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AnHoTanus: B crarbe Mbl 00Cy)KIaeM MOAXOA K ONMHMCAHUIO KOHCTPYKLHUH, IPUHATBHINA B MOHOTpaduu
Vunesama Kpodra “Morphosyntax. Constructions of the World’s languages” (2022) u conocrasisiem
€ro C MOJIXO0/IOM K ONUCaHUIO U KJIaCCU(UKAIIMK KOHCTPYKIHH, IPUMEHSIEMBIM B “PycckoM KOHCTPYK-
THKOHe”. CpaBHEHHE MO3BOJISIET HaM TPUITH K BBIBOIY, YTO MEX/Y JByMsI METOJAMH ONMCAHHS €CTh
CyIlleCcTBeHHbIe pasnnuns. Bo-niepBbix, moaxon Kpodra onupaercs Ha «CpaBHUTENBHBIE KaTETOPHN
KaK OCHOBY THITOJIOTHYECKHX UCCIICIOBAHUI 1 alIPUOPHYIO KIacCH(PUKALNIO 3HAYCHUH U KOHCTPYKLIUH.
Hanpotus, B «PyccKOM KOHCTPYKTHKOHE» OIMCaHHE BEAETCS «CHH3Y BBEPX»: CHadaja COCTaBIIACTCS
KaK MO)KHO OoJiee peACTaBUTENbHbII HHBEHTaph KOHCTPYKIHUH, a yKe TOTOM CO3JaeTCsl CUCTeMA IS
ux Knaccudukayu. Bo-Bropsix, B «PycCKOM KOHCTPYKTHKOHEY CBOMCTBA KOHCTPYKIIMH MPE/ICTaBICHbI
B BHJIE CHCTEMBI [IOMET, KOTOPBIX y KaXK/10i KOHCTPYKIIMH MOKET OBITh HECKOJBKO, TOT/d KaK B ONH-
cannn Kpodra He 06cy)xaaeTcss BOSMOXKHOCTD IIPUHAIICKHOCTH KOHCTPYKINH CPa3y K HECKOJIBKHM
kinaccaM. HaxoHen, cuctema Kpodra opueHTHpOBaHa B MEPBYIO OYepeb Ha sACPHBIC 30HBI rpaMMa-
THKH U BKJIIOYAeT B OCHOBHOM 3HA4CHUs, IPAMMaTHKAIM30BaHHbIE B TEX MJIM MHBIX S3bIKaX, TOTAA KaK
B «PycCcKOM KOHCTPYKTHKOHE» BHHMaHHUE YIEISIeTCs He TOJIBKO rpaMMaTHYECKUM, HO M «KBa3HUTPaM-
MAaTHYECKUM U «JICKCHKAIM30BaHHBIM» KOHCTPYKLHUSIM — aHHBIC KOHCTPYKIMHU 00Ia/Iat0T Y3KOi ce-
MaHTHKOH M COYETaeMOCTBIO (K HUM, B YaCTHOCTH, OTHOCHTCS KJIACC KOHCTPYKIHUi TOBTOPSIEMOCTH,
TaKUX KaK mo u 0elo, WIN KOHCTPYKIIHS CO CIIOBOM C80€ W INIAaroJioM ¢ NPHCTaBKOU om-, HAIIpUMeEp,
€680€ omeynsi, 0003HaYa0Iasi OKOHYAHHE HEKOTOPOTO 3aHATHS X HEBO3MOXKHOCTB €T0 MPOIOIKCHUS).

KiioueBsie cjioBa: 0030p, rpaMMaTiKa KOHCTPYKIUH, KOHCTPYKIIMHU, PYCCKUH KOHCTPYKTUKOH

BaaronapnocTn: Mur 6naronapum Exarepuny Biaagumuposry Paxnmuny, Jlopy SHay u npyrux xomier
U3 KoJuteKkTHBa «PyccKoro KOHCTPYKTHKOHA» 3a LICHHBIE COBETHI M 00CYK/ieHHe TekcTa. Kpome atoro,
MbI O1arogapHbl aHOHMMHBIM PELICH3EHTaM 33 Ba)KHbIE 3aMEYaHus U BOIIPOCHI.
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1. Introduction

The monograph by William Croft “Morphosyntax. Constructions of the World’s languages”
[2022] describes various language phenomena from a constructivist perspective. The book takes
on an ambitious task to discuss very different phenomena, their function, form, and semantics
in a typologically-oriented manner.

The monograph has a twofold aim that combines language theory and linguistic typology.
The author seeks to review the main domains of grammar, to describe questions, ambiguities,
and trouble spots they pose for a researcher and, at the same time, to show the variance of for-
mal organization in the given domain across languages.

A comprehensive understanding of a language is impossible without discovering the lan-
guage-specific patterns of its syntax, morphology, and semantics. The idea of understanding a lan-
guage on its own terms dates back to the structuralist tradition (cf. [Boas 1911]). A reasonable
question, however, is whether it is possible to create a cross-linguistic classification that would
be universally applicable and meaningful. William Croft [2022] has made an attempt to pro-
vide such a universal inventory of Comparative Concepts (CCs) that could be employed to de-
scribe the morphosyntax of any language and, therefore, would provide grounds for cross-lin-
guistic comparison of constructions in the world’s languages. He takes a Comparative Concept
to mean “a concept that can be used to compare the morphosyntactic structure of different lan-
guages” [Ibid.: 676].

In this paper, we describe the general principles adopted in the book and its specific features
and compare its approach with the practically-oriented framework used in the Russian Con-
structicon. !

! The resource is available online at https://constructicon.github.io/russian/about/.
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2. Organization and characteristic features of the book

The book covers both well-described topics that have become the subject of descriptive, the-
oretical, and typological studies and problems and areas of grammar that are rarely considered
to be relevant for this domain. The former include complex clauses and voice alternations, while
among the latter there are speech act constructions (their relation to modality is often dealt with
in discussions of grammatical semantics but not of morphosyntax), as well as nonpredicational
clauses, as in (1) and stative complex predicates, as in (2).

(1) Tiwi (isolate, Australia)
Purukupaali  mauntina
Purukuparli boss

‘Purukuparli is boss.” [Croft 2022: 295]
(2)  We painted the door red. [Ibid.: 432].

The language phenomena and semantic domains analyzed in Croft’s book are divided into
several groups that correspond to the parts of the monograph.

Part II “Argument phrase structure: reference and modification” describes mechanisms used
to refer to an entity and to its specific properties: referential accessibility; specificity; types
of modification; classifiers; anaphora. In Part III “Clause structure: predication and arguments”
the author focuses on phenomena that are usually regarded as simple clause phenomena: voice
and transitivity; argument coding and valency; nonverbal predication; complex predicates.
Among topics that are rarely included in the discussion of simple clauses are speech act typol-
ogy (exclamatives, hortatives, and so on), salience of the participants of the situation, and in-
formation packaging. Finally, Part IV “Complex sentences” deals with not only canonical prob-
lems related to complex sentences and clause combining (syntactic typology of clauses: relative,
complement, and adjunct clauses; the opposition of balanced and deranked clauses), but also
topics regarding semantic and discourse relations in complex sentences (reference tracking, zero
expression of arguments).

Apart from these phenomena-oriented descriptions, the monograph contains an introduc-
tory Part I consisting of two chapters: the first one outlines the structure of the book and the au-
thor’s approach to cross-linguistic comparison, and the second one discusses the constructivist
orientation of the book.

A special feature of the book is the absence of a clear boundary between main levels/ ar-
eas of language, such as semantics, syntax, morphology, and discourse. As a consequence, top-
ics generally believed to be mainly syntactic (transitivity, clause combining) are analyzed side
by side with semantic (motion events, stative verbs) and discourse phenomena (reference, sa-
lience of participants). This approach has its strengths and weaknesses. On the one hand, it al-
lows the author to demonstrate links between the various levels of language, usually identified
only for individual language categories (cf., e.g., studies by Hopper and Thompson [1980] and
Tsunoda [1985], which present semantic grounds of syntactic transitivity opposition). However,
this approach makes the monograph heterogeneous: for instance, the rather narrow issue of sta-
tive predicates is given a separate chapter, while another chapter focuses on the complement
clause typology, which is a much broader topic.

The reader finds some lacunas in the set of topics. For example, the monograph does not
contain a detailed discussion of tense and aspect typology: the grammaticalization of tense,
aspect, modality, and polarity is only touched upon in sections about complex sentences
and complex predicates. Similarly, categories like nominal case and number are not ana-
lyzed in detail. The reason seems to be that the author, due to the constructivist approach,
adopts (implicitly and, to some extent, also explicitly) the following hierarchy of linguis-
tic description:
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1) the semantic / functional domain that the phenomenon represents;
2) its impact on the syntactic relations / the whole construction;
3) properties of elements of the constructions.

To illustrate, the domain of voice is given much attention because voice meanings affect the
whole sentence, including information structure types, discourse relevance of participants, and
syntax of the clause/ sentence (2) above). By contrast, case is a category marking a dependent
element, but it does not affect the features of the head. This is why case is, so to say, “not very
morphosyntactic” (that is, not directly related to the syntax of the whole constituent) and is pe-
ripheral to the approach adopted in the monograph.

This choice, resulting from the perspective taken by the author, is not free from disadvan-
tages: some phenomena that could be relevant for the syntax of languages are either not ana-
lyzed or scattered across different parts of the book. For instance, case has been shown (e.g.,
by Wierzbicka [1980] and Kittild [2002]) to be relevant for categories of the whole sentence,
such as transitivity — which, in turn, have to do with constructions and information structure —
however, in Croft’s monograph, case, argument structure, and information structure are consid-
ered in different chapters, and their relations are not explicitly mentioned. This is why, in some
cases, it would have been useful (especially for readers specialized in typology of grammati-
cal categories) to emphasize in each chapter relations between close phenomena or phenomena
with similar functions, including head- and dependent-related categories.

Some descriptions of specific phenomena also call for questions and comments, for example,
Chapter 6 on transitivity and argument structure. The point of view that transitivity should be
described as a prototype and a set of peripheral phenomena that do not fully correspond to the
prototypical description is adopted by many linguists. However, many current studies also seek
to answer another question: why is it the transitive construction (and not, for instance, the one
with a dative object) that is so important for our description of the syntactic structure? It seems
that the answer to this question requires a plurifunctional approach that takes into account the
(1) semantics of events (e.g., breaking /change of state) and of participants (see the treatment
of animate / inanimate participants by Hopper and Thompson [1980] and Tsunoda [1985]);
(ii) formal properties of the transitive construction; (iii) behavior of the transitive construction,
including available voice alternations. In other words, Croft’s chapter on transitivity and argu-
ment structure lacks some theoretical depth that is needed to describe the class of transitive verbs
and their role in the grammatical theory.

The last point, the properties of constructions and / or their elements, is not always given
sufficient attention throughout the book. A case in point is Chapter 10 “Nonprototypical
predication and nonpredicational clauses”. Since the type of clauses under analysis lacks
an explicit predicate form, an a priori classification of nonpredicational clauses is problem-
atic. At the same time, Roy [2013] and Testelets [2008] show that some aspects of syntactic
behavior differentiate predicational, presentational, thetic, and other types of nonpredica-
tional clauses. Croft, however, mainly takes into account semantic and contextual features
and suggests a classification mainly based on (im)possibility of a particular interpretation
in the given context. Of course, it is impossible to consider the whole range of syntactic
tests used for delimitation of types in one study. However, if some examples of syntactic
contrasts were given, this would have made the classification of nonpredicational clauses
more empirically founded.

A notable feature of the book is the wide use of quantitative data, see the statistics on word
order in Chapter 6 “Event structure and argument coding: semantics, transitivity, and alignment”
and Table 8.4 on argument expression in Huallaga Quechua in Chapter 8 “Argument coding
and voice: discourse factors”. On the one hand, the prominence of statistics gives the language
data a new perspective and distinguishes the book from many previous typologically-oriented
descriptions. On the other hand, it seems that the statistical data are not always accompanied
by an explanation.
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Another important feature of Croft’s monograph is that the domains of grammar are de-
fined on different grounds. While some of them are defined semantically (for instance, Chap-
ter 15 “Temporal and causal relations between events” illustrates various means for expression
of the same semantic and pragmatic relations, see also Chapter 12 “Speech act constructions”
and Chapter 14 “Stative complex predicates, including manner”), others are based on formal
grounds (in Chapter 10 “Nonprototypical predication” the absence of a verb or another type
of predicate serves as the sole defining factor). This asymmetry is, to a large extent, an integral
part of today’s syntactic and semantic typology. It results from the core-periphery structure that
current theory assigns to grammar. For example, the core (canonical) sentence has a verb / pred-
icate, and this is why the presence of the predicate goes without a comment; verbal sentences
are semantically and syntactically classified into stative and dynamic, transitive and intransi-
tive, and so on. By contrast, the absence of a predicate makes a clause / sentence noncanonical:
this formal feature serves as the basis for further description of semantic or pragmatic distinc-
tions, e.g., between ‘possession’, ‘qualification’, ‘identification’. Roughly speaking, when we
classify grammatical phenomena in various frameworks (including Croft’s), we tend to classify
them by the most visible and most unusual properties, even if these properties belong to differ-
ent aspects of grammar and levels of language (semantics, syntax, illocutionary force, and so on).

We turn next to the concepts and principles proposed by the author and assess their strengths
and weaknesses.

3. Constructivist orientation

A key feature of the book, as mentioned above, is its constructivist orientation. This perspec-
tive makes the task carried out by the author even more ambitious because constructions are
more complicated to compare across languages and to distinguish from each other than, for ex-
ample, grammatical markers.

It should be noted that Croft regards the construction as a basic concept of language organi-
zation and a basic instrument for language description. One of the key assumptions he puts for-
ward in the introductory part is that “the proper unit for grammatical analysis is a (morphosyn-
tactic) construction, such as the numeral modification construction” [Croft 2022: 4-5]. Word
classes are also defined on constructivist grounds: the author states that “word classes are defined
not by their semantics but by their occurrence in constructions — more precisely, a word’s oc-
currence in a particular role in a construction” [Ibid.: 8]. This strength of the constructivist ap-
proach is that Croft emphasizes the importance of empirical analysis of basic elements of gram-
mar (such as words and word classes) on the basis of contexts they are compatible with, instead
of postulating an a priori classification or using vague semantic formulations, such as ‘adjec-
tives denote properties’. At the same time, this broad notion of a construction as a basic element
of grammar does not provide results significantly different from notions of ‘verb class’ or ‘syn-
tactic relation’ of standard grammatical typology. For instance, instead of saying that an adjec-
tive is a word that occurs as a modifier in a noun-modifier construction and in the predicate po-
sition in a copula construction, we can formulate it in a standard syntactic way: “An adjective
can be a modifier of a noun or pronoun or the second argument of a copula verb”. In this sense,
Croft’s construction is an instrument of description which does not provide results crucially dif-
ferent from those provided by formal or functional syntactic analysis.

Another possible problem of Croft’s type of constructional analysis, is the lack of clear
boundaries between different constructions. To illustrate, in Modern Standard Arabic, the nu-
meral wahidun ‘1’ agrees in case and gender with the noun, the numeral falatun ‘3’ subcatego-
rizes for genitive case and takes the gender opposite to the gender of the noun, and khamsiina
50’ does not have gender and requires the accusative case form (see [Grande 2001; Aoun et al.
2010] for a detailed discussion). Does this mean that ‘1’ belongs to one word class and ‘3 and
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‘50’ to another one (because the latter, but not the former, assign case to the noun) or that all
three numerals are of different classes?

As mentioned above, Croft [2022] elaborates on the idea of comparative concepts and pro-
vides an arguably exhaustive list of them based on the typological analysis of constructions
on the level from phrases to clauses and complex sentences. Let us repeat Croft’s definition:
a comparative concept is “a concept that can be used to compare the morphosyntactic struc-
ture of different languages” [Ibid.: 676]. The taxonomy of Croft’s CCs includes several hun-
dred CCs that are divided into four types: construction (cxn), semantic content (sem), in-
formation packaging (inf), and strategy (s¢r). This four-dimensional distinction corresponds
to the basic structure of a construction proposed by Croft. The notion of comparative con-
cepts, i.e. theoretical constructs for typological comparisons, was introduced by Haspelmath
[2010], who suggested differentiating COMPARATIVE CONCEPTS from language-specific DE-
SCRIPTIVE CATEGORIES. The reason behind this differentiation is that “crosslinguistic compar-
ison of morphosyntactic patterns cannot be based on formal patterns (because these are too
diverse), but has to be based on universal conceptual-semantic concepts” [Ibid.: 665]. This
idea is not new and follows the Greenbergian tradition of typological research, cf. [Greenberg
1963; Comrie 1989; Croft 2003].

Information packaging in Croft’s terms is contrasted to strategy. Strategy refers to the set
of specific means used to convey a given meaning. By contrast, packaging refers to the role
of information in discourse. As Croft [2022: 13] puts it, “any semantic content can be packaged
in any information packaging function”. The main packaging functions are reference, modifica-
tion, and predication. For instance, the property ‘tall’ can be predicated in That tree is tall, used
to modify a referent in a fall tree and used as a referent in the tallness of the tree.

According to Croft [2022: 5], each construction is a combination of form and function. The
form refers to the morphosyntax of the construction (i.e., strategy), while the function is further
subdivided into semantic content (i.e., meaning) and information packaging, suggesting that
any meaning can be packaged differently, see Figure below. Thus, four types of CCs correspond
to the three end nodes (inf, sem, and str) and the root node (cxn) in the structure.

construction
function form
information semantic morphosyntax
packaging content

Fig. The basic structure of a construction [Croft 2022: 5]

Croft’s broad notion of a construction calls for a comparison with other, more practically
oriented approaches to constructions. Recently, linguists’ interest in constructions has acquired
anew, applied dimension, namely, the creation of constructicons (databases of constructions that
contain their semantic and structural description, as well as annotation of relations between them,
both formal and semantic). This is why the monograph under analysis is also important as a po-
tential starting point for creating an inventory of grammatical constructions (as well as gram-
matical markers) and compiling new constructicon resources.

Constructicons are created for a limited number of languages, among others, for English, Ger-
man, Japanese, Swedish, Brazilian Portuguese, and Russian. While the majority of constructi-
cons are based on corresponding FrameNet resources (cf. [Fillmore 2008])2, the Russian Con-
structicon is built independently from FrameNet and uses its own set of syntactic and semantic

2 Available online at https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fndrupal/.
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types to describe the constructions. In what follows, we compare Croft’s approach to that ad-
opted in the Russian Constructicon.?

4. Constructions in Croft’s account and
in the Russian Constructicon: a comparative account

The construction is a notion that is, on the one hand, very useful in current linguistic studies,
and, on the other hand, rather challenging. Almost everyone recognizes the importance of con-
structions, at least in some of the senses used in linguistics and to some degree. At the same
time, the great diversity of approaches and definitions points to the fact that different authors
may employ the same notion differently — and, thus, several construction-oriented descriptions
may in fact be technically and theoretically different.

A comparison across various approaches to constructions is of particular relevance because
Lyngfelt et al. [2022] propose the application of Croft’s CCs to the emerging field of multilingual
constructicography, which aims to compare constructions across various languages. However,
cross-linguistic comparison of constructions presents a challenge, particularly for typologically
distinct languages (cf. an exploration of the alignment of constructions in English and Japanese
via interactional frames in [Ohara (forthcoming)]). This difficulty extends even to typologically
close languages, as differences in the choice of linguistic material across constructicon resources
and variations in the granularity of grammatical constructions pose obstacles to cross-linguis-
tic comparison. CCs are supposed to map constructions in different languages to conceptual do-
mains, but that does not mean finding constructional equivalents [Lyngfelt et al. 2022].

But can we apply the set of CCs developed by Croft to the constructions in the Russian Con-
structicon? Are the two systems compatible? What is the conceptual overlap of the two classi-
fications and how are they different? We address these questions below.

It is necessary to note that the notion of constructions used by Croft is not identical to that
used in the Russian Constructicon. The main difference is that for the Constructicon, a construc-
tion is an empirical object, while for Croft’s description of morphosyntax, a construction is
a theoretical object. The following formulations illustrate each approach:

Croft: the main instrument for language description are constructions, and many aspects
are easier to analyze in the construction-based description. The constructional mechanism
is equally used in the description of the core grammatical mechanisms (e.g., complement
clauses) and narrow quasi-grammatical phenomena (e.g., copula constructions).

Russian Constructicon: the class of constructions is heterogeneous, some of them are
lexicalized (semantically and syntactically close to lexemes and/ or peripheral grammati-
cal markers with narrow combinational properties), and others belong to a core grammat-
ical domain.

Of course, many language elements can be described as constructions in both frameworks.
For instance, the Russian éfo-construction that marks the real participant of the situation as con-
trasted to other, hypothetical, participants is a construction in both senses:

(3) Eto Vasj-a razbi-1 okn-o.
this-NOM.N.SG  Vasja-NOM.SG  break-pST.M.SG ~ window-ACC.SG
‘It was Vasja who broke the window.’

3 The Russian Constructicon is the result of many joint efforts; among the major contributors are Anna
Endresen, Daria Mordashova, Ekaterina Rakhilina, Laura Janda, Olga Lyashevskaya, as well as over
40 students from both UiT The Arctic University of Norway and HSE University in Moscow.
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In this case, not only the presence of éfo, but also its linear position (it typically appears in the
leftmost position), and the intonational emphasis on the argument following éfo mark the contrast
between Vasja and other possible participants. The construction functions as a complex multi-
word unit and thus calls for a Construction Grammar analysis. The same seems to be the case
with stative complex predicates, discussed in Chapter 14 of [Croft 2022], as well as by [Gold-
berg 1995; Himmelmann, Schultze-Berndt (eds.) 2005], among many others.

However, many constructions, such as transitive clause constructions; constructions with ad-
junct embedded clauses; complement clause constructions, and so on, are covered in the mono-
graph but definitely feel to be less lexicalized and closer to the grammatical level in the proper
sense. The reason is that Croft regards constructions as a convenient theoretical instrument for
describing various types of constituents, mainly because elements of almost any constituent
type are interconnected: for instance, though complementation is very often marked by a ded-
icated syntactic element (complementizer) or morphological form of the embedded verb (in-
finitive or another embedded form), its description also requires appealing to the main clause
properties: Which classes of main predicates take complement clauses? Why do some quasi-syn-
onymous predicates differ in ability to take complement clauses or in the type of complement
clauses they take? How are the main and the embedded event in the complement clause con-
struction situated in time?

By contrast, in the Russian Constructicon constructions are regarded as an empirical phe-
nomenon. In this sense, Croft’s broad notion of a construction is too theoretical to be directly
applied to a constructicon. The Russian Constructicon team considers constructions a heteroge-
neous class of elements that include ‘core grammar’ as well as lexicalized constructions (‘qua-
si-grammar’) and lexicon.

For the ‘quasi-grammatical’ and ‘lexical’ subclass of constructions, the two key fea-
tures that are often described are the absence of markers and/ or non-compositional use
of markers and lexicalization. A construction may, for example, (i) not contain an element
whose main or only function is to connect other (meaningful) elements and (ii) the link be-
tween elements may be stronger than in most language structures of similar type (as is the
case with the depictive construction: the link between the depictive and the main clause is
stronger than between the clauses in a complex sentence, which leads to non-predictable se-
lective restrictions). To illustrate, the construction to i delo ‘often’ with the meaning of fre-
quency is semantically very close to a grammatical iterative marker. Furthermore, it con-
tains several word forms and is not interpreted compositionally, based on the meaning of the
words fo ‘that’ and delo ‘business’.

By definition, such a class of lexicalized / quasi-grammatical constructions cannot contain
subtypes of “Transitivity expression” or “Voice expression”. In general, voice mechanisms and
transitivity features are systemic phenomena that characterize the language system as a whole,
are marked in a standard way (e.g., voice markers, direct object case markers), and are far from
being lexicalized. At the same time, some transitivization patterns, such as those with the word
svoé ‘one’s’ (on svoé otbegal ‘he cannot run anymore’, lit. ‘he his own out-ran’) can be included
in construction databases due to the peculiar and non-compositional use of the transitive verb
in combination with the reflexive possessive pronoun.

Some of the phenomena discussed by Croft should be assigned a peripheral position in a con-
structicon, because they show no sign of constructionalization in the narrow sense (they are inter-
preted compositionally, and their elements are productive grammatical markers or syntactic ele-
ments). This means that the conditional construction with if in English or the purpose construction
with ¢toby in Russian is not a core element of the constructicon (they are elements of ‘big’ syntax,
namely, principal types of conditional and purpose subordinate clauses). On the contrary, con-
structions where grammatical elements are used in a noncanonical way, such as the “order” con-
struction with ¢toby (Ctoby ja tebja zdes’ bol Se ne videl ‘I order you to never come here again!’
(lit. ‘that I would never see you here!”)) are core elements of a constructicon: ¢toby is here nei-
ther a subordinator, nor a marker of the purpose meaning, and the properties of this construction
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type (such as the absence of the main clause) characterize the construction as a whole, rather
than the word c¢foby, which serves here as a quasi-grammatical marker of imperative.

Let us now describe the general makeup of constructicons (based mainly on the example of the
Russian Constructicon) in more detail and compare it to Croft’s proposal. The Russian Construc-
ticon is an electronic linguistic database that consists of more than 2200 grammatical construc-
tions of Russian (https://constructicon.github.io/russian/). The constructions in the resource are
supplied with elaborate semantic, syntactic, and stylistic annotation, definitions translated into
English and Norwegian, corpus-based example sentences, common fillers for construction slots,
and constructional equivalents in English and Norwegian. Although constructicons are often de-
scribed as “dictionaries of grammatical constructions” [Lyngfelt et al. 2022: 101], a construc-
ticon is emphatically not a list but a structured network of constructions that are linked to each
other [Fillmore 1988: 37; Goldberg, Herbst 2021: 286] or even a “set of networks” [Langacker
2008: 237]. Identifying the links between constructions makes it possible to model horizontal
and vertical relations between them and to group constructions into families, clusters, and net-
works. The elaborate description of the semantic classification of constructions in the Russian
Constructicon as well as the family-based expansion of the constructicon is available in [Janda
et al. 2023] and [Endresen et al. (forthcoming)].

4.1. Bottom-up approach to classification

The semantic, syntactic, and stylistic classification of constructions in the Russian Construc-
ticon has resulted from a bottom-up approach and emerged together with the expansion of the
database. In practice, this means that constructions were added and annotated at the same time.
Oftentimes the decisions about the annotation had to be reconsidered several times during the
process when more data were added and constructions were analyzed in groups.

The bottom-up approach means collecting a maximally inclusive inventory of constructions
and analyzing them on their own terms, thus allowing patterns to emerge from the data. The
bottom-up approach is opposed to the top-down approach that presupposes a predefined system
in which more granular distinctions are formed later.

This bottom-up approach means that the starting point for a Constructicon is always the data
of an individual language. Not only may the items and meanings of a given semantic zone be
very different across languages, but also the set of domains and subdomains in different lan-
guages can also be incomparable, meaning that its analogues cannot be found in other languages.
This makes the “cross-constructicon” comparison problematic, which means that the items col-
lected for each language and each domain have to be further checked for their membership
in one or another small domain. In this sense, typological research based on the data of construc-
ticons is “post-hoc”, built after and upon the individual-language descriptions. On the contrary,
Croft’s typology and typological studies, e.g., by Dahl [1985], Comrie [1989], Shopen [2007],
from which Croft inherited many systemic features is mostly pre-hoc: they are built on broad
(but not so finely distinguished and described) semantic zones and syntactic phenomena types
that are often assumed rather than emergent from language data.

4.2. Semantic classification

Constructions are defined in Construction Grammar as conventionalized form-meaning
(or function) pairings [Goldberg 2006: 5] (see also [Goldberg 1995; 2013]). Semantic types identi-
fied in the Russian Constructicon characterize the latter aspect of constructions, i.e. their meanings.
As mentioned above, Croft’s types are not always defined on semantic grounds: very often, their
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classification is based on salient syntactic and / or morphological features. The semantic classifica-
tion in the Russian Constructicon comprises 55 major semantic types and 182 more specific sub-
types. Semantic types of constructions form larger units: subclasses and classes. All major seman-
tic types are illustrated in Table 1 as bullet points. If a semantic type has subtypes, it is illustrated
with a plus symbol next to the type. For example, the semantic type Addressee has four subtypes
(Core addressee, Audience, Beneficiary, and Maleficiary), while the semantic type Possession
has no subtypes. The description of all semantic types and subtypes is available on the Instructions
page of the Russian Constructicon website* and in [Janda et al. 2023]. The larger units (classes
and subclasses) are illustrated with numbered black and blue categories in the table respectively.

Table 1
Semantic classification of constructions in the Russian Constructicon:
55 main semantic types included

1. Qualia

1.1. Situation structure

e Timeline +

e Taxis +

e Actionality +

o Pluractionality +
e Phase of action +
e Result +

e Actuality

1.3. Situation modifiers

e Spatial expressions +
e Temporal expressions +
e Manner

2. Modality and its
neighborhood

2.1. Core modal
meanings

® Root modality +
e Epistemic modality +

1.2. Major roles

o Addressee +

o [nstrument

e Possession

e Comitative

o Caritive

® Non-standard subject +

3. Subjectivity

o Assessment +

o Attitude +

e Polarity value +

o Source of opinion +
e Mirative

1.4. Logical relations

e Cause

e Purpose

o Consequence
¢ Condition

e Concession +

1.5. Properties

e Salient property +
e Temporary

characteristics +
e Comparison +

4. Discourse

4.1. Discourse
organization

e Discourse structure +

e Intersubjectivity
o Objectivity

1.6. Sets and elements

¢ Additive

o Inclusive

e Exceptive

e Exclusive

o Subset

e Options

e Quantification +

1.7. Magnitude

e Non-existence +
e Measure +
e Calculation +

5. Parameters

e Degree of intensity +
e Degree of accuracy +

e Source of information

2.2. Neighborhood 4.2. Discourse clauses

¢ Volition

o Causation +

e Prohibition +

e Threat

e Request

e Apprehension +
e Curse

e Reaction to the
previous discourse +
e Routine +

Importantly, the principles of classification adopted in the Constructicon and in the mono-
graph under analysis are different. Croft begins the classification from sentence types: for him,

4 Available online at https://constructicon.github.io/russian/semantic-types/.
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a construction is a ‘type of utterance/ sentence’. This does not mean that only whole-sentence
categories are discussed; however, for example, voice is more likely to figure in Croft’s study
than, for instance, case-marking or prepositional expression of the argument. The semantic clas-
sification of the Russian Constructicon works as a system of tags, and a construction can be as-
signed more than one semantic type. This is different from the system adopted in constructicons
based on FrameNet classification (i.e., of semantic frames), where semantic multiple motiva-
tion of constructions is not allowed. The system of tags adopted in the Russian Constructicon is
useful to capture the complex semantics of a given construction and is fruitful for modeling the
horizontal relations across constructions. The combination of semantic and syntactic classifica-
tion reveals a structured network of constructions.

In the Russian Constructicon, the semantic types are identified based on shared semantic prop-
erties of constructions. The structure of the semantic type, therefore, resembles a radial category
with more prototypical members and a semantic periphery. For instance, both constructions (4)
and (5) express the cause of some action. Therefore, they bear the semantic tag Cause. How-
ever, while (4) introduces a cause, (5) is a question to the addressee about the cause of his/her
actions. Thus, (5) can be considered less prototypical than (4). The construction in (5) addition-
ally conveys the speaker’s dissatisfaction with some action by the interlocutor and is also tagged
as Attitude with the subtype Dissatisfaction. This additional semantical component places the
construction in (5) even further away from the prototype.

(4) 1D 53 vvidu togé, ¢to Cl, Cl ‘due to the fact that...’
Izdatel stv-o objazan-o  vyplati-t’ avtor-u vs-e
publishing_house-NOM.sG  obliged-N.SG  pay-INF author-nDAT.SG  all-acc

100% gonorar-a widu t-ogo, ¢to  rukopis’
royalties-GEN.SG ~ due_to that-GEN.sG that manuscript.NOM.SG

otklonen-a uze posle  odobreni-ja.
rejected-F.sG  already  after approval-GEN.SG

‘The publishing house is obliged to pay the author 100 % of the royalties due to the fact
that the manuscript was rejected after approval.’

(5) ID 353 €ego (¢to) NP-Nom VP? ‘why...’

C-ego ét-o ty lez-is’
what-GEN.SG ~ thiS-NOM.N.SG you.NOM  lie-PRS.2SG
‘Why are you lying here?’

In Croft’s classification, (4) and (5) would definitely belong to different classes. While (4)
and similar constructions are classified as a type of complex clauses (more precisely, adjunct
clause constructions), (5) would be described as a question. Croft’s approach is in fact conve-
nient for cross-linguistic comparison. The most visible and most accessible for formalization are
aspects of language related to marking. While the utterance like ‘He left because he felt tired’
very often contains only a marker of cause, a question of the type ‘Why are you lying here?’ is
often marked as a question (questions being in most languages more derived and more marked
than affirmative utterances).

The radial structure of semantic zones, adopted in the Russian Constructicon, is not conve-
nient for a typological study and is not used in his book. Croft’s semantic labels aim to be more
clear-cut and well differentiated from each other for the sake of typological comparison. Fur-
thermore, Croft’s book relies on the convenience of syntactic radial categories, for instance, for
description of voice and transitivity.

Contrary to the Russian Constructicon, Croft’s study does not feature a detailed semantic
classification. The wider the typological sample, the more the semantic description gets reduced
to generalized domains and semantic types.

The semantic classification obtained using a bottom-up approach is, nevertheless, verified
by typological studies, reflecting the types of meanings that are encoded grammatically in other
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languages. In the Russian Constructicon, many semantic types correspond conceptually as well
as terminologically with typologically attested grammatical categories. For instance, the con-
struction that indicates the absence of a secondary agent or the absence of an object possessed
by the main participant of the situation bears the semantic tag Caritive borrowed from the typo-
logical literature, see, e.g., [Plungian 2011: 125]. The semantic approach to constructions in the
Russian Constructicon, however, often distinguishes more subtypes and includes more values
than the typological approach as it has to deal with complex multiword constructions and not
just grammatical affixes. The semantic classification also includes semantic types that are not
attested in the typological literature, such as Calculation or Curse.

4.3. Syntactic classification in the Russian Constructicon

Unlike the semantic classification that works as a system of tags assigned to a construction,
the syntactic classification of constructions adopted in the Russian Constructicon resembles
a system of boxes, into which the constructions are distributed during the classification pro-
cess. This means that, as a rule, one construction can belong to only one syntactic type. How-
ever, the syntactic annotation is four-dimensional to capture the complex structure of multi-
word constructions.

First, there is a Syntactic type of construction. This annotation category describes construc-
tion as a whole. Second, Syntactic function of anchor describes the syntactic function only
of the fixed elements of the construction. Third, the anchor itself can be a complex entity, and
thus we need to have Syntactic structure of anchor category for annotation. Finally, all anchor
elements of construction are annotated according to Part of speech of anchor.

To illustrate, the example (4) can be analysed as shown in Table 2. The construction as a whole
is a Connection construction because it contains a combination of words that perform as a con-
junction. This combination of words is an anchor part of the construction and it functions
as a Subordinator. Since this is a not a single word conjunction, vidu togo, cto is annotated
as a Multiword Conjunction. If we decompose this multiword conjunction, we will see that it
consists of a preposition (vvidu), a pronoun (t0gd), and a conjunction (c¢zo).

Table 2
Syntactic annotation of constructions ‘ID 53 vvidu togé, ¢to Cl, CI’
and ‘ID 353 ¢ego (éto) NP-Nom VP?’
C Syntactic type Syntactic function Syntactic structure Part of speech
Xn .

of construction of anchor of anchor of anchor

. . Preposition
ID 53 Connectlp n Subordinator Mu}tlwo_r d Pronoun

construction Conjunction . .

Conjunction

ID 353 Clause Modifier Not applicable Pronoun

Construction (5) is less structurally complex because its anchor part does not comprise a com-
plex entity. Thus, as a whole this construction is a Clause, where the anchor cego functions
as a Modifier. It has an optional element éfo which performs an emphatic function. Structurally,
¢ego and efo do not comprise one complex entity; therefore, the syntactic structure of an anchor
is not characterized for this construction (tag ‘Not applicable’). Both cego and efo are Pronouns,
which is reflected in the part of speech annotation.

While the semantic system is organized as a system of tags to capture the complex seman-
tics of multiword constructions, the syntactic system is organized as a four-dimensional system
of types in order to capture the complex syntactic structure of constructions.
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The most complicated type of formal classification is the classification of constructional pat-
terns. While within one language (and one constructicon) it is possible to describe the techniques
a language uses to make constructions from what used to be free combinations, this cannot be
achieved in the typological perspective and, thus, is not so crucial for Croft’s project. How-
ever, in some examples it is useful to describe constructional patterns even in typological stud-
ies. For instance, what Croft describes as constructions with stative predicates is in fact a result
of the widespread process of constructionalization. Here belongs the resultative construction
like We painted the door red [Croft 2022: 432], which, according to [Goldberg 1995], made its
way to a construction through constructionalization of the combination of a verb like paint and
an adjective denoting the final state, such as red.

4.4. Communicative types

Unlike the large semantic and syntactic annotation systems, the system of communicative
types in the Russian Constructicon is rather small. This is due to the fact that this annotation
system is only applicable to those constructions that form a clause or a combination of clauses.
The system of communicative types has only four categories: Declarative, Interrogative, Ex-
clamatory, and Interrogative/Exclamatory. The names of the types are mostly self-explana-
tory, with the exception of the Interrogative/Exclamatory type, which means that the construc-
tion combines two types at the same time. This generally refers to constructions that function
as rhetorical questions and in fact express negative attitude of the speaker towards the actions
of the addressee, as the construction represented in (5).

5. Two classifications combined

In this section, we describe differences between Croft’s model and the Russian Constructi-
con, applied to individual examples and generalized semantic domains. Croft’s four-part model
might be expected to fit neatly with the annotation model of the Russian Constructicon since
the latter is also divided according to form-function distinctions. Presumably, one would search
for the associative links between

— the semantic types in the Russian Constructicon and the semantic content (sem) type of the CCs;

— the syntactic types in the Russian Constructicon and the strategy (s#r) type of the CCs;

— the communicative types in the Russian Constructicon and the information packaging cat-
egory (inf) type of the CCs.

Construction (cxn), which is the fourth type of CCs, is a more complex comparative concept
since it consists of both form and function.

Let us first apply Croft’s CCs to an already discussed example from the Russian Construc-
tion. If we look at the construction (5) from Section 4.2, we can characterize its semantic con-
tent as causal (sem), which Croft [2022: Appendix] defines as “the semantic relation between
two events where one event causes the other”. An additional semantic CC that is applicable here
is cause (sem), defined as “a semantic role including participant roles for a participant, usually
an event, that causes the event expressed by the predicate” [Ibid.: Appendix]. As we can see, this
CC is related to a semantic role of the subordinate element (the pronoun cego) in the construc-
tion. The annotation of the Russian Constructicon also includes a set of semantic roles. They are
assigned to the constructional slots and are marked in the definition of construction and in ex-
ample sentences. Example (4), therefore, is annotated in the resource in the following way (6),
with a Situation and a Cause filling the slots:
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(6) 1D 53 vvidu togé, ¢to Cl, Cl ‘due to the fact that...’
[Izdatel stv-o objazan-o  vyplati-t’ avtor-u vs-e
publishing house-NOM.SG ~ obliged-N.SG ~ pay-INF author-DAT.SG  all-acc
100%  gonorar-algyahem VVidu t-ogo, ¢to  |[rukopis’
royalties-GEN.SG due to that-GEN.sG that manuscript.NOM.SG
otklonen-a uze posle  odobreni-ja.] cause
rejected-ESG  already  after approval-GEN.SG
‘The publishing house is obliged to pay the author 100 % of the royalties due to the fact
that the manuscript was rejected after approval.’

Syntactically, the most relevant CC from the list for construction (4) is adverbializer (s¢r) de-
fined by Croft [2022: 664] as “a morpheme that overtly expresses the semantic relation in an ad-
verbial clause construction”. Croft has an extended understanding of a morpheme and lists, for
example, English because as a morpheme. Therefore, it seems legitimate to extend this terminol-
ogy to the Russian vvidu togo, ¢to complex conjunction. Adverbializer is a subtype of conjunc-
tion (str) CC, “a free morpheme or clitic that encodes the relation between the events denoted
by the two clauses in a complex sentence construction” [Ibid.: 680]. In Croft’s terms, construc-
tion (4) would also be considered an instantiation of an adverbial clause construction (cxn),
which is a CC defined as “a complex sentence construction with a figure—ground construal / in-
formation packaging of the relation between the events denoted by the two clauses” [Ibid.: 664].
As we can see, this CC is still predominantly form-oriented rather than function-oriented.

Zooming out from the level of individual constructions to the level of semantic types within
the Russian Constructicon, a broader perspective reveals systematic correspondences between
these semantic types and Croft’s Comparative Concepts. A comprehensive comparison at this
level seems rather promising, as the two systems demonstrate a substantial level of compatibil-
ity because they refer to similar conceptual domains. Thus, 22 out of 55 semantic types in the
Russian Constructicon fully overlap with the CCs identified by Croft and 10 semantic types ex-
hibit partial overlap with the set of CCs. We deliberately compare the semantic types and the
CCs on a conceptual level because they can be distinct terminologically. For instance, we con-
sider Apodosis (cxn/sem) [Croft 2022: 668] to fully correspond to the semantic type Conse-
quence in the Russian Constructicon as they both denote the consequences of an action. Over-
all, full and partial overlap with CCs is attested for approximately 58 % of the semantic types
in the Russian Constructicon.

Interestingly, for some semantic subclasses, Croft’s approach is more compatible with the ac-
count adopted in the Russian Constructicon than for others. For instance, the subclass Logical
relations of the semantic class Qualia shows the highest degree of overlap between the system
of the Russian Constructicon and Croft’s system (100 %), while the subclass Discourse clauses
of the semantic class Discourse shows no overlap at all (0%). The degree of overlap between
the two systems is exemplified in Table 3. The table shows the semantic annotation in the Rus-
sian Constructicon (with types, subclasses, and classes). The dark green highlighting is used for
semantic types that have a corresponding Comparative Concept in Croft’s classification. The
light green highlighting shows that there is a partial correspondence between the classifications.
For example, the semantic type Actuality in the Russian Constructicon has six subtypes: At-
tenuative, Cumulative, Distributive, Gradual development, Punctual, and Saturative, but
in Croft’s classification only punctual (sem) is listed as a Comparative Concept.

The clearest difference between Croft’s classification and the Russian Constructicon is ob-
served in semantic domains that contain many values not coded by grammatical markers. Com-
pare, for instance, the aspectual domain: while the opposition of resultative and non-resulta-
tive is often coded by verbal inflectional markers, this is rare for saturative. This means that
in Croft’s approach resultative or punctual has a greater chance to be classified as a typologi-
cally relevant constructional pattern, relevant for the whole-sentence level (punctuality is rele-
vant for the semantic transitivity degree, cf. [Hopper, Thompson 1980], and resultative is closely
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related to passive). By contrast, saturative only has a chance to be represented in constructicons
due to the existence of individual constructions like On napilsja v drova/v nol’/ ... ‘He is very
drunk’ (lit. ‘He got drunk to the firewood/to zero’, and so on).

Table 3

Overlap of the semantic classification of constructions
in the Russian Constructicon with Croft’s Comparative Concepts

1. Qualia
1.1. Situation structure

e Timeline +

o Taxis +

e Actionality +

o Pluractionality +
e Phase of action +
o Result +

o Actuality

1.3. Situation modifiers

o Spatial expressions +
o Temporal expressions +
e Manner

2. Modality and its
neighborhood

2.1. Core modal
meanings

® Root modality +
¢ Epistemic modality +

2.2. Neighborhood

e Volition

o Causation +

o Prohibition +

e Threat

e Request

e Apprehension +
o Curse

1.2. Major roles

o Addressee +

o Instrument

e Possession

o Comitative

o Caritive

o Non-standard subject +

3. Subjectivity

o Assessment +

o Attitude +

e Polarity value +

e Source of opinion +
e Mirative

1.4. Logical relations

e Cause

e Purpose

o Consequence
e Condition

e Concession +

1.5. Properties

e Salient property +

e Temporary
characteristics +

e Comparison +

4. Discourse

4.1. Discourse
organization

e Discourse structure +
o Intersubjectivity
¢ Objectivity

e Source of information

4.2. Discourse clauses

e Reaction to the
previous discourse +
e Routine +

1.6. Sets and elements

o Additive

o Inclusive

* Exceptive

e Exclusive

o Subset

e Options

¢ Quantification +

1.7. Magnitude

e Non-existence +
e Measure +
o Calculation +

5. Parameters

o Degree of intensity +
o Degree of accuracy +

The second major finding from a comparison on the level of semantic types is that the seman-
tic classification in the Russian Constructicon is often more granular than Croft’s CCs. For ex-
ample, the Epistemic modality type in the Russian Constructicon has two subtypes: High de-
gree of certainty and Low degree of certainty, while the corresponding CC called epistemic
modality (sem) has no subtypes. One would expect this from a large-scale typological classifi-
cation which aims to cover a fully inclusive inventory of meanings rather than elaborate on fine-
grained nuances of meanings. A more fine-grained analysis is, however, beneficial for describ-
ing constructions of a particular language.

The difference in the nature of semantic classification allows us to describe Croft’s system
as a grammar of constructions (not in the conventionalized sense ‘construction grammar’, but
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denoting ‘the system representing the most general semantic domains, relevant for grammati-
cal marking and features of the whole sentence’) and a constructicon as a grammatical dictio-
nary of constructions (that contains much information about the behavior of constructions but
includes very fine classification, characteristic of lexical descriptions).

The system of communicative types in the Russian Constructicon exhibits almost full corre-
spondence with Croft’s CCs, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4
Communicative types compared to information packaging CCs
Communicative type in the Russian Constructicon Comparative Concept [Croft 2022]
Declarative declarative (inf/cxn)
Interrogative interrogative (or question) (inf/cxn)
Exclamatory exclamative (inf/cxn)

Interrogative / Exclamatory =

The description of parts of speech poses a problem in both approaches. The Russian Con-
structicon includes a special feature Part of speech of anchor —however, problematic cases
where the part of speech is not obvious are not addressed in a systematic way. In Croft’s ap-
proach, parts of speech are partially covered by the description of strategies (str) for a given
semantic domain. For example, in Chapter 4, numerals and quantifiers (Section 4.1.3) are con-
sidered separately from nominal modification constructions (Section 4.1.4), and the descrip-
tion of comparatives and equatives in Chapter 17 distinguishes strategies employing a parti-
cle (English than, Latin quam) and those employing a preposition, a postposition, or a case
marker (Mundari ete ‘from’, Breton wid ‘for’). However, Croft’s monograph does not answer
the question whether the Comparative Concept approach is sufficient to describe basic syntac-
tic notions, such as parts of speech.

6. Possible relationships between the two approaches

The comparison between Croft’s monograph and studies used for building constructicons
reveals a difference of approaches — both may be adequate, but their domains of use and the
range of tasks they are appropriate for are different. In particular, Croft’s approach, which builds
on the a priori classification of grammatical and discourse phenomena, is not very convenient
for building the constructicon of a specific language. Moreover, using an a priori classification
may result in missing some peripheral (for grammatical typology) language phenomena, which,
however, are richly represented by lexicalized constructions.

At the same time, it seems that adopting Croft’s approach can be useful on some stages
of building a constructicon — not as the only source of language phenomena classification, but
rather as a starting point. The most adequate approach seems to be to switch between the typo-
logical approach and individual language studies and, then, to analyze their results in a cross-lin-
guistic perspective. A possible strategy is demonstrated below.

1) Croft’s approach can be used as a source point for constructicons, as it identifies a possi-
ble range of phenomena that could presumably be used for a constructicon. The list of no-
tional categories and language elements proposed in the monograph is necessary, but not
sufficient: domains of grammar mentioned by Croft should be included in any constructi-
con (or at least checked for being really ‘constructional’ in the language under analysis),
though there are many domains and elements missing from Croft’s system.
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2) Each of the domains proposed by Croft can be tested against the data of a particular lan-
guage. This testing makes it possible to add new elements to any domain. Due to the fact
that many of Croft’s domains are labeled formally (e.g., “Nonpredicational clauses™),
many resulting groups and entries of a constructicon may get a two-part description: for
instance, the construction # + NP-GEN + NP-NOM (U Pet-i gripp-@ [by Petja-GEN.SG flu-
NOM.SG] ‘Petja has the flu’) can be semantically classified as a construction that marks
a person’s physical state. On the other hand, on the basis of syntax, it can be described
as a construction with a zero copula (nonverbal predication). Similarly, the construction
PRAEDIC + NP-ACC + V-INF (Neobxodimo ét-o sdela-t’ [necessary.PRAEDIC this-ACC.N.SG
do-INF] ‘It is necessary to do it”) is semantically a modal construction, and syntactically,
a nonverbal predication with a predicative neobxodimo.

7. Conclusions

Let us sum up our conclusions based on the comparison of the two approaches. Analysis of the
semantic and syntactic classification in the Russian Constructicon suggests that it exhibits con-
siderable overlap with the system of Comparative Concepts introduced by Croft. Conceptually,
the structure of annotation in the Russian Constructicon is compatible with Croft’s system, sug-
gesting that Semantic types predominantly correspond to Semantic content (sem) type of CCs,
Syntactic types represent the Strategy (str) type of CCs, while Communicative types correspond
to Information packaging (inf) type.

However, the semantic classification in the Russian Constructicon is much more detailed than
that in Croft’s system, while the communicative types are less developed compared to Croft’s in-
formation structure types. Although this comparison provides a preliminary overview, further
investigations are required for a more comprehensive analysis of the compatibility of two sys-
tems, especially on the level of individual constructions.

A bottom-up classification based on data from a single language and a full-scale typologi-
cal classification based on multiple genetically distinct languages arrive at similar results, thus
cross-validating each other. The complementary categories that are present in one system and
absent from the other are a fruitful source for the expansion of the constructicon resource as well
as for updating the list of Comparative Concepts. This also suggests that a closed universal list
of categories may not be sufficient to capture the semantic types of many language-specific con-
structions. However, a list of Comparative Concepts can indeed be a useful first step for a mul-
tilingual mapping of constructions.

What is definitely missed by Croft’s analysis or a similar approach built on Comparative Con-
cepts is the difference between constructions organized as core grammatical phenomena (for in-
stance, adjunct and complement clauses, voice, and so on) and constructions that include a closed
set of elements and are closer to lexical (or quasi-grammatical) phenomena, such as saturative
(on napilsja ‘he is drunk, he has drunk enough’) or special types of terminative (on svoé otbe-
gal ‘he cannot run anymore’, lit. ‘he his own out-ran’). Comparative Concepts are not suitable
to distinguish between these levels of constructional description. The bottom-up approach to clas-
sification makes it possible to differentiate between ‘grammar’ and ‘quasi-grammar’/ ‘lexicon’
in the description of constructions.

Although some technical and theoretical solutions proposed in Croft’s monograph are not un-
controversial, the book will be of great use both for descriptive studies and for linguistic typol-
ogy and theory. The monograph covers a great deal of linguistic phenomena that either have not
received much attention or have rarely been systematically described, with phenomena of dif-
ferent types and different languages put together. In this sense, Croft’s monograph is not only
a significant contribution to Construction Grammar and linguistic typology, but also a potential
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starting point for many studies and projects, lying at the crossroads of grammatical description,
typology, and construction grammar.

The combination of Croft’s Comparative Concepts and the constructicon technique devel-
oped by the Russian Constructicon provides a way for further development of constructional ap-
proaches. One of the questions that arise is whether a two-faceted approach is possible: on the
one hand, constructions can be classified on the basis of argument marking and semantic roles
of arguments (as well as a more fine-grained semantic classification), on the other hand, labels
of the general constructional typology can be used.

A more ambitious task is to elaborate an opposition of assertive / non-assertive or head / non-
head semantic components that form the meaning and the formal make-up of constructions. For in-
stance, how formally and semantically different are constructions that are marked as questions and
those that are questions only in the discourse level, but not formally marked as questions? What
can help us to decide whether most features of a given construction result from it being ‘a ques-
tion construction’ or ‘a causal construction’? This research problem is waiting to be addressed.

ABBREVIATIONS
2 —2" person N—neuter
ACC — accusative case NOM — nominative case
DAT — dative case PRAEDIC — predicative (nonverbal predicate)
F— feminine PRS— present tense
GEN — genitive case PST — past tense
INF — infinitive SG — singular
M — masculine
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