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“Just because two constructions look alike in two languages doesn’t mean that they share the same properties”. This statement, besides being one of the lessons of the book edited by Hans C. Boas, Contrastive Studies in Construction Grammar, is also the title of a conference talk, presented by Hunter Weilbacher and the editor, which is behind the compilation of this tenth volume of the series “Constructional Approaches to Language”. As we learn from the acknowledgements section, the “warm reception” with which the talk met encouraged Boas to bring together a number of papers exploring the theory of Construction Grammar from a contrastive perspective. The result is a collection of eight chapters dealing with what can be termed “contrastive construction grammar”.  

In the introductory chapter, Hans C. Boas sets the scene for the whole volume, by presenting its main objective, namely “to determine to what degree grammatical constructions can be employed for cross-linguistic analysis” (p. 1), and by proposing a summary of its different contributions. He also briefly describes the framework of Construction Grammar as it evolved out of Case Grammar and Frame Semantics, before going on to focus on Croft’s Radical Construction Grammar (see Croft, 2001) and his approach to cross-linguistic research. Unlike the latter, which is said to be characterised by “broad typological generalizations” (p. 7), Boas suggests “a more careful approach that initially only compares and contrasts constructions between pairs of languages” (ibid.). This, he claims, can be achieved (and in fact, has been achieved) by relying on Frame Semantics, which offers tools and methods to compare how Frame Elements are realised syntactically in different languages and makes it possible, ultimately, to “arriv[e] at cross-linguistic constructional generalizations without losing sight of language-specific idiosyncrasies” (p. 10). Boas concludes by advocating the creation of an inventory of constructions (a “constructicon”) with their semantic-functional equivalents in other languages. 

The remaining seven chapters of the volume aim to compare constructions in English and in other (Indo-European or non-Indo-European) languages like Spanish, Russian, Finnish or Japanese. The first of these chapters is an exploratory study by Martin Hilpert on comparative constructions in English and Swedish. These closely related languages have two constructions at their disposal to express comparison: a morphological construction using a comparative suffix (e.g. English: newer; Swedish: nyare) and a periphrastic construction involving a separate word meaning ‘more’ (e.g. English: more effective; Swedish: mer effektiva). After reviewing some of the factors that are claimed to determine the choice between the two English comparatives, Hilpert embarks on a systematic comparison of the morphological and periphrastic constructions in English and Swedish, discussing differences and similarities at the phonological, morphological, syntactic, semantic and pragmatic levels. His analysis relies on authentic data from the British National Corpus for English and from the PAROLE corpus (Göteborgs Universitet) for Swedish, and it takes into account frequency of usage as an important aspect of the behaviour of comparatives. It thus appears, among others, that morphological comparatives with long adjectives (three or more syllables) are better tolerated in Swedish than in English (compare more competitive and its equivalent in Swedish, konkurrenskraftigare) or that, unlike the English comparative which is preferably followed by a personal pronoun in the accusative case (e.g. Bob is taller than me), Swedish clearly favours the nominative case (e.g. Bob är längre än jag, ‘Bob is taller than I’). Because of the wide range of aspects that are considered, the investigation of each of them is necessarily limited in scope, and no real attempt is made at establishing correlations between the different conditioning factors. Nevertheless, Hilpert’s study is a good illustration of how one can go about comparing related constructions in several languages and identifying (categorical and gradient) constraints on the use of one construction or the other. 

The next chapter, by Francisco Gonzálvez-García, also examines a variety of (semantic, pragmatic and discourse) factors that may affect constructions cross-linguistically. The languages compared here are English and (Castilian) Spanish, and the constructions under review are the Accusative cum Infinitive (AcI) or “subjective-within-objective transitive” construction and the NP XPCOMP or “subjective-transitive” construction after verbs of cognition and communication, as illustrated for English by the following pair of sentences: 

(1)
He found that chair to be uncomfortable. (AcI)


(2)
He found that chair uncomfortable. (NP XPCOMP)

Curiously enough, while the second sentence has a direct equivalent in Spanish, cf. (4), the first one does not and is only possible if the second NP is topicalised, cf. (3a) and (3b). 

(3)  a.
* Encontr-ó               es-a         silla  ser      incómod-a.


find-indefpret.3sg dist-f.sg chair be.inf uncomfortable-f.sg


‘He found that chair to be uncomfortable.’ 


        b. La            silla  que algun-o-s   dic-en         ser       cómod-a                no 


def.f.sg chair rel some-m-pl say-prs.3pl be.inf comfortable-f.sg neg


lo            es                tanto.
def.n.sg be.prs.3sg so.much

‘The chair which some claim to be comfortable is not that comfortable.’

(4)
Encontr-ó                 es-a         silla  incómod-a. 



find-indefpret.3sg dist-f.sg chair uncomfortable-f.sg


‘He found that chair uncomfortable.’
Starting from these “intriguing acceptability asymmetries” (p. 54), Gonzálvez-García provides a thorough characterisation of the two constructions in English and Spanish. He argues that the notion of subjectivity is what primarily distinguishes them: the AcI construction conveys a judgement initiated by someone else and on which the subject reports with a certain detachment, whereas the NP XPCOMP construction is used in case the subject expresses his/her personal evaluation, derived from his/her own experience, with a high degree of involvement/subjectivity. This difference in subjectivity, in turn, explains some of the features of the constructions highlighted in the study, for example the lesser degree of acceptability of the imperative – a form which implies a high degree of involvement – in the AcI construction (compare Consider yourself lucky vs. ?Consider yourself to be lucky). Particularly praiseworthy in this chapter is the author’s attempt to offer a fine-grained anatomy of each construction, building on characterisations à la Goldberg but supplementing them with a number of semantico-pragmatic constraints on the different slots of the construction (e.g. [+ Definite] Theme and [- Locative] Attribute for the Spanish AcI construction). One may perhaps regret, however, that the many corpora which the author cites as his sources of information (p. 46) do not figure more prominently in the analysis and that the conclusions he draws on their basis seem a little hasty at times, as when he makes generalisations about the class of communication verbs after examining just one verb representing this class (p. 63).  

Olga Gurevich investigates conditional constructions in English and Russian, arguing that English conditionals mainly express distancing and epistemic stance (through the choice of verb tense), whereas Russian conditionals are predominantly affected by the notion of viewpoint. The chapter, however, almost exclusively deals with the Russian conditional constructions, with special emphasis on a construction that employs an imperative verb form and no esli (‘if’) conjunction, as illustrated by (5), where pogibni (‘die’) has the form of an imperative followed by the subject on (‘he’). 

(5)
Pogibni             on,          bojcy               budut                  gorevat. 


die.pfv.imp.2sg he.nom, soldiers.nom be.ipfv.fut.3pl grieve.ipfv.inf
‘If he dies, the soldiers would grieve.’
Relying on 80 instances of conditionals collected from the Internet and the Russian National Corpus and using the theory of Mental Spaces, the author seeks to demonstrate that the choice between the imperative conditional and the simple, non-imperative conditional (with esli) is a question of viewpoint: while the former is typically used to describe events from the viewpoint of the speaker or protagonist, the latter is mainly associated with the viewpoint of an outside observer. Certain elements are also shown to influence the choice of the conditional (and its corresponding viewpoint), such as the emotional involvement of the speaker or protagonist in the events described, which leads to the adoption of his/her point of view and, consequently, the use of the imperative conditional. Because such elements are often subjective, however, it is sometimes difficult to see how they can be evaluated on the basis of textual evidence alone. We may for example wonder what justifies the claim, made about the Russian equivalent of the sentence ‘If I had come five minutes earlier, I would have easily crossed over to the opposite shore’, that “the speaker is more interested in what actually happened rather than what could have happened” (p. 98). It is perhaps difficulties like these that explain why the author did not make any attempt at quantification, an issue which, as the author herself acknowledges in the conclusion of her paper, should be addressed in future research. Finally, although English is not the main focus of this paper, it should be stressed that the lack of empirical evidence for this language turns out to affect the accuracy and comprehensiveness of the description. Thus, the first example Gurevich gives of a conditional in English is (6), often referred to as the ‘zero conditional’ in the literature. But she hastens to add that “[t]he verb in the English protasis is often backshifted” (p. 89; my emphasis) and goes on to give examples of the type (7) to (9) – called first, second and third conditionals, respectively.  

(6)
If it is raining, (then) the sidewalk is slippery. 


(7) 
If it rains, (then) I will stay at home. 


(8)
If it was raining, I would stay at home. 

(9)
If he had been President, he would not have known how to deal with economic globalization. 
A corpus-based analysis like Gabrielatos (2003), however, reveals that in attested language use the zero type occurs more frequently than the other conditionals, and that other types of conditionals are also possible, as appears from the following examples extracted from the British National Corpus: 
(10) 
She expected everyone to live up to her own high moral standards and there was an overwhelming feeling that if you did not, you had somehow failed. (BNC_GU9 626)

(11)
He would be very grateful if she would do just that. (BNC_CLD 1164)

(12)
Had I chosen anything smaller or narrower, the picture would have looked slightly fussy or muddled. (BNC_CE4 1316)
Such conditionals are not mentioned in Gurevich’s paper, and this is all the more surprising (and regrettable) in the case of the conditional construction with subject-auxiliary inversion (12), since it shares some formal similarities with the Russian imperative conditional that is discussed at length in the chapter (see example (5) above).
With Jaakko Leino’s paper, we turn to the non-Indo-European part of the volume, since English is compared with a Uralic language, namely Finnish. Rather than focusing on one pair of constructions like the preceding chapters, this chapter discusses several constructions: the ditransitive construction, the caused-motion construction and the resultative construction, but also, secondarily, the transitive sentence construction or the way construction. The aim is to find out how a Goldbergian analysis can accommodate the case of a (mostly) agglutinative language like Finnish which relies on case marking rather than prepositions or word order to indicate argument structure. Leino shows, for example, that despite Goldberg’s (1995, p. 229) claim that “word order is not part of argument structure constructions”, it is word order that indicates syntactic relations in the English ditransitive construction, as illustrated by the difference between The dog gave the cat a mouse and The cat gave the dog a mouse. In Finnish, by contrast, this function is fulfilled by case inflection, while differences in word order indicate differences in information structure. Compare:  

(13)
Koira
         antoi

kissalle      hiiren. 



dog-nom      give-pst-3sg
cat-all      mouse-acc


‘The dog gave the cat a mouse.’


(14)
Kissalle       antoi 
              koira

hiiren. 



cat-all        give-pst-3sg        dog-nom
mouse-acc


‘To the cat, the dog gave a mouse.’

The main contribution of the chapter, however, is theoretical. More precisely, the author examines whether “superficially rather different morpho-syntactic artefacts in different languages” (p. 103) can be considered as the “same” or “corresponding” constructions. In the types of constructions illustrated above, for instance, it could be that the Finnish counterpart is a different construction altogether, with a transitive clause followed by an oblique in the allative case. Similarly, Leino points out that what he calls the ‘give’ construction in Finnish (see example (13)) is formally no different from the caused-motion construction, which challenges the existence of a separate caused-motion construction in Finnish. While the style of the argumentation may seem slightly cumbersome at times, with the author raising the objections and answering them himself, and while the answers given are sometimes disappointing (with respect to the above question on the ‘give’ vs. caused-motion construction, Leino simply notes that “in Finnish this is a choice that the linguist has to make” (p. 116)), the issue of the correspondence (or otherwise) between constructions is a fundamental point that would need to be considered by anyone approaching constructions from a cross-linguistic perspective. 

The next chapter, by Napasri Timyam and Benjamin K. Bergen, deals with two constructions already discussed by Leino, namely the ditransitive and caused-motion constructions. This time, however, English is compared to Thai, and the focus is on the semantic and pragmatic factors that constrain the alternation between the two constructions. As the following pairs of sentences show, the ditransitive and caused-motion constructions are formally different (although the difference is less in the case of Thai, where the ordering of the two NPs is identical).

(15) a.
I sent John the letter. 


         b.
I sent the letter to John.
(16) a.
dææŋ hây  còtmǎay dam. 


Dang   give letter       Dam


‘Dang gave Dam a letter.’
         b.
dææŋ hây  còtmǎay kæœ dam.

Dang   give letter      to      Dam


‘Dang gave a letter to Dam.’

Following the Principle of No Synonymy of Grammatical Forms (see Bolinger, 1968 and Goldberg, 1995, among others), the authors claim that this formal difference between the two constructions should go hand in hand with semantic and/or pragmatic differences. For English, the literature shows that the constructions are associated with distinct meanings (transfer of possession for the ditransitive construction and forced motion along a path for the caused-motion construction) and that, pragmatically, the alternation tends to be driven by the end-weight (or “light-before-heavy”) principle. For Thai, on the other hand, the investigation conducted by the authors reveals no real semantic difference between the constructions, which both appear to denote transfer of possession. From a pragmatic point of view, however, the constructions differ in that the caused-motion construction predominantly occurs with heavy post-verbal NP constituents, whereas the ditransitive construction is preferred with light post-verbal NP constituents. Particularly interesting in Timyam & Bergen’s paper is the fact that, for the analysis of the Thai constructions, they rely on a combination of corpus and experimental data: the corpus data allow them to measure the heaviness of the post-verbal NP constituents in each of the two constructions, and a description selection task helps them determine which meaning Thai native speakers preferably associate with each construction. Perhaps more questionable, though, is the choice of a grammaticality judgement test to examine the distribution of the verbs (and verb classes) occurring in the ditransitive and caused-motion constructions, when a corpus-based collostructional analysis (see Gries & Stefanowitsch 2004) would have seemed the perfect method to do so. 
In contrast to the preceding chapters, which start from one or several grammatical patterns and then compare their properties in two languages (semasiological, or decoding, approach), the chapter by Yoko Hasegawa, Russell Lee-Goldman, Kyoko Hirose Ohara, Seiko Fujii and Charles J. Fillmore adopts an onomasiological (or encoding) approach, which “proceeds from a concept and asks how it can be expressed in the languages under investigation” (p. 170). The languages investigated here are English and Japanese, and the concept chosen as a starting point is threefold, including measurement (e.g. The window is a meter wide; Kono Kuruma wa nagasa 5m da, ‘this car has the length of 5 meters’), comparison (e.g. This window is wider than that one; Are yori nagai, ‘it’s longer than that’) and measured difference (e.g. This window is 3 centimetres wider than that one; Kore no hoo ga are yori 100 peeji nagai, ‘this is 100 pages longer than that’). Because of the onomasiological approach adopted, the paper discusses a great variety of constructions. While Hilpert, in Chapter 2, only dealt with the morphological and periphrastic constructions as expressions of comparison in English, for example, Hasegawa et al. consider others, such as the use of a comparison verb (e.g. Your proposal exceeds mine in length) or an identity adjective (e.g. Your proposal is identical to mine in length). As a consequence, the description of each construction cannot be as detailed as the descriptions found in other chapters. Also, the reliance on a recently developed theoretical framework, Sign-Based Construction Grammar, for which the main bibliographical reference cited is “to appear”, may make this chapter slightly less accessible than the others. But what the paper nicely illustrates is that the principle of contrastive onomasiology may hold some surprises in store. One such surprise is the Japanese Magnitude-Comparative construction, exemplified in (17), where top stands for ‘topic’. 

(17)
kono  hon    wa    100  peeji  nagai.


this    book  top  100  page  long



‘This book is 100 pages longer.’
Although this sentence does not contain any explicit indicator of comparison (and instead resembles an English Measurement pattern), the only possible interpretation is that the book is 100 pages longer than a certain standard (not that the book is 100 pages long). It is therefore the construction itself, and more precisely the juxtaposition of a measurement expression and a scalar adjective, that contributes the comparative reading, not compositionally derivable from its component parts. 
The final chapter of the volume is the only chapter that deals with more than two languages, focusing on English, Icelandic, Dutch, Bulgarian and Japanese (plus some other languages in passing). In this paper, William Croft, Jóhanna Barðdal, Willem Hollmann, Violeta Sotirova and Chiaki Taoka present a revised version of Talmy’s well-known typological classification of complex event constructions. After introducing Talmy’s original typology as well as a later version of it, with the basic distinction between satellite framing languages (like English, where the path or framing is expressed in a satellite, cf. He ran into the cave) and verb framing languages (like Spanish, where it is expressed in the main verb, cf. Entró corriendo a la cueva, lit. ‘he entered running to the cave’), the authors show the limitations of this model and propose two revisions of it. First, they suggest that the typology should be elaborated to include additional types such as double framing constructions, where the path is expressed once in the verb and once in a satellite (cf. French descendre en bas, ‘descend below’), or serial verb constructions, in which the verb expresses both path and manner (cf. Mandarin Chinese tāmen pǎo chū lái le, ‘3rd person plural run exit come perfective’). The second revision pertains to the fact that the typology does not apply to languages as a whole, but to individual complex events within a language. Thus, while English is said to be a satellite framing language (cf. I wiped the table clean), it also admits some verb framing constructions, e.g. I cleaned the table (by wiping it). Conversely, a verb framing language like Japanese can display satellite framing constructions, but also some of the additional types of constructions recognised by Croft et al. The variation, both intra-linguistic and cross-linguistic, is nevertheless constrained, since the encoding of complex events appears to be governed by implicational scales (of morpho-syntactic integration and of conceptual situation types), as well as by two grammaticalisation paths ending with the univerbation of complex events. While such claims, and the idea of universality they entail, would ideally have required more (empirical) evidence and a more representative sample of languages (as the authors themselves note, the sample is biased towards Germanic and European languages), the chapter makes a good job of conveying the complementarity between typology and construction grammar, and how they can mutually benefit each other. 
The eight chapters of the volume are followed by four indexes. Besides the usual indexes of authors and subjects, we can also find an index of constructions and an index of languages, which will prove particularly useful given the subject of the book. Helpful too, in a contrastive perspective, are the detailed glosses provided for all examples in languages other than English. It is always a challenge to present multilingual data and make them accessible to all readers, regardless of their knowledge of languages, but the authors seem to have made special efforts to meet this challenge. 
Taken together, the different contributions to the volume demonstrate the viability of the concept of construction for cross-linguistic analysis, which should encourage contrastivists to consider the construction instead of, or rather in addition to, the word as a unit of comparison. At the same time, however, several chapters allude to the difficulty of identifying constructions, be it within one and the same language (especially as distinguished from other similar constructions) or across languages (constructional correspondence). Thus, Leino wonders whether there is “a separate resultative construction in Finnish, or [whether it is] merely a special case of the caused-motion construction” (p. 119), and Hasegawa et al. note with respect to two measurement constructions in Japanese that they “may seem only variations of the same construction” (p. 187). The presence of “alternative accounts” or “alternative interpretations” in the analyses also testifies to the difficulties that one may encounter when trying to distinguish constructions. The situation seems even more complex when it comes to the cross-linguistic correspondence between constructions. In his conclusion, Leino attempts to clarify the issue of what “we mean when we say that a given construction in language A corresponds to a certain construction in language B” (p. 130), asking, among other things, to what extent we can “claim this to be something more that (sic) a random observation of two morpho-syntactic patterns in two languages being associated with more or less the same communicative tasks” (ibid.). While he refers to this as “a seemingly trivial question” (p. 126), this is actually a fundamental issue, one that needs to be resolved if contrastive construction grammar is to be recognised as a convincing model. 
The book presents several attractive aspects, which should appeal to different types of readership. First, it contains theoretical discussions about the framework of Construction Grammar and the notion of construction (see above) and hence will be of interest to cognitive linguists, and more particularly construction grammarians. However, newbies to the field should be able to get something out of these discussions as well, since there are at least a couple of papers (like Leino or Timyam & Bergen) that seek to explain the basics of Construction Grammar. It should also be pointed out that, despite what the title of the book may suggest, not all the studies are limited to the strict framework of Construction Grammar. Other frameworks employed or referred to include Frame Semantics (Boas, Hasegawa et al.), Mental Spaces Theory (Gurevich), Sign-Based Construction Grammar (Hasegawa et al.) and Radical Construction Grammar (Croft et al.). These frameworks, related to Construction Grammar or variants of it but having their own specificities, will further expand readers’ theoretical horizons. 
Of interest too is the descriptive contribution of the volume. The descriptions of a wide range of constructions, some already well documented in the literature (e.g. the English ditransitive construction) and others not so well (cf. the Japanese magnitude-comparative construction), are well worth reading in and of themselves. It is also striking that these descriptions rely on different types of data. Some use naturally-occurring data (from the Internet or from standard corpora, cf. Hilpert or Gurevich), others are the result of behavioural experiments (Timyam & Bergen), while still others are based on examples from the literature or on the authors’ intuitions as native speakers of the language (cf. Croft et al.); in a few cases, the sources of the data are unclear. While each method of collecting data has its own value and may be suitable for certain purposes, one must recognise that they can also have their limitations. In particular, an intuition-based approach may sometimes miss part of the picture, as illustrated earlier by Gurevich’s analysis of English conditional constructions. 
Last but not least, the cross-linguistic perspective of the volume will appeal to contrastivists and typologists alike. This perspective, in fact, is a most welcome expansion of the framework of Construction Grammar. In the series “Constructional Approaches to Language”, Contrastive Studies in Construction Grammar appears six years after another volume entitled Construction Grammar in a Cross-Language Perspective and edited by Mirjam Fried and Jan-Ola Östman. While that earlier book could be seen as a first step in the contrastive direction, since each chapter dealt with a different language (Czech, Japanese or French), the present book can be considered as a second step in that direction, with its comparisons of constructions in two (or more) languages. In that, it may be said to (at least partly) fulfil Östman & Fried’s (2004, p. 8) 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 generalizations”. The contrastive approach might have been even more fully endorsed, though. Firstly all the chapters include English as a language of study, whose investigation often relies on previous literature, and secondly the analysis sometimes tends to be biased towards one of the languages (usually the language other than English). The next step should ideally aim for more varied and more balanced cross-linguistic analyses. Third, the studies collected in this volume offer (more or less) detailed accounts of the constructions in each language, but sometimes fall short of providing a systematic comparison of the two, as reflected in the structure of some of the papers: Hasegawa et al., for instance, have a section on English patterns and one on Japanese patterns but no section involving the comparison of the two (one notable exception to this is the paper by Timyam & Bergen, which has a section entitled “Contrastive analysis of the constructions in English and Thai”). One way in which such a comparison might be carried out is through a translational analysis, which could be conducted on the basis of parallel corpora, including texts that are translations of each other. This possibility is suggested by Gurevich, who observes that “it may be worth investigating how often the various constructions described in this paper are mapped onto each other in translations” (p. 101), and some authors refer to the concept of “translation(al) equivalence”, but none of them actually attempts to explore this avenue concretely. This, of course, should not necessarily be seen as a weakness of the book, but just as evidence that the field of contrastive construction grammar still has quite some room for development and that we probably have not heard the last of it. 
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