion, the path along which the agent moves is thus not pre-existing, but
‘has to.be created, prototypically with some effort. This aspect of the

verb such as dig, which conventionally takes a direct object (digging a.

-
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constructional meaning explains that basic motion verbs such as move or
step are not acceptable in the WAy construction.

(20) *She moved her way into the room.
*She stepped her way down the stairs.

The WAY construction is very commaonly used metaphorically, such
that completing a demanding task is talked about in terms of the crea-
tion of a path and movement along that path. The following examples
iltustrare metaphorical usages of the construction.

(21) Sally was crunching her way through a w_»m of potato chips.
Bob worked his way to the top of his profession. :
The three girls sang their way into the hearts of the audience.

4The WaY construction is further used with a meaning that does not
make reference to the means by which a path is created, but that
rather describes the manner in which a movement is performed. In the
examples below, the action denoted by the verb occurs simulcaneously
to a movement, but that action neither causes nor enables that move-
ment: Discussions of the WAY constructior hence distinguish the more
common means interpretation from the manner interpretation of the
construction.

(22) Sam joked his way into the meeting.
John was _E:mn::m his way down the street.
Triathlete Paula Finlay cried her way across the finish line,

"Goldberg Cocm 212) identifies several semantic noumqm_:a on the
WAY construction that have to do with the difficulty of creating a path
or moving along that path. First, the activity denoted by the verb has
to be unbounded or repetitive. Hence it is possible #o ¢/imb one'’s way up
& cliffbut not *zo jump one’s way off 4 cliff A second constraint pertaining
to the movement demands that it be self- m:.omnzoa Speskers therefore
reject * The snow melts its way into the river, in which the movement is not

self-propelled, but they accept The probe melts its way through vhe glacier, in -

which the probe moves of its own accord. Third, Goldberg (1995: 214)
sugpests that the WAY construction encodes motion thar is direcred,
not aimless. This is certainly the prototypical case, but many examples,
inctuding Fames Bond womanising bis way across the globe or young people
drifting their way through Jife, suggest that this constraint can be violated
fairly easily.

To conclude this secrion, the WAY construction can be characterised
as an argument structure construction that can increase the valency of
a verb 1o include a lexically specified way argument and another argn-
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ment that expresses a path or a goal. There are two basic interprerations
of the WaY construction, namely the more common means interpreta-
tion, in which the verb encodes the means by which a path is created
and/or traversed, and the manner interpretation, in which the verb
specifies the manner of an action that eccurs simultaneously to a move-
ient. In the means interpretation of the construction, the agent’s action
‘commonly quite difficult, which imposes a number of constraints on
e kinds of movements that can be expressed by the WaY construction.

.4 Valency-decreasing constructions

i the Construcrion Grammar literature, the discussion of argument
tructure constructions has been dominated by the topic of valency-
increasing constructions. It is not hard to see why this should be the
cdse: constructions that can add multiple arguments to the event
tructure of otherwise intransitive verbs provide compelling evidence
or the idea that knowledge of langnage must include knowledge of
onstructions and for the idea that constructions can override lexical
meanings. Specifically, speakers must know that ir is acceptable ro utter
sentence such as Sally baked ber sister a cake and that the lexical meaning
of the verb bake is enriched by the constructional context to convey
the idea of a transfer. In the introductory chapter, the constructional
override of lexical meaning was discussed as the principle of coercion
ﬁgnr»m_a 2004). Yet valency-increasing constructions only represent
ane half of the set of valency-changing constructions in English. It will
be argued in this section that valency-decreasing constructions are no
less important to the Construction Grammar enterprise than their more
famous relatives.

- Cross-linguistically common consiructions that decrease the valency
-.0f a verb are PASSIVE constructions (Mistaker were made), REFLEXIVE
. constructions (Fobs shaved), RECIPROCAL constructions (Lers meer again
“soon), and IMPERATIVE constructions (Ge/). This section will furcher
discuss NULL INSTANTIATION constructions, which can be illustrared
with examples such as Tigers only kill at night or Iknow. In these examples,
central participants of the actions that are described are left unex-
" pressed, but are nonetheless understood.

" 2.4.1 The Passive

The English PASSIVE construction with e is most often discussed as
the marked counterpart of ACTIVE sentences with transitive verbs. The
' -followitig examples thus form corresponding pairs.
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(23) The reviewer rejected the paper.
The paper was rejected (by the reviewer).
John paid the bill.
The bill was paid (by John).

Because of the close relation between pairs such as these, and because
the ACTIVE clearly represents a construction that is applicable in a much
wider set of contexts, characteristics of the PASSIVE are typically phrased
in terms of how PASSIVE sentences deviate from the less marked ACTIVE
sentences. Huddleston and Pullum (2002; 1428) point out three corre-
spondences. First, the subject of the ACTIVE (the reviewer, Fobn) appears
in the ncs.wmm.o:nrvm PASSIVE sentences as an oblique object marked
with the preposition #y. As the _um_.manrmmmm in the examples indicate, it
is possible, and indeed the default option in actual language use, to omit

%, this argument in the PASSIVE. It is this type of omission that justifies
categorising the PASSIVE as 2 valency-decreasing construction, Second,
the object of the ACTIVE (#he paper, the bill) appears as the subject of the
corresponding PASSIVE sentences. The PAssivE thus functions to reverse
the relative prominence of the two arguments in the event structure of
a transitive verb. Whereas normally the agent of a transitive verb has o
be expressed and the patient argument can be omitted under certain cir-
cumstances ( Thasks, I have already eaten), the PASSIVE construction makes
the patient argument obligatory and the agent argument omzom&
Third, the verb of the PASSIVE construction is more complex in form
than the corresponding verb in the ACTIVE. It appears in the form of a
__past participle that is preceded by a form of the mEn_En% be.

Given these clear-cut correspondences, itis a tempting idea to think
of the PAsSIVE as a grammatical rule that takes a transitive ACTIVE
sentence as its input and yields a passivised counterpart. However,
Huddleston and Pullum offer a range of examples that differ from the
above description in several respects, but that arguably still instantiate
‘the PASSIVE construction.

(24) John was given a large data set for the analysis.
*A large dataser was given John for the analysis,
Sally’s papers are referred to a lot.

*The children are looked to 2 lot.

In the first example, the verb giveis a ditransitive verb, not a transitive '

one. As the second example shows, only the recipient, not the theme,
can appear as the M:Ennn of a PASSIVE sentence. This is not per se a
problem for a putative passivisation rule: the rule would just have to
include the additional information that theme arguments are not avail-
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able for passivisation. The example with Sefly’s papers illustrates what is
called a prepositional passive. In the example, the prepositional object
of the verb 7efer appears as the subject of a passivised sentence. By con-
frast, this does not work with Jook. The difference between refér and look
is difficult to explain with recourse to a general grammatical rule, but
.can be made sense of if the PASSIVE is viewed as a construction that
wmm distinct collocational preferences. As a rule of thumb, it appears that
repositional passives work well with highly mnqnunrnm or idiomatic
combinations of verbs and m:.nmom_:osm_ objects. Hence, approve of a plan,
Ay for everything, ot deal with issues are good candidates mon prepositional
passives, whereas search under a bed, walk across a m&héa.ﬁ or choose berween
Fwa theories yield questionable examples.

ﬁ& The plan was approved of by my mother. -

Everything was paid for in advance. :

" These issues will be dealt with in another paper.

" PThe bed was thoroughly searched under.

" #This hallway was walked across by George Washington.
#T'hese two theories have to be chosen between.

m,xmBEmm of the PassIVE also show varying degrees of mnnmwﬁm_xra\
'in cases where clausal structures appear as the mﬁsmnﬁ of the passivised
sentence. The following examples show instances of -#ug clauses, infini-
tive clauses, and wh-clauses. For each of these categories, itis possible to
‘find examples that sound fully idiomatic and, conversely, onrmn exam-
les that seem Snrﬁ. unacceptable.

(26) A,E&mm a Bmﬁ._mmm proposal is not recommended.
*Texting a marriage proposal was remembered (by John).
Not to go would be considered rude.

*Not to go was decided (by John).

Whether it was feasible had not yet been determined.
*Whether it was feasible was wondered (by John).

" A general wmmmmiwmmo: rule would be of limited use to account for such
~_asymmetries. The only viable solution in a dictionary- mbm-m_.mBEm_.
_model of linguistic w:oimamm would be to inscribe these restrictions
into the lexical entries of the respective verbs in an agd-hoc fashion.
“This, however, raises firther questions, specifically with regard to novel
verbs. Take for instance the recent verb blog. The verb is regularly pas-
sivised, and even if your éxperience with such examples is limited, you
Cwill m.nouc»v? apree that Our wedding was blogged abour! is an idiomatic
“sentence. of English ‘whereas “That we married was blogged by Jobn- is
uow m. %oﬁ &c this mcmm.nm.a that your knowledge of language includes

-
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knowledge of how blog behaves as a verb, how this behaviour compares
to that of other verbs, and in what kind of PASSiVE constructions those
verbs appear. This kind of knowledge can be accommodated by the
construct-i-con in a straightforward way.

Finally, Huddleston and. Pullum (2002: 1435) note that there are
verbs which seem to be restricted to the PASSIVE, among them be repured
to, be said ro, and be ramonred. _ .

(27) Patis reputed to be very rich.
Kim is said to be a manic depressive.
It is rumoured that there will be an election before the end of the
year.

The fact that some examples of the PASSIVE cannot be transformed into
a corresponding ACTIVE clause makes it difficult to maintain the idea
of a grammarical rule that systematically links both constructions. To
be sure, speakers will be aware that the two constructions correspond
in importanc ways, that they often paraphrase one another, and that
they express similar staces of affairs. All of this does not run counter to
the idea that the PASSIVE is a construction in its own Emm: a generalisa-
tion that speakers have to learn as an independent unit of grammatical
knowledge. . ,

2.4.2 The ImrPERATIVE construction

_The English IMPERATIVE construction. is shown in the following
examples.

(28) Call me after lunch,
For next time, please read chapters chree and four.
Take one of these in the morning, and another one before
bedtime. .

The IMPERATIVE is a valency-decreasing construction because it sup-
presses a central argument of the respective verbs, namely the agent.
It is easy to construct paraphrases of the above examples in which such
an agent is overtly expressed. The sentence J would ask you to call me after
lunch makes explicit that it is the addressee who is expected to perform
the action denoted by the verb. The meaning of the IMPERATIVE

construction is thus non-compositional. It cannot be derived from the

lexical meanings of the words alone that the agent of Call me affer lunch

should be the addressee. Besides this basic observation, there are several

other pieces of evidence that the IMPERATIVE is a construction. - Most
importantly perhaps, there are constraints on the combination of the
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MPERATIVE with other constructions. Proficient speakers of English find
He following examples questionable.

ﬁov *gﬁm\mrc:_m\mo:c—nmﬂn_
7 *Be called lated!

The first example suggests that combining the IMPERATIVE with a modal
“auxiliary yields an intelligible but ungrammatical utterance. There is
nothing semantically odd about such a request; it is the structure that
speakers find unacceptable. Second, Takahashi (2012: 124) observes
that some combinations of the IMPERATIVE with the PASSIVE yield unac-
ceptable examples. Examples that do work would include Be checked
over by a doctor ot Stand up and be counted for what you are about to receive.
The IMPERATIVE further occurs relarively ﬂ:.n:w with the mmammnﬂ {Have
your homework done by 51 and the progressive (Be waiting in the lobby ar
9). Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 932) amEEu this by pointing out
that requests typically prompt dynamic actions rather than states. The
grammatical behaviour of the IMPERATIVE in this regard is thus a conse-
quence of real-world circumstances.

L An m:—hm&nﬁzm semantic trait of the construction concerns its
interpretation in coordinations of imperative clauses and declarative
clauses. In the following examples, the initial IMPERATIVE clauses are
==mmamnoom as having condirional meaning.

GS Take an aspirin and you'll feel betrer.

~: Ask him abourt his dissertation and he will be rambling on for
hours.

Do that again and you will regret it for the rest of your life.

What is noteworthy about these examples is that quite ofien, their
overall meaning directy contradicts the IMPERATIVE clause. Whereas
the first example suggests that the hearer take an aspirin, the two other
examples are meant to discourage mwn hearer from complying with the
: ::cm_ request.

- The English IMPERATIVE further exhibits strong collocational prefer-
+ eices. Takahashi (2012: 24) observes that the verbs Jet, tel), Jook, and come
--are among the most frequenty used verbs in the construction. Some of
these even have preferred argument realisation patterns, for instance
#el], which Ea»:% combines with #, as in the example below.

.@5 Let's not argue any more.

_Tell.me aboutit.

. “Look,.we all make mistakes somerimes.
.. ~Come on!
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Takahashi's frequency results indicate that the function of the
IMPERATIVE is not so much that of a vehicle for giving orders. as that of
the rather polite organisation of discourse, as in expressions such as Jet’s
see, Jook, listen, trust me, ot guess what. This observation echoes a similar
finding by Stefanowitsch and Gries (2003). .

2.4.3 NuLL INSTANTIATION

The term NULL INSTANTIATION refers to the phenomenon that not all
arguments that a verb has in its event structure are overtly expressed.

In many cases, the possibility of NULL INSTANTIATION has to be seen as -

a property that is inscribed in the lexical entry of a verb. For instance,
the verb ez allows omission of the patient argument (The children ate
noisily) whereas the verb devour daes not (* The children devoured uoisily).
An interesting aspect of NULL INSTANTIATION is that verbs differ
with regard to the definiteness of the argument that can be omitted.
Ruppenhofer (2005) distinguishes INDEFINITE INULL INSTANTIATION
(INI), which can be observed with the verb resd, from DEFINITE NULL
INSTANTIATION (DNI), which shows itself in uses of the verb understand,
The crucial difference is whether the speaker knows the exact identity
of the omitted argument. Compare the following examples:

(32) Kim was reading. I just don’c remember what.
Kim understood. *I just don’t remember what

While it is perfectly acceptable for me to say that Kim was reading and

to have only a vague idea of what it was that she was reading, saying

that Kim anderstood conveys that I know more or less exactly what she
understood. ‘The behaviour of INT verbs and DNI verbs makes for an
interesting topic, but this section will focus instead on a third type of
NuULL INSTANTIATION, namely cases in which a construction licenses
the omission of an argument. Ruppenhofer and Michaelis (2010) report
on several such constructions, which they find to be genre-specific, that
is, tied to very specific communicative situations. Consider, for instance,
the LABELESE construction. :

(33) Contains sulphites. .
Creates visibly fuller, thicker hair.
Eliminates pet odouss.

The LABELESE construction suppresses the subject argument of a verb.
This does not create any communicative problems because the con-
struction can only appear printéd on the very referent that is left unex-
pressed by the construction. The LABELESE construction not only oceurs

ARGUMENT STRUGTURE CONSTRUCTIONS 45

with verbs but also works with a whole range of PREDICATIVE construc-
ns, as is evidenced by statements such as sagy to use, for children 4
ears and up, made in China, and dictary supplement. In these examples, the
eader understands that an expression such as made in China &wwnn_unm a
characteristic of the product on which the expression is found. -
Another NULL INSTANTIATION construction is confined to the lan-
guage of cooking recipes.

34) Season liberally with salt and pepper.
" Chill before serving.
Caur into one-inch-thick slices.

wumwmuwommn and Michaelis (2010: _mC call this the INSTRUCTIONAL
IMPERATIVE construction. Like the LABELESE construction, it represents
generalisation that speakers must have learned. Whereas it might be
argued that quite mm:mnm:%_ an argument can be omitted in contexts
where its identity is glaringly obvious, this theory fails to explain why
Cut into one-inch-thick slices is fine as a written instruction but decid-
edly odd as a spoken request. The next ime you are preparing a meal
together with a friend, sprinkle your conversation with something like
Fry until lightly brown, and see whar happens.

2.5 Relations between argument structure constructions

zm:d‘ argument structure constructions in English can be paraphrased
in terms of another, mop.Bme and wmamzunm_a\ related argument struc-
tare construction. The previous section has discussed the example of
AcTive and PasSIVE sentences, which are mutwally linked through a
number of correspondences. A further example of an argument struc-
ture construction with a close paraphrase is the DITRANSITIVE construc-
tion, which has a ‘twin’ construction in the PREPOSITIONAL DATIVE
construction. Consider the following examples.

ﬁ. 5) John gave Mary the book.
" John gave the book to Mary.

Another close relation exists between the CAUSED MOTION construc-
tion and what one might call the Wizh-APPLICATIVE construction.

.G& John brushed barbecue sauce onto the ribs.
.—0_5 _Edmrmm the ribs with barbecue sauce.

, .WENEMQ. of &m.ﬁ.nnn theoretical wn_..w:m&onw have long been inter-
nmnmm in the telations. between these constructions. Pairs of construc-
ions munr mm ﬁ_._m ones. m:ﬁ: above have come to be known as syntactic

-
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alternations; the pairs in (35) and (36) are known respectively as the
DATIVE ALTERNATION and the LOCATIVE ALTERNATION. As with
ACTIVE and PASSIVE sentences, the correspondences between the two
members of those pairs invite the idea of a grammatical rule that sys-
tematically links one to the other. In a-dictionary-and-grammar model
of linguistic knowledge, such a rule would allow speakers to use one
member of the pair as the input from which the second member of the
pair can be derived as an output. The rule would apply across the board,
for all manners of verbs, unless the lexical entry of a verb specifically
disallows its application. For both the DATIVE ALTERNATION and the
LOCATIVE ALTERNATION, there are what are called non-alternating
verbs, as shown in the following examples.

{37) John took his son 1o the doctor.
*John took the doctor his son.
John filled the glass with water.
*Tohn filled water into the glass.

The verb tzke does not readily enter the DITRANSITIVE construction,
and the fact that il cannot be used in the CaUSED MOTION constric-
tion is even being taught to learners of English as a second language,
As you may guess, researchers in Construction Grammar view the idea
of a grammatical rule linking the members of a pair-of constructions as
problematic. The alternative view is expressed by Goldberg under the
heading of the surface generalisation hypothesis (2006: 25):

[Tihere are typically broader syntactic and semantic generalizations
associated with a surface argument stracrure form than exist berween
the same surface form and a distinct form thar it is hypothesizeéd 1o be
syntactically or semantically derived from.

The phrase ‘a surface argument structure form’ here paraphrases the
term ‘construction’ in a theory-neutral fashion. What the hypothesis
claims is that each member of a pair of paraphrasable constructions is
best analysed on its own terms, all correspondences notwithstanding.
The hypothesis further predicts that each member of such a pair will
exhibit systematic differences with regard to the other member and sys-
tematic generalisations that pertain to its own form and meaning. Both
of these points can be illustrated with the behaviour of the DITRANSITIVE
construction. Interestingly, examples of the IITRANSITIVE construction
correspond not only to examples of the PREPOSITIONAL DATIVE con-
struction, but also to examples of the For-BENEFACTIVE comstruction. :

(38) John gave the book to Mary. ~ John gave H&mé..ﬁrm book, ©

John poured a scotch for Mary.  John poured Mary a scotch
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On the dictionary-and-grammar view of linguistic knowledge, these
airs would need to be linked by two separare rules, which implies
hat the two DITRANSITIVE sentences on the right would in fact not
stantiate the same construction, despite having the same surface
irgement structure form. This conclusion, however, is questionable.
Goldberg (2006: 27) presents the examples shown in (39) to make the
asé that IITRANSITIVE sentences corresponding to PREPOSITIONAL
JATIVE examples and DITRANSITIVE sentences corresponding to For-
ENEFACTIVE examples show exactly the same behaviour. When one is
ne, so is the other; when one is questionable or ungrammatical, so is
he other.

39Y Dipransitives

‘Mina bought Me! a book.

Mina sent Mel a book.

"Mina bought Mel it.

*Mina sent Mel it.

*Who did Mina buy a book?

?Who did Mina send a book?
“*Mina bought Mel yesterday a book.

Paraphraser

Mina bought z book for Mel.
Mina sent a book o Mel.
Mina bought it for Mel.
Mina sent it to Mel,

- Who did Mina buy a book for?
‘Who did Mina send a book.to?
Mina bought a book yesterday
for Mel. ‘ |
Mina sent a book yesterday to
Mel. .

Goldherg concludes that the similarities berween examples that show
he surface form of the DITRANSITIVE construction are greater than sim-
ilarities between the member constructions of a syntactic alternation. In
“her own words, ‘[t)he robust generalizations are surface generalizations’
-(2006: 33).

?@:m sent Mel yesterday a book.

2.6 Surmming up

This chapter introduced the idea of argument structure, which is a
synonym for the term ‘valency’. Argument structure describes the
umber and character of elements that can bond to a given linguistic
Aitem, and is a term that pertains both to the meaning of the bonding ele-
:ments and to the form of those elements. The former aspect was called
.the event structure; the latter was called syntactic argument structure.
The chapter introduced thematic roles such as agent, patient, and expe-
riencer. It was argued that argument structure constructions are items
of linguistic knowledge that allow speakers to use verbs in syntactic
ontexts in which they are not conventionally used. ‘Famous’ examples

such as Fobn sneezed the foam off his capuccine ilkustrate this phenomenon.
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Argument structure constractions are syntactic constructions that can be
filled by ali manners of lexical material and that convey some meaning
of their own that goes beyond the meaning of their component words.
There are hence two main pieces of evidence for argument structure
constructions: first, they allow non-conventional combinations of verbs
and syntactic contexts; second, they convey non-compositional mean-
ings. The combination of verbs and argument structure constfuctions
is not unconstrained: Goldberg’s semantic coherence principle states
that a verb can only be combined with a construction if the participants
that are evoked by the verb and the construction match semantcally.
There are hence limits on the possible combinations of verbs and
constructions. The importance of argument structure constructions to
Construction Grammar at large was discussed in connection with the
scene encoding hypothesis, that is, the idea that the basic syntactic pat-
tetns of a language encode recurrent event types that are basic to human
experience.

The chapter then drew a distinction between valency-increasing con-
structions and valency-decreasing constructions. Valency-increasing
constructions such as the RESULTATIVE construction, the DITRANSITIVE
construction, the CAUSED MOTION construction, and the WAY con-
struction can augment the argumene scructure of lexical verbs. The
constructions thus add participants to the event structure of the verb,
By contrast, valency-decreasing constructions such as the PASSIVE,
the IMPERATIVE, the LABELESE construction, and the INSTRUCTIONAL
IMPERATIVE construction suppress the expression of participants that
are there in the event structure of the respective verb. Quite often,
the suppressed arguments are casily recoverable from the context.
Examples of the LABELESE construction such as Contains sulphites, read
on a botde of red wine, leave litde doubrt as to what could be meant,
However, it was argued that contextual recoverability is not the only
constraint on the use of these constructions.

The chapter closed with a discussion of relations between paraphras-
able constructions, called syntactic alternations. In contrast to the idea
of grammatical rules that systematically link argument structure pat-
terns with similar meanings, what is called the surface generalisation
hypothesis expresses the view that argument structure constructions
are best analysed in their own right because similarities will be greater
between mumam._mm with the same shrface form than vmq&nwm members
of a syntactic alternation. N

In summary, despite the face that ‘simple sentences’ such as Par gave
Bill a book or Bob bammered the metal flar give the initial impression of being
completely regular and semantically compositional, they illustrate

7
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‘onstructions that yield strong evidence for a constructional view of
inguistic knowledge. Any theory of grammar needs to have an explana-
ion for the fact that Fobn cur the rope in balf with a knife is a fine sentence
of English whereas *Fobn beard his ears deaf with loud heavy metal is not.
Positing argument structure’ constructions, in connection with princi-
ples that constrain possible: combinations of verbs and constructions,
provides an intuitdve and testable account,

~What is argument structure?

- Can you give an example of an expression where the event structure
"of a verb and its syntactic argument structure do not match?

‘What are thematic roles?

: What does the surface generalisation hypothesis predict? What data
"would cast doubt on the _d%onrnw,mm

- What are the two main pieces of evidence for recognising argument
- structure construciions?

What is the principle of semantic coherence? .

. What is meant by the term NULL INSTANTIATION?

" Can you come up with an example of an English <m_m=n<;nv§m5m
constructien that was not discussed in this chapter?

:n:mq reading

..E,:w central reference for this chapter is Do_&um_.m ﬁoomv O_.meﬁ.u 2
and 9 in Goldberg (2006) represent continuations of that work. Boas
(2003, 2005) and Goldberg and Jackendoff (2004) discuss English
RESULTATIVE constructions, Foundational werk on the topic of verbs
and their argument structure is found in Pinker (1989), Levin (1993),
and Levin and Rappaport Hovav (2005). A very useful resource is the
Valency Dictionary of Fnglish (Herbst et al. 2004); see also Herbst and
Gérz-Votteler (2007): General overviews of valency-changing con-
structions are found in Payne (1997) and Haspelmath and Miiller-
Bardey (2004). These include many examples from languages other
than English, which helps to put the English data into perspective.




3 Inside the construct-i-con

3.1 Meaningless constructions?

The previous two chapters presented the view thar knowledge of
language should be modelled as a construct-i-con, that is, as a large
network of form—meaning pairs that accommodates words, idioms,
semni-specified patterns such as TyE X-ER THE F-ER, and also argu-
ment structure constructions such as the DITRANSITIVE constriction
or the RESULTATIVE construction. For all of these constructions, it is

fairly straightforward to make the case that aspects of their form or

meaning cannot be predicted from more general patterns thar exist in
the grammar of English. In short, it is inmitively clear that words such
as dog ot green are forms that have lexical meanings; it is equally clear
that the phrase pushing up daisies has an idiomatic meaning; and the
non-compositional meaning of an example such as Fobu sneezed bis cas
" soaking wet is evidence for including the English RESULTATIVE construc-
tion as part of speakers’ knowledge of language. However, you might
wonder, is this enough evidence to make the case that a/f of linguistic
knowledge consists of form—meaning pairs? Do all syntactic forms carry
meaning? On the view that knowledge of language is a large reposirory
of symbolic units, the answer would have to be a ‘yes’ - a symbol is
only a symbol by virtue of having a form ##4 4 meaning. At the same
time, there are syntactic forms for which it is quite difficule to establish
a meaning in anything but the most general of terms. Consider the fol-
lowing examples. :

(1) John sings.
Bob heard a noise.
One sock lay on the sofa, the other one under it.

The first example illustiates what must be one of the most funda-
mental principles of English grammar: verbs agree with their subjects,
showing inflections that correspond to the categories of number and
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erson. A third person singular subject, in the simple present tense,
‘combines with verb forms that end in the suffix /-s/. Speakers obvi-
usly know this, but does that _Soé_mﬁ_ma represent a construction? The
econd example, Bob beard a noise, combines a verb with a subjecr and an
bject, thus forming a transitive clause. The previous chapter discussed
rgument structure coastructions as units of linguisdic sirucrare that
iave meaning, By analogy with the DITRANSITIVE construction and the
ESULTATIVE construction, does the example represent something that
ould be called the TRANSITIVE construction? If so, what would be its
neaning? One answer to the latter question, motivated by examples
such-as Bob it the natl or Bok ate the sandwich, would be to characterise
e prototypical transitive clause as one in which an agent intentionally
&mwaﬁ an individuared, inanimate patient argument {cf. Hopper and
roEwmob 1980; Thompson and Hopper 2001). But if the TRANSITIVE
-onstruction were to include examples such as Bob remembered bis
jppointment, Bob walked a mile, or Bob ém.mb& 15 stone, such a semantic
sharacterisation would be difficult to maintain, goﬁ:m on to the third
xample, Owe sock lay on the sofa, the other ome under iz illustrates a syntactic
attérn in which two clauses are coordinated and the second clause
mits an element that is common to both, in this case the verb form /zy.
ﬁamﬁ_ﬁ mvmmwm_.m know that this particular pattern is an acceptable
ay to express a given idea, whereas *One sock lay o the sofa, the other one
#der would not be acceptable, despite only a seemingly minor differ-
icé. Is this kind of knowledge siill knowledge of constructions?

“The fundamental question whether all copstructions are meaningful
as-been answered in conflicting ways in the Construction Grammar
irerature. Goldberg (2006: 166-82) takes the position that even highly
abstract patterns are meaningful. She discusses the example of SUBJECT—
AUXILIARY INVERSION, which is a syntactic pattern that occurs in
eummno:m conditionals, and exclamatives, amongst several other con-
struction types. A few mNmEEmm are shown below. .

8 Would you mind if I smoke in here?

"'Had I known this, I would have wﬁmﬁmm at home.
" May he restin mnunn,
"+ Rarely have I heard such nonsense.

Whereas earlier research had pointed to this large range of contexts
i evidence that SUBJECT-AUXILIARY INVERSION is a purely formal
wﬁmboEgob with no semantic substance {Green 1983), Goldberg
argues that all construction types that share this particular syntax also
share semantic. traits, notably the characteristic of non-assertiveness.
r%nﬂm_? quéstions, conditionals, and wishes describe states of affairs

.
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that are not factual. Arguing against this idea, Fillmore et al. (2012: 326)
explicitly proclaim ‘the legitimacy of semantically null constructions’.
Canstructions without meanings would be linguistic generalisations not
unlike traditional phrase structure rules, such as the generalisation that
noun phrases can be formed through the combination of a determiner,
an artributive adjective, and a noun. All that such a generalisation speci-
fies is that a certain configuration of syntactic strucrures yields a4 gram-
matically acceptable phrase of English. Note that we are ralking about
precisely the kind of thing that would be handled by the grammatical
component in the dictionary-and-grammar model of linguistic knowl-
edge. So, is there something to the distinction of grammar and lexicon
after all? Would the construcr-i-con be able to accommodarte purely
formal generalisations? In order to answer these questions, we need to
ﬁmﬁu a closer Iook at ‘meaningless’ constructions.

illmore et al. (2012) identify three construction types that they
view as meaningless. The first kind is exemplified by examples such as
Fobu sings, which combines a subject with an agreeing verb in what is
called the SUBJECT-PREDICATE construction. This construction reflects a
formal generalisation, but it does not contribute any meaning of its own
that would go beyond the combined meanings of the component lexical
items, Fillmore et al, even reject the idea that the SUBRCT-PREDICATE
construction might evoke a highly general meaning, such as ‘the estab-
lishment of a topic ‘about which something is said”: in examples such as
There's a problem ot It's a shame the subject constituents (there, i) are not ref-
erential and hence cannot be topics. The case for viewing the SUBJECT--
PREDICATE construction as meaningful is thus highly tenuous. Apother
purely formal construction would be the MODIFIER—HEAD construction,
which is instantiated by the combination of an adjective with a noun (red
ball), or an adverb and an adjective (completely full). What the consttuction
formally specifies is that the first element modifies the second and that the
second element determines the type of phrase that the whole construct

. represents. Whereas one might be tempted to argue that the construction

conveys the meaning of ‘an X that has the quality of being Y’, it urns out -

that this paraphrase only works for a subset of all examples that instanti-
ate thar construction. Consider the following examples,

(3) John smoked a fat cigar.
1 never see any of my old friends any more.
The judge found the alleged murderer innocent
Bob’s restaurant was closed down far hygienic reasons.

Whereas & far cigar is ‘a cigar that is fat’, old friends are not ‘friends that

are old’, and an alleged murderer is no more ‘a murderer wha is alleged’
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m._mz bygienic reasons are ‘reasons that are hygienic’. So even Hwoamr the
syntactic mechanism of ncE_uEEm a modifier with a head is the same
cross these examples, the respective interprerations differ.

The second type of construction that Fillmore et al. discuss is not so
uch meaningless in itself as highly heterogeneous in the meanings chat
re associated with different examples of the respective constructions.
1i this category, Fillmore et al. include SUBJECT~AUXILIARY INVERSION,
riticising Goldberg's account of a common core meaning as too vague
(Fillmore et al. 2012: 327). While there may be common semantic traits
questions, conditionals, and exclamatives, Fillmore et al. doubt that
inary speakers of English entertain semantic generalisations at such
igh levels of abstractions. However, they mainrain that speakers know
e formal pattern of SUBJECT-AUXILIARY INVERSION. Another highly
stract formal generalisation that maps onto a varery of separate
eanings is exemplified by FILLER-GaAP constructions (Sag 2010).
‘hese constructions have in common that an argument of a verb, typi-
ally a direct object, appears in a place that differs from its canonical
osition in a simple declarative clause. For instance, in the sentence Bob
ie the sandwich, the object directly follows the verb. Compare that to the
following sentences that include the verb eat.

mi What kind of sandwich did you ear?
: How many sandwiches he ate!
- Keep track of all the sandwiches you eat!

"~ Normally the kids don’t touch sandwiches, but this one they'll
*eat.

- The more sandwiches you eat, the hungrier you get.

:The examples above illustrate different constructions,
amely WH-QUESTIONS, EXCLAMATIVES, RELATIVE CLAUSES, the
OPICALISATION construction, and the THE X-ER THE Y-ER construc-
on. In each of these examples, the thing that is eaten is expressed, but
it appears in a place before the verb, not after it. As a technical way
of referring to this state of affairs, we can say that the thing eaten, the
‘filler’, appears in a non-argument wcm:_o? The argument position,
a&:&. g.nnnn:\ follows the verb sz, is not taken up by any _EmEunn
material in these examples, so thar we speak of it as a ‘gap’. In the
published literature on FILLER-GAP constructions you will often find
example sentences in which filler and gap are co-indexed and shown as
wnnr_ as :—Eﬁmﬁnm in the example below.

mw [What kind of sandwich}; did you ear __;?

U T a m:n_. mmm.
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He is one of the most — if not in fact THE most ~ tragic figure in

sports history.

As with SUBJECT-AUXILIARY INVERSION, it does appear that FILLE
GAP constructions reflect a broad syntactic generalisation specifyi
that an argument of a verb may appear in a non-argument positic
A linguistic theory would be considered ‘elegant’ if it could state th
generalisation and explain, in one fell swoop, the syntactic behavioi
of the whole range of construction types that are shown in {(4). By d
same token, it is clear that these construction types do not share
common semantic core. Fillmore er al. (2012) thus posit F ILLER-GAP-
an abstract syntactic generalisation that is at work in different constru
tons. The generalisation has no meaning in itself; rather, the construi
tion types (Wu-QUESTIONS, EXCLAMATIVES, RELATIVE Crauses,

TOPICALISATION construction, and the THE X-ER THE ¥-ER} are asso

of these examples contains a phrasal head Hrm:nmcmam a comple-
it ‘the preposition on, the verb prevens, and the determiner ome all
{uiré’a nominal complement to follow Hroa.u. However, what follows
elements is a conjunction (but, o7, if}, which is wo:oﬁmn v.w. further
istic material before the projected nominal structure (string theory,
sreness, w_“..ammn figure) finally appears. Note that m_mmmmm mﬁ.nr as prevent or
Jeast reduse or ene if ot the most are not syntactic constituents. Rather,
ems more appropriate to view the manmm.e. at Jeast veduce mum if nat
ost as parenthetical structures that are inserted between a rmmm
ts'complement. The role of PARENTHETICAL constructions in
striction Grammar is discussed in more detail in, for example, Imo
7):"To sum up, elliptical constructions such as GAPPING, STRIPPING,
#IARED COMPLETION do not lead 1o coercion, they do not convey
canings of their own, and they yield sentences with meanings that can
orked out by processing the meanings of the component words.
here does this survey of ‘meaningless’ construction leave the idea
construct-i-con as a repository of form—meaning vm_nm.u.nuonu the
truct-i-con perhaps need an appendix of syntactic rules, just as the
1nonal view of grammar needed an mm%nz&.w of idiomatic expres-
ns? The least problematic for the Construction O.EBEmn view, as
lined in the previous two chapters, are construction types m,ﬁnr as
amily of SUBECT—AUXILIARY INVERSION constructions or FiLLER-
onstructions. Here, there are actually two possible routes for
sis, which are outlined by Stefanowitsch (2003: 420) in a study 9.2
dresses the different semantic relations between modifier and head in
two English GENITIVE constructions:

discuss are called GAPPING, STRIPPING, and SHARED COMPLETION {als
known as RIGHT NODE RAISING). _

(6) One sock lay on the sofa, the other one under it
John put the bowls in the dishwasher, and the plates, too. .
The South remains distinct from and independent of the North.

In typical examples of GAPPING, two phrasal constituents are juxtd
posed, and the second one is missing a verb form that is present in th
first one, which is called the ‘gap’. The term is motivated by the fact thy
the remaining parts of the phrase are still there. In the example above
the phrases the other one and under it would be called ‘remnants’. T
second example illustrates STRIPPING (Hankamer and Sag 1976), a ter
which is meant to convey that a full sentence is stripped of everything
except one constituent. The example conveys that John put the plac
in the dishwasher’ by means of just mentioning the plates. STRIPPING cal
thus be seen as a more radical form of GAPPING, A typical feature
STRIPPING is the presence of the adverbial 700 of the negative particlg
not, as in Eric played the guitar solo, nor George. 'The third of the example;
given above is a case of SHARED COMPLETION. It is useful to think of Ais;
tinct from and independent of as two adjectival phrases that share a commos
ending, namely the Noszh. The common ending in SHARED COMPLETION
can be the noun phrase part completing a prepositional phrase, but the]
following examples show that other patterns are also possible.

here are two ways in which this issue can be approached ﬁ .J:bya pro-
‘totype analysis that takes one of the semantic relations ?w:ann: modifier
“and head] as basic and finds a principled way of accounting for all oﬁr,.wn
¢lations as extensions from this basic prototype; or by a schematic
nalysis that finds an abstract characeerization that cavers all and only the
telations encoded by the given construction.

have already seen that Goldberg (2006) takes the .mnwmam.nn.
proach for her analysis of SUBECT—AUXILIARY INVERSION, looking
common semantic core that is shared by all constructions mrmm
have this mwu.ﬁmnmn pattern. Taylor (1996: 343-7) takes the HSSQ.@@
mno.mmr in-an analysis of the English S-GENITIVE construction, trying
Jate the different interpretations of that construction semantically.

Adm.mmn_ynodlmvmm&onlrznﬁonm no_dw_mnmnnmn_ummlmﬁ&bm
theory. . CL ,

Stretching can help prevent or at Jeast reduce soreness, -
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Both approaches are viable in principle, as the question at what levels
of abstraction speakers make generalisations is essentially an empirical
one that has to be determined individually for each and every speaker
and each and every grammatical phenomenon. It is furcher possible
that schematic analyses and prototype analyses are not even mumally
exclusive, as speakers may entertain several generalisations at the same
time, some at lower levels, and some at higher, more abstract levels. So
far then, no appendix to the construct-i-con is needed, but what about
the other meaningless construcrions?

The first construction type discussed by Fillmore et al. (2012), illus-
trated by the SUBJECT-PREDICATE construction, requires an analysis
that combines the schematic approach with the prototype approach.
As Fillmore et al. point out, positing a schematic meaning for all
combinations of a subject with a predicate seems like a project with

»ﬂ&m hope of success. Existential and presentational constructions such
as There are no unicorns or There's beer in the fridge pose difficulties for
a schematic analysis. Conversely, it seems difficult to relate such an
abstract meaning to the more concrete meanings that are conveyed by
existential and presentatonal constructions. The prototype approach,

as one of the solutions advocated by Stefanowitsch, is thus also of

limited use. A way out of the dilemma would be a combination of the
two: one could assume a schematic analysis for instances such as Fobn
sings and A man walks into a bar, while positing separate constructional
schemas for sentences such as There's beer in the fridge. In fact, one of the
foundadonal studies in Construction Grammar does this and presents
a ?.983%0&2& analysis of English THERE constructions (Lakoff
"1987). "The main idea would be that specialised constructions can share
selected formal and functional aspects of more general constructions,
while at the same time displaying characteristics that are not shared by
the more general schema. With a litrde goodwill, generalisations such as
SUBJECT-PREDICATE and MODIFIER-HEAD can H_Em be brought into the
fold of the construct-i-con.
What remains as a true problem, however, is the case of elliptical
constructions. It seems that constructions such as SHARED COMPLETION,

GaPPING, and STRIPPING have all the characteristics of traditional .
phrase structure rules, while not conveying any substantial meaning of

their own. If we were to assign degrees of ‘meaninglessness’ to different
constructions, these construction types would surely top the list, even
when corupared to SUBJECT-PREDICATE and MODIFIER—HEAD construc-

tions. Furthermore, it is not immediately clear whether these syntactic -
patterns would exhibit other telltale signs of constructions, namely

either idiosyncratic constraints {cf. Section 1.3.3) or collocational pref-
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nces (cf. Section 1.3.4). If all of the-criteria for constructionhood fail,
ould have to be conceded that these syntactic patterns do not form
rt.of the construct-i-con, as envisioned by current practitioners of the
onstruction Grammar framework.

umming up, purely formal generalisations, that is, constructions
without meanings, have no narural place in the construct-i-con. In fact,
Caonstruction Grammar is to be seen as a veritable theory of linguistic
nowledge, then this theory will make the strong claim that there should
otbe any constructions without meanings. A scientific theory is usually
onsidered ‘good’ if it makes claims that can be falsified. Construction
fammar is thus only a good theory of linguistic knowledge if it is
ear what empirical obhservations could show that it is wrong. Hence,
onstruction Grammarians need to face the critical evidence of patterns
ch'as SHARED COMPLETION, GAPPING, and STRIPPING in order either
‘save the current idea of the construct-i-con or to adapt the theory
nian ad-hoc way to accommodate the empirical facts. As elliptical
constructions are fairly frequent and productive, and as the ‘problem’ of
eaningless constructions extends to phrasal constructions such as the
ERB PHRASE construction or the PREPOSITIONAL PHRASE construction,
ear answers are needed. The worst that Construction Grammarians
could do would be 1o look the other way, towards nice meaningful pat-
terns such as THE X-ER THE Y-ER or the WAY construction, and pretend
that the problem of meaningless constructions does not exist,

2 The construct-i-con: a network of interfinked constructions

Gw 0 now, the construct-i-con has been described in quite vague terms,
4§ a large repository of form—meaning pairs that represents speakers’
knowledge of language. A rather important addendum is that this
repository is not a flat list or even an unordered ‘bag of constructions’,
bt instead a highly strucrured, hierarchical network in which construc-
tions are interlinked. The following sections discuss how construcrions
dré linked to one another in the construct-i-con.

3.2.1 Inheritance’

A central concept in this regard is the notion of inheritance. Inheritance
captures a relation berween more abstract construcrions, which are
situated towards the top of the constructional network, and more
specific constructions, which are found in lower levels of the con-
structional hierarchy. ZNEEW? there is no simple _EEQ distinction
vmgmg abstract constructions and concrete constructions. Rather,

-
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Transitive

face OB]J

face the music

Figure 3.1 face the music and the constructions it instantiates

constructional generalisations are situared along a continuum from very
abstract schemas down to lexically specified patterns. Concrete patterns
thus instantiate more abstract patterns at increasingly schemati¢ levels.
Figure 3.1 visualises the idea that a lexically specified idiom such as face
the music ‘accept unpleasant consequences of one’s actions’ instantiates a
number of more abstract constructions, such as the transitive use of the
verb fice and the more general TRANSITIVE construction.

Constructional characteristics, that is, characteristics of form and
meaning, are inherited in a downwards direction, from higher, more
schematic levels towards lower, more concrete levels. To give an
example, one of the most abstract constructions we have encountered
so far would be the SUBJECT-PREDICATE construction. Almost all clausal
constructions in English share the formal characterisic of the verb
agreeing in number and person with its subject. Specific ¢lausal con-
structions thus inherit this characteristic from the SUBJECT—PREDICATE
construction. Goldberg (2013) offers another example that. illustrates
inheritance. Consider the following set of examples.

(8) He isin prison.
She came from school.
John is going to university.
They are on vacation.
Herbert has been at sea for three years.

Each of these examples contains a sequence of a préposition and a
bare count noun. Goldberg calls this patrern the PN construction.

INSIDE THE CONSTRUGT-1-CON o 59

he construction inherits a very basic formal aspect from the more
general PREPOSITIONAL PHRASE construction, namely the linear order
of ;preposition and nominal noBEmBmE Apart from this inherited
formal feature, the PN construction shows several constructional
idiosyncrasies: first, the construction conveys a stereotypical role in
hat someone can only be in prison as an inmate, not as a warden.
Students go to university but not their lecturers, or the janitors, or
he vice-chancellor. Second, unlike in regular prepositional phrases,
the nominal cannot be modified with an adjective (* They are on sunny
‘vacazion). Third, whereas regular wmmmcm:_o:m_ m_rhmmmm can be formed
ith all manner of nouns, the PN construction is clearly restricted.
eople may go fo bed, but not *go to couch. All of these idiosyncra-
ies are specific to the PN construction; 9@% are not shared with
‘prepositional phrases in general. Inheritance is thus a ‘downwards’
relation; more specific constructonal characteristics are not projected
‘upwards’.

TInherirance is not only a matter of language form, bur can also be a
atter of meaning. T'o illuserate, Michaelis and Lambrecht (1996: 237)
oint out that noun phrases can occasionally receive an exclamative
Anterpretation, as in the following examples.

(9) The time he takes!
' The amount of plastic waste!
My car payments!

“What is conveyed by these examples is that the referents of the respec-
ive noun phrases represent an extreme point on a scale that has to be
nderstood by the listener. Even for examples in decontextualised form,
Em is not hard to do. The first example states that someone is taking
uite a long time; the second example refers to an enormous amount
f waste; and the third one refers to the fact that the car payments are
“telatively high. Michaelis and Lambrecht call this semantic pattern the
‘METONYMIC NP construction. The semantics of that construction is
‘inherited by noun phrases in formally more specialised constructions,
s in the following examples.

(10) Ican’t believe the money I spent on clothes!
It’s ridiculous the amount of plastic waste!

he first of these examples Michaelis and Lambrecht (1996: 244) iden-
tify as an instance of the NP~COMPLEMENT EXCLAMATIVE construction.
he exclarnative noun phrase is, in this context, an argument of the verb
believe. The second example instantiates the NOMINAL EXTRAPOSITION
..noawnEnaou which consists of a predicative clause and the exclamative

-
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noun phrase. Both of these constructions thus inherit aspects of their
meaning from the METONYMIC NP construction,

‘To summarise our first pass at the concept of inheritance, we can
state that it is a relation berween more abstract and more specific con-
struction in which the more specific ones exhibit formal and functional
features of the more abstract ones. Much as a squirrel is a rodent, a
mammal, and an animal at the same time, an idiom such as face the music
simultaneously instantiates a range of more abstract constructions.

3.2.2 Kinds of inheritance links

From the previous discussion it could be concluded thar inheritance is

more or less just a matter of organising the constructions of a language
into a _.zmm.m_.nv% we have talked about more abstract types and more
concrete instantiations of those types. While this is certainly an impor-
tant part of the picture, there are several different kinds of inheritance
links in the construct-i-con that deserve discussion, The basic kind of
inheritance link, which was discussed above and which connects face zhe
music with cransitive fzee and the TRANSITIVE construction, is called an
instance link (Goldberg 1995: 79): the idiom face the music is a special
case of transitive fzee, which in tamn is a special case of the TRANSITIVE
construction.

Goldberg (1995: 75) identifies polysemy links as another type of
inheritance link. As was discussed in Chapter 2, many argument struc-
ture constructions have several concepmially related meanings; the
“technical term for this is that these constructions are polysemous. This
holds, for instance, for the DITRANSITIVE iconstruction, which has the
basic sense of ‘X causes Y to receive Z', and several extended senses,
such as X enables Y to receive Z’ or ‘X intends Y to receive Z in the
future’. The examples below illustrate the respective senses.

(11) John gave Mary the book.
The doctor allowed me a full meal.
I promise you a rose garden.

In the construct-i-con, the central sense of the DITRANSITIVE con-
struction would be linked to the extended senses by means of polysemy
links. Note that we are not dealing with a taxonomical relation here,
as an ‘intended transfer’ is mot, strictly speaking, a type of transfer.
Nonetheless, it is clear that the sense of an ‘intended transfer’ inherirs
a substantial amount of its'semantics from the more general ‘transfes’
sense. It is useful ro think of mo_ﬁmaﬁ links as metonymic relations,

that is, relations between a whole scenario and parts of that scenario.
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Typically, the extended sense of a construction will represent a scenario
‘that inherits central parts of the scenario that is associated with the basic
sense of the construction. Another example of polysemy links can be
een in the semantic spectram of the English S-GENITIVE construc-
ion. Taylor (1989) identifiés ‘possession’ as the central sense, which
5 related to extended senses of the construction via wo_ﬁw:dw links.
onsider the following examples.

Ev Joho's book

John's ofhee

John's train

the noE:Jﬂ s ?,mm&o:n
yesterday’s events
inflation’s consequences

‘Whereas the first of these examples denotes ownership or possession,
he remaining examples convey associative reladons of fairly different
kinds. ‘Taylor (1989: 679) lists several features of prototypical posses-
ion, such as the possessor being animate, the possessed being a concrete
hject, the possessor having exclusive access o the possessed, and the
ossession relation being a long-term one, amongst several others.
Whereas a phrase such as Jobn'r book may fulfil all criteria of the pro-
totype, the remaining examples fail an W:nnmmwmnm number of them. For
instance, Jobn's train ‘the train John 1s riding on’ is not owned by John
and there is just a short-term relation between John and the train. These
‘extended senses of the S-GENITIVE construction would nonetheless be
.connected to the central sense through polysemy links.

Constructions may further be connected through Enﬁnereﬂnm_
inks. Like the polysemy links that were discussed above, links of this
‘kind are semantic in nature and connect a basic sense of a construction
‘with an extended sense. The special hallmark of metaphorical links
:s that the two connected senses represent the source domain and the
target domain of a conceptual metaphor (Lakoff and Johnson 1980).
-Goldberg (1995: 81) argues for a metaphorical link between the CAUSED
Mo710N construction {cf. Section 2.3.2) and the RESULTATIVE construc-
“tion (cf. Section 2.1). The conceptual metaphor that links the two is
CHANGE 158 MoTION. The source domain, movement through space, is
epresented by the central sense of the CAUSED MOTION construction
n'examples such as Fobw combed bis hair to the side. Interestingly, speakers
ommonly use exactly the same syntactic pattern to express a resulta-
ive event, as in Anne tied ber bair into a bun. Goldberg’s explanation for
his-observation is based on the CHANGE 1s MOTION metaphor, which
motivates the link between these two constructional meanings.
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Another example of metaphorical links between basic and extended
senses of constructions can be seen in the English MODAL AUXILIARY
constructions. The English core modals (musr, may, can, should, etc.)
display a systematic pattern of polysemy that has been interpreted as
metaphorical. Sweetser (1990) argues that the following pairs of sen-
tences are linked through a metaphor that has the sociophysical world
as its source domain and as its target domain the world of possibility,
necessity, and likelihood. The first sentences thus represent what is
known as deontic modal meaning, while the second sentences convey
epistemmic meaning,

(13) You mustbehomebyten!  You must be David’s brother!
You may now kiss the bride. He may have escaped through the
window.
%, [can’topen the door. That can’t possibly be true.
You should try the sushi. Prices should go down sooner or
later.

The kind of construction that we are dealing with in these examples
consists of a modal auxiliary such as mus# and a non-finite verbal com-
plement such as e bome. The semantic difference between You maust be
bome by ten! and You mnst be David's brother! is that the first is a command
whereas the second is a conclusion. In the construct-i-con, deontic and
epistemic uses of each MODAL AUXILIARY construcdon would be con-
nected through a metaphorical link.

A fourth type of inheritance link connects constructions that show
partial similarites in their respective forms or meanings. What are
‘called subpart links (Goldberg 1995: 78) relate constructions that show
either formal or semantic overlap, but which do not allow the clas-
sification of one construction as an instance of the other. To illustrate,
the TRANSITIVE construction and the DITRANSITIVE construction have
quite a few features in common: both have a subject with the role of an
agent and a direct object that assumes the role of a patient or theme.
Consider the following examples.

(14) John wrote a letter.
John wrote Mary a letter.

There are cleatly correspondences between these two sentences, and
it would not be too unreasonable to assume that speakers’ knowlédge
of language includes the fact that the TRANSITIVE construction and
the DITRANSITIVE construction have a number ‘of characteristics in
common. Associations between constructions -that -share formal or
semantic structures but cannot be seen as instances of one another are
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represented in the construct-i-con as subpart links. Trivially, every
- complex syntactic construction consists of a range of smaller phrasal
constructions. Every instance of the TRANSITIVE construction is neces-
. sarily linked to the NOUN PHRASE construction and the VERB PHRASE
construction via subpart links, The concept of subpar links is, however,
" more interestingly elucidated with the example of constructions that
are called syntactic amalgams. The following example has been dis-
cussed by Lakoff (1974).

(15) John invited you'll never guess how many people to his party.

For want of a bewter label, this type of sentence will be called the
MATRrIX CLAUSE AS MODIFIER construction here. The sentence can be
thought of as a combination of different constructions, one of which,
however, only contributes a subpart of itself. In the example, one
component construction would be the CoMPLEMENT (CLAUSE construc-
{tion that is instantiated by sentences such as You'll never guess bow many
peaple Fobw invited to bis paryy. This construction is partly overlaid with
‘the TRANSITIVE construction, which produces examples such as Fobn
invited very many people to his party, The string youll never guess bow many
is a subpart of the CoMPLEMENT CLAUSE construction that can stand in
for the phrase very many in the TRANSITIVE construction, thus creating
a syntactic amalgam, a mixture of constructions. The amalgamated
‘construction would be related to the COMPLEMENT CLAUSE constrisc-
tion with a subpart link, and to the TRANSITIVE construction with an
instance link, since it propetrly instantiates that conscruction.

.. The above example makes clear that constructions in the construct-i-
¢on form a network, rather than just a hierarchy. Besides instance links,
polysemy links, and metaphorical Jinks, which relate higher and lower
levels of abstraction in the construct-i-con, subpart links may connect
constructions that occupy the same level of abstraction. Rather than
" one construction linking to just one other construction, the construct-
i-con is thus a network with many-to-many links. In the Construction
‘Grammar literature, subpart links are often discussed in connection
with the phenomenon of multiple inheritance, which describes the
-way that one construction may instantiate several, successively more
" abstract constructions at the same time. Consider the following example.

(16) The Smiths felt it Was an important enough ‘song to put on their
lastsingle.” -
Like the previous example; this sentence can be considered a syntactic

amalgam in which two constructions are interlaced. The first of these is
- the ATTRIBUTIVE ADJECTIVE construction, which is instantiated by noun

"
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phrases such as an important song or the red ball. ‘The second construction
is the Evouver To-INFINITIVE construction, e&:nr is mE.EQ. iltustrated
by the following examples.

(17} You're old encugh to w:cﬁ better. .
I had trained naonmr to finish my first Emnﬁwoz 1in moom shape.
This fridge contains enough food to feed a small village.

. John remembered the incident n_wmamw n:o_u.m_._. to.identify the
suspect. ‘
I was not in control enough to stop this m_.oB wmwwns_am

In its basic form, the EnovGr To-INFINITIVE' BEﬂEBo: consists of a
phrase in which the phrasal head is modifiéd by the element enough,
and that phrase is followed by a z-infinitive clause. mmEmE_nm:w. the
phrase ¥ith enough encodes an enabling. ?mncsaﬁom that allows the
event or state expressed in the zs-infinitive clause to take place. Hence,

an adjectival phrase such as old enoigh can be followed by the clause # -

know beter, a verb wr_.mmm such as bad trained enough can be followed by 7

finish my first masathon in good shape, and the noun wrmmwn enough food can

be foltowed by o feed a small S&amm Ifyou no:%&.w HEm“_aba of serucrure .

to example (16), you will notice a syntactic m_m.mnmnnm. In the noun
phrase 2u important enough song, the element enosgh m __mnu not the head
of the phrase, but the adjective imporzani >nno&:ﬁ:& the noun phrase
is followed by a m-infinitive clause that connects back semantically wo
the adjective. A way to deal with the structure of the mwmﬁ.m_n would be
to analyse it as a syntactic amalgam of the two sentences shown below.
As the F%oﬁﬂ suggests, the two constructions are Eﬁn_wm:% interwoven.
The material of each source construction mm_._.nmmm in ?: int the syntactic

amalgam, which is linked to both of them via mcvm»: Tinks.

(18) Itwas an important . song

Itwas - important enough 0 HEH on ﬂrmz. an mEm_m

A different example of multiple inheritance is om.m_.mn_ _uw Michaelis and
Lambrecht (1996). Michaelis and Lambrecht argue that the EXTRAPOSED
EXCLAMATIVE construction and the METONYMIC NP constriction that
was discussed in the previous section can be noEwEmn_ into a mwbﬂmnnn
amalgam that they call the NOMINAL EXTRAPOSITION construction, The
mo:oé_bm examples show the respective source ncbmﬁanzozm and the
syntactic amalgam.,

{(19) Ir'sunbelievable what he can do with the _UE:D_ :
The things he can do with the piano! :
It’s unbelievable the things he can do with the m:mwc_
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The examples discussed in the previous paragraphs may give you
the idea that multiple inheritance always results in syntactically quite
complex structures, which is not necessarily the case. For instance, all
of the cases of coercion that were discussed in Chapter 2 on argument
structure constructions can be seen as cases of multiple inheritance. An
example such as Bob sliced the carvots into the salad instantiates the CAUSED

.MOTION construction, but it also is connected to the TRANSITIVE

construction with a subpart link, since Bob sficed the carrots is a typical
transitive clause. In summary, subpart links are extremely pervasive in
the construct-i-con, and it is the pervasiveness of these links that turns
the construct-i-con into a densely woven fabric 0». constructions, rather

‘than a mere hierarchy of constructions,

w 2.3 Complete inheritance vs. redundant representations

The previous section introduced the concept of instance links, anmn:_u-
ing how more specific constructions inherit characteristics m.oB more
general ones as part of their formal and functional profile. Within
the Construction Grammar community, there is a broad consensus
that instance links are an important structuring principle in speakers’
knowledge of language. A point of divergence, however, concerns the
question whether the inherited information is to be represented just
once in the grammar, as associated with the most general construc-

" tion, ot whether this kind of information is redundantly represented

across all of the constructions that share it. Put simply, if the SUBIECT—
PREDICATE construction already specifies thar a verb has to agree in
number and person with its subject, does this information have to be
associated directly with each and every construction that inherits parc
of its form from the SUBJECT—PREDICATE construction? It is clear that
the more economical serategy would be to store information just once,
so that constructions at lower levels of abstractions could be processed
by ‘looking up’ all inherited pieces of information in the higher levels
of the construct-i-con. At the same time, however, the most economical
theory of linguistic knowledge need not necessarily be the most plau-
sible theory from a psycholinguistic point of view, as will be discussed
below. So, what information about language do speakers memorise, and
what information do they look up in the construct-i-con? To get a sense
of the point that is at issue, consider the following quote by Fillmore et

Cal :owm 502).

“All of the many noEvnﬂum accounss of the s.o_._cumm of _gmﬁmmn draw a
.&mmun:c_w. in one way or another between what it is that speakers know
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.m%,.rnqn o be able to
know what red means

ourright about their language and whart.it is
figure out, For example, speakers of English h
and that it is an adjective, and they have to kn: hat ball means and that
it is a noun. They have to know that m&nnﬁcnm iii’¢o-occur with nouns
in a modification structure {as in a phrase like 724 fall), 'and they have to
know the proper strategies for giving a séin: ¢ iriterpretation tw such
»oncwuoiaawﬁuﬁ?

adjective—noun combinations. But they do'i
*hat is womﬁn_::m which

or to be told, what the phrase red ball means
what they already know enables them to mmd

Theories of _Emﬁ_mnn knowledge waﬁ ledv ximal amount of
information to be worked out, rather than'sto ed; ﬁ_oam a view that
a _Soéb as complete inheritance. This point of view is usually taken

branches of Construction Grammar that have.the noawﬁﬁmmo:mm

plementation of grammatical knowledge as their primary aim. This

imé assumes that inherited information is 6nly ‘stored once, namely
with the mest general construction that:carries ghis information. A
second assumption that follows from this view is that only censtruc-
tional schemas are stored, not their specific'instantiations. For instance,
the PRESENT TENSE construction specifies that verbs in the third person
carry the suffix -s, yielding forms such as thinks, walks;or sis. Since both
form and meaning of these forms are completely _Hw_ummmammr a speaker
would not have to memorise them, N.:od&am th ema is enongh; the
rest can be worked out. By contrast, the view that js taken in this book

ns; that is, multple

makes the mmmnamﬂou of redundant representati
memorisations of the same pieces of information f
of abstraction. Tt is assumed that besides general schemas, speakers
memorise s great many concrete _:mnmunmﬂc:mm of - those” schemas.
The main argument for adopting such a view s En:ma by empirical
evidence for the idea that speakers retain a highly detailed record of
linguistic usage events in memory (Bybee 2010). This record includes
fine phonetc detail of concrete utterances, strucniral characteristics of
utterances, and their situational context, The H_nrzamu of each record
of course fades with time, like any kind of EmEoQ.. ‘but it is refreshed
by new usage events. Crucially, speakers do not ‘strip down’ the record
to a more schematic representation. Gurevich et al. (2010) show that
speakers retain verbatim memory of language from short stories; even
when they are not explicitly asked to do so. A high level of detail is thus
maintained in memory, leading ro redundant representations of linguis-
tic knowledge, There is evidence that even fully regular inflected forms

are stored in memory, provided that they occur-frequently enough

(Stemberger and MacWhinney 1988). On this Smﬁ thie construct-i-con
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is usage-based, that is, created through experience with language and
noanmzocm:\ influenced by mﬁumamuno with language (Bybee 2010).
This point will be further elaborated in Chapter 8 on variation and
change.

3.3 ‘Normal syntax’ in Construction Grammar

If you have taken an introductory linguistics cousse, the sessions on
syntax will have intreduced you to different word classes such as nouns,
verbs, prepositions, and so on. In all likelihood, your class will also have
covered how these types of words combine into phrases and sentences.
Most texthooks that are currently on the market offer some discussion
of synractic schemas that allow the composition of noun phrases, verb
phrases, prepositional phrases, and several others. These schemas,
which are sometimes called phrase structure rules, are meant o rep-
resent knowledge of language. Speakers know thar different types of
words can be combined to form larger units of language, as for instance
in the following examples, all of which are noun phrases.

(20) milk
an old donkey
the big one with the two horns
all of my personal belongings
my fitend Amy, who recently moved to Ttaly

The face that all of these examples are noun phrases can easily be
demonstrated with a battery of syntactic tests. It is, for instance, possible
to finish the-string Let me tell you a story about . . . with any of the above
examples. Likewise, someone could, after hearing you say that, ask Whar
did you want to tell me a story abour?, to which you would be answering with
the respective example in its bare form. All of this strongly suggests that
speakers have formed a generalisation across different kinds of.noun
phrases. However, having come this far in the book that you are reading,
you may wonder how the phrase structure rules thar you have learned
for noun phrases in your introductory course fit into the picture of the
construct-i-con that has been sketched in the previous sections. How
does-Construction Grammar handle ‘normal syntax’ Is there a NOUN
PHRASE construction? And is that construction just a phrase structure
rule chat is called something else?

_"The short answef to these questions is that there is in fact a NOUN

* . PHRASE construction, but that this construction differs in many respects
' from phrase’ structure rules as they are 85501% understood. One
) .nEn_m_ m&qw_,.mnnm vn?.mo: the two concepts is that phrase strucrure
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rules are meant to be assembly instructions] like manuals that allow
you to put together a piece of furniture, whéreas-abstract phrasal con-
structions are thoughe of as generalisations. across different linguistic
structures that allow you to identify a given structure as belonging to a
certain category. The NOUN PHRASE construction is thus not primary
to more specific constructions such as the ATTRIBUTIVE ADJECTIVE con-
struction (e old donkey, the red ball), the NOMINAL QUANTIFIER construc-
tion (¥l of my personal belongings, some of the fisizé)| ot the RELATIVE CLAUSE
construction (the man who lefs, the sandwichithat Lkept.in the drawer for too
Jong). Rather, the NOUN PHRASE construction{is:an emergent phenom-
enon that resules from speakers perceiving' certain similarities across
these different kinds of construction. :In:sami 1y, whereas phrase
structure rules would be seen as an essential kool for putting together
hrases and sentences, abstract phrasal canstructions are really a case
£ cognitive luxury: they are certainly nice'to have, but nothing crucial
depends on them, either in language production or-in comprehension,
The crucial work is done by constructions that occupy lower levels of
abstraction in the construct-i-con, - - PR

Some researchers in Construction Grammar have -expressed quite
serious doubts abour the existence of high-level syntactic generalisa-
tions such as the noun phrase, subject and object, or even part-of-speech
categories such as noun or verb. For instance, Croft (2001: 55) states that
‘ro schematic syntactic category is ever an indépendent unit of gram-
matical representation’, which means that hightlevel syntactic generali-
sations only ever become part of knowledge oflanguage when speakers
make out similarities across constructions and form a generalisation, To
‘take a concrete example, Croft argues that there really is no overarching
syntacric category of a grammatical subject: Rather, there is a certain
kind of subject that occurs in the TRANSITIVE :construction, there is
another kind of subject that occurs in the INTRANSITIVE construction,
and so on and so forth. The subject of the "TRANSITIVE construction
in urn is a generalisation that speakers would'have made across more
concrete transitive constructional schemas such as ransitive kick, tran-
sitive read, transitive esf, and so on and so forth, Since many different
constructions combine a subject constituent with a verbal constiruent,
speakers may perceive this similarity and afrive at a’ highér-order
generalisation, which would correspond to-the SUBJECT-PREDICATE
construction, or, for that matter, to a phrase strucmure rule for clausal
constructions. But whereas such a phrase serucrure rule would repre-
sent the very bedrock of grammatical knowledge in the dictionary-
and-grammar model of linguistic knowledge, the SURBJECT~PREDICATE
construction’ in usage-based Construction Grammar-is nothing miore
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than a vague idea entertained by speakers who are analytically minded
enough to see similarities between different kinds of construction. Croft
(2001: 57) points out that not all speakers may in fact make these high-
level generalisations, so that any claim to their psychological realiry
would rest on shaky foundations. Importantly, Croft’s arguments do not
only relegate abstract syntactic schemas to a rather marginal place in
the construcr-i-con; they also force us to reconsider the cognitive status
of word classes such as noun, verb, preposition, and determiner. In the
dictionary-and-grammar model of linguistic knowledge, each lexical
item that is listed .in the mental dictionary has a category label that
identifies it as belonging to a certain word class. Word classés are seen as
the building blocks of phrases and sentences, and phrase structure rules
crucially depend on them: a phrase strucrure rule defines a construc-
tion (say, the NOUN PHRASE construction) through parts of speech that
occur in that construction. Construction Grammar stands this relation
on its head: the constructions are hasic, and parts of speech come into
being as generalisations across different types of construction. In the
construct-i-con, categories such as ‘determiner’ or ‘preposition’ thus
represent generalisations at an extremely high level of abstraction, like
the SUBJECT—PREDICATE construction. :

Expressing a similar point of view, other researchers have stressed
the imporrance of low-level generalisations for the overall structure of
the construct-i-con. Boas (2003) offers an analysis of the RESULTATIVE
construction, which he views not as a unified phenomenon, bur rather
as a cluster of generalisations ar a slightly lower level. Importantly,
the RESULTATIVE construction occurs with a wide range of verbs and
resultative phrases, but there are restrictions on the kinds of elements

_ that may occur in a given example. For instance, Ferry danced himself

1o exhaustion and Nancy talked berself hoarse are perfectly acceptable
examples, whereas *Ferry danced bimself exhausted or *Nancy talked berself
to hoarseness are decidedly unidiomatic (Boas 2005: 449). Rather than
positing a high-level argument structure construction, Boas advocates a
solution that recognises several low-level generalisations, each of which
may serve as the basis for further extensions. Whereas one general
construction would not be able to account for the unacceprability of the

“above examples, the empirical facts could be explained by a cluster of
~ “productivity islands’, that is, small-scale constructions that speakers use
‘to form analogies. :

.Low-level generalisations are of course also important when it comes

"'t the cognitive representation of word classes or even words them-
. “selves. Whereas abstract constructions would seem to suggest that when
~an adjective is called for, any adjective will do, this is demonstrably not
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the case. The ATTRIBUTIVE ADJECTIVE constriiction, which combines
a determiner, an adjective, and a noun, ﬁo_mmﬂmwwaaumnm_ COnStructs
such as #be bue book Applied across all _anaw of m&mnn<nm it also yields
ungrammatical examples such as the mo:odﬁsm

(21) *the awake child
*the ready food
*the on camputer

*the fond of children lady

Qnm_.:a speakers’ knowledge of the >4A.Ew5-<m >U._mnﬁ<m con-
struction includes the fact that some m&onnﬂu\m ‘do'not appear in that
construction, This means that the constructisin

it requires an adjective, any adjective. Rathér; the :construction is a

rich and detailed representarion of speakets’ nxvononnn with ateribu-
¢ adjectives, >&mnn=6m such as guake, ready; orjon are conspicuousty
mrmn:ﬂ from this experience, which leads to the' Q.RQ of ungrammatical-
ity in the examples above. Turning to an evén firier level of detail, it has
to be pointed out that even a word represents somethingof a mm:o_.mmmm-
tion, The linguistic forms wek, walks, walked; and:walking all instantiate
the verb walk, which is listed in dictionaries E&E. the latter form only
— the lemma wafk. In the dictionary-and- mEEEma model of linguistic
_Soimmmm it is a matter of course that only the lemina, the base form,
is memorised in the mental &QEEJS and the Emmnnnn_ forms are pro-
duced by grammatical rales. Not so in Oonmndnm_ou Grammar, where
inflected forms can be redundantly represented in the construct-i-con,
and-where these inflected forms may develop moﬁm independence with
regard to their respective meanings. Newman and!Rice (2006) compare
inflected forms of the verbs esr and drink, finding that there are differ-
ences, for example, with regard to the presence or absence of an object,

This means argument strucrure is not so much a property of a verb -
lemma s a property of an inflected verb form. Newman and Rice con-"
clude that a lemma-based conception of %mwrm& _Qcé_mamm of words

is inadequate.

Summarising the mm_.mm_.mmrm of this section, Ooum_udnn_c: Grammar

handles ‘normal syntax’ in a way that necessitates a shift of perspective
away from the common view of words, word classes, and phrase struc-
ture rules. These categories do exist in the construct-i-con, but not as
building blocks and assembly manuals for syntactic structures; rather,
they are generalisations ar a fairly high level of abstraction. Work in
Construction Grammar has forthermore stressed the importance of
low-level generalisations in the representation of linguistic knowl-
edge. Generalisations at high levels of abstraction are desirable from
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a theoretical point of view, as they allow the construction of ‘elegant’
models of linguistic knowledge. At the same dme, most of the available
evidence from corpora and psycholinguistic experiments points to the
crucial role of low-level mmumnmrmmnoum.

3.4 Summing up

This chapter has discussed the question how speakers’ knowledge of
language is organised in the construct-i-con, which has been intro-
duced earlier as a large network of form-—meaning pairings. The fisst
section addressed the question whether the claim that constructions
have meanings can in fact be maintained for all comstructions, even
highly abstract syntactic patterns such as the. SUBJCT-PREDICATE
construction or ellipsis constructions such as SHARED COMPLETION.
Wheress researchers such as Goldberg (1995, 2006) maintain the idea
of the construct-i-con as a repository of meaningful forms, other pro-
ponents of Construction Grammar, notably Fillmore and colleagues

" (2012}, allow meaningless constructions into the construct-i-con, They

identify three types of construction for which semantic analyses are
problematic. The first type is illustrated by the SUBJECT-PREDICATE

- construction or the MODIFIER~HEAD construction. These constructions

represent highly general formal generalisations that contribute little in
the way of meaning to the utterances in which they are found. A second
type of construction, illustrated by SUBJECT-AUXILIARY INVERSION or
FILLER-GAP constructions, conveys a heterogeneous range of different
meanings, so that a commeon semantic generalisation appears problem-
atic. The third type covers ELLIPSIS constructions such as GAPPING,
STRIPPING, and SHARED COMPLETION. These construction types specify
particular syntactic pacterns, but do not convey recognisable mean-
ings and do not lead to coercion effects either. The chapter discussed
two strategies for the analysis of these constructions as form-meaning
pairs. One strategy would look for an overarching, schematic meaning
whereas the second would posit a network of lower-level constructions,
each of which would have a meaning of its own.
The second section of the chapter introduced the concept of inherit-

ance, which describes links between constructions in the construct-i-
con. These links concern aspects of form as well as aspects of meaning.

_Different kinds of inheritance links were distinguished. Instance links

connect constructions in a hierarchical fashion, linking construction

- types with particular instances of those types. Polysemy links connect

constructions that share the same form but display a variety of differ-

ent.senses. Examples for such constructions include the DITRANSITIVE
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construction and the S-GENITIVE construction. Metaphorical links are
similar to polysemy links, since they also connect basic and extended
senses of a construction. A metaphorical link is found, for instance,
berween the CaAUSED MOTION construction and the RESULTATIVE
construction. Finally, subpart links connect constructions that exhibit
partial similarities in their respective forms or meanings. Subpart links
establish relations between complex syntactic constructions and all
those constructions that instantiate their pares, These links are largely
responsible for the network-like structure of the/construct-i-con. A
phenomenon that was discussed in connection sﬁr subpart links is
maultiple inheritance, the idea that one construction may instanti-
ate several constructions at the same time, quSnSn »E&mmﬂm were
examined as illustradions of Eimw_n inheritance. The section finished
wi discussion of two opposing views on how inherited information
would be represented in the construct-i-con. On the view of complete
inheritance, this kind of information is represented only once, namely
at the most general level where it is necessary. By contrast, the view
maintained in this book, and in usage-based Construction Grammar in
general, is that inherited information is awwnwmgmm%_.mmd:mmuaw across
different levels of abstraction, with every noumcdnzcu that shares this
information,

The final section of the chapter considered the H.owm of ‘normal syntax’
in Construcrion Grammar, In the dictionary-and-grammar model of
linguistic knowledge, syntax rests on the notions of Words, word classes,
and E:.mmm structure rules, It was explained that these concepts have a
proper status in Construction Grammar, but that they are seen as an
mw_vrm:oagon of knowledge of construcrioss, amnvmw than as the basis
of synractic knowledge.

Stugy ncmmmo:m

* Why are Enmu_um_wmm constructdons’ H:..oEmann for the idea of the
construct-i-con?

* What types of constructions do m._:EE.n et al. (2012) identify as

meaningless?
*  What is meant by the rerm ‘inheritance’
+  What kinds of inheritance links are there?

* What is the difference between complete inheritance and En_ﬁunm_.; :

representations?

* Discuss the concept of multiple inheritance with regard to the fol--.

lowing examples,
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This summer, John is travelling to I think it’s the Bahamas.
Thar's what bothers me is that he never really listens.

* What are the similarities and differences between phrase structure
rules and abstract phrasal constructions?

Further reading

The concept of inheritance, with reference to differeént types of inher-
itance links, is discussed in Goldberg (1995: ch. 3). Zeschel (2009)
elaborates on the distinction of complete inheritance vs. redundant
representations of linguistic knowledge. A useful discussion of abstract
phrasal and clausal constructions is found in Hoffmann (2013). The
question of the ‘right’ level of abstractness for the description of con-

"structions is discussed in Gries (2011). Finally, Croft (2001) presents

central arguments for viewing constructions as the basis for high-level

* generalisations such as parts of speech and nmﬁmmoﬂom such as subject
- - and object.




