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ABSTRACT

TUs paper discusses sorne proposais pul lorward by Amaya Mendikoetxea in a
rccent article. After considening the meaning of ‘funetionul models’ in linguisties. [he
need for them lo inlegrate [he Unaccusative Hypothesis, as propounded by Genera-
tive Grammar and pictured in Mendikoelxea’s arlicle, is questioned as it does not
seem to be a real breaklhrough in our understanding aud explanation of linguislie
facts Íroni Ihe funetional and cognitive poiní of view. An interpretation of (in)transi-
tivily in gradualistie terms is preferred instead within the general framework of cogni-
tive-funetional models of grammar. The main ‘diagnoses’ fon Ihe unaccusalive hypo-
[hesis considered in Mendikoetxea’s paper are hrictly analysed. As a general
conclusion. the facts [he Unaccusative Hypolhesis tríes to explain can be betíer
understoud insemanlie and pragmatie ratber Ihansyntactic terms.

1. INTRODUCTION

In an article published in Issue Nr. 3 of EIUC, A. Mendikoetxea (1995)
faces sorne grammatical problems ‘«hose interesí is beyond doubt and ‘«hicE
lead [o Ihe necessary reconsideration of such traditional grammatical con-
cepís as (in)transitivity, Subject, and Object. After a brief consideration of
some types of grammar (descriptive, pedagogical. and Iheoretical) she pro-
poses Ihe introduction of Ihe concept of unaeeusativity in funetional models
of grammar, even pointing to iís usefulness for L2 teaching.

In Ihis article, 1 intend to address the issue raised in Mendikoetxea’s ar-
[ide, considering some alternalive analyses. 1 shall basically follow Ihe same
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order used by Mendikoetxea (1 shall be referring lo her as AM for the sake of
brevity), as it ‘«ilí enable me lo reslate her main poinís from a quite different
perspective. 1 shall not attempt a fulí crilical consideration of the Unaccu-
salive I-lypothesis as it has been developed in David Perlmutter’s original Re-
lational Grammar approach or in Generalive Grammar al large, buí shall
limil mysclf lo the points touched upon by AM.

As 1 understand it, AM’s anide makes Ihe following basic claims: (a)
funetional grammars need ihe grammalical categories of S(ubjecl) and
O(bjeet) for Iheir typologies of clauses; (b) 5 and O can belíer be understood
as derived, not primilive, categories, as in Generative Grammar; (e) certain
synlactie facts need the iníroduclion of special classes of verbs, viz. unaccu-
sative and ergative; (d) Ibis need is sho’«n by the analysis of certain syntactic
constructions; (e) it is conveniení for functional, descniptive models of gram-
mar lo introduce those typcs of verbs as substitutes for their analyses of the
clause.

In Section 2 1 shall discuss AM’s presentation of funetional grammars. In
Section 3 ihe currení vie’« on Syntactic Functions in funetional and fune-
tional-cognilive grammars ‘«ilí be sho’«n nol to coincide with AM’s presenta-
tion. Section 4 will then be devoted to a brief analysis of the two diagnostie
tests for unaccusaíivity adduced by AM.

It may seem odd for a reply lo be longer than Ihe papen it discusses. 1
think, however, thaI Ihe issue is of enough importance and that a consider-
ation and claritication of the points AM faces in her article is indeed necess-
ary. For sorne (probably sociological rather than scientific) reason, ihe ‘dis-
coveries’ made by the formal models of grammar are automatically assumed
to have to be discussed in Ihe non- formal approaches loo, i.e. in Ihe fune-
tional and (functional)-cognitive models, under the assumption thaI lhey also
necessarily affect them. The opposite, ho’«ever, is never lrue: that is, ihe for-
mal models only cxtremely seldom, if ever, discuss Ihe ‘discoveries’ made by
funetional or cognitive grammars. excepí perhaps for their cursory disqualifi-
cation, as they consider them out of Iheir own ficíd of interest. Fon instance. 1
kno’« of no serious discussion or comment on Gilles Fauconnier’s cognilive
‘Mental Spaces’ model (1984/1995) from the formal ticíd, and Ihe same can
be said abouí mosí proposals by Simon Dik and other proponenís of Pune-
tional Grammar. The main poiní 1 iníend tu make here is that it is not necess-
arily so: funetional models may view language in general and (even minute)
linguistie facts in particular, in a ‘«ay lhat is alien [o Ihe formal ones. and
there is no reason at alí ‘«hy they should have lo yield tu Ihe ‘dictates’ of for-
mal gnammars. The Unaccusative Hypothesis (UH) may be one of Ihese
cases: it may just be irrelevant for funetional grammars, as the same facís ‘ex-
plained’ by UR can also be understood in cognitive and funetional terms. Al-
though AM~s síance is nol quite as extreme as [he one 1 have jusí outlined,
such positions are unforluna[ely much too freciuent in linguisties 2
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My main position in Ihis paper can be summarised as follows: UH is nol
significaníly useful for Ihe funetional and/or cognitive grammars (F/CGs)
because it purporls lo explain in syntactic terms ceríain linguistie phenomena
which F/CGs prefer lo explain in a nonsyntactic way in accordance wiIh
Iheirbasic scientific aims.

2. QN SO-CALLED ‘GRAMMATICAL FUNCTIONS’

2.1. Sorne preliininary issues

AM characterises her own approach as ‘non-funetional’ and makes ref-
erence to «three different common uses of the term ‘funclional’ in linguislie
and language studies» (ibid.), centring her altenlion on the third one: «1 shall
argue against a funclional classifieaíion of clause-Iypes in English, i.e. a classi-
fication based on grammaíical Jhnctions (GFs), such as S(ubject), O(bject),
and so onu (p. 135). AM considers a formal approach more ‘enlightening’
than the funetional one for the explanalion of cg. «the basic pattcrn underly-
ing clause-lypes and V-Iypes».

2.2. ‘Linguisties’, Generative Gramrnar,
and (Cognitive)-Functional Grammar

Firsí of alí, Ihere are a fe’« general points of note ‘«here 1 have to disagree
with AM. Qn page 141, she makes a statemení thaI can only be accepíed in very
restrictive terms, i.e. as referring to Generative Grammars and nol lo ‘linguis-
tics’ at large: «much of the recent effort in linguisties has been devoled lo deriv-
ing lexical properties from syntactic properlies». Buí for many people Ihe oppo-
site seems lo be true, lexical properties being delerminaní for the underslanding
of syntactic properties: Argumení síructure, for instance, is seen as depending
on the lexical properties of verbs in a clearly semantie, not syntactic, approach.

Secondly, 1 think AM’s definition and treatment of funclion and, corre-
spondingly, of Júnctional grammars (FGs) shows Ihe prejudices to be found
in Ihe consideration of non-generative models by generalive grammarians.
Qn the one hand, ¡ do not [hink it fair lo consider Halliday (1985) and Dik
(1980) as «perhaps the most represeníative of different frameworks wiíhin
funclional grammar» (p. 147, note 2). Of course, nei[her Halliday’s nor Dik’s
models were set once and for alí as far back as 1985 and i980 respectively.
To restricí my observations lo Dik’s funclional model, it would have been al
leasí necessary lo consider Ihe presení síate of the theory as reflecíed in Dik
(1989) and Sie’«ierska (1991), lo quole jusí two classical works. FGs cer-
tainly include olber alternative models, and a reference [o al least T. Givón’s



52 Enrique Bernárdez

‘íypological-functional’ model and to Foley and Van Valin’s ‘Role-and-Ref-
erence Grammar’ would have been necessary. Ihese two models are some-
how funclional+cogniíive, which probably is the direction ‘non-formal’ mod-
cís of grammar are nowadays taking. leading perhaps lowards a new under-
standing of ‘functionalism’. My approach in Ihis paper ‘«III be of Ibis type,
‘«hich is of course relatively unfair on AM’s paper ‘«hich only addresses
‘funclional’ grammars proper. Much of ‘«hal follows in fact ‘«ilí be more ‘cog-
nitive’ [han strictly ‘funclional’.

Qn dic other hand, AM’s identification of [he three <differenl common
uses of Ihe term ‘funetional’ in linguistie and language studies» is far loo
vague lo reflecí Ihe real meaning of ‘funetional’. Jan Nuyts (1992) devotes
sections 1.2. and 1.3. (56 pages!) of his book [o [he analysis of the meaning of
‘funetion’ and ‘funclional explanation’ in linguislies; see also Dik (1986). In
my opinion, AM’s presentation of [he issue is too unrealistie and provides a
very inaccurate picture of present-day POs. 1 agree thaI considerations of
space, and [he main purpose of her arlicle, did not enable sufficien[ treatmenl
of Ihe matíer; but [he overalí picture of FOs offered in her article seems,
ralher Ihan a shorlened and simplified exposilion of [he model which could
be an allernative lo her own approach, something like a tailor-made adver-
sary which one’s own ideas can confroní ‘«ith superiority.

3. THE FUNCTIONAL CLASSIEICATION OF CLAUSES AND VS

As a consequence of her presentalion of FGs, AM raises some objeclions
[o funclional explanaíions which. in my opinion. are nol valid. She objects lo
[he funclional definition of Iransitivity in [he dicho[omous lerms of transitive
vs. intransitive (p. 137), which leads [o a purcly [axonomie approach to [ransi-
[ivi[y in Ihe Ierms of a multiple classification of clause-lypes based on the ea-
tegories of Subjeel and Object. as in (ireenbaum and Quirk~s grammar
(1992) (AM, p. 136/137).

AM relates [he funclional analysis of lransiliviíy lo [he acceplance of
such Grammatical Functions (GEs) as O(bject) and S(ubjec[), ‘«hich is in fact
her main objection againsí FOs: «terms Iike 8 and O have no clear pretheore-
[ical referenceo (p. 135). “From a Iheoretical poin[ of view [he terms 5 and O
are ... den ved íerms which refer [o Ihe surface structure position of the argu-
ments of a V» (p. 146).

AM’s vie’« is certainly right. as 5 and O have crosslinguistically been
sho’«n no[ to be universally necessary calegories, and they sornetimes obseure
lhings in Ihe grammatical analysis of linguislie facís in many languages Y In
‘Rolc-and-Reference Grammar~, too. 5 and O are abandoned as basic univer-
sal, categonies, see Van Valin (ed. 1993) and [he original reasoning behind [he
abandonnicnt of thcsc catíegories i n an early article as Folcy aíid Vaíi Val i n
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(1977). The debate still continues, even in the ‘formal’ models, whenever
crosslinguistic studies are alíempled (see cg. Manning (1996, 1.2.3)).

But do Ihe funetional models posil 5 and O as universal categories? A
brief look a[ Dik’s FG may suffice. For him and his followers, 5 and O, called
‘syn[acíic functions’, «are regarded as neilber primitive nor universal. Nor in
the case of languages actually manifesting syntactic functions are subjects and
objects considered to be necessarily presení in alí Ihe structures of Ihe lan-
guage» (Siewierska 1991: 73). The operations of’subject assignment’ and ‘ob-
ject-assignment’ (mainly perspectival in nature, see Siewierska (1991: 74/
75)) are responsible fon [he presence or absence of 5 and O in a particular
language. Dik also showed thaI sorne languages lack both 5 and O whereas
others only have ‘subject- assignment’ ‘.

FGs, therefore, do not posil 5 and O as primitives; in fact, things can be
much more clearly understood if they are considered as secondary, i.e.. as
deniveai But they are derived from Ihe semantie and pragmatie (predicational)
organisation of [he utíerance plus Ihe speaker’s perspective. According lo
Dik [he predicalion specifics a cerlain “basic perspective on [he SoA [State of
Affairsj which it designates. The basic perspective runs from Ihe firsí argu-
ment Al lo A2, and on lo A3, if presenta (Dik 1989: 212): Nuyts (1992:
213) goes even further and proposes «thaI Ihe pragmatic functions have lo
operate no[ only before Ihe syntaclic funetion assignmení, buí even al the
pre-predicational level», i.e., [he predication should already have a ceríain
penspective imposed on it ‘«hich could be A2 A’, A3 A> A2, etc. Nuy[s’
idea amounts to saying that hefore any linguistie (pre-) organisalion of [he ul-
terance, Ihe SoA is already organiscd around a ceníain poiní of iníeresí ‘«hich
need nol coincide wilh anylhing like 5 or O (moreover, it makes no sense to
use [hese terms at [his level of analysis). Wc could say Ihal in an SoA wi[h
several participanís. a speaker may be inlerested in ‘talking about’ any of
them, and that she will ultima[ely organise her ulterance accordingly. This
penspectivisation is carried oul even before [he argumenís are assigned thc
semanlic functions of ‘agení’, ‘goal’. ‘beneficiary’. etc. Lel us consider the fol-
lowing sentences:

(1) The ehild gaye his mother a lelter
(2) The moiher was given a letter by her child
(3) A letíer was given by Ihe child tu his molber
(4) The child gaye a lelter lo his mother

lf we note ‘Ihe child’ as A>, ‘his mother’ as A3, and ‘a letíer’ as A2, [he dif-
ference bet’«een these sentences is clearly a matíer of perspecíive: A’-A3-A2
(1); A3-A2-A’ (2): A2-A>-A3 (3); A’-A2-A3 (4), and so on. Perspectivisation
would Ihus operate on a prelinguistie level. so thaI Ihe syntaclic construction
in (3) ‘«ould be a consequence of (would de derivedfrom) Ihe adoption of Ihe
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order A3-A2-A1, principally irrespective of [he semantie funcíions lo be as-
signed [o each of them. A similar view is lo be found in Fillmore’s cognitive
Construction Grarnmar(Fillmore and Kay 1993) and elsewhere.

The relalion between ‘perspectivisation’ and ‘topie’ is obvious and poses
some problems ‘«hich are far from having been salisfactorily solved. Haber-
land and Nedergaard Thomsen (1994), for insíance, point lo Ihe inade-
quacies of Dik’s definition of Topic and Subjcc[. See also Brdar’s (1994) dis-
cussion of Dik’s original interpre[a[ion of Objcct Assignment in Croatian.
There is no need lo eníer here into Ihe long debate ‘Topie vs. Subjecl’, ‘«hich
15 sufficicntly ‘«dl kno’«n.

Thus, even within one of [he ‘representative frame’«orks wiíhin func-
tional grammar’, Ihe discussion misses an important point: it is not possible
[o begin by criticiuing an analysis Ihal is far from universal in FGs. If we lake
cognitive-funclional models in[o consideralion, [he same seems to be true.
Leí us briefly recalí [he characterisation of transitivity in [erms of a gra-
dience, which is typieal of much cogni[ive-func[ional thinking on these is-
sues.

In [bis vie’«, a y is nol transitive or intransitive. buí a gradience can be
defined from (proto)[ypical lransi[iviíy lo (proto)lypical in[ransiíivi[y. Any
particular verb ‘«ilí occupy a certain space ‘«ithin this cline. The basis is ob-
viously [he analysis of an ulterance as a predicate plus a cerlain number of
argumenís; ultimately, as in Dik’s FG or Langacker’s (and olhers’) CG, it is a
consequence of Ihe organisalion and struc[ure of (our perceplion of) events
(sta[es, processes etc). This enables us lo say [hat it is gronunarical construc-
tions Ihal are (more or less) (in)transilive, i.e., transitivity is not limited lo Ihe
V, il is no[ jusí a matter of classification of Vs ~.

Hopper and Thomson (1980) defined [ransitivily in protolypical terms,
and ‘pro[otypical lransitivi[y’ is characterised by Ihe simultaneous presence
of Ihe following criteria: (a) Participanis: [wo or more; (b) Kinesis: action/
process; (3) Aspecí: lelie (bounded); (4) Puncíuality: punctual; (5) Volition-
alily: volitional: (6) Affirmation: affirmative/positive polarity; (7) Mode: re-
alis; (8) Agency: highly agentive; (9) Affec[edness of objec[: to[ally affeeted
object; (10) Individuation of objecl: highly individuated (for a critical sum-
mary of Hopper and Thompson’s view, see Croft (1991 a: 130ff; 1991 b) and
Moreno Cabrera (1991: 467ff)).

lf alí 10 features are presen[, we have pro[o[ypical transi[ivi[y, if none of
lhem is presení we have prolo[ypical in[ransitivity; intermediate cases are
accoun[ed for in lerms of higher or lower prototypicality. lf Ihere is only one
parlicipaní but mosí of Ihe other features are presen[, ‘«e shall have a special
case of high although nol fulí prolotypicality; if features (3). (4), (7) are not
present, transivity will be lo’«er, etc. Cook (1988) also characíerises Ihe
m¡ddle eonstructions of Samoan in terms of Hopper and Thompson’s fea-
tures: diese constructions occupy an intermediate position be[wccn transitiv-
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ity and iníransiíivity. Goosens (1994) is an atíempí lo introduce Ihe grad-
uality of prototypical (in)transitivity in FG.

Functional and Cognilive grammars, therefore, do not necessarily posil 5
and O as basic, primitive calegories. Nor is (in)transitiviíy undersíood in di-
cho[omous terms.

4. TI-lE UNACCUSATIVE 1-IYPOTHESIS

41. The terms ‘unaceusative’ and ‘(un)ergative’

The [erms unaccusativity (originally proposed by Perímulter (1978)) and
unergativity are of common use in Gencrative Grammar and other formal
models and are only seldom found in other approaches. Can this mean Ihat
the facís Ihe unaccusativity hypothesis tries lo explain remain unexplained in
o[her approaches to syn[actic struc[ures, or thaI diey are considered as lack-
ing any in[eres[? My poiní here, as ‘«as also partly AM’s in Lcr article, is
whclher (cognitive)-functional grammar can accounl for Ihese facis, and
‘«helher lhey have accounted for them in a different ‘«ay. ThaI is: is it rcally
necessary to introduce [hese [erms and concepís mío jhnctionally orienled
grammars?

It is necessary [o consider firsí [he definition of Ihese tcrms and Ihe facís
[hey are supposcd [o explain. Firslly, sorne authors, for instance Demonte
(1989), consider ergative and unaccusative as synonymous while oíhers use
them differently:

In this bouk the lerm unaccusative is used for passive verbs, raising verbs
and verbs of movement and (change uf) stale, and we shall refer lo one-argu-
ment verbs lil=esink as ergatives. The classification of verbs as unaccusalive/
engative is a mallen of ongoing research. Many authors do nol make any dis-
tinclion between the terms, or consider verbs with transilive pendanís like sink.
which we label engatives, as unaecusatives. (Haegeman 1991: 311/312).

It has to be menlioned thaI many scholars do nol see Ihis exíension of Ihe
meaning of ergative as justifiable. As Dixon (1994: 20) pu[s it:

In what Pullum (1988: 585) calls ‘a truly crackbnaincd piece of termino-
logical revisionism’, there has anisen Use habit —which appears to have begun
with [he MIT theses of Bunzio (1981) and Pesetsky (1982) — of (...) using Ihe
tenm ‘ergative’ in connection with pains of sentenees sueh as John opened the
window and The window opened~ but now nefenning lo 5 and O as ‘Ihe ergative
set’. Not only is the label ‘engative’ being used in an inappnopniate context. il is
being used fon the wnong member of Ihe opposition, in place of ~ahsolutuve.



56 Enrique Bernárdez

Olber examples of similar ‘erackbrained terminological revísíonísm
could be menlioned, buí suffice it lo say thaI Ihe overgeneralisation of an al-
ready well-established (and precisely defined) íerm can very frequently ob-
seure important distinctions ‘«hile very little, or nolhing al alí, is gained. As is
sufficienlly well kno’«n, [he term ‘engative’ has [radi[ionally been used [o refer
to Ihe case marking on dic ‘subject’ (in more correct lerms, ihe ‘agení’) of a
transilive verb, al[hough it can also be found outside niorphology proper (see
Manning (1996), Dixon (1994), and Moreno Cabrera (1991) for details).
No’«, if ‘«e say tha[

(7) [he door opened
IS a case of crgalivity (i.e., of an ergative verb), ‘«hal can it possibly mean?
Obviously, thaI ‘«bat in a certain construction is Ihe O of a transitive verb
(see (12) below) in (7) has Ihe funetion of a 5. This is impossible for verbs
like ki/lor can

(8) *the chicken ate
(9) *íhe man killed

Neiíher lite cluicken non tite man can be understood as objects of iheir verbs
no’« func[ioning as subjects, i.e., they are not equivalení lo (10) and (II)»

(1 0) someone ate Ihe chicken
(11) someone killed Ihe man

whereas
(12) someone opened Ihe door

isa valid equivalent of (7).
The fact is nol trivial, bu[ it ‘«as nol previously unknown In 1 atin gram-

mars Ihe term deponentia was used lo refer [o verbs with an active meaning
and a passive form. The term ‘«as extended to the ‘[raditional’ grammars of
[he Seandinavian languages (cfn. Spore 1965: 187, Lock’«ood 1977: 135/
136) ‘«here certain verbs in -s ([he usual mark of the middle voice) have an
active sense: our sentence (7) aboye would correspond lo (13) in Icelandie:

(13) dyrnaropnuóust
[doors-the opened- themselves]
Ihe doorepened

‘«idi Ihe verb in the middle voice, marked by -st similanly in Spanish, with [he
se-form of [he middle voice:

1 4) lapuerta se abrió
[he dour itselfopenedj
dic door opened

Ignacio Bosque (1989) also uses ‘verbo deponente’ instead of ‘verbo ma-
cusalivo’. The rnidd¡e voice is [herefore a traditional and acceptable term for
some verbs thai sorne people nowadays calI unaccusative or erguáve. But un-
accusativiíy is nol limited lo Ihis usage. so diat it ‘«ould not be fair to dismiss
ihe term and [he corresponding concept as useless on Ihis basis only.

As br the íerms ‘unaecusative’ and ‘unergative’, which Palmer (1994: 76)
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characterises as ‘ralber opaque’, [bey also seem lo be equivalení lo a dis-
tinclion commonly made in typological linguisties: thaI of agentive vs. pa-
tientive verbs, see Palmer (1994: 65ff).

Siewierska (1991: 168) sees Perlmutter’s ‘unaccusalivity hypolhesis’ as
a basically terminological issue:

In many languages [he basic stnuclural charactenistie of presentative con-
stnuctions is [he posíverbal placemení of [he introduced discounse referení,
the subject status uf which is a malter of conlinuing dispute. The postpusing
of ihe subjeet afler Ihe venb. referred lo as ‘presentative inversion’, is com-
moR cnoss-linguistically ‘«i[h a class of intransitive verbs describing exislence
and appearance in [he world of discourse, movemení lo a new location and
change into a new state, whicb have come [o be known as unaccusative
predicates.

The unaccusative hypoíhesis does nol seem [o have had mueh impací
outside centain formal models of language, mainly Relational Grammar
and Generative Grammar. In the funetional and (functional-)cognilive
models little, if any, discussion of unaccusativiíy is to be found, mainly be-
cause Ihe facís it is supposed lo explain can be equally ‘«elí (or better) ex-
plained ‘«ith Ihe [ools of [hose non- formal frameworks.

ThaI is, [he unaccusative hypo[hesis seems lo be a basieally formal
íssue which may be useful whenever Ihe formal, síruclural properties of
sentenees oeeupy [he centre of interest; bu[ if we are inleresled in [he
possible functions of sentenees and in explaining Iheir síructures in fune-
tional terms (see Dik (1986)), Ihe unaceusativity hypotliesis does not seem
[o offer any really new insights (see bclow, 4.4.2.)

In short, funclional thinking on grammar does identify subclasses of in-
transitive verbs. Qn [he one hand. due [o Ihe gradual eharacter of Ihe dis-
linclion [ransitive/iníransitive: secondly, as a consequence of [he idenlifi-
cation of semantically based funetions which can (buí do nol neeessarily
have to) be superficially reflected in categories or GFs as 5 and O: surface
synlacíical organisalion need nol correspond [o [he semanlie marking of
ihe arguments ~. Thirdly, sorne of [he phenomena referred lo with [hese
tcrms have been [he object of linguistie research for a long time.

One important poiní, however, is tha[ bese possible V-classes are
defined in semantie, not syntaclic terms. Classifying verbs in terms of Iheir
syntac[ic properties, on Ihe other hand, does not seem [o add much lo our
knowledge: saying tha[ a construction is d¡e lo [he presence of a lype ol
verb which in its lurn is defined as ‘Ihe elass <>f verbs prompting a cerlain
consíruction’ seems a ralher anomalous piece of circular reasoning. Recení
semanties based analysis of types of verbs which are significaní for [he
issue of [nansitivity vs. inlransiíivi[y ‘«ilhin a broad cognitive/funetional
rame’«ork can be found in Sehlesinger (1995) and Lehmann (1991); in
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neidier of them do syntactic consideralions determine the classificalion but
are derived from it.

4.2. Wby an Unaccusative Hypotbesis?

The unaccusative hypothesis. however, as it is presenled in Ihe Govern-
mení and Binding model (1) is a syntactic phenomenon; and (2) it explains
several o[her significant syntactic phenomena.

Thai unaccusativity and unerga[ivi[y are basically syntac[ic is the main
síance ofAM and, of course, of Levin and Rappaport Hovav(1995: 2-3):

Ihe Unaccusativity Hypothesis (...) is a syntaetic hyputhesis thai claims that thcre
are two classes of intransitive verbs, the unaccusarive venbs and the unergative verbs,
each associated wilh a differenl undenlying syntactic configuration.

They define unergative verbs as [hose taking ‘a D-struclure subjecl and no
object’, ‘«hile an unaccusative verb «lakes a D-structure objecl ... and no sub-
jecta (Levin and Rappaport 1995: 3). The syntaclic poiní of this approach is
clearly síated in AM (p. 140):

(...) mapping principies ... and the adoption of the lerms internal vs. external ar-
gument ~»render unnecessary thc use of OFs, whieh are reserved for [he actual
surface position of the sole argument of unaccusalive/unengalive Vs. This is
why Ihis angumení behaves as a S acconding tu alí morpho-syntactie entena.

Tliat is, ‘«e can have l’«o differenl configurations, as exemplified by Ihe
venbs arrive (unaecusative) and cry (unergalive):

~ARRIVEy~ 1~[~~\’ NP]
[xCRYj [NP[~~V]]

It would be misleading lo say thaI unaccusative verbs have no subjecí
whereas unergalive verbs have no objecl, altliough [bis is certainly true in
Perlmulter’s (1978) original formulation (remember thai 5 and O are primiti-
ves in Relational Grammar) II

Unaccusative verbs can be identified through some diagnostie tesIs; AM
considers two of them: ‘Verbs of appearance and existence: titere insertion
and locative inversion’, and ‘Verbs indicaling change of síale: resullative
phrases and [he causative alternalion’. Termed ‘Ihe locative inversion’ and
‘Ihe resultative construction’, they also form [he bulk of Levin and Rappa-
port’s book, although sorne other syntactic poinís (e.g. ‘Thc linking of argu-
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menís’) as well as a fulí [heoretical díscussion are also included. Leí us res-
[riel our altention lo Ihe poinís touched upon by AM, wliich form Ihe core of
her argumení. 1 shall nol offer a fulí analysis, of course, buí shall limit myself
lo eslablishing a general background on ‘«hich an alternative explanation of
1kw facts can be builí.

4.3. ‘There’ insertion and locative inversion as presentative constructions

How can we explain such facts as Ihe possibilily of titere-insertion in sen-
tences like (15) and (16) versus Ihe ungnammaticality of (17) (adapted from
AM p. 141-142)?

(15) D-S: — ~ arrived a man]
S-S: There [~,arrived a man]

(16) In [he streets of Chicago lives an oíd man
(17) tThere cried Fergus (afier bis defeal)

Unaccusative Vs (such as arrive, Uve) allow titere-insertion, whereas unerga[i-
ve Vs (cry) do not.

Buí Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995: 223ss.) themselves poiní lo Ihe
exisíence of some unergative Vs in Englisli which do allo’« locative inversion:

(18) Qn Ihe lliird loor WORKED t’«o young women called Maryanne
Thomson and Aya Brent, who ran [he audio library and priní room. [L. Col-
win, Goodbye without Leaving, ~41¡Levin and Rappaport Hovav example
(19b), Chapter 6]

l3oth titere-insertion and locative inversion seem [o be presentative construc-
tions, where [he locative element (precise, in locative inversion; general, in
titere-insertion> appears as [he [heme or Ihe discourse lopie, forming Ihe
background where a participant is introduced. This construction should
allow, as it in fact does, verbs of differenl types, restrictions being of a prag-
matie- discoursal, not synlaclic character. According [o Levin and Rappaport
Hovav(1995: 20):

lliene is in fact little evidence that locative inversion actually diagnoses unaectí-
sativi[y in English, and thai there are problems wilh considening this construc-
lion [o be an unaccusative diagnostie. Instead, we atínibute the res[nictions on
the verbs found in Ihis construction, which are neminiscení of, bu[ nol exactly
like, those associated wilh unaccusative diagnosties, ¿o [he discourse funetion of
Ihe construetion. Essentially, ¿he disenurse funclion requires a verb w¡th a single
argument in postverbal position. [Emphasisadded, EB].
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Levin and Rappaport Hovav’s final sta[ement in Iheir long chapter on
Ihese construclions is sufficiently clear: locative inversion has [o «receive its
explanation from discourse consideralionso (p. 277). But ‘«e have already en-
coun[ered a similar idea in FG: remember Siewienska’s quote aboye, and si-
milar obsenvations can easily be multiplied.

Dik (1989: 179), following Hannay’s proposals, introduces a pragmatie
funclion, PRESENTATIVE, or NEW TOPIC: «A term with presentalive
funetion refers to an entity which Ihe speaker by means of [he associaíed pre-
dicalion wishes lo explicitly introduce mío [he world of diseounse¿>; Ihis prag-
ma[ic funetion is responsible for there-insertion in sentences like (19), which
‘«ould not normally allow it:

(19) Thene is Ihe dog in ihe garden.
More signilican[ly, he poinís [o [he fact tha[ «‘Presenlalive’ conslructions in
many languages are characterised by ‘expletive’ on ‘dummy’ pronouns or ad-
verbials taking [he position which would othenwise be occupied by Ihe Sub-
jecto (p. 270); moreover, «Even where [he NewTop al firsí siglil seems lo ha-
ve Subj funetion, it often lacks certain properlies crilerial for Subjects in Ihe
language concerned.»

A similar poiní of view is found in Downing and Locke (1992: 259f):

In formal and literary English. vcrbs of appeaning and emerging lend themsel-
ves na[urally lo [he presentation uf New iniormation. Howeven, existence ur
appeurance shuuld nol be taken o a literal sense. but nathcn in nelation tu the
discounse: it is appeanance on [he seene of discourse that cuunts. Because of
ibis, many intransilive venbs of muvement such as run can be used with presen-
talive there as in the example There ran across tite lawn a latge black dog Even a
verb like disappearmay, in an appnopniate contexl., funetion as a presenlative.

It is clear, Ihen, thaI FG and GB (i.e., Levin and Rappaport Hovav) agnee
on Ihe issue of there-insertion and locative inversion. Dik’s FG, of eounse, does
nol discuss anything like locative inversíon, as alí structunes are directly gener-
ated and no [ransfonmations (including change of orden) are allowcd. A Ihe-
matie elemení ‘«ilí Iherefore occupy the first position in a sentence. In Down-
ing and Locke’s model, inversion is seen in [erms of ‘marked Iheme’ (§ 28.4).

As for [his diagnostie featune, Iherefore, it seems unnecessary lo intnt)duce
[he unaccusative in FGs, as a sa[isfactony explanation of Ihe facts has already
been [here for a long lime (albeit in a [erminologically less ‘opaque’ ‘«ay).

4.4. The resultative construction

This construction has been [he objec[ of much discussion in recení times
and tlie obscrvalions contained in Ihis section have lo be limiled [o sorne basic
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poin[s. AM’s analysis is summarised in 4.4.1.; in 4.4.2. an alternative, cogni-
tive-funetional interpretation is [ben offered.

4.4.1. AM’s analysis

In AMs words (p. 143):

lThel analysis of nesullative phrases offers compelling evidence for a syntactic
accounl of unaecusativily in English. Syntactically, a resultative phrase is a XP
(nonínally AP un PP) which is predicated of a NP object; seman[ically, it deno-
tes Ihe state achieved by thaI NP as a result uf [he action denoted by Ihe V. (...)

The generalization is thaI Vs lacking Os cannol uccur with resultalive phrases
(~ Mary laughed sick).

The ungrammaíicalily of such cons[ruclions «is a furíhen indication thai
Ihe position of the O is ‘filled’ al sume level of represeníalion and lience no
elements can oceupy thaI position in Ihe surface» (p. 144).

The construction is grammaíical, ho’«ever, if faÑe reflexives are introdu-
ced, as in (20) (= AM’s (24a)):

(20) Many laughed herselfsick

buí not in cases like (21) (= AM’s (26a)):

(21) *Thc lake froze itselfsolid.

On Ihe other hand. (22a,b) (= AM’s 25a,b) are perfectly grammatical:
(22) a. The door swung upen

b. The lake froze solid

Finally. semantie consideraíions ‘also play a pan’, as ‘<nol alí unaecusa-
lives allow resultative phrases’>: síative verbs and «Vs of inherently directed
molion (e.g. arrive)» do not (p. 144).

Levin aud Rappaport propound a similar explanation. They add thaI «a
resulíative phrasc may be predicated of Ihe immediately posíverbal NP, buí
may nol be predicated of a subject or of an oblique complemení. Wc calI [his
generalization [he Direct Objecr Restricrion.» (1995: 34).

4.4.2. TIte (bernal vs. tIte frtnctional/cogniíive view

Certain assumplions are nccessary for ihe Unaccusalive Hypolhesis. The
marn une is Ihe existence of an autonomous level of synlax, i.e. of formal rela-
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tions between dic elemenís of a clause whicb do not depend un any non-
synlacíic features. Unaccusalive verbs Iherefore are characterised as Ihose
verbs ‘«hich selecí an O (or an internal argumen[) buí have no 5 (or external
argumení), i.e., íhey form a synlacíic class of verbs irrespective uf Iheir se-
ínantics (nol quite so, however, as ‘semantics also plays a role’).

This type uf explanation cannol be expected tu make much sense in fune-
tional un cognilive models of grammar, as no such thing as an ‘aulonomous
semaníic level’ is taken lo exisí and, correspondingly, purely syníaclic expía-
nalions are lo be avoided. As we saw aboye (Sectiun 3), Ihe seleclion uf 5
and O are secondary and Ihe argument sinueture of the clause has a semantie
basis: it is [he ‘semanlie functions’ of Agení, Goal, etc. which are selected by
[he predicate, and 5 and O assignment is Ihen explained as Ihe rcsult uf va-
rious, basically seman[ic and pragmatie. faclons. Similarly in cugnitive gram-
mar, syn[ax is derived from cognilive (and basically semanlie) representa-
tions; it is Ihese nonsyn[actic representations thaI are expecled [o explain [he
syn[aclic behaviour. The references would be loo many lo offer even a sborl
sample here (buí al leasí see Langacker 1987 and Goldberg 1995). Even in
sume formal modeis wilh certain funetional and/ur cognitive fealures, as in
Lexical Funetional Grammar, proposals have been made of a speeial, seman-
tic, level of ‘argumení síructure’ ‘«hich co-determines syntactic síruclure (see
Wechsler 1995).

The Unaccusalive Hypuíhesis as presented in AM canol [herefore be ex-
pected lo fil in the funetional models, and its acceptance in accordance wilh
AM’s proposal would amount [o self-denial of Iheir main [heuretical postu-
lates.

4.4.3. Funcrional and cognitive alternatives to UH

The resultative cunstruction is no[ absení from oíher languages. Samoan
15 a case in poiní. as it has morphological marking of causatives sho’«ing that
resulíatives are ulíimately a special case of causaíivity (lo (20): Mary laughed
and she became sick her laughing made her sick). An example is Ihe follo-
wing:

(23) ...e nao moega o Salama tana jbnau ¡¡a taaifáalelei
PARTICLE only bed POSS 5. and POSS children PAST rolí up CAUS-good
...Only [he sleeping ma[s of Sala and her children were rolled up properly
(adapted from Mosel and Hovdhaugen 1992: 401).

Here, Jáalelei is a guod equivalení of ihe adverbs in Ihe English sentences
aboye (in fact, [he causative prefix faa is also used tu form adverbs: fáasamoa
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‘á la Samoan, in Ihe Samoan ‘«ay’), so Ihat (23) could be roughly equivalení
tu ‘lhey rolled Ihe mals up guod’, meaning thaI al Ihe end of Ihe process the
mats were in a guod condition: ‘they rolled up the mais CAUSJNG (THEM
TO BE) GOOD’. In Ihis Samoan example, [he semantic aspect of Ihe con-
síructiun is clear: someíhing is done and as a resulta new situation comes mío
being; dic syntactic structure of thc senlence transparenlly reflecís its seman-
[ics.

A ‘secund argumení’ is obvionsly neccssary, as tite rnats in [he Samoan
example; it is Ihe argument which suffers Ihe change of síale. If the verb is in-
Iransitive (cg. laugh) Ihere is no second participant (and thaI is une reason
fon ealling it intransitive), hence Ihe ungrammaticaliíy of ‘5Mar» taughed sick
with [he intended reading.

Bu[, as ‘«e saw aboye, (in)transitivi[y is a mallen of degree and Ihe [erm
has tobe applied lo a fulí cunstruetion rather [han tu individual verbs. It is al-
su possible lo analyse sentences like (20)-(22) in terms of Ihe ‘agentivity’ of
their subjects and Ihe tnansilivily of Ihe clause as a ‘«hule.

These cunstruclions al’«ays centre un ihe final state of a process, te. un
[he result. not un the proeess ilself. As they refer lo sIales, dicir lransitivity is
low, as is Ihe agentivity of their subjccts: they can be understoud as ‘causers
of Ihe nesulting síate, as in (20); or as ‘undergoers’ of a change, i.e. as having
gone over frum une síate lo a new une (Ihe resulí), as in (22) 12 In neilher ca-
se, however, is Ihe ‘subjecl’ ihe ‘controller’ uf Ihe change, and it [hus lacks a
key feature of ageníivity.

Human bcings, however, principally have an inhereníly higher degree of
ageníivity [han non-human unes, a feature thai explains ‘«hy ‘fake reflexives’
are basically only pussible with [his lype of ‘subject’: a sentence like (20) can
heighten Ihe agenlivity of ‘Mary’, seeing her as partly respunsible for Ihe final
result, which is in principIe nol possible fur a nun-animaled subject like ‘Ihe
lake’ in (21). In (20), Mary is [hus seen as ‘causing herself’ be in [he resulting
siale of ‘being sick’; lhat is, ihe construction is interpreted as if it in fact inelu-
ded a secund argumení, cu-neferent with [he finsí, as seen in (24):

(24) Mary~ laughs Mary¡ sick,
similar lo unproblematic (25), with a higlier level of transitivity:

(25) Mary lickled John sick.
The lake, huwever, cannol ‘cause itself’ lo be in [he síate uf ‘being frozen,

(26) is semantically anomalous ~:

(26) *The lake~ froze Ihe lake~ sulid,
in ihe same ‘«ay thaI (27) is at leasí an oddity:

(27) *The lake froze [he ‘«ater solid.
But [hings are nul as straightforward as they may seem. (21), (26) and (27)



64 Enrique Bernárdez

can be acceptable ifwe endow the lake ‘«ith volition 14 un. in more traditional
terms, if it is ‘humanised’. Vulition is une of Ihe key fealures of prototypical
agentivity. Buí in ihis vie’« [he ungrammaticality uf Ihese sentences would be
due [o the semantie characíeristies of Ihe agení (and ihe verb). nol tu any
syntactic constra¡nts.

A similar appnuach can be fuund in Adele Goldberg’s (1995) long consi-
deratiun of Ihe resultative consínuction within Ihe framework uf (‘onsíruction
Grammar It can be bricfly summarised in ihe follo~ving ‘«ay:

A nesultative constructiun is posited which exists independently uf particu-
lar verbs that instantiate it. In urden lo accounl for fake object cases, we need tu
necognize that thc construction itself can add a patient angument, besides ad-
ding [he resulí ungumení in nonstative venbs which only liave an ‘instigator’ as
protíled argumení. Conslructions (..) have semanties and are capable of bear-
ing anguments. Thus Ihe posiverbal NP of the fake objecl cases is an argument
of he constnwtion although not necessarily of [he main verb. Under Ihis analysis,
(líe venb netains its iníninsie semanlie representalion, while being inlegnated
wilh the meaning dinectly associated with [he construction. (P. 189) IMy cm-
phasis in boldface. rí>I

The following isa simplified representation of ihis construction

In addition tu Ihis, foun cunstrainis are required:

1. Tlie two-argument nesullalive cunstruction musí have an (animate)
ínstigator angument.

2. The aclion denoled by ihe verb musí be interpreled as diree[ly cau-
síng [he change of síate: no intermediary time intervals are possible.

3. Thc resultative adjective musí denote ihe cndpoint of a seale.
4. Resultalive phnases cannol be headed by deverbal adjec[ives. (p.

193).

These constrainís are responsible for ihe graínmaíicality of (24-27a) and
fon Ihe connesponding ungrammaticalily of (24-27b) (examples taken from
Goldberg 1995: 193ff):

Sem CAtISE-BECOME <agt pat rcsult-goal

R: instance, PREI)
meauis 1 1 4 1

Syn y SUBJ OB]
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(24)a. She slept herself soben
b. *The fealher lickled her silly

(25)a. Harry shot 5am dead
b. Harry shol Sam *fur an hour

(26)a. He ate himself siek
b. *He drank himselffunny

(27)a. She painted ihe house red
b. *She painled ihe house reddened

The basic argumcnt is iherefone as fulluws: Ihere exisís a special conslruc-
[ion with [he meaning tha[ an animale being (ag~ causes a change of state (re-
sul[-goal) of a certain íype in a second being (pa¡j under certain conditions. If
[he verb inseríed in Ihe consiruction inherently has only une argumení (as
laugh), Ihe agení can serve bolh rules (agt and paO if [he uther cunditiuns are
fulfilled. But, accurding lo Ihe principIes responsible fon Ihe linking of lexical
verbs and grammatical cons[ruclions (see Goldberg 1995, Filímure and Kay
1993), [he vcrb iíself has [o comply ‘«ith certain semantic conditions, loo.
Thereforc, [he facís aduced as a diagnostie fur unaccusative are shown tu be a
special case of a particular construclion (i.e. a semanlic-synlax cunfiguration~
nol uf particular verbs, which adcquately explains Ihe relation belween such
pairs as (20) and (25) as well as [he ungrammalicality of, e.g., (21) and (27).

5. CONCLUSION

After considening AM’s argumenís, Ido nol deem it necessary tu introdu-
ce unaccusativity in funclional and/or cognitive gnammar: afíer a brief analy-
sis of the lwo diagnostie Iests for unaccusativity discussed in AM, nothing
new seems tu have been gained thai could nol be achieved by olber, funetio-
nal and cognitive-funclional means: moneuver, Ihe basic assumptions thai
need tu be made in urden [o propuse ihe existence uf a special class of unac-
cusative venbs are contnary tu ihe [heonelical stance represenled by funclional
and cognitive grammars.

NOnES

This papen has beco made possible hy DGICYT research contract P594-0014 and a Del
Amo Scholunship for a stay at the (Jniversity of California, Berkeley (1996-97). Both are grate-
fully ucknowledged. 1 also svish tu thankrhe refenees and Prof A. l)«wning, who gayesume very
interesting comments which, ~o 1 hope, allowed me tu avoid sorne significant mistakes in the
original versIon.

Althuugh it has tu be said that mane a ‘tormal’ model has gradually adopted concepts and



66 Enrique Bernárdez

principIes which originally were initialed in ‘funcriona]’ granlmars. Wilhout ever mentitning 11w
source, of cuorse.

-~ fo quote just three examples: for Samoan and Malay/lndonesian, Ihe term (andconcept)
Subject is avoided in Mosel & Hovdbaugen 1992 aud Mintz 1994. lo thcir proposal of a un-
guisúc terminology for the grammar of Tokelau, Hovdhaugen et nL (1989) do not even inelude
the ten “Subjecu These grammarsare eognitive-funetionally, not formallyoriented.

In typological temis, this would be an implicational universal: ifa language has O, it will
necessanily have 5; but languages can also haveonlv Sor neither 5 norO as syntactic functions.

This is obvious in (‘onstruction Gromtnar (Filímore & Kay 1993; (ioldberg 1995).
It is interesting lo note that Perlmutter’s Relational Crammar does consider 5 and O as

primary, universal categories whereas in Cenerative Cranimar they are derived. not primary.
categories. The rather intricate story of the unaccusative hypothesis and its adoption by Cene-
rative Craimar is told in Pullum (1988), Ns-ho seemns tobe the first proponent of the temí ««oc-
cusative. lnteres<ingly enough, in bis book of 1991 the arlicle is included in Part III, Unscientiflc
Behavio’ as it seems, Perlmutter’s original analysis of Italian, presented in bis 1978 Harvard
lectores and in a paper published in the Pro ceedings of ¡he 4th Meeuing of [heBerkeley Lingois¡ic
Society of the same year, was used by Burzio (1981) and by Chomsky himself (1981) with«ut
any acknowledgment, a situation which continued until much later (for instance, Burzio 1986).
Acconding lo Pullum (p. 147)11w finst published anticle un unaccusaiivity u a scicntificjournal
of wide circulation nosv seems tu be Alice Harris’ (1982).

It was probably M.A.K. Hallidaywho first used the term ‘ergative’ in this context.
(8) and (9) are perfectly grammaticat in other readings, cg. as the cquivalent ot the

chicken ate some¿hing, as sume of my referees pointed tít. On this issue. see also Coosens
(1994) andSchlesinger (1995).

Asune of my referees rightly points out, the ideas presented in this paragraph are perhaps
cognitive’ raíher than strictly ‘funetional’. The relation between both types of model is beingin-
creasingly recognised, howevcr (see e.g. Coossens (1994), and sorne of the models mentioned in
this paper eould be rightly tened ‘funetional-cognitive’. In a short paper (Bernárdez, (1996)), 1
discussed sumesimilanities bctween Dik’s FC and Filln,ore’s Construction Cramniar.

Let os remember the definitiun of inernalvs. external argunhenh in Demonte (1989: 63
s.): «A los argumentos directamente vinculados a un núcleo selector, a los que, de hecho, sc ge-
neran con éste dentro de su misma proyección los denominaremos argurnetuos internos de ese
nucleo. (...). (Al argumento que)«se realiza sintácticamente fuera de la proyección máxima en la
que se encuentra su selector (...) lo denominaremos argumento externo,,.

Pullum (1988/1991: ¡48) offer.s the following definition in the relational framework: «In
sorne intransitive clauses (typically with nonvolitional predicates) but not others (typically voli-
tionalX ihe superficial subject connesponds mo a dinee> objcct of dic clause u a more abstraer
subjectless structure,,.

12 In Sehlesinger’s (1 995: Chapter 6) approaeh tu the linking of semantie roles and gram-
matical functions, a ten can appear as a suhject of actiun-clauses when it has at least une agen-
tivity feature, cg. CHANCE (it participates in sume change of state); in event-clauses it is
usually nonagentive buí has Ihe feature ATTRIBUTEE, e., sume attribute 5 assigned tu it by
Ihe predicate. His approach is cognitive rather than funetional, buí Couscns (1994) similar une
tits in Dik’s FC. See also Mithun (1991) for sorne case studies of ‘subject assignment’ tu temis
with dilferent degrees of prototypical agentivity.

>3 In more precise terms: our conceptualisation of lakes does nol include their being able
tu ací volitioually andas controllers of the sates they may be the cause of.

4 In Pullum’s definition uf unaccusative verbs (see aboye. fooínoíe 1 1), speeific reference
was made tu volition.

>5 A constructio,, is a form-meaning pair where sume aspeet of form or meaning is not
stnictly predictable frum ihe cumponení parís of Ihe construction (cfr. Coldberg 1995. 4). They
are comparable, althuugh not identical, tu Dik’spredications, curresponding lo States-of-Affairs
(SoAs). The main difference lies in tbe importanee of the Verb (more exactly. dic predicate) in
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Dik’s FC. but both Dik’s predieatiuns and Filímores construetiuns have as their ultimate bases
sume ‘cognitive constructs’, je., conceptualisations of SoAs of reality. On these similarities, see
Bernárdez (1996). In <he figure, Sem = the semantie eomponent of ihe construetion, Syn is its
syntactic aspeer. The ‘meaning’ CAUSE-BECOME is realised by a PRED(icate) which syntac-
tically corresponds tu a V(erb). The semantie roles of agt (agent), pat (patiení) and result-goal
are syntactically realised as SUBJ(ect), OBJ(ect) and OBL(ique).

Departamento de Filología Inglesa
Facultad de Filología

Universidad Complutense
Ciudad Universitaria

28040 Madrid
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