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CHAPTER 1

Historical and intellectual background
of Construction Grammar

Jan-Ola Ostman & Mirjam Fried

1. Preamble

Judging from the frequency and variety of uses attested in recent linguistic
research, almost anything can be referred to as a ‘construction’' The term
seems to have become immensely popular, if not overused, and its denota-
tion has, consequently, become quite unclear and fuzzy. Sometimes it is used
in its traditional and very general sense, as an equivalent to ‘structure’. Other
times it refers to more specific linguistic objects, and in such usage it very
often amounts to being synonymous with ‘idiom’ or ‘formulaic phrase’. The
term is often used also in reference to concrete expressions; to sentences or
phrases constructed through introspection; or to patterns found in interac-
tion. It is one of the goals of the present volume to clear at least some of
the misunderstandings of what a grammatical construction is in Construction
Grammar and how it differs from ‘constructions’ and ‘constructional’ analy-
ses in other approaches, all of which could be regarded as a family of loosely
connected models.

The theoretical model that has come to be known as Construction Gram-
mar has its basis in the theorizing of Charles Fillmore and his students and col-
leagues at the University of California at Berkeley in the early 1980s; the present
volume addresses a number and variety of specific issues encountered in dif-
ferent languages, thereby testing the cross-linguistic potential of constructional
research in general and Construction Grammar in particular.
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2. A brief history of Construction Grammar

As theories develop, they take on new attributes: different researchers pursue
different directions and ways of thinking, and it should be in the interest of
intellectual progress that nobody may have the unquestioned right to decide
which development is a priori going in a ‘better’ direction. In our own think-
ing, we see the developments within Construction Grammar in the 1980s and
during the first half of the 1990s as the necessary, solid foundation from which
other strands have developed. Any attempt at writing the history of present-
day phenomena will inevitably be a subjective appreciation of what ‘really’ took
place. This section is no exception. But histories and interpretations can only
be rectified after they have been articulated.

Construction Grammar clearly evolved out of Case Grammar, the case-role
based approach which Fillmore successfully pursued in a number of articles in
the late 1960s and early 1970s, of which Fillmore (1968) is the best known
(but note also earlier and later articles on Case Grammar, most of which can
be found in Dirven & Radden 1987; Fillmore 2002). An overview of the most
important notions of Case Grammar that have found a direct continuation in
Construction Grammar is given in Chapter 2 of this volume.

In addition to making a semantic level of analysis more discernable
through case roles, later known as semantic roles, Case Grammar also devi-
ated from traditional transformational-generative approaches of the 1960s in
that it made a point of reinstating the importance of grammatical functions in
syntax. Another model that was interested in this line of thought was Relational
Grammar, which received broad attention through Perlmutter & Postal (1977),
at the same time as Keenan and Comrie (e.g. 1977) presented cross-linguistic
relational tendencies. In the late 1970s and early 1980s, Fillmore in fact made
a brief informal suggestion of how to combine Case Grammar and Relational
Grammar by adding the semantic roles of Case Grammar at a pre-initial stra-
tum to the established formalism of Relational Grammar. Thus, rather than
having the representation in Figure 1 below as an appropriate analysis of the
sentence in (1), Fillmore’s proposal advocated something akin to the analy-
sis in Figure 2 as a more adequate alternative. (Cf. also Leinonen & Ostman
1983.)2

(1) The field was destroyed with fire.
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Cho

destro ield ire
Y

Figure 1. Relational Grammar representation

destro ield ire
Y

Figure 2. Relational Grammar representation enhanced by case roles

The primary argument for the solution depicted in Figure 2 was that with-
out knowing the semantic role of fire, it would not be possible to predict
whether the diagram in Figure 1 represents (1), or (2) below.

(2) The field was destroyed by fire.

This reasoning reflects one of the basic tenets of Case Grammar, which held
that the morphosyntactic marking on a nominal (whether by a preposition
or morphological case) is determined by the semantic role associated with
that nominal.

Another precursor to Construction Grammar is a model that was also de-
veloped at the University of California at Berkeley in the late 1970s, within the
tradition of Generative Semantics. This was the work of George Lakoff and in-
formally known as Gestalt Grammar (Lakoff 1977). Lakoft’s “experiential” ap-
proach to syntax was based on the view that the grammatical function of a sen-
tence constituent holds only in relation to a particular sentence type as a whole.
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“Dative” gestalt “Passive” gestalt
clause clause
$/0, ulO w0 V \\
NP NP be —>V by —> NP

Figure 3. The Dative and Passive gestalts in Gestalt Grammar

clause
S,ulO
) \1)0
NP be >V by — NP
John was given the book by Sally

Figure 4. Combination of the Dative and Passive gestalts in Gestalt Grammar

Specific constellations of relations such as Subject and Object thus constituted
complex patterns, or “gestalts”. Grammar was seen as an inventory of templates
such as Passive, (Basic) Word Order, Equi, Cleft, and similar templates, roughly
corresponding to transformations in traditional Transformational-Generative
Grammar. Gestalt Grammar did not have transformations as such, however;
there were no rewrite rules. Instead, the template (“network representation”) as
a whole contained information about the “underlying/understood” structure,
as well as about the surface structure of a given sentence type. All the templates
relevant for the analysis of a sentence were taken to apply simultaneously, anal-
ogous to placing transparencies on top of each other. For instance, the analysis
of the example in (3) needs to make reference to, among other things, the da-
tive gestalt and the passive gestalt as shown in Figure 3, producing as output
the gestalt in Figure 4 (cf. Lakoff 1977:272-273).°

(3) John was given the book by Sally.

Lakoft’s (1977:246-247) list of fifteen characteristics of linguistic gestalts con-
tains many of the features that have become definitional criteria of construc-
tions in Construction Grammar, including, for example, the formulation that
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“Gestalts are at once holistic and analyzable. They have parts, but the wholes
are not reducible to the parts”.

Since the mid-1980s Fillmore has worked on Construction Grammar in
close association with his colleague Paul Kay, who has focused primarily on
formalizing various semantic aspects of Construction Grammar (cf. Kay 1997).
From the middle of the 1990s on, much of Kay’s work has gone into refining
the notation and the general formalism used in Construction Grammar. He has
worked closely particularly with Ivan Sag, thus bringing closer together Con-
struction Grammar and Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG; e.g.,
Pollard & Sag 1994; Sag 1997; Ginsburg & Sag 2000). HPSG is also a mono-
tonic, declarative, constraint-based model and has many of the same or very
similar formal features that are used in Construction Grammar, such as, for
example, the use of Attribute-Value Matrices for specifying characteristic fea-
tures of linguistic expressions, and the use of elaborate inheritance networks
for capturing relationships between constructions. Some Construction Gram-
marians have on occasion explicitly adopted the HPSG notation (e.g. Koenig
1999; Koenig & Lambrecht 1999; Kay 2002, to appear) and Sag (2001) has also
addressed the similarities between the two approaches.

It must be noted, however, that there are also significant differences be-
tween the two models, particularly in their fundamental focus and stated goals.
HPSG is being developed explicitly as a computational model of language, with
particular interest in simulating specific syntactic processes. This objective nec-
essarily shapes some of its formalism as well as the theoretical notions it works
with. In contrast, Construction Grammar research has attempted to go hand in
hand with research in semantics and cognition for the purpose of integrating
these dimensions in constructional representations. This focus is most visibly
manifested in the semantic ‘sister theory’ of Construction Grammar known
as Frame Semantics, as well as in the semantic orientation of the construction
grammarians’ interest in pursuing computational applications.

Frame Semantics was developed by Fillmore as a particular model of the
‘semantics of understanding, which structures and represents the meaning
of words in terms of ‘interpretive frames’ (Fillmore 1975, 1977, 1982, 1984,
1986; and also Fillmore & Atkins 1992, 1993). Frame Semantics has become
a semantic complement to Construction Grammar, as an elaboration on the
relationship between form and meaning, addressed from the perspective of lex-
ical semantic issues relevant to grammatical structure. Current work of Frame
Semantics has been further expanded by intensive corpus study within Fill-
more’s FrameNet project at the International Computer Science Institute in
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Berkeley (Fillmore et al. 2000; Baker et al. 2000; Johnson et al. 2001; Atkins et
al. 2003; Fillmore et al. 2003).

3. Cross-language and universal potential of Construction Grammar

As the brief historical overview indicates, the intellectual environment in which
Construction Grammar was originally developed has given the theory solid
roots in cognitively oriented linguistic analysis. The cognitive dimension has
not always been emphasized to the same degree by all the practitioners of
Construction Grammar, but the fundamental interest of construction gram-
marians in conducting linguistic analysis that is consistent with what we know
about cognition cannot be in dispute. While this volume does not intend to ad-
dress directly the cognitive aspects of Construction Grammar,* cognitive issues
are touched upon through the lens of cross-linguistic considerations, which
inevitably introduce the issue of universal aspects of language.

The extent to which a grammatical theory may serve as a universal model
of language constitutes one of the more complicated issues that test the cog-
nitive plausibility of a linguistic analysis. It is certainly relevant to ask how
Construction Grammar can (or could) be a universal theory of grammar, given
its fundamental emphasis on seeing language, or at least grammar, as consist-
ing of ready-made ‘recipes’ or formulas, rather than being made up of nouns,
verbs, prepositions, etc. (or, possibly, as being a compromise between these
two alternatives). If there does indeed exist the kind of complex relationship
between form and meaning that Construction Grammar assumes (such that
constructions carry more or less general specifications for the conditions un-
der which they can be instantiated in an acceptable manner) and if we also
subscribe to some variant of the notion of the ‘arbitrariness of the sign’ (or
even more importantly, if we do not), then the question of universality requires
serious attention.

The following quote from Fillmore and Kay (1993, Chapter 1, 4-5) can be
taken as an introduction to the main theme of this volume:

We will be satisfied with the technical resources at our disposal, and with our
use of them, if they allow us to represent, in a perspicuous way, everything
that we consider to be part of the conventions of the grammar of the first lan-
guage we work with. We will be happy if we find that a framework that seemed
to work for the first language we examine also performs well in representing
grammatical knowledge in other languages.
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All the chapters in this volume explore what the above formulation means in
practice and how cross-language aspects of Construction Grammar are dealt
with. The second chapter (by Fried & Ostman) addresses these points at the
most general level. It contains a fairly detailed overview of Construction Gram-
mar, thus responding to one of the main problems within the Construction
Grammar research program: there still is no proper introduction to the model
accessible to the general linguistic community, let alone an illustration of how
the representation of various language-specific phenomena may be approached
in a theoretically consistent manner. The introductory textbook by Fillmore &
Kay (Forthcoming) has been in the making for more than a decade — the first
version being Fillmore (1988). Earlier versions of this textbook (Fillmore & Kay
1993, 1996, and later versions) are available only in manuscript form and parts
of it on the World Wide Web. These earlier versions, together with personal lec-
ture notes, have indeed been used as a basis and inspiration for the ‘thumbnail
sketch’ presented in this volume.

The remaining chapters are devoted specifically to the cross-language po-
tential of Construction Grammar and its analytic and representational tools.
For a long time, Construction Grammar was accused of being devised for En-
glish grammar. Over the years, a number of scholars, several of whom are
represented in this volume, have taken Construction Grammar beyond English
and shown its usefulness and power in the description, analysis, and explana-
tion of diverse linguistic phenomena in a variety of languages. The chapter
by Fried concentrates on the tension between inherent semantics and context-
related factors in shaping linguistic expression as it manifests itself in certain
case marking patterns in Czech, involving both regular and seemingly arbi-
trary case assignment. Her chapter also illustrates the integration of Frame
Semantics in constructional analysis of specific grammatical structures. Fu-
ji’s contribution explores a set of conditional patterns in Japanese, providing a
unified constructional account of their productive and idiomatic aspects by re-
lying on the functional notion of ‘constructional scheme’ and the grammatical
notion of ‘construction type’. The chapter by Lambrecht studies the interac-
tion between information structure and syntactic structure which gives rise to
a specific grammatical pattern found in spoken French; the construction shares
features with certain regular patterns while also displaying idiosyncrasies of its
own. This chapter is also valuable and refreshing in that it focuses on system-
atic analysis of spoken language, which has only very recently started drawing
the attention of construction grammarians.

To summarize, the volume as a whole shows how Construction Grammar
relates to universal aspects of language, while allowing for a sufficiently detailed
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and accurate account of language-specific facts. It is our hope that the explo-
rations presented here will inspire those who wish to further extend the domain
of Construction Grammar research within cross-linguistic studies and to find
empirically and explanatorily adequate ways for capturing cross-language gen-
eralizations. Only sufficiently focused and systematic analyses of linguistically
diverse phenomena can respond to the larger question concerning the model’s
potential for having universal impact, stated in terms of “the sharing of abstract
constructions across languages” (Kay & Fillmore 1999:1).

Notes

1. Although this situation is bound to create some confusion, it is only in the nature of
things. We can remind ourselves of the ways in which we use terms such as ‘structure’
(which is not associated only with ‘structural linguistics’) or ‘function’ (beyond the domain
of functional grammars or functional linguistics).

2. Key: 1 = Subject; 2 = Object; Cho = Oblique; V = Verb; Pred = Predicate; Pat = Patient;
Instr = Instrument.

3. Key: S = Subject, O = Object, IO = Indirect Object, u = underlying/understood, ~ = not,
PR = Predicate, X/Y = either X or Y. The details of the representations are to be read as
follows: the left-most NP in Figure 4 is specified as equivalent to the combination of ‘S/O,
ulO’ from the dative gestalt and the S, ~uS’ of the passive gestalt; the NP in Figure 4 is
specified as S (rather than as O) because there is another O element in the sentence.

4. The cognitive grounding of Construction Grammar and the relationship between lin-
guistic analysis and cognition is explored in detail in Ostman & Fried (2005).
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CHAPTER 2

Construction Grammar
A thumbnail sketch

Mirjam Fried & Jan-Ola Ostman

1. Preamble

In this chapter we give an overview of the main characteristics of Construc-
tion Grammar. Our aim is to stay as close as possible to the original tenets of
Construction Grammar as a distinct model of linguistic analysis.

There is as yet no textbook on Construction Grammar, although such a
textbook is in preparation (Fillmore & Kay, forthcoming). In addition to the
papers by Fillmore and his colleagues and students published in the 1980s
and 1990s in the proceedings of the annual Berkeley Linguistics Society (BLS)
conference, a number of important articles have been published in Language,
notably Lambrecht (1984), Fillmore, Kay & O’Connor (1988), Michaelis &
Lambrecht (1996), Kay & Fillmore (1999), and Kay (2002). The Construction
Grammar framework has been successfully extended in various directions by
Lambrecht (1994) on information structure, Goldberg on argument structure
(1995), and Kay primarily on formal semantics (1997). Fillmore (2001) and
his colleagues integrate Construction Grammar with Frame Semantics and its
application FrameNet (cf. Johnson et al. 2001). The various insights of these
and other studies form the point of departure for this chapter. In addition, we
have made use of the outcomes of lengthy discussions with Charles Fillmore,
Paul Kay and others over the last twenty years, and in particular of the var-
ious manuscript versions of their forthcoming introduction to Construction
Grammar. Nevertheless, many of the issues presented in this chapter have not
been explicitly addressed by others working within the model; in these cases we
have let our data lead the way in proposing a constructional treatment. Exten-
sions and developments of Construction Grammar in other directions are well
exemplified in Ostman & Fried (2005).
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2. Main features of Construction Grammar

2.1 General properties

In its primary objective, Construction Grammar (CxG) is no different from
any other theory of grammar in that it seeks to find the best way of repre-
senting the relationship between structure, meaning, and use. Unlike many
other theories, however, Construction Grammar sees function and form as in-
separable from each other and thus does not develop independent modules
or ‘components’ that must be ‘fitted in’ with each other as needed. Rather,
Construction Grammar is a sign-based grammatical model that is organized
around the notion of GRAMMATICAL CONSTRUCTION as the basic unit of analysis
and representation.

The conceptual and architectural basis of Construction Grammar is
framed by the following hypotheses: (i) speakers rely on relatively complex
meaning-form patterns — constructions — for building linguistic expressions;
(if) linguistic expressions reflect the effects of interaction between construc-
tions and the linguistic material, such as words, which occur in them; and
(iii) constructions are organized into networks of overlapping patterns related
through shared properties.

The primary motivation for Construction Grammar is the insight that the
juxtaposition of two or more forms seldom results in a simple concatenation
of the meanings those forms might have in isolation. Consequently, Construc-
tion Grammar sees linguistic units as particular associations between form
and meaning that must be represented as such, rather than leaving such as-
sociations to the operation of a set of rules for how to combine individual
forms. This view underlies all types of linguistic objects (morphological units,
words, phrases, clauses, sentences, turns, texts): different units are thus not
treated as a priori different in kind. For instance, both words and clauses have
constructional properties and are represented as constructions.

It follows that, in principle, no (one type of) linguistic unit or grammatical
pattern can be given a central (or relatively more important) status in gram-
mar; for example, pieces of language such as Thank you and See you are just as
central to English as Bill loves Mary or The beautiful butterfly landed on a yellow
flower. All units are taken to be of equal value in describing the overall gram-
mar of a language. This view sets Construction Grammar apart from models in
which certain forms are posited as more ‘basic’ or central; for example, active,
positive, declarative, transitive clauses are often postulated as being central in
other models.
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Like most other contemporary models of syntax, Construction Grammar
argues that the only way to explicate and properly understand relations that
hold between linguistic elements is to formalize such relationships, when-
ever possible. In Construction Grammar, formalizations are made in terms of
constructions.

Every construction is associated with more or less detailed information
about its phonological, morphological, syntactic, semantic, pragmatic, dis-
course, and prosodic characteristics. Since such characterizations may swell
into fairly large and elaborate collections of symbols when represented for-
mally, Construction Grammar uses a box notation as a convenient way of
organizing all the information needed to give an adequate account of lin-
guistic structure. The box diagrams have become the most visible and readily
recognizable trademark of Construction Grammar representations.

Constructions have always played an important role in grammars and lin-
guistics; traditionally, we talk about sentence types, phrases, formulas, and even
idioms. In Construction Grammar, the notion of ‘knowing a language’ means
knowing its constructions; the active, the passive, the reflexive, the existential
sentence types can all be seen as constructions, and so can the preposition
phrase, or the verb phrase. In fact, in the view of Construction Grammar,
language is the inventory of its constructions.

2.2 The Case Grammar connection

As noted in the introductory chapter, Construction Grammar evolved out of
Case Grammar (Fillmore 1968, 1977; Dirven & Radden 1987) and the early
versions of Frame Semantics (Fillmore 1982, 1984). Case Grammar was one
of the first approaches that set out to search for a semantically defined ‘deep
structure’ and its manifestations in linguistic expressions.!

Thus, the primary reason for saying that John Smith has a different seman-
tic role in (1a), below, than England in (1b) is not the inherent and intuitive
difference in meaning between a person and a country, but the fact that the
two display different syntactic behavior; in nominalizations, for example, one
tends to take the s-genitive, and the other the preposition in, as shown in (2a)
and (2b), respectively.

(1) a. John Smith remembers nothing of years gone by.
b. England remembers nothing of years gone by.
(2) a. John Smith’s memory of years gone by is non-existent.
b. The memory of years gone by is non-existent in England.
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When comparing the noun God used in (3) below to either John Smith or Eng-
land, we notice that it patterns syntactically after John Smith (shown in 4a),
or at least more so than after England (shown in 4b), even though intuitively,
based on its referential properties, God might seem distinct from either of the
other two nominals.

(3) God remembers nothing of years gone by.

(4) a. God’s memory of years gone by is non-existent.
b. “The memory of years gone by is non-existent in God.

On the basis of these facts we might want to assign the same semantic role, say,
‘agent, to John Smith and God, but a different role, say, ‘location, to England
(cf. Fillmore’s 1971 arguments against the need for a semantic role ‘force’).
Similarly, we can deduce that the word children in (5a) is, at least in prin-
ciple, semantically ambiguous, since in a passive sentence with an oblique
adverbial, we have to choose between using the preposition by (which indi-
cates that children functions as agent, as in 5b) or with (indicating that children
is an ‘instrument, as in 5¢); compare to (5d) which contains both agent and
instrument roles.

(5) a. Children filled the bewitched house.
b. The bewitched house was filled by children.
c.  The bewitched house was filled with children.
d. The bewitched house was filled with children by the unscrupulous
witch.

Fillmore (1968) explicates the regularities in mapping semantic roles onto
different grammatical functions in sentences. Thus, in English, if there is an
agent in an active sentence, that agent is realized as the subject; if there is no
agent, but an instrument, the instrument is realized as subject; and if there is no
agent nor instrument, but something that is affected by an activity, a ‘patient’,
then the patient is realized as subject. This is illustrated in (6).

(6) a. The Chancellor closed the university with a dull speech.
b. A dull speech closed the university.
c.  The university closed.

The semantic role patterning is still at the core of Construction Grammar.
In early studies in Frame Semantics, Fillmore developed the notion of roles
further, suggesting that grammar can be seen as a network of associations
between syntactic roles (more generally known as grammatical functions),
textual roles (accounting for information structure), and verb-specific situa-
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tional roles (such as ‘buyer’ and ‘seller’ in a commercial transaction). These
relationships will be addressed in Section 6.

3. Arguments for Construction Grammar

Although the physical realization of language (what we see as form and hear as
sound) is what comes closest to being observable and thus empirically based,
there are very few, if any, patterns in English that can be said to be purely syn-
tactic, in the sense that their meaning or function play no role in determining
well-formedness. The closest we come to a purely syntactic pattern may be
what is known as the Subject-Predicate construction, since almost anything
can be the subject in English. Most often, however, a construction has among
its defining properties specific semantic and pragmatic features. It is not un-
common that even when the structure of two phrases seems to be exactly the
same, as in the expressions Thank you and See you, the two expressions may
have different semantic and pragmatic characteristics, which sanction the use
of these structures.

This view is in direct contrast to the main interests of formal generative
grammars, whose machineries are designed to generate and recognize unlim-
itedly complex sentences, while leaving outside of their scope many kinds of
structures that speakers of a given language produce and comprehend in their
every-day language use. Starting out as a counter-movement against the succes-
sors of transformational-generative grammars, Construction Grammar made
the commitment to go beyond the interests inherited from the tradition of phi-
losophy of language, where the object has been to start one’s linguistic analysis
by working out the details of fairly simple fragments of language and add more
and more fragments as time moves on. Construction Grammar aspires to ac-
count for all constructions of a language and explicitly rejects the method of
starting from the simplest sentences and working up to more complex struc-
tures until finally, in the distant future, coming upon phrases such as See you!.
Rather, the argument goes, in order to account for all the possibilities of gram-
mar, we should start by attempting to provide an account of what have come
to be known as the ‘peripheral’ parts of language. This ‘periphery’ is important
as a starting point for linguistic analysis because most of the structures we use
in everyday discourse are de facto peripheral in this positive sense.

The commitment to including the ‘peripheral’ is justified by the follow-
ing reasoning. If speakers use grammatical patterns that a speech community
(through its normative grammars) does not readily embrace, then the com-
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bined facts that such patterns (a) are used, and (b) have not been (explicitly)
taught, guarantee the importance of such structures in language; it is not an
indication of their triviality. When we encounter forms that we have not been
explicitly taught — not to mention expressions that speakers are warned (by
prescriptive grammars) against using — we know that we are touching on some-
thing very basic, something that must be rooted in our cognitive behavior
independently of what others have attempted to impose on us.

Consistent with this general view, early studies in Construction Grammar
focused on very ‘peripheral’ and extremely cumbersome structures. Propo-
nents of other formal theories often dismissed such studies as not pertaining
to the essence of grammar, but rather constituting an ‘idiom-grammar’ adden-
dum to the core of grammatical descriptions. Yet, such criticism is missing the
point: the unique contribution of Construction Grammar has been in provid-
ing analytic tools that do not require any a priori decisions about what should
count as ‘basic’, or as the ‘core’ in language. If construction grammarians had
concentrated first on accounting for the presumed and arbitrarily determined
‘core’ structures, Construction Grammar could have been easily deemed just a
notational variant of some other theory.

The relation between ‘productive rules’ and ‘idioms’ must be seen as a cline
from relatively productive to relatively frozen. There is no sense in treating the
constructions of a language as belonging to qualitatively different categories on
the basis of their degree of productivity. True, there are idioms that benefit lit-
tle from being integrated into the productive parts of grammar; for instance, by
and large or trip the light fantastic are clearly at the frozen, formulaic end of the
scale. But even so, they are not completely without tractable structure. In ex-
pressions such as What's Bill doing inspecting the car? or What’s it doing snowing
in August?, as discussed in Kay & Fillmore (1999), or the greener the better (Fill-
more 1989), it is not at all clear whether it is more appropriate to treat these as
idioms, or as productive kinds of structures. Construction Grammar does not
have to make that choice.

Another area that illustrates a gradient scale between the formulaic and
the productive is that of numbers. Although it may seem that numbers are to a
certain extent ‘peripheral’, they are clearly part of our language and they com-
monly make up systems that are subject to general grammatical constraints and
thus form an integral part of grammar. This is readily apparent in a language
like Finnish, where numbers partake in concord relations. In order to say ‘in 35
rooms,, Finnish speakers do not say 35 room-in) as in (7c), with the number
specification in an unmarked, default case, but, minimally, ‘35-in room-in), as
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in (7b), and preferably in the form kolmessakymmenessdiviidessi huoneessa ‘3-in
10-in 5-in room-in’, as shown in (7a).?

(7) a. kolme-ssa-kymmene-ssi-viide-ssi huonee-ssa
three -1N -ten -IN -five -IN room -IN
b. kolmekymmentdiviidessi huoneessa
c. *kolmekymmentiviisi huoneessa

Evidently, numbers are like other nominals in Finnish in that they are as-
signed case suffixes. But numbers are not entirely like any other nominals,
either; they have their own characteristics that need to be captured in a full ac-
count of language. For instance, when accounting explicitly for how numbers
are made up morphologically in English, we need to invoke a set of principles
that are not frequently referenced elsewhere in the English grammar. In par-
ticular, speakers use addition to form sequences like seventeen: 7 + 10 (‘seven
plus te(e)n’) or twenty-three: 20 + 3 (‘twenty plus three’), but multiplication is
used in forming seventy: 7 x 10 (‘seven times ten [=fy]’). We can argue that
in Finnish, subtraction is also at play, e.g. kahdeksan ‘two away from ten), i.e.,
10 — 2 = ‘eight’ And neljitoista ‘four of the second’ displays a complex structure
involving both multiplication and addition to designate ‘fourteen’ The discus-
sion of numbers also points to the inherent similarity between word-length and
sentence-length constructions: Construction Grammar does not have to make
an a priori choice of whether to consider a piece of linguistic material (in this
case, any number) a word, a phrase, or a sentence.

Support for the view that an adequate description of grammar and linguis-
tic structure needs to make reference to complex constructions rather than to
the generative capacity of a rewrite-rule system comes from the cognitive cor-
relates of language processing. As Chafe (1994), Pawley (1987), Pawley & Syder
(1983), and others have shown, we process language in larger blocks, in gestalts;
memory and language storage function in terms of larger formulas rather than
in terms of words or phrases; we talk in spurts of two seconds, in terms of
prosodic units (variously known as idea units, or information units), rather
than strictly in terms of one word or one linguistic phrase at a time. In line with
this view, Bolinger (e.g., 1976) has shown the importance of what he calls ‘pre-
fabs’ in language, including the prosodic patterning of language (e.g., Bolinger
1951): sections or levels of an intonation contour are not by themselves par-
ticularly salient for speakers, but serve as cues primarily in the context of the
intonation contours as wholes. Furthermore, Chafe has shown that there is a
clear relationship between the globality of cognitive and linguistic units, shown
in Table 1.
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Table 1. The relationship between linguistic and cognitive units, as presented in studies
by Wallace Chafe (e.g., Chafe 1980, 1994, 1996)

linguistic units corresponding to cognitive units

prosodic unit focus of consciousness
extended sentence center of interest

paragraph, episode shift of attention/orientation

To summarize, the most general argument pro Construction Grammar is
that this model is economical, since it does not need to set up different compo-
nents of grammar and then encounter problems in relating such components
to one another at a later stage of description and analysis. Secondly, by not as-
signing special status to certain fragments of grammar and by aspiring to give
adequate, systematic, and formal descriptions of the morphology, syntax, se-
mantics, and pragmatics of linguistic structures that are typically considered
‘irregular’ or ‘exceptional’, Construction Grammar has the potential for a uni-
form representation of all grammatical knowledge. If it is possible to give a
precise description of the ‘peripheral’ or ‘exceptional, then clearly this kind of
description will be more powerful than descriptions aiming to give a systematic
account of ‘regular’ patterns only (such as, for example, basic transitive declar-
ative sentences). And finally, the Construction Grammar framework appears to
be consistent with what we know about cognition; especially recent advances
in research on child language acquisition indicate that our cognitive processes
manipulate linguistic structures of varying sizes and complexity (e.g., Peters
1983; Braine & Brooks 1995; Tomasello 1992, 2000).

4. The notion GRAMMATICAL CONSTRUCTION

In Construction Grammar the notion ‘construction’ has theoretical status and
the word ‘construction’ is used as a technical term. GRAMMATICAL CONSTRUC-
TIONS are symbolic signs and represent the basic building blocks of linguistic
analysis. These signs, as we have noted, are not restricted to words but can,
in principle, be of any size (morpheme, phrase, sentence, text). A construc-
tion is an abstract, representational entity, a conventional pattern of linguistic
structure that provides a general blueprint for licensing well-formed linguistic
expressions. In contrast, the actually occurring linguistic expressions, such as
sentences and phrases, are not constructions, but CONSTRUCTS. At the risk of
oversimplifying, we can compare the status of constructions as abstractions
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with traditional linguistic abstractions such as phonemes and morphemes.
We communicate in terms of constructs, not constructions, just like in actual
speech we produce sounds, not phonemes.

Constructions can represent very simple configurations that could be al-
most equally well captured by phrase-structure trees. But constructions can
also be quite complex, representing much larger and more intricate patterns
containing several layers of information (syntactic, semantic, pragmatic, etc.).
It is particularly the latter kind of constructions that emphasizes the unique
character of Construction Grammar as a multi-dimensional framework in
which none of the layers is seen as ‘more basic’ than any other; constructions
only differ in the extent to which they make use of these resources. Further-
more, it might well be the case that what might at first seem like a simple
construction turn out on closer scrutiny to have more specific constraints;
such extensions and refinements of constructions are easily accommodated in
Construction Grammar.

The following are some brief examples of the kinds of information a con-
struction may have to specify.

i. Information about morphosyntactic properties. These include:

—  Structural relations among constituents (whether we want to think of them
in terms of hierarchies or dependencies) or marking, for example, the dif-
ferences between headed vs. non-headed structures, such as [hot [water]]
vs. [[hot] [and] [heavy]], respectively. The former exemplifies a hierarchi-
cal structure headed by the word water, while the latter shows a flat, non-
headed structure consisting of three elements none of which syntactically
dominates the other two.

— Another formal property has to do with the order of elements. For ex-
ample, in capturing the crucial features of an adpositional phrase, the
relevant construction for English will have to specify, among other things,
that the adposition must precede its complement noun phrase (for chil-
dren/*children for), while for Turkish it must specify that the complement
comes first (¢ocuklar igin/*igin ¢ocuklar ‘for children’).

— Information about linguistic form also addresses the morphological shape
of particular constituents, such as morphological case, specific verb forms,
complementizers, and relativizers. For instance, differences in the formal
properties of relativizers can be illustrated by the English relative clauses,
which may come in three distinct shapes, including null, depending on the
relativizing expression (the books which/that/@ you like).
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ii.

1ii.

Information about prosodic or phonetic shape. The interpretation of a
particular linguistic expression may depend on the prosodic contour con-
ventionally associated with it.

The syntactic structure of expressions such as Is a sauna hot or Did she
ever suggests questions, but depending on what intonation we use in pro-
nouncing these strings of words, each can be interpreted either as a genuine
question, or as an exclamation, and each is thus licensed by a distinct
grammatical construction. This is not anything peculiarly English, either;
e.g., both Swedish Vilken flicka and Finnish Mikd tytto have the poten-
tial interpretations ‘Which girl?” and ‘What a girll’ — depending on the
concomitant prosody.

The distinction between a relative clause reading and an infinitival comple-
ment reading in What do you have to eat? depends on the pronunciation of
the sequence have to, information which has to be specified as part of the
constructions that license the use of the verb have: [hevtu] is convention-
ally a feature of the relative-clause reading (‘What do you have that can be
eaten?’), while the pronunciation [heftd] is associated with the infinitival
complement reading (‘What are you obliged to eat?’).

Information about meaning or function.

The most obvious example in this category is provided by the semantic
roles (such as agent, patient, location, etc.), which mediate the relation-
ship between the lexical meaning of a predicate’s arguments and their
morphosyntactic expression. Specifying semantic roles is relevant in many
environments, including patterns that involve case syncretism, where a sin-
gle morphological form is associated with multiple, and not necessarily
related, semantic roles.

Other types of semantic information enter the picture as well. The well-
formedness of determination patterns in English, for example, depends on
(among other features) the semantic notion of boundedness: reference to
this feature is crucial for ensuring that the selection of a determiner in a
particular NP respects the distinction between mass and count nouns.

In many languages generalizations about a morphosyntactic pattern ex-
pressing possession must take into account the inherent semantics of cer-
tain NPs and include reference to a possessive hierarchy that ranks entities
according to their possessibility (e.g., body parts > other part-whole rela-
tions, including kinship > close alienable entities > distant alienable en-
tities). As the following examples from two Maasai dialects demonstrate,
the form itself need not be sufficient as a predictor of grammaticality: all



A thumbnail sketch of Construction Grammar

21

the sentences in (8) and (9) involve a transitive verb with inverse marking
(3rd person acting on 1st person; in these cases, this pattern marks the 1st
person as a possessor of something else in the sentence), a nominative sub-
ject, and an accusative object, and yet, not all of them are possible Maasai
sentences.

(8) IUasinkishu dialect (data from Payne 1997a):

a. da-ytukii en-titd en-kdynd [body part]
3>1-wash F.sG-girl.NoM E.sG-leg.acc
‘The girl will wash my leg’

b. *da-ytukii en-tité en-kitok [kin]

3>1-wash E.sG-girl.NOM E.sG-woman.Acc
“The girl will wash my wife/woman.

c. *da-ysvj  en-titd en-kild [alienable]
3>1-wash EsG-girl.NoM E.sG-cloth.acc
“The girl will wash my cloth/dress/clothing’

(9) IIKeekonyokie dialect (data from Payne 1997a and 1997, respectively):

a. da-bél ol-pdyyan o-sandiiki [close]
3>1-open M.sG-man.NOM M.SG-box.Acc
(i)  ‘My husband will open the box.
(ii) ‘The man will open my box’

b. *da-bdl ol-pdyyan en-kishémi [distant]
3>1-open M.SG-Man.NOM M.SG-box.AcC
‘The man will open my gate.

In the IIUasinkishu dialect of Maasai (8), only body parts can be construed as
a possessed object in these constructions, while in the IIKeekonyokie dialect
(9), the cut-off point on the hierarchy is placed between the ‘close’ and ‘dis-
tant’ alienable possession. These differences do not follow from the syntactic
or morphological properties of the sentences or the constituents.

iv. Information about context. Some constructions must make reference to
differences in register, social value, and other context-related properties or
pragmatic reasoning.

— For example, the construct Why don’t you invite them sometime? resem-
bles an ordinary negative why-question, such as Why don’t you ever invite
them?, but on closer inspection, we find that these two constructs must
be licensed by different constructions: a defining property of the former is
that it expresses a positive suggestion, while the latter is built on the pattern
for negative why-questions.
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The technical details of how these kinds of information translate into the
Construction Grammar formalism, in terms of ‘attributes’ and ‘values, are
discussed in Section 6.2. For now, let us just stress one important general
point about the model: it does not impose any a priori requirement that ev-
ery construction in every language (or even in a single language) specify a
predetermined set of properties or categories (whether syntactic, semantic,
pragmatic, etc.). Nor is there any minimum number or type of properties that
have to be specified for a particular construction. Thus, for example, there is
no assumption to the effect that every construction that represents a sentence
structure must specify a subject or, at the other end of the spectrum, that every
construction must carry information about the ‘register’ or ‘genre’ of a given
grammatical pattern.

It is possible that some constructions may be centered around structural
organization only, while their semantics is fully compositional and therefore
need not be specified as a whole. Possible examples of such constructions
would be various constraints on word order that cannot be related to, at least
not in any obvious way, functional considerations; these might include the
sentence-initial position of Walbiri auxiliaries, Wackernagel’s second-position
clitics, or the verb-second condition in German main clauses.

However, grammatical patterning typically involves considerably richer re-
lationships between its component parts. For example, it has been shown for
various kinds of data which cannot be simply dismissed as standard idioms
(Payne 1997a, 1997b; Payne & Barshi 1999; Fried 1999a, 1999b) that phrases
and sentences are not always, and not even most of the time, simple projec-
tions of their lexical heads. Rather, linguistic expressions often reflect the effect
of interaction between constructional patterns and the words that fit in them:
words, whether heads or dependents, contribute specific semantic properties
to any larger construction they occur in, but a construction may also mod-
ify some of those properties, as well as add features of its own. It follows that
the overall interpretation associated with a given construction may not be —
and in fact seldom is — just the sum of its parts. One of the most important
characteristics that are unique to Construction Grammar is its commitment to
systematically incorporate this observation, by treating both words and phrasal
patterns as equal contributors in building up complex linguistic expressions;
a similar relationship holds in morphological structures between morphemes
and words. In conformity with all this, one of the main challenges of construc-
tional analysis is to identify the paths along which these layers interact, both
for the purpose of analyzing individual constructions and for the purpose of
discovering broader typological patterns.
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In summary, constructions are generalizations which represent all the
pieces of conventional or idiosyncratic language and which speakers have to
know directly. What speakers have to ‘figure out’ are (i) the ways in which those
constructions can be combined with other constructions, and (ii) the ways in
which particular lexical items fit in them.

5. Defining Construction Grammar

In an encyclopedia entry, Paul Kay gives the following definition of Construc-
tion Grammar:

Construction grammar (...) is a non-modular, generative, non-derivational,
monostratal, unification-based grammatical approach, which aims at full cov-
erage of the facts of any language under study without loss of linguistic
generalizations within and across languages. (Kay 1995:171)

However, it must be emphasized, and not just for the purpose of the present
volume, that Construction Grammar can also be seen as a cognitive theory of
language in that it is inherently concerned with the cognitive correlates of any
theoretical concepts and linguistic categories the model relies on. In Construc-
tion Grammar, constructions are said to reflect all the linguistic conventions
that speakers of a given language know and make use of when they com-
municate in that language. Linguistic competence in this model of language
constitutes speakers’ knowledge of the full inventory of constructions, which
are organized in networks with varying degrees of complexity and abstract-
ness. The networks can be thought of as ‘grammatical maps’ that are structured
through inheritance relations (discussed and exemplified in Sections 6.5 and
6.8), where the notion of inheritance provides a coherent way of capturing
which properties individual constructions have in common and what sets them
apart as related, but distinct grammatical patterns. Inheritance relations are at
work in any part of grammar where two or more patterns show partial over-
lap such that one pattern is a more constrained version of another pattern.
Construction Grammar thus makes certain claims, however indirectly, about
speakers and about the ‘cognitive reality’ of constructions: the representations
of constructions in the box-diagrams are seen as depicting speakers’ compe-
tence, while the networks suggest a way of relating that competence to the ways
in which linguistic units may be cognitively processed.

As regards Kay’s definition above, we have already discussed the view that
a grammar should aim at full coverage. In fact, this makes Construction Gram-
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mar more of a Maximalist (as opposed to a Minimalist) theory of grammar
and aligns it with those approaches to linguistic analysis that characterize
themselves as usage-based: Construction Grammar bases its generalizations on
actually occurring data, in whatever form. Thus, the use of large-scale (com-
puter) corpora as a source for evidence for what language actually looks like, is
becoming more and more frequent in Construction Grammar analyses.

Another aspect of Construction Grammar that is in the focus of this vol-
ume is the extent to which it can be thought of as a universal theory of
language. This is not an issue that can be settled theoretically; Construc-
tion Grammar does aspire to be an enterprise with empirical goals and to
offer a valid approach to capturing cross-linguistic generalizations in terms
of form-meaning/function constellations. However, Construction Grammar
is not committed to a set of specific assumptions about what characteristics
are to be expected as universal. The only way to assess universal relevance of
Construction Grammar is to carry out detailed analyses on a large variety of
languages so that sufficiently broad generalizations can be drawn.

The non-modularity of Construction Grammar asserts that sound, syn-
tactic form, meaning, and function are not to be specified in separate, au-
tonomous modules. Rather, a grammar is composed of conventional associ-
ations of form and meaning, providing holistic descriptions of complex signs.
The constructions function as blueprints for the speaker/hearer, giving him or
her guidelines and the semantic and pragmatic preconditions for when and
how these blueprints can be used. In this manner, semantic and pragmatic
information is associated with an explicitly or implicitly’ conventional struc-
ture, respectively. Until very recently, Construction Grammar has had a fairly
narrow view of pragmatics; pragmatic force and effect have been recognized
primarily as conveyed through conventions of language, not in terms of con-
versational reasoning or socio-cultural constraints and possibilities. However,
work on extending the model to account also for discourse regularities is rapidly
increasing (Fried & Ostman 2003), as is work on constructions in relation to
interaction (Auer 2000; Lindstrom 2000; Thompson & Fox 2002; Wide 2002;
Fried & Ostman, forthcoming; Ostman & Fried, forthcoming).

Construction Grammar is generative in the traditional, Chomskyan (1957)
sense of the word: it, too, aims to account for all of the grammatical sentences
of the language and only those, and to be precise and explicit, which requires
some measure of formalization. Capturing generalizations in the most eco-
nomical way possible, as opposed to mere listings of phenomena and facts, is
thus valued in Construction Grammar.
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Saying that Construction Grammar is non-derivational and monostratal
means that there are no rewrite rules of the form A— B, which take a deriva-
tion from one level (the ‘deep structure), ‘underlying structure), ‘base’, or ‘initial
stratum’) to the next (a ‘shallow structure’ or ‘surface structure’). There are
no stages of derivation, no transformations or movement; rather, all informa-
tion resides at one and the same ‘level of representation’ Actual constructs
are thus not ‘generated’, but LICENSED, by particular abstract constructions.
The notion of ‘licensing’ rather than generating brings Construction Gram-
mar together with constraint-based approaches, where constructs are licensed
through constraint principles. Constructions in Construction Grammar are
precise expressions of such constraints.

Construction Grammar is unification-based, which means that construc-
tions and specifications within constructions unify, they ‘fit together’ in a
non-derivational fashion. The formalization of Construction Grammar is quite
elaborate in its detail, but the crucial general point is that unification ensures
that pieces of linguistic material that do not match (‘unify’) along any number
and types of properties (syntactic, semantic, pragmatic) will not be licensed as
possible constructs of a given language.

6. Working in Construction Grammar

In the rest of this chapter, we will give an overview of the inner workings
of Construction Grammar (CxG) and introduce the key concepts needed for
carrying out a linguistic analysis within this model.

6.1 Notational and analytical conventions

The CxG notation relies on three major devices: boxes-within-boxes diagrams
for representing constituent structure, feature structures for detailed grammat-
ical information, and co-indexation for keeping track of unification relations.
The nested boxes can be thought of as a more elaborate extension of a
square-bracket notation. They capture dominance relations and the linear or-
der of constituents, but since a given construction may contain a relatively large
amount of information, the boxes provide convenient containers for all the de-
tails that need to be specified in order to give an accurate account of a construct
or a construction. Most importantly, since CxG recognizes the distinction be-
tween construction-level and constituent-level information, the notation has
to accommodate two distinct domains of representation: the EXTERNAL char-
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acteristics of a construction as a whole (i.e., how a construction fits in a larger
grammatical pattern) and its INTERNAL make-up (i.e., what the construction
itself consists of ). Crucially, specifications in either domain typically go well be-
yond just marking dominance relations. As a generic example of the notation,
Figure 1 shows a skeletal version of a headed phrasal construction; ‘headed’
because it contains a constituent that serves as the syntactic head ([role head])
and ‘phrasal’ because it consists of more than one constituent (hence more than
one box within the larger box). The internal structure is represented by a set
of boxes nested inside the larger construction, which in turn is represented by
the outer box. Within the larger construction, the box on the left represents the
head and the one on the right its dependent ([role filler]).* The superscripted
‘Kleene plus’ symbol (+) following the box on the right indicates that there
might be a variable number of dependents of this kind, but at least one must
be present in order for this diagram to represent a phrasal pattern. (A ‘Kleene
star’ symbol (*) would indicate that a construction might have ‘zero or more’
constituents of a given type.)

The particular order in which the individual pieces of information
(syn(tactic), prag(matic), sem(antic), etc.) within any given box is presented
is irrelevant. However, certain conventions for these lists have emerged in

syn [ external syntactic & categorial properties |

prag [ constructional pragmatics & information-structure specifications ]

sem [ semantics of the construction ]
val  { valence requirements of the construction (set of arguments and adjuncts) }

phon [ phonological & prosodic properties of the construction |

role head role filler +
syn [ head constituent; usually matches external syntax ] syn ...

prag [ pragmatics & information-structure of the head ] prag ...

sem [ semantic properties of the head | sem ...

val  { valence requirements of the head } etc.

phon [ phonological & prosodic properties of the head ]

Ixm [ specific lexeme |

Figure 1. Generic constructional diagram
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the CxG literature, and our figures in this chapter generally follow those
conventions.’

Both the internal and external specifications may be relatively detailed in
some cases, considerably constraining the inventory of lexical items or other
language material that can be successfully matched with a given construction.
An extreme case of such restrictiveness would be a construction that calls for a
particular lexeme, such as, for example, the phrasal construction that licenses
the use of the word ago in English (i.e., [particular types of time expression
[ago]], as a gross oversimplification of what it would actually take to fully
represent this pattern).

The distinction between the external and internal domains is not just a
fancy way of marking dominance relations. It plays a crucial role in repre-
senting situations in which a construction as a whole is not just a sum of its
parts but presents a more complex and less transparent relationship between
the constituents and what they amount to when combined. The discrepancies
between the external and internal properties may have to do either with a mis-
match in form or with a non-compositional meaning of the construction; we
will provide some illustrations of this phenomenon in Section 6.9, after we
have introduced all the requisite detail of representing various kinds of gram-
matical information. For now, let us just note that the external and internal
domains can be interconnected in various ways, sometimes quite transparently,
but oftentimes much less so.

We need to bear in mind, finally, that constructional representation applies
not only to syntactic structures, but in principle to all types of structures, in-
cluding textual and morphological structures. For example, the external prop-
erties in morphological representations will be those of a word (or a stem) and
the internal properties will correspond to morphemic structure (cf. Rhodes
1992; Orgun 1995, 1999; Zwicky 2001).

Constructions come in several types depending on their function in gram-
mar. There are two complementary ways of building up grammatical patterns
in CxG: constructions are constrained by LINKING principles, and by INsTAN-
TIATION principles.

For instance, constructions that contain predicates® (i.e. complement-
taking entities) need to specify how semantic arguments are expressed in
particular grammatical patterns. In CxG this is the task of LINKING CONSTRUC-
TIONS, which capture the alignment between predicate-specific semantics and
the corresponding grammatical or morphosyntactic function; the alignment is
mediated by the predicate’s vaALENCE. Linking constructions are discussed in
detail in Section 6.5.
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In contrast, instantiation principles constrain the grammatical realization
of constituent structure and other types of syntactic dependencies, includ-
ing linearization patterns. This aspect of grammatical structure is captured
by PHRASAL CONSTRUCTIONS (discussed in Sections 6.3 and 6.6) and ORDER-
ING CONSTRUCTIONS (Section 6.7). A phrasal construction represents a con-
ventionalized structural configuration that necessarily consists of more than
one constituent (linking constructions are thus non-phrasal, as they do not
involve any dominance or precedence relations). Examples of phrasal con-
structions in English would be a verb phrase construction, a coordination
construction, a determination construction, a subject-predicate construction,
or a wh-question construction. However, depending on the type of grammar
a language has, phrasal constructions may take on other shapes and functions
as well. Representing linear order, for example, might be an integral part of
a phrasal construction (as is the case in most English constructions), but if
word order is independent of phrase structure, then the sequence of elements is
more accurately represented by positing an ordering construction, whose inter-
nal structure is motivated by other principles (e.g., by information structure).
Strictly speaking, ordering constructions are thus a special kind of phrasal
constructions.

It is important to note that the physical order of constituents as illustrated
in Figure 1 does not represent any a priori universal assumptions about word
order. While the physical sequence of boxes has been used to indicate the rela-
tive order of constituents within a particular construction in a particular lan-
guage, there is nothing in CxG, conceptually or representationally, that would
prevent us from devising a notational mechanism for indicating that the order
of the boxes (constituents) is not to be taken as fixed or even relevant in the rep-
resentation of a given hierarchical configuration. The notational conventions
of CxG are, in principle, flexible enough to capture ordering generalizations in
both fixed-word-order and ‘free’~-word-order languages. (Some aspects of cap-
turing variable word order within a constructional approach are sketched in
Fried, 1994a on the example of the second-position clitics in Czech.)

As we have pointed out earlier, the inventory of constructions is not limited
to syntactic patterns. Words and other lexical units are also treated as con-
structions, referred to as LEXICAL CONSTRUCTIONS, and represented through
the same formalism. Some examples of lexical constructions will be given in
Sections 6.3 and 6.4.

To summarize, the generic template in Figure 1 does not constitute a pre-
defined pattern into which all constructions of all languages are expected to fit
in the same way. The actual shape of any given construction will depend on var-
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ious factors that enter into forming a particular generalization about speakers’
grammatical knowledge. By definition, every construction has to carry infor-
mation about the conventional association between form on the one hand and
its meaning or discourse function on the other, but the details and the amount
of information in each dimension will differ depending on what is idiosyncratic
to a given form-function pairing versus what can be ‘figured out’ from other
parts of the grammar. The formal side thus may include any subset of syntac-
tic, morphological, or phonological information, while the functional side will
involve various combinations of inherent meaning, pragmatics, or discourse
structure information. Valence represents a somewhat special category in that
it may contain information both about semantic arguments and their formal
properties, such as syntactic function or morphological case.

6.2 Feature structures

Grammatically relevant information is represented in the form of bracketed
attribute-value pairs that are organized into sets, known as ‘attribute-value ma-
trices’ (AVMs). An attribute represents a particular property (i.e., a linguistic
category — syntactic, semantic, pragmatic, prosodic, etc. — relevant in a given
construction), and the ‘value’ is a specification of that property in the construc-
tion. One of the issues of major importance for any theory, CxG included, is
to determine what elementary categories are relevant for adequate description,
analysis, and representation of a grammatical pattern at hand, and in general.
The strategy in CxG as a data-driven approach has, for the most part, been to
depend on the linguistic facts of a given language for suggesting what such cat-
egories might be. It is true that many of the categories used in published studies
have been rather English-centered, given the fact that most detailed construc-
tional work has been done on English. As we have already noted, however, it
would be inaccurate to conclude, therefore, that CxG operates with an a pri-
ori determined set of attributes that would necessarily function as universal
primitives. It does not.

Some examples of the attributes that existing analyses have used in describ-
ing and analyzing particular linguistic domains are listed in Table 2. Ultimately,
it is of crucial importance that the values make up a system such that each alter-
native value is defined in relation to other possible values of a given attribute;
it cannot be just a random list.

Depending on the nature of a given attribute, its value will be assigned in
one of three ways. If it is a binary feature, the value will be + or — (for example,
finiteness and definiteness have been treated in this fashion). If it is not a binary
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Table 2. Partial list of grammatical attributes and their values

Attribute Values
Syntactic domain: lexical category N, Adj, V, P, ...
finiteness +/— (or fin/non-f)
grammatical function subj, obj, obl, ...
Semantic domain: number sg/dual/pl/...
definiteness +/-
semantic role agent, patient, theme, ...
Prosodic domain: prosodic constituent word, phrase, clitic, ...
intonation falling, ...
stress primary/secondary/null
Pragmatic domain: activation in discourse null/active/accessible
register formal/informal

feature, either a particular value from a set of possibilities will be assigned (for
example, lexical category), or the value will be another AVM, i.e. another set of
attribute-value pairs, nested within a higher-level AVM. However, it is also an
important characteristic of CxG that it permits a value to remain ‘unspecified’,
marked by a pair of empty brackets [ ], irrespective of whether the feature is
binary or not. This notation is not to be confused with a pair of brackets filled
with three dots [...] that is often found in more complex diagrams. The no-
tation [...] is a typographical shortcut for indicating that a value needs to be
specified but presently is not spelled out (for reasons of space, or because it
is not the focus of interest at that stage of the argumentation). Another con-
vention that is commonly used with certain attributes is to enclose a piece of
prose in single quotes ([‘prose description of a value’]). This practice reflects
the fact that the details of the property in question have not yet been worked
out systematically in terms of feature structures. Not surprisingly, the prose
descriptions are most common in the semantic and pragmatic domains.

To exemplify how the feature structures work, we can start by elaborating
on the representation of the head constituent in Figure 1. Minimally, we have
to specify (i) that it functions as the head of the larger construction and (ii)
whether it is itself a phrasal constituent, or a lexical item. These two properties
are expressed through the features head and level, respectively, in the follow-
ing, very partial, representation. Figure 2 reads as follows: a head constituent
will be of a particular lexical category (cat), it will be instantiated either by a
particular lexical item or by a phrase (lex), and it may or may not be further
expanded (the maximality feature, max). The three dots ... indicate that ad-
ditional information would be present in a full representation of this pattern.
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head [cat [-. ']}

max [---]
level |1ex  [...]

syn

Figure 2. Generic specification of a syntactic head

Both the head and level attributes illustrate the nesting of AVMs: the value of
each is another AVM. The abbreviation syn indicates that we are specifying syn-
tactic properties, and that syn itself is an attribute with everything to its right
forming its value (in the form of nested AVMs).

By filling in particular values, we can capture the specific options available
for these attributes. For example, if the head is a verb, the category will be
specified as such — [head [cat v]] — and different combinations of values for the
level attribute will correspond to different verb forms, exemplified in (10).

(10) a. [max +,lex +] maximal lexical predicate, e.g. sang
b. [max —, lex 4] lexical predicate that must be expanded sung
¢. [max +, lex -] maximal phrasal predicate can sing
d. [max —, lex —] phrasal predicate that must be expanded been singing

Here, the specification [max +] indicates that the expressions sang and can sing
may not be further expanded (we do not say *He has sang nor *He will can
sing); [max —] in (10b) or (10d) indicates that the element requires a phrasal
companion (we do not say *He sung/been singing the national anthem); [lex +]
represents a lexical element; and [lex —] represents a phrasal element.

The attributes just discussed (syn, head, level, cat, max) apply across lex-
ical categories but there are also features that are specific to particular types
of expressions. For example, a specific set of grammatically relevant semantic
attributes would be found in the representations of English nominal expres-
sions: configuration (cnfg), which has to do with the contrast between mass
and count nouns; boundedness (bounded), which has to do with certain prop-
erties shared by mass nouns and plural count nouns (see Fillmore & Kay 1995
for detailed discussion and motivation for this attribute); and the distinction
between common and proper nouns (proper); the latter two features are bi-
nary. A simple example to illustrate the use of these attributes and their values
is in Figure 3, which shows lexical constructions with partial representations of
the lexical entries for three nouns: the count noun book, the mass noun snow,
and the proper noun Prague. For the moment, we are ignoring the representa-
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head cat n frame [ BOOK |
“ proper — bounded +
syn sem .
- coun
level max cnfg
lex + num sg
Ixm book
B cat n frame [ snow |
head
syn proper — bounded -
] o fg mass
cn
level max ]
lex + num sg
Ixm  snow
B cat n|
head [ frame [ PRAGUE |
PTOper + | bounded +
syn sem
f
level max. + cnig count
L lex + hum sg
Ixm  Prague

Figure 3. Examples of nominal features in English

tion of the nouns’ inherent semantics beyond showing that each is associated
with an interpretive frame, which contains information about the word’s lexi-
cal meaning, here simply indicated by the name of the lexeme in capital letters.
(More will be said about frames in the sections on predicate valence and the
interaction between lexical semantics and morphosyntax.)

Grammar, however, does not consist only of tracking down the hierarchical
or linear organization of words but must also address their combinatorial prop-
erties. Thus, in addition to storing information about grammatical properties
of individual words in the AVMs, the representational machinery must also
be able to capture various kinds of relations that hold between words within
larger structures. There are several major kinds of such relationships: dom-
inance, linear sequence, agreement, and government. As already mentioned,
the linear sequence and some properties of constituent structure can be han-
dled through the nesting and linear ordering of boxes. However, other kinds
of dependencies, such as agreement, government, and certain details of con-
stituent structure as well, require a mechanism that can access and manipulate
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directly the information stored in AVMs. These kinds of relations are regulated
through the unification of specific features or feature structures.

6.3 Unification in practice

In general, the task of unification principles is to ensure that attributes with
contradictory values fail to combine. In Fillmore & Kay (1995), unification is
defined as an operation by which two or more AVMs are combined in such a
way that the resulting AVM contains no more and no less than what is con-
tained in its component AVMs. However, not all features are automatically
subject to unification in the same way. In fact, conceptually, unification cov-
ers several different linguistic processes and it is important to understand the
differences.

Let us illustrate some of the issues on a simple example of combining a
noun with a determiner. The lexical entry of an English determiner can be
demonstrated on the example of the definite article the and the quantifier
much, shown in the lexical constructions in Figure 4.

By combining the words much and snow, we get a construct that is repre-
sented in Figure 5. Focusing first just on the constituents themselves, we notice
that there are apparently two types of attributes: those that cannot — are not
expected to — unify and those that can and must unify.” The former have to do
with the inherent lexical semantics of each word and their attendant syntac-
tic properties: their lexical category (cat) and their phrasal/non-phrasal status
(the max and lex attributes). The attributes that must unify in these constructs
could be described, at least provisionally, as those semantic features that are

THE
Syn | cat art] sem | frame  [..]
max - cnfg []
lex + num
bounded [ ]
Ixm the
MUCH
syn [ cat quant] S¢™M frame [..]
max [] cnfg mass
lex + num sg
Ixm much bounded —

Figure 4. Examples of lexical constructions for English determiners
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Syn cat n sem Cnfg mass
proper  — num sg
max + bounded +
lex -
syn | cat quant syn | head | cat n
max — proper —
lex + max — |
- level [ 1
ex +
sem | frame [...] -
cnfg mass sem | frame [..]
num S8 cnfg mass
| bounded - aum sg
bounded - |
Ixm  much Ixm  snow

Figure 5. Partial representation of the construct much snow®

‘projected’ onto the phrase as a whole and constitute the basis of grammatical
agreement between constituents in this particular pattern. In the case of much
snow, the semantic specifications match each other exactly along all three at-
tributes (cnfg, num, and bounded); in technical language, we would say that the
corresponding semantic values of the two sisters unify with each other. Notice
also that the unspecified maximality (max) value for much in its lexical en-
try (Figure 4) is now, in Figure 5, given the specific value ‘non-maximal;, as it
appears together with snow.

In contrast, an attempt to combine much and book results in a failure —
*much book is not a well-formed English phrase, as shown in Figure 6. The
failure is due to conflicting values along two semantic attributes: each con-
stituent is marked with a different value for configuration and boundedness,
and successful unification is thus impossible.

Finally, a different situation arises when we combine the nouns snow or
book with the definite article the. As we saw in Figure 4, the leaves all three
attributes unspecified, which is to say it does not put any constraints on its
co-occurrence relations. The phrasal representations in Figure 7 show that the
semantic features of the determiner are whatever the corresponding features
specify for the noun.

Notionally, all these examples illustrate a situation in which unification
serves as a device for handling grammatical agreement between structural sis-
ters, along shared semantic categories with non-conflicting values. This is dif-
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syn  [..] sem [ ..]
syn [ ] syn [ ]
sem | frame [...] sem | frame [...]
cnfg mass cnfg count
num sg num S
bounded - bounded +
Ixm  much Ixm  book

Figure 6. Partial representation of the ill-formed construct *much book

syn [ ... ] sem [ ... |

syn  [..] syn  [...]
sem | frame [THE] | |[sem| frame [SNOW]

cnfg  mass

cnfg  mass

num  sg num  Sg
bound — bound -
Ixm the Ixm  snow
syn [..] sem [..]
syn [ ] syn [ ]

sem | frame [THE]
cnfg count

num  Sg num  sg
bound + bound +
Ixm the Ixm  book

sem| frame [BOOK]
cnfg  count

Figure 7. Partial representation of the constructs the snow and the book

ferent from the unification pattern that is associated with government relations
and that will be taken up in Section 6.4 on valence.

A mere listing of the feature structures associated with each word is not
enough to represent the phrase as a whole. The phrase has specific external
properties that need to be represented as well; these are shown in the top por-
tion of the outer boxes in Figure 5. In particular, we note that the construct
functions as a noun phrase ([cat n], [lex —]) which is a maximal projection of
a common noun ([proper —], [max +]) and which consists of minimally two
constituents — a noun and a determiner — specified within the inside boxes
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as part of their syntax. Semantically, it is a union of the two frames asso-
ciated with the two constituents. With respect to syntactic distribution, the
resulting phrase much snow will fit environments that require bounded enti-
ties ([bounded +], despite the fact that both much and snow are inherently
[bounded —], see the discussion below), such as the direct object of certain telic
transitive events. For illustration, consider the difference between He fixed the
washer in a week or He cleared the snow in a few minutes (with the bounded
determined phrases the washer and the snow) vs. *He fixed washers in a week or
*He cleared snow in a few minutes (with the unbounded undetermined phrases
washers and snow).

Notice also that there is a particular relationship between the construction
and its constituents along several attributes. For one thing, as we see in Figure 5,
the category of the head noun, including its status [proper —], is also the cate-
gory of the phrase (thus instantiating the Head Feature Principle as formulated
in Kay & Fillmore 1999:9, under one particular view of headedness in CxG;
cf. Michaelis 2005, for a different analysis). As for the agreement features, the
constructional semantics (i.e., the semantics of the phrase as a whole) contains
the semantic values supplied by the constituents for the attributes of number
and configuration, as is evident from the representations in Figure 5.

Based on these and similar constructs, we can formulate a generalization
about a determination pattern in English, abstracting away from the details
of individual lexical elements that can instantiate it. Figure 8 contains a fea-
ture representation of the English Determination construction, i.e., an abstract
grammatical pattern that licenses constructs such as a book, much snow, the
book, the books, while prohibiting constructs such as *a snow, *the snows, *a
books, *much book(s), or *a Prague.

Several things need to be noted about this construction and its repre-
sentation. First of all, the construction is represented as a maximal phrasal
projection of its head; the head itself could actually be a phrasal constituent
as well, as indicated by the unspecified value in [lex []], allowing for the pres-
ence of a modifier (in expressions such as the beautiful book). As mentioned
above, the construction as a whole does not need to specify any external val-
ues for the semantic attributes number and configuration. That information
is supplied by the constituents and passed on to the phrase; this relationship
is represented by the UNIFICATION INDICES #1 and #2, indicating a connection
between the semantic attributes of the two constituents and the external se-
mantics of the construction as a whole. Unification indices (#1—#3) also ensure
that the two constituents agree along all three semantic features, whatever that
value will be in a given construct. Overall, the notation tells us that the con-
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Determination
syn | cat n sem | frame 4,35 [ ... ]
proper  — cnfg #1[ ]
lex - bounded +
role det role head
sem | frame M4 [ ... ] syn | head |:cat ni|
cnfg #1[ ] proper —
num #2[ ] leve] |maX =
bounded #3] ] Ve llex [
sem [frame 5[]
cnfg #1[]
num #2[ ]
|bounded #3[]

Figure 8. English Determination construction

struction as a whole does not put any restrictions on what kind of a noun or
determiner is used with respect to these semantic features, but whatever the
specific values, they must be the same in both sisters and two of them are also
carried over onto the mother.

Finally, the semantic characterization of the construction must include in-
formation about integrating the frames of its constituents. To our knowledge,
the representation of this relationship has not been worked out in any detail
yet. For the purposes of this chapter and as an interim solution, we use unifica-
tion indices marked by arrows as follows: the downward arrow |, indicates that
the external semantics integrates the semantics of the constituent(s) marked
by the upward arrow 1. We will briefly return to this issue in the summary on
unification in Section 6.8.

All of this stands in contrast to the boundedness attribute, however, for
which the Determination construction imposes its own value, and it may or
may not be the same as in the daughters. This illustrates a general point about
constructions, namely, that they have defining properties of their own and their
value may override a conflicting value supplied by a constituent. For example,
much snow is a well-formed combination because both words agree in bound-
edness [bounded —], but the result of their combination is not [bounded —] but
[bounded +], simply because that is what this construction is about: by virtue
of adding a determiner to a noun, it gives the whole expression conventionally
the interpretation of a bounded entity, regardless of the inherent value of the
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head noun. In contrast, *much book is not licensed because these two words
conflict in boundedness ([-] vs. [+], respectively); the fact that book is inher-
ently specified for [bounded +] (cf. Figure 3) and therefore not in conflict with
the external semantics of the construction is irrelevant.’

The point about constructions being entities in their own right is further
reinforced by the fact that certain combinations are ruled out not by the inher-
ent lexical properties of the words that fit in them but by the specification of
the construction itself. A case in point are ill-formed constructs such as *the
Prague (i.e. the co-occurrence of determiners and proper nouns in general, as
in *The Prague is an old city). Unification of the agreement features between the
two words would be possible, just like in our previous examples, but the com-
bination violates the constructional requirement that the phrase be headed by
a common noun ([proper —] in Figure 8).

To summarize our discussion so far, the ‘golden rule’ for successful unifi-
cation between structural sisters could be stated as follows: unification can take
place only on condition that the relevant pieces of information do not conflict.
This means that two values either have to match exactly or at least one must be
unspecified. This principle holds both for the cases of unification we have seen
so far and for the dependency relations known as government, which will be
discussed in Section 6.4.

A problem for strict unification as described above arises in cases in which
two words are apparently allowed to combine into a phrase even though their
inherent specifications are in conflict — either with each other or with the
construction they occur in. For example, it is possible to say The Prague I re-
membered was completely different or There are really two Californias or Bring
us three coffees. Yet, the first two expressions violate a syntactic requirement of
the Determination construction and English pluralization, respectively, while
the third one violates the inherent configuration of the noun coffee as a mass
noun. The standard way of dealing with these patterns has been to posit a
feature-changing lexical construction (cf. Fillmore & Kay 1995, Chapter 3),
which essentially creates a new lexical item. An example of such a construction
would be the shift in status from proper to common noun, shown in Figure 9.

The representation correctly captures the fact that the change in certain
attribute-value specifications is necessarily associated with a change in inter-
pretation, in the diagram informally stated as ‘a portion or chronological stage’
within the meaning description through the associated semantic frame; this
feature is not part of the basic meaning of Prague. It is, then, this special lexi-
cal construction, not the ‘basic’ one shown in Figure 3, which unifies with the
Determination construction in order to license the construct the Prague. Never-
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Proper-to-Common Noun

syn | cat n sem [[41 as ‘aportion or chronological stage’]
proper — cnfg count
max - num
lex + | bounded +

proper +

level |:max + i|
lex +

sem -_frame M. ]

syn [ head |:cat n|

cnfg count
num
| bounded +
Ixm [...]

Figure 9. Proper-to-Common Noun construction in English

theless, it remains open to discussion whether this is indeed the most satisfying
solution to such cases of ‘accommodation’ or, to use Pustejovky’s (1995) term,
semantic coercion.

The weakness of strict unification consists in losing sight of the motivation
for the shift. It is precisely by virtue of attempting to use an inherently maximal
proper noun in a determination pattern that the noun has to be interpreted as
a non-maximal common noun: the Determination construction ‘coerces’ that
reading and the extent to which such an apparent unification failure can still
be accepted by speakers will depend on various contextual factors. An even
stronger argument can be made in case of the count-mass mismatches, in both
directions, where it is even less obvious for individual nouns why some un-
dergo the shift more readily than others (cf. Bring us three coffees vs. Termite
Tim had too much book for dinner). It would be more in the spirit of CxG to
treat these shifts as examples of stretching the ‘blueprint’ by failing some of
its specifications, thus also capturing the cline in acceptability of such shifts.
Notice that this kind of stretching is a general tendency in language use. For in-
stance, our earlier example of the pattern [particular types of time expression
[ago]] can be extended to three cigarettes ago or three girlfriends ago, where the
inherently non-temporal noun phrases three cigarettes or three girlfriends are
interpreted as measures of time elapsed simply by virtue of appearing in this
grammatical pattern.
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It is a known fact that hearers always first attempt to interpret a piece of
language, however imperfect, rather than simply reject it out of hand. In other
words, what we are faced with here is not so much an issue of the inherent
meaning of nouns as an issue of usage in context, and simply positing feature-
changing lexical constructions obscures this important dimension.

6.4 Valence

In describing and representing the combinatorial possibilities of individual lex-
ical items, a whole different set of issues arises when dealing with complement-
taking entities (verbs, adpositions, nouns, or adjectives) and their place and
role in constructions. Generally, we must address the association between event
participants required by the meaning of a given predicate and the morphosyn-
tactic realization of those participants. Moreover, we must have a way of inte-
grating those participants in the structure of the morphosyntactic pattern(s)
they occur in. Let us start with the first question, which can be broken down
into two more specific problems: how many and what types of complements
are required by a particular word.

If we take verbs as a representative example of complement-taking en-
tities, we are struck by several observations. First, a single verb may ap-
pear in sentences with a varying number of constituents, as shown by the
examples in (11).

(11) a. This time Peter carried the bags for me to the car.
b. Peter carried the bags.
c. “Peter carried.

While the verb carry may appear with a relatively large number of phrasal com-
panions, as in (11a), there seems to be a limit to the minimum number required
for sentences with carry to be well-formed. The awkwardness (at least out of
context) of (11c) suggests that two participants would be necessary for a min-
imally complete sentence. However, this need not hold up as a cross-linguistic
generalization, as suggested by the corresponding Turkish examples in (12)
with the verb fasi— ‘carry’: (12c) has only one overt nominal and exemplifies
a perfectly ordinary Turkish sentence.

(12) a. Simdi Ahmet torbalari  benim  igin arabaya
now Ahmed.sG.NoM bag.prL.AcC 1.5G.GEN for car.sG.DAT
tasidh.

CaITY.PST.SG
“This time Ahmed carried the bags for me to the car.
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b. Ahmet torbalar1  tagsidh.
Ahmed.sG.NOM bag.PL.ACC carry.pST.sG
‘Ahmed carried the bags’

c. Torbalar1  tasid.

bag.PL.ACC carry.PST.SG
‘[He/she/it] carried the bags’

Moreover, it is evident from the English examples in (13) below that it is not
just a matter of numbers anyway; both (13a) and (13b) have two complements
and yet, neither is a well-formed sentence.

(13) a. *He carried for me.
b. *This time carried to the car.

Although Peter and bags constitute an acceptable minimum of roles, any other
combination of any two complements found in (11a) does not. And finally,
the one-complement Turkish sentence in (12¢) is still different from other
one-complement patterns, such as the Russian example in (14), even though
they look superficially identical in that the single complement in both is an
accusative-marked constituent.

(14) Menya tosnilo.
1sG.ACC nauseate.PPL.SG.N
I feel sick/faint.” (lit. something like ‘fainted me’)

The crucial difference between the examples in (12¢) and (14) consists in the
fact that the carrier in (12¢) can be inserted in the form of a nominative NP,
and its presence or absence in a given utterance depends on its role in discourse,
while the cause of the faintness in (14) cannot be expressed under any circum-
stances because the verb tosnit’ ‘nauseate’ simply does not express that aspect
of what it means to experience nausea.'”

Different verbs, then, display different expectations both for the number
and the type of minimally required complements. For example, some English
verbs require only one (blush, work, jump), others require two (carry, love,
appeal, destroy, seem), while still others must have three (put, place, donate),
and others may not have any (rain). These co-occurrence requirements are
contained and specified in the vALENCE of the predicate, which is part of the
predicate’s lexical specifications and consists of a list of just those event partici-
pants that are minimally necessary in morphosyntax to express the meaning of
a given predicate.

In dealing with issues of lexical semantics and grammatical patterning,
CxG incorporates the scene-based approach to meaning known as Frame Se-
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mantics (Fillmore 1982, 1984, 1986b; Lambrecht 1984; Fillmore & Atkins 1992,
1993; Atkins 1994; Fillmore, Wooters, & Baker 2000; Johnson et al. 2001), in
which the meaning of words is “relativized to scenes” (Fillmore 1977:73) and
the essentials of any particular scene are stored in conceptual entities called
‘interpretive frames’ (Fillmore 1982). A frame represents a fixed structure im-
posed on our conceptualization of an event of a particular type and must
specify, among other things, the number and type of participants (FRAME ELE-
MENTS) necessary for ‘enacting’ the event denoted by a given predicate (cf. the
‘situational roles’ of early Case Grammar and Frame Semantics). This structure
is fairly specific and idiosyncratic because the conceptualization is to a large de-
gree shaped by cultural, social, and individual backgrounds; yet, the structure
is taken to be similar enough among speakers of the same language to allow
co-interpretable abstractions and generalizations.

The fact that the conceptual structure associated with words is built around
the notion of relatively complete scenes also provides the crucial link between
the predicate-specific frame elements and the more abstract, generalized se-
mantic roles.!' Frame elements (FE) are entities relevant to modeling lexical
meaning (roughly equivalent to what Dowty 1991 calls ‘individual roles’),
whereas semantic roles are linguistically motivated abstractions in that they
pick out specifically those properties that tend to display the same behavior
in morphosyntax (recall our earlier discussion of examples (1-4) in Section
2.2). For example, the frame associated with the English predicate carry may
contain the following elements: carrier, carried thing, destination, container,
manner, etc., while in the frame for, say, steal, the elements include a thief,
stolen thing, source, owner, value, container, manner, etc. The frame for Rus-
sian fosnit’ ‘nauseate’ might contain an experiencer, a cause of the physical state,
perceptual mode, intensity, and so on. However, the fine-grained, frame-based
distinctions between participants are often far too specific for drawing gener-
alizations about syntactic patterning. The passive in English, for example, does
not differentiate between ‘carrier’ and ‘thief’: passivization applies equally well
to both predicates (The box was carried / stolen by Peter). Semantic roles thus
serve as generalizations over the most salient properties of large sets of frame
participants, and saliency is understood with respect to their role in a given
event type.!?

The lexical representation of predicates thus must consist of two layers of
information: a frame and a valence. The frame captures all the idiosyncratic
information needed for our understanding of the meaning of a given predicate.
The valence, in contrast, represents the corresponding event pattern in a highly
schematized form, and though it represents a subset of frame elements, it is not
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necessarily fully predictable from the frame (cf. also Mosel’s 1991 arguments
for the unidirectional nature of this relationship). As a result, languages may
differ from each other in the correspondences between frame elements and
valence elements, and these differences may be projected all the way into the
syntactic expression.

By now classic examples of valences representing idiosyncratically assigned
structures on the same set of participants are pairs such as buy vs. sell, each of
which presents the same transaction from the perspective of a different partici-
pant (Fillmore 1977). Differences of this sort can manifest themselves through
distinct morphemes (buy/sell), or through the same morpheme with multi-
ple valences (e.g., the load cases in English: Peter loaded the truck with hay /
hay onto the truck). The idiosyncratic nature of these perspectivizing processes
also explains why they may differ from language to language. For example, the
verb fill in English only allows one perspective (therefore has one valence only),
whereas its equivalent in Turkish behaves like the English load verbs: dol- ‘fill x
with y’; “fill y into x’.

A valence thus contains a set of semantic roles, each of which is directly
linked to a particular frame participant on the one hand and to its correspond-
ing morphosyntactic expression on the other (cf. also Guerssel et al. 1985; or
Jackendoff’s 1987:405 view that an argument structure can be described as an
abbreviation for the part of conceptual structure that is “visible” to syntax).
This does not entail, however, that all predicates behave uniformly with respect
to the level of detail at which frame-specific semantic information is passed
onto morphosyntax. Individual predicates may differ in what they make “visi-
ble’ to syntax through their valence, ranging from fully specifying every detail
and thus severely constraining the morphosyntactic patterns a predicate can
appear in, to specifying relatively little, which leaves room for wider distribu-
tion and availability to a wider range of grammatical patterns. The notion of
underspecification is thus an important feature in valence representation. A
trivial example is the degree to which animacy and volitional involvement play
arole in determining the range of permissible subjects, differentiating between
very permissive systems (e.g. English, where almost anything can be a subject),
very restrictive ones (e.g. Kannada, where subjecthood correlates strongly with
volitional control, cf. Bhat 1991), or something in between (e.g. Russian). Such
differences will be reflected in the value associated with the semantic role at-
tribute, marked by the symbol 0: it may be a name of a specific role, it may
be left unspecified (marked by empty brackets [ ]), or it could, ultimately, be
itself a feature structure, if it turns out that these roles are best represented as
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combinations of more elementary semantic features such as animacy, control,
affectedness, etc.

The number of arguments, their links to corresponding frame elements,
and the semantic roles associated with them are specified in what is called
a ‘minimal valence, which is a lexical construction representing information
that is idiosyncratically connected with a particular lexical item. However, co-
occurrence restrictions are not limited to specifying just the number and type
of arguments. The constructional representations also have to have a way of
capturing the fact that certain arguments may show ‘privileged’ behavior with
respect to coding as well as to morphosyntactic constraints on their distribu-
tion; for example, a particular argument is more likely to function as the subject
in active sentences, or to be marked by the nominative case. CxG does not
subscribe to the notion of a universal hierarchy of semantic roles that would
automatically predict for any given valence in any given language which seman-
tic role is the privileged one. Since such hierarchies tend to be problematic (cf.
Ladusaw & Dowty 1988; Engdahl 1990; Fillmore & Kay 1995; Davis 1996; Sells
1998), Fillmore & Kay (1995) maintain that semantic prominence should be
treated as a predicate-related phenomenon (cf. also Levin & Rappaport 1995),
at least in the absence of any better alternative. The privileged status, if present,
is also marked in the minimal valence of each predicate and identifies an argu-
ment that maps onto the subject function in active clauses. Such an argument
is labeled ‘distinguished argument’ (DA), using a binary value [DA +/-].

Valences are represented as lists of elements enclosed in curly brackets
and separated by commas, {..., ...}; each element is again a feature structure,
which specifies, through the rel(ationship) attribute, the kinds of relationships
that an argument holds to the verb (i.e., as a specific semantic role or as a
grammatical function, or both). The two examples in Figures 10 and 11 show,
respectively, the lexical entries for the English verb carry and the Russian verb
tosnit’ ‘nauseate’. The representation indicates that English speakers must know
that in an active sentence, the agent argument of carry will have the form and
behavior of grammatical subjects; the agent is thus specified as [DA +]. Corre-
spondingly, speakers of Russian must know that none of the frame elements in
the frame To$n1T’ Will turn up in the nominative and behave like a grammat-
ical subject (i.e., the predicate has no distinguished argument in its valence).
Abbreviations for 0-values include agt ‘agent), pat ‘patient, exp ‘experiencer,
stim ‘stimulus’.'?

The ‘inherit’ statement (“inherit Subject construction”) in the lexical rep-
resentation of carry is an expression of what Fillmore & Kay (1995, Chapter
8:27) call the susjecT prINCIPLE: “Every fully specified verbal valence has a
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CARRY
inherit Subject
syn [ [ catv]
[ max —,lex + ﬂ

sem | frame CARRY
FE #1 [ Carrier |

FE #2 [Load]
FE #3 [ Destination ]
#4 [ Container |

FE
val { rel #1[6 agt], rel#Z[@ pat] }
DA + DA -

Ixm carry

Figure 10. Minimal valence of carry

TOSNIT’
syn [ [ cat v] ]

[ max —,lex+ ]

sem | frame TOSNIT
FE #1 [ Sufferer ]
FE #2 [ Cause ]

val {rel #1 [9 exp} }
DA —

Ixm tosnit'

Figure 11. Minimal valence of Russian fosnit’ ‘nauseate’

subject gf [=grammatical function]”. By including this requirement, the lexi-
cal construction in Figure 10 captures the type of grammar English has with
respect to the obligatoriness of grammatical subjects. In contrast, the lexical
entry for the Russian verb tosnit’ ‘nauseate’ (or any Russian verb, for that mat-
ter) does not call for inheriting a subject construction because syntactic well-
formedness of Russian sentences does not depend on the presence of a subject
constituent in the same way it does in English."* The Subject construction for
English would have the form shown in Figure 12, expressing the following in-
formation: any lexical construction of the syntactic type ‘verb’ must unify with
a linking construction (see below) that provides a subject valence slot.
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syn [cat V] Subject
lex +

val {[rel[gfsub]]}

Figure 12. English Subject construction

The present approach to the privileged status and its relationship to gram-
matical subjecthood might well turn out to be an interim solution, which may
at some point be replaced by a less stipulative treatment when the semantic va-
lence structure is fleshed out so that the distribution of the semantic privilege
follows from the inventory and organization of event types.

6.5 Linking

The semantic roles listed in the minimal valence mediate all regularly occur-
ring associations between syntactically relevant frame-level participants and
their morphosyntactic expression. These associations are represented in the
form of linking constructions, which express generalizations about matching
a particular semantic argument (agent, patient, location, etc.) with its canoni-
cal expression in a specific grammatical pattern. Marking the form may involve
different kinds of representation, depending on the language type (case mark-
ing, grammatical functions, word order, or a combination thereof). The gen-
eral relationship between lexical meaning of predicates and the morphosyn-
tactic expression of their arguments can be schematically summarized as in
Figure 13 (adapted from Fried, in press), which is a generic template for any
syntactically two-place predicate.

Let us now illustrate some of the issues involved in formulating linking
constructions. A simple example can be taken from the English transitive pat-
tern. The set of sentences in (15) contains predicates with different frames

Frame elements FE, FE,, ..., FE

~. 7 lexically specified for each predicate
Semantic roles SR, SR,
Grammatical functions/ | } association thr01.1gh linking
GF,, GF, constructions

morphological cases

Figure 13. From frames to morphosyntax
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S cat v ses .
yn lex + Transitive Object
voice active

| DA -
v {rel[gf ob)}}

Figure 14. English Transitive Object linking construction

BUY syn cat v BUY - Transitive Object
inherit Subject max —
lex — + |
syn Gt v _voice active
max — -
lex + sem|frame COMMERCIAL_TRANSACTION
- - FE #1 [ Buyer |
sem frame COMMERCIAL_TRANSACTION FE #2 [ Seller |
FE #1 [ Buyer | FE #3 [ Goods |
FE #2 [ Seller ] FE #4 [ Money ]
FE #3 [ Goods ]
~ FE #4 [ Money | _|| val {#1jrel & agt ||,#3|rel| 6 pat |}
DA + DA —
val {#1 [rel| © agt|, #3 [rel 0 pat } _gf sub gf obj
DA + DA - syn n+ syn n+
Ixm  buy Ixm  buy

minimal ————— full (active transitive)

Figure 15. From a minimal to a full valence (active transitive)

and different minimal valences (shown to the right of each example, in an
abbreviated form), but they all are instances of the same syntactic pattern.

(15) a. The result pleased him. {[rel [0 stim, DA +]], [rel [0 exp, DA —]]}

b. Sam bought ahouse.  {[rel [0 agt, DA +]], [rel [0 pat, DA -]]}

c. We received your letter. {[rel [0 goal, DA +]], [rel [0 theme, DA —]]}
{[

d. Everybody heard you. rel [0 exp, DA +]], [rel [0 stim, DA —]]}

All of these examples involve unification between a particular lexical predicate
and the Transitive Object linking construction, which specifies — as represented
in Figure 14 — that it expects to unify with a lexical verb in an active voice
form and that the non-DA argument in the verb’s valence must be linked to
the object function.

Thus in (15b), for example, the lexical specification for the verb buy
(shown on the left in Figure 15) unifies with the Transitive Object linking con-
struction, resulting in a full valence specification (the right-hand box in Figure
15). Notice that the full valence also spells out the information provided by
several other constructions which we will not elaborate here: (i) the subject
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construction required by the lexeme buy and (ii) the constructions responsible
for assigning lexical categories to the arguments. Fully specified valence, then,
includes the following information: the number and type of frame elements
relevant to syntax (indicated by the unification indices, here marking Buyer
and Goods), the nature of the semantic relation that each argument bears to
the predicate (the 0 feature), the grammatical function of each argument (gf),
and the syntactic type of each constituent (the syn feature in the valence).'?

Before we proceed, let us return to two typologically relevant points in-
troduced earlier, and how they relate to the representations used so far. First,
CxG does not claim that a given construction must have universal status and
be present in the description and representation of every language. We already
noted that the Subject construction, as specified above for English, is not a nec-
essary part of the constructional inventory in a language like Russian. And as
more and more research has shown, the absence of this construction — and,
consequently, any other grammatical pattern that targets grammatical sub-
jects — will figure in describing many other languages as well (e.g. Schachter
1976; Foley & van Valin 1977; LaPolla 1990; Bhat 1991). And secondly, CxG
does not assume that a particular syntactic or morphological attribute must
be present in the description of all constructions with a similar external func-
tion. For example, the morphosyntactic properties of the DA argument in a
simple assertion can be defined through reference to discourse roles, gram-
matical functions, morphological case, or a combination of these — or other —
categories. With respect to linking, this can be demonstrated on the Russian
example, in which crucial information for grammatical patterning consists
largely in case marking, which is sensitive primarily to semantic roles, rather
than to more abstract grammatical relations. It would be beyond the scope of
this introductory sketch to discuss the arguments for this analysis (cf. for ex-
ample, Nichols 1983 for some discussion; and Danes$ 1968 and Fried 1994b
on similar problems in Czech), but we include the construction in Figure 16
simply to illustrate one possible representation of linking in a language where
grammatical functions may not be relevant to the same degree or in the same
way as in English.

Linking constructions also represent phenomena known as shifts in diathe-
sis and various kinds of alternations in argument expression, all of which
involve variable alignment between semantic arguments and their expression.
A very basic and familiar example can be taken from the English passive, which
would be represented as in Figure 17. This construction unifies with a lexical
predicate in the passive form and links the predicate’s distinguished argu-
ment with an oblique function which has the form of a prepositional phrase
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syn [cat v] TOSNIT’

SeM [ frame TOSNIT

FE #1 [ Sufferer |
FE #2 [ Cause ]

val {#1 { rel [8,,e%P] } }
]

syn|[ case acc

Ixm tosnit’

Figure 16. Linking in a case-marking language

syn cat v .
[l ex + Passive
voice passive

sem [ ‘an entity is affected by a potentially unidentified cause’]
prag [ ‘discourse prominence of the result of an action’]

val {[rel [DA + }
gf obl}
syn[ cat P+, ]
(fni)

Figure 17. English Passive linking construction

headed by the preposition by. The fact that the DA argument (the by-phrase in
traditional terminology) need not be expressed at all is indicated by the paren-
thesized ‘free null instantiation’ statement (fni) — for discussion of that feature,
see Section 6.6.3. Notice further, that the construction has its specific seman-
tics and serves a particular pragmatic function; both of these characteristics are
here given as prose statements.

The way we arrive at the full valence specification of a passive verb form is
illustrated in Figure 18, using again the lexical entry of the verb buy. We thus
have in mind the passive verb form in a passive construct such as The house was
bought (by Sam).

It should be clear that this treatment of the passive does not make any claim
about its relationship to the active transitive pattern. In fact, the passive con-
struction resembles ordinary adjunct constructions (cf. Kay & Fillmore 1999
for an elaborate example of an adjunct construction) in that it simply adds
an optional valence element to a predicate that has a semantic potential for
supplying one.
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BUY syn [ cat v BOUGHT - pass.
inherit Subject ln;;:x +_ .
voice passive
syn |cat v
max — sem | frame COMMERCIAL_TRANSACTION
lex + FE #1 [ Buyer |
sem [ frame ;ngllil[l%IS;g:‘TANSACTION ] EE ﬁ %SGe(l)l(e):gs]]
FE #2 [ Seller ] - FE #4 [ Money |
FE #3 [ Goods ] val {#1|rel|g agt ||, #3| rel|0 pat ||}
FE #4 [ Money ] - D? +bl DfA —b
val {#1 [rel|© agt | #3[rel|0 pat]} g o gt su
DA + DA — SYn - Py, syn. nt
(fni)
Ixm  buy Ixm  bought

minimal ———  full (passive)

Figure 18. From minimal to full valence (passive)

In this respect, it might be tempting to consider the Transitive Object con-
struction as a potentially argument-adding construction as well, on the analysis
that it may unify either with inherently transitive predicates that simply need
the second argument to be aligned with the object function (such as any of
the predicates in (15)), or with an inherently intransitive predicate, result-
ing in a two-place pattern that mimics transitive verbs, in constructs such as
those in (16).

(16) a. She'll walk you across the street.
b. Now we’re talking money!

It is not clear what the correct analysis should be (or that both examples even
represent a single grammatical pattern, given the special intonation usually as-
sociated with the example in (16b) but absent in (16a)). One thing is certain,
though: they involve more than a simple addition of an object in the way the
Transitive Object construction is formulated. Minimally, we have to note the
holistic reading of the second argument (you and money, respectively), con-
veying a clear sense of completeness or affectedness, whether in the sense of
manipulation (in the case of leading a walking companion) or simply ‘hav-
ing the real thing (=the topic of conversation) thoroughly under control’ in
(16b). This semantic feature is not contributed by the lexical meaning of either
verb (walk, talk) nor by the nominal complements themselves, and would not
follow from simply using the Transitive Object construction either, since that
construction is not — and cannot be — associated with the ‘affectedness’ seman-
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Affected Object
inherit Transitive Object
sem [‘an entity is completely controlled by another entity (animate?)’]

val {|:rel [o pat]]}

sem |[ ... |

Figure 19. Affected Object linking construction

tics if it is to apply to a sufficiently wide semantic range of transitive predicates,
such as the set in (15).

Semantic extensions like these provide evidence that grammatical con-
structions themselves have meaning, however general and abstract it may be
in some cases. In order to account for constructs of the kind exemplified in
(16), we need to posit another construction. This construction — we will label
it Affected Object linking construction — is a semantically more constrained
version of the Transitive Object construction (no doubt motivated by proto-
typical instances of semantically transitive verbs), along the lines of Figure 19.
The relationship between the two constructions is captured through the inher-
itance relation, which ensures that all the properties of the Transitive Object
construction are also present (‘inherited by’) in the Affected Object construc-
tion. The latter then adds requirements of its own, namely: a particular overall
interpretation, which is not just a sum of the meanings of its parts; the seman-
tic role patient for the object; and, possibly, other restrictions on the inherent
semantics of the added object (this is indicated by the three dots within a pair
of square brackets, but the validity of this analysis is an empirical issue that
cannot be resolved in this space).

For illustrative purposes, we give a fully spelled out version of the Affected
Object construction in Figure 20, where all the information inherited from the
Transitive Object is in boldface italics.

This construction can, then, unify with one-place verbs, forcing a transi-
tive reading on two frame elements (here, Walker and Companion, and Speaker
and Topic in (16a) and (16b), respectively) that are not inherently in a transi-
tive relationship. An example of such a coersion is in Figure 21, showing the
relationship between the minimal valence of walk and its use in the Affected
Object construction.'

However, the need to have a linking mechanism for adding valence ele-
ments goes well beyond simply elaborating the depicted event by adding cir-
cumstantial adjuncts of time, location, manner, passive agent, etc., or instances
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syn Affected Object

[cat v
lex +
| voice active
sem [‘an entityis completely controlled by another entity (animate?)’]
[rel T pat|] }

DA -

& obj

]

Lsem [

val {

Figure 20. Affected Object linking construction, fully spelled out

WALK
inherit Subject

syn |cat v
max [ ]
lex +

sem| frame WALK
FE #1 [ Walker ]
FE #2 [ Distance |
FE #3 [ Ground ]
FE#4 [ Point of departure ]
FE#5 [ Destination ]
FE 6 [ Companion |
val {#1 [rel [e theme} }
DA +

Ixm  walk

max [ |
lex +

syn {cat v} WALK - Affected Object

sem | frame WALK
FE #1 [ Walker |
FE #2 [ Distance |
FE #3 [ Ground ]
FE #4 [ Point of departure ]
FE #5 [Destination]
FE #6 [ Companion |

val { #1 rel{e theme} , #6 rel{e pat} }

DA + DA -
gf sub gf obj
syn n+ syn n+
Ixm  walk

minimal ——————— full (active transitive)

Figure 21. The verb walk in the Affected Object construction

of manipulating the meaning of lexical predicates by combining them with in-
dependently existing linking patterns. Sometimes participants are added that
differ from the above cases in two respects: (i) on the one hand, they clearly
cannot be projected by the lexical predicate (i.e., they are not even in the in-
ventory of frame elements as potential additions), and (ii) the addition does
not affect the meaning or interpretation of the lexical predicate. Yet, these ex-
tra elements are fully integrated into the morphosyntactic, prosodic, semantic,
and pragmatic structure of a sentence, just like any other argument.
Well-known and apparently ubiquitous (Payne & Barshi 1999:5) exam-
ples of such patterns include applicatives and external possessors, which were
briefly introduced in Section 4 by the Maasai data. These patterns pose a seri-
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ous challenge to syntactic theories that assume the clause structure to be always
a direct projection of verbal argument structure. We will now illustrate some
of the complexities involved in these cases as they manifest themselves in the
distribution of the dative case in Czech (in just a subset of its functions), and
show how a constructional analysis accounts for such patterning.

The sentences in (17) below show a single lexical predicate — svitit ‘to emit
light’ — in its basic use (17a), which does not involve any dative complement,
and in two instances with an added dative-marked argument (17b, c), each
with a different interpretation. Note that the meaning of the predicate remains
constant: all three sentences are about a source of light that is or is not in
operation.

(17) a. Lampa jesté sviti.
lamp.NoMm.sG.F still emit.light.PrRES.35G
‘The lamp is still on.

b. Bude jim to svitit na
be.FUT.35G 3PL.DAT that.NOM.sG.N emit.]light.INF on
cestut.
path.acc.sG.F
It'll be lighting the path for them.

c.  Nesviti ném baterka.
NEG.emit.light.prES.3sG 1pL.DAT flashlight.NoM.sG.F
‘Our flashlight isn’t working.

The sentence in (17a) also contrasts with the examples in (18), which show
two-place predicates that have an obligatory dative-marked complement in
their valence.

o vy

(18) a. Jemu nelze pomoct/dirvérovat/vzdorovat/ublizit.
3sG.paT.M impossible help/trust/defy/bring.harm.INr
‘[It’s] impossible to help/trust/defy/harm him.
b. Komu  ten chleba nechutnal?

who.pat that.NOM.sG.M bread.NOM.sG.M NEG.appeal.PPL.SG.M
‘Who didn’t like the bread? (lit. ‘to whom didn’t the bread appeal’)

Without going into all the details (for more data, discussion, and complete
representations see Fried 1999a, 1999b), let us briefly sketch how the dative-
linking patterns involved in these examples form a network of progressively
more specialized constructions. The example in (18a) represents the basic
function of the Czech dative, which can be described as a special type of af-
fectedness, distinct from patienthood and consistently marked in opposition
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syn [Cat v ] Affected Dative
lex +

val {[rel [0 ‘indirect affect’ﬂ}
syn [case dat]

Figure 22. Affected Dative linking construction

to accusative-marked affectedness. The linking construction relevant for this
use has the representation in Figure 22, specifying that an argument with the
semantic role ‘indirect affect’ is linked to the dative form.!”

The content of this linking relation holds also for the examples in (17b)
and (17c), where the dative is added as an extra argument, but with addi-
tional constraints. In (17b) and (17c), just like in (18a), the dative-marked
referent is cast as affected in some indirect way by the situation described by
the predicate. However, (17b) and (17¢) allow only an animate referent for
the dative-marked nominal, which makes this dative reading narrower than in
(18a): the plain Affected Dative is not restricted with respect to animacy. The
personal pronoun jemu ‘to him’ in (18a) could be easily replaced by a seman-
tically appropriate inanimate referent, but the use shown in (17b) and (17¢)
cannot, as demonstrated in (19).

(19) *Meéstu nesvitily pouli¢ni
tOWN.DAT.SG.N NEG.emit.]light.PPL.3PL street.ADJ.NOM.PL.F
lampy.

lamp.NOM.PL.F

(i) *The street lamps didn’t work for/on the town.” (i.e. ‘the town suffered
from broken street lamps’)

(ii)*‘The town’s lamps didn’t work [for the town’s benefit].

Starting with (17b), we have to conclude that the linking construction that li-
censes constructs of this kind is an elaboration on the Affected Dative. It inher-
its all the properties of the Affected Dative but adds the following constraints:
its pragmatic purpose is the speaker’s decision to introduce an interested (nec-
essarily animate) party, and to express his/her subjective take on the event (cf.
King 1998a; and Dabrowska 1997 for discussion of the empathy-related aspect
of this use of the dative). Semantically, the construction casts the interested
party as indirectly affected by the circumstances of the event. The result is a
slight shift in the role of the dative-marked participant (indicated in Figure 23
by the provisional label ‘interest’): the construction narrows the affectedness

down to something like ‘someone’s interest in the event’'®
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Dative of Interest
inherit Affected Dative

prag [ ‘introduce an interested party; speaker's subjective assessment of event’ |
sem [ ‘circumstances described by the predicate have significant consequences
for the interested party, whose referent is not in control of the event’]

val { [ rel [0 ‘interest] } }
]

sem [animate +

Figure 23. Dative-of-Interest linking construction

However, to invoke this construction is not enough to account for the pat-
ternin (18c). On the one hand, the dative still marks a referent with ‘interest’ in
the event (i.e., one positively or negatively affected by the circumstances), but
on the other hand, this referent is also necessarily interpreted as the owner of
the flashlight: (18¢) cannot mean ‘somebody else’s flashlight isn’t working for
our benefit, but only ‘our flashlight isn’t working on us (i.e. for our benefit)’.
No possessive relationship is present in (18b). Put differently, it is necessar-
ily the case that the ‘interested party’ in (18b) is simultaneously the owner of
something else in the scene and an affected entity, not simply one or the other
(for detailed arguments see Fried 1999a; and also King 1998b).

In order to capture this complexity — a dative-of-interest reading overlayed
with possession — the Dative-of-Interest construction must be further elabo-
rated, yielding yet another linking construction — let us label it Affected Posses-
sor — in this inheritance network. The Affected Possessor linking construction
adds the rossgssioN frame that introduces the frame elements Possessor and
Possessum (what is possessed). This frame must be integrated with the frame
of the main predicate in such a way that the Possessor semantics unifies with
the semantics of the added dative-marked element, while the Possessum uni-
fies with a ‘non-agentive’ argument that is provided by the main verb (this is
to satisfy the condition that the Possessum cannot be a transitive or unergative
subject, but can be semantically either an affected participant or a location).
Finally, the pragmatic purpose of this construction is to mark the Possessor as
more prominent than the Possessum in discourse and to express the speaker’s
empathy with the Possessor. Neither of these conditions obtains with the use of
what is considered the unmarked, NP-internally expressed possessive relation-
ships (this is a fact that has been reported for other languages with external
possessors as well, e.g. for Hebrew in Berman 1982; for Northern Pomo in
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) _ Affected Possessor
inherit Dative-of-Interest

prag [ ‘greater discourse prominence of Possessor than Possessum’ |

sem frame POSSESSION
FE #1[Possessor ]
FE #2[Possessum | (subject to possessive hierarchy) & #3[ ]

val { #3 [ rel [ O ‘non-agentive’]]}

Figure 24. Affected (external) Possessor

O’Connor 1994; and for Maasai in Payne 1997a). Figure 24 is a representation
of this special construction capturing the details of Czech.

Some of the instances of linking discussed here are reminiscent of the ‘ar-
gument structure constructions’ proposed in Goldberg (1995). However, it
should be clear even from this handful of brief illustrations that the general
scope and nature of linking phenomena is considerably broader than those
treated by Goldberg. Goldberg discusses only a particular type of what CxG
might include in linking, namely relatively elaborate cases in which a whole
valence pattern (not just one added element) provides the source of a con-
structional meaning when unified with predicates that do not inherently occur
in that pattern. In fact, meaning seems to be attributed exclusively to the con-
structions, while the inherent semantics of the predicates themselves is given
little consideration, if any at all. Goldberg’s constructions are not ‘adjunct’
constructions that add valence elements, but are complete event patterns, ex-
pressed as fully specified valences (‘argument structures’), which make a con-
nection between fairly abstract conceptual structures and their grammatical
realization and which always involve a shift in the meaning of the predicate.
Her ‘argument structure constructions’ are thus neither phrasal nor linking
constructions as understood in CxG (cf. Kay, forthcoming; and Boas 2003 for
detailing some of the main differences). Moreover, Goldberg’s constructions do
not seem to operate explicitly with the notion of frame in the sense of Frame
Semantics (beyond simply assuming the existence of frames, without any clear
connection to the constructional argument structures), but rather with a ver-
sion of semantic decomposition reminiscent of Jackendoff’s approach to lexical
semantics, which also constitutes a marked departure from CxG.

This section has demonstrated that the content of linking constructions
can be fairly minimal, such as the English Transitive Object or Passive construc-
tions, but also quite elaborate. As the dative-marking examples from Czech
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show, linking can involve a good amount of semantic and pragmatic detail and
can, ultimately, lead to a network of constructions organized by inheritance
relations.

6.6 Instantiation patterns

As we have just demonstrated, CxG takes sentences to be built around lexical
predicates, since it is the predicate that determines a number of syntactic and
semantic properties and relations encoded by a sentence. The predicate serves
this crucial function through evoking a rich semantic structure (frame) that
provides the participants and props in a given scene, and through canonical
(or not so canonical) linking patterns that establish the grammatical pattern-
ing associated with a given predicate. This information alone constitutes the
backbone of any predicate-based expression and also serves as a basis for incor-
porating additional complements that may not be contributed by the predicate
itself but must be semantically compatible with it. However, a valence is an un-
ordered set of primarily semantic elements and provides no information about
the physical realization of arguments, such as structural dependencies or the
linear order in which valence elements are instantiated.

This aspect of syntactic structure is represented in phrasal and ordering
constructions, which carry informa