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PART I. BACKGROUND





1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 CHARTING THE TERRAIN 

 

 
I want my martini shaken, I don’t want it stirred.

–
I don’t want my martini stirred, I want it shaken.

–

may be identical, most of them do not work as part of the fictional agent’s request. In 

There is another factor constraining the form that the agent’s utterance takes. We have 

 

 



–

 

 

 ‘There is a moral crisis in sport, 
,’ he said. (BNC)



–

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND AIMS 

–



avoided, a sentiment expressed as the ‘Principle of No Synonymy’ by Goldb

 
 
 

1.3 OUTLINE 



‘Not only apples but also 
oranges: Contrastive negation and register’

‘Constructional schemas in variation: Modelling contrastive 
negation’

–

known grammaticalisation path from exclusive focus particles (‘only’, 
‘just’) to adversative and corrective conjunctions (König 1991: 110–

‘From constructions to functions and back: Contrastive negation 
nglish and Finnish’

‘Comparing corrective constructions: Contrastive negation in 
parallel and monolingual data’



2 CONTRASTIVE NEGATION 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

he’s honest

 

‘negative contrastive constructions’ is used by Gates and Seright (1967), while ‘contrastive 

negation’ is chosen by McCawley (1991; 1998: 612–

‘replacive negation’ (Jacobs 1991; cited in e.g

 

‘Gandhi’s power bends but does not break.’ (Hakulinen et al. 2004: §1106)



‘contrastive negation’. Another sense of correction is merely the affirmative part of a 

 

 

(cf. Fillmore, Kay & O’Connor 1988: 516–

 

‘shaken and not stirred’). By contrast, in some Slavonic languages such as Russian, the equivalents of both ‘but’ in ‘not X 

but Y’ and ‘and’ in ‘Y and not X’ are corrective conjunctions 



2.2 WHAT IS CONTRASTIVE NEGATION? 

2.2.1 CONTRASTIVE NEGATION AS A FUNCTION 

Contrastive negation is what Haspelmath (2010) has called a ‘comparative concept’

negation also denotes ‘descriptive categories’ in Haspelmath’s terms, i.e. it delimits a class 

 

 



 

 

entical with ‘the state’ and, second, the conditional offer of economic help 
(politely called ‘co operation’) as a goad to political change –
‘carrot’ nor simple ‘stick’, but a carrot

Quirk et al. (1985: 787) define the scope of negation as ‘the stretch of language over which 
the negative item has a semantic influence’. The focus of negation is the e



 I didn’t take Joan to swim in the pòol today. –
I didn’t take Jŏan to swim in the pool today. –
I didn’t take Joan to swĭm in the pool today –
I didn’t take Joan to swim in the pŏol today. –
I didn’t take Joan to swim in the pool todăy. –
Ĭ didn’t take Joan to swim in the pool today. –

didn’t

a clause is the element that brings new information. Since in Lambrecht’s (1994: 206) view, 

types, which Lambrecht calls ‘focus structures’: narrow focus, predicate focus and sentence 

 

 

 

–

 
I simplify Quirk and colleagues’ account somewhat. In their view, focusing may change the scope of negation to 

o become discontinuous. My account is closer to Huddleston and Pullum’s 

–

In fact, Lambrecht uses the term ‘argument focus’ for what I have chosen to call ‘narrow focus’, following Van Valin 



 

 ‘I’
doesn’t [promotes it],’ she purred. (BNC)

 

Kay & O’Connor 1988).

 
B: I don’t [go to the gym often], I go running instead.

 

 



<<h>>> uwele ma:gsch no (.) ↑guck da hat=s no

zum wohl. ((Anstoβen von Gläsern))

bloβ weil die rauche wollet.

‘1 uwe dear do you want anything else (.) look there’re

[he’ll get nothing more we have to smoke. (.)

[we’ll come home totally undernourished,
just because these guys want to smoke.’

In line 2 of this excerpt, Erik produces two clauses, ‘he’ll get nothing more’ and ‘we have to 
smoke’. Together they form a clause combination or, in Gohl’s (2000: 85) terms, a 
‘construction’, bound together by the semantics: the latter clause is a cause for the former. 

 

 
‘Sandy plays soccer but not tennis.’ (



2.2.2 CONTRASTIVE NEGATION AS A FAMILY OF CONSTRUCTIONS 

–

–

 

 

–

 

 
second forms ‘neg first’ and ‘neg second’, respectively, while McCawley opts 

for ‘basic’ and ‘reverse’. Both nomenclatures have problems, which is why I have not followed either of them. See not



 

guns, chanting: ‘
.’ (BNC: A9E)

hand, contrasts finite clauses. In Articles I and II, I retained McCawley’s (1991) term 
‘expanded’ for such constructions. 

–
–

 
The influence of all three is perceptible in Nicholas Shakespeare’s first novel, 

not so much the magical flights of Marquez as Greene’s 

 

of Eurodisney’s share price, preferring to battle it out with anti

–

 

 

 

bombers for callous lack of ‘consideration for their own humanity and flesh’. 
‘ ,’ he said. (BNC: AKH)



–

 

lessons), adds, ‘I get girls who want to marry well, who don’t want to 
.’ (BNC: AKB)

 

–

 only will it not be like its parents, it probably won’t want to be. (BNC: A7Y)

 
); he simply didn’t like the idea that big 



 
go area for caravans parked don’t they? (BNC: KBP)

Table 1. Contrastive negation vs. other construction types 

It didn’t happen once, it happened twice.

It happened twice, it didn’t happen once.



2.2.3 CONTRASTIVE NEGATION AS REPLACEMENT, ADDITION OR RESTRICTION 

Adapting Dik et al.’s

Figure 1 The typology of focus phenomena (Dik et al. 1981:60) 

–

–Contrast in Dik et al.’s typology is Completive 

 
–

–

should not be confused with Dik et al.’s ±Contrast.

–

–

–



 
–

–

–

–

 

–

correspond to my replacive, additive and restrictive. Replacing focus is defined as ‘cases in 

by another, correct item’ (Dik et al. 1981: 63). There are thus two parts to replacing focus: 

that Dik et al.’s replacing foci correspond exactly to replac

 
B: No, he didn’t go to London, he went to New York.

B: No, he didn’t go to London.

went to London, it is reasonable to posit this information as part of their ‘pragmatic 
information’ and as B thinks 
corrective to A’s misguided view. However, Dik et al. consider 

that something is amiss in A’s discourse universe and locates this, and the affirmed focus in 
d succeeds in removing ‘London’ and replacing it with ‘New York’ as they are construed 

Expanding focus means ‘cases in wh
the antecedently given presupposed information’ (Dik et al. 1981: 65). Similarly to replacing 



 

must be inferred. Dik et al. note that A’s presupposition is not actually re –

ocus is restricting focus, ‘a type of Focus by which an 
antecedently given presupposed set is restricted to one or more correct values’ (Dik et al. 

 

No, he didn’t buy rice, he only bought coffee.

These are cases of selective focus, which is used ‘when the Focus information selects one 
’ (Dik et al. 1981: 62). Interestingly, 

 

et al.’s classification does not fully match my three semantic types.

–



 Tax evasion is not {just/#only} a misdemeanour, it’s a felony. (Horn 2000: 149)

–

entails ‘S is P’. Since tax evasion can only be either a misdemeanour or a felony, the variant 

merely presupposes that ‘S is at least P’, thus allowing for cases in which S is above that level.

 He doesn’t {only/just/merely/simply} like her (—

He {doesn’t only like/*not only likes} her.

–

 

‘the rhetorical effect of presupposing a weaker, non

manœvre particularly exploited by those writing letters to the editor’ 



2.2.4 CONTRASTIVE NEGATION AS INTERSUBJECTIVITY 

correct interpretation of the speaker’s words or actions in interaction (Deppermann 2014). 

 

‘what, he I mean what, was he really bad? or?’

‘he was. he only said that it’s
spell everything out and’



‘although, so in other words’

→

‘he didn’t publicise but criticised (us)’

‘yeah, in other words’

– , Taavi summarises the contents of the interview and the choir leader’s criticism of the 
–

He construes his turn as a reformulation of the previous turn (‘so, in other words’) and the 
, is a contrastive negation (‘he didn’t publicise us, he 

criticised us’). Taavi then concurs with this reformulation

2.3 PREVIOUS ACCOUNTS 

‘corrective coordination’, and their focus has largely been on conjunctions like English 



2.3.1 NEGATION 

To return to the earlier example (which is originally Givón’s), say Oh, my wife’s not 

–

 



 ans]. It’s a pity 

–
refers to the negative clause (‘¬[there was communication]’), the second 

part (‘there was communication’). Thus, both the negation and 

the same clause complex. Verhagen’s analysis is illustra

Figure 2 Two mental spaces evoked by sentential negation (Verhagen 2005:30) 

–

Veselinova (2013: 111), I use the term ‘special negator’ for negative constructions that differ 



 

‘He didn’t drink coffee but tea.’

‘He drank tea, not coffee.’

‘He didn’t drink —he drank tea.’

‘He drank tea—he didn’t drink coffee.’ (Yeh 1995: 57, glossing modified)

‘but’. 

on negation and polarity. It figures only a few times in Otto Jespersen’s 

attached to the finite verb in a clause; he calls this ‘nexal negation’, since the finite verb is a 
He doesn’t sm the two notions are ‘he’ 

and ‘smoking cigars’). Contrastive constructions deviate from this pattern, as 

 

My ruin didn’t come from too great individualism of life, but from too little.

preference for nexal negation, the second for negation to be attached to ‘any word that can 
easily be made negative’ (Jespersen 1917: 56). Presumably, the variation between nexal and 



proved vexing also to another classic treatment, Klima (1964). In Klima’s account, 

doesn’t go

 

concerns metalinguistic negation, on the impetus of Laurence R. Horn’s seminal paper 

 

structures but he claims that the procedure that yields the resulting clause is ’qualitatively different from ellipsis’ 

 P

Vicente’s a

 P

 P

examples only has singular conjoins in this context, Vicente’s argumentation has no bearing on which of the conjoins agrees 

argues against Vicente’s claim from a generative perspective, suggesting that a large 



– –

 I didn’t manage to trap two m —

 Grandma isn’t ‘feeling lousy’, Johnny, she’s indisposed.

 I’m not his daughter—he’s my father.

 men aren’t chauvinists—

we will see in section 2.3.5. below, the vagueness of Horn’s formulation seems to linger in 

point in McCawley’s paper is the observation that contrastive negation and metalinguistic 
negation are separate; he writes that ‘my complaint about chapter 6 [in Horn (1989)] is that 

thoroughly studied of the two types of negation […], namely “contrastive negation”’ 

 

McCawley, it ‘lends itself particularly easily to metalinguistic uses’ (1991: 189).
The bulk of McCawley’s paper is about contrastive negat

five ‘forms’ of contrastive negation, listed in 



 ‘S ’

John didn’t drink coffee but tea.
c’. I’m surprised at John not drinking coffee but tea.

‘E ’
John didn’t drink coffee, he drank tea.

k `tea, he didn’t drink ˅

construction its name in McCawley’s system, the ‘reverse form’. The basic and reverse forms 
are ‘short’ forms, which means that they operate on phrases. Forms of contrastive negation 

called ‘expanded’ (examples 

is not (i.e. when it is ‘nexal’ in Jespersen’s terminology), we have an ‘anchored’ form 
–

c’ to a non
McCawley’s classification informs my work, although I have reworked it quite hea

–
are difficult to treat empirically since many cases are ambiguous between McCawley’s 

 

ersen’s nexal negation). In Germanic languages, for instance, negation is frequently 

ne…pas

 
‘In Vienna, the Danube is not blue but yellow.’ (constructed)
À Vienne, le Danube n’est pas bleu, mais jaune.
‘In Vienna, the Danube isn’t blue but yellow.’ (Plantin 1978: 89) 



Moreover, McCawley’s scheme is not as complete as he presents it to be. The [

differences between McCawley’s approach and mine. The first is that I reject the idea that 
–

d are in any way ‘basic’ in relati

The second difference between McCawley’s approach and mine concerns the nature of 

(1991). Tottie’s main aim is to describe the 

n’t

–

Tottie’s is the only corpus

following LaBrum’s (

negation and contrastive negation is confirmed in both Tottie’s study and my 
divides contrastive constructions into two groups, which she calls ‘neg first’ 

 

LaBrum’s study is based on a very small dataset. Working with more data, Wallage –



and ‘neg second’; because of the former’s association with Jespersen’s (1917) neg
principle, I have used the terms ‘negative first’ and ‘negative second’ instead. Accordi
Tottie (1991: 163), the two types are ‘distinguished by the locus of the contrastive negative 

(which need not be explicit in the utterance)’. She presents 

 

–

–

–

 David Simons # … # gives his address # 

 
business does not obviate the need for … pension liberalisation—

 —
–

Interestingly, in Tottie’s 

es. In both Tottie’s study and mine, negative



2.3.2 CORRECTIVE COORDINATION (OR SUBORDINATION) 

I’ll eat before she arrives

 he’s honest.
he’s honest.

Republican, he’s also an honest man.

–
– –

–

 

 

 



 

 

 

 P

‘A pianist didn’t show up but three trombone players did.’

P

‘A pianist and three trombone players didn’t show up.’

] as examples of ‘ in coordination’. McCawley 

] construction ‘perhaps […] less than prototypically coordinate’ (McC

 



 The influence of all three is perceptible in Nicholas Shakespeare’s first novel, 
e magical flights of Marquez as Greene’s 

 
‘Thanks to student exchanges, such as Erasmus,’

‘our young people are
areas, but are also broadening their horizons.’ (Europarl)

] ‘(lit.) not only X as (also) Y’, in which the adversative 
‘but’ is replaced by the similative subordinator ‘as’. This is possibly a 

] ‘both X and Y’. S

–

(Izutsu 2008: 647): ‘adversative’ is sometimes used for ‘corrective’ (e.g. Birkelund 2009), 
sometimes for ‘concessive’ (e.g. Traugott 1995), and som

 

‘opposition’ as the superordinate category that is divided into ‘contrast’, ‘concessive’ and ‘corrective’. Mauri uses ‘contrast’ 

as the superordinate, divided into ‘oppositive’ (Izutsu’s contrast), ‘counterexpectative’ (Izutsu’s concessive) and ‘corrective’ 

(mercifully in line with Izutsu). R. Lakoff’s seminal study e terms ‘semantic opposition ’ and ‘denial 



 

 John is tall but he’s no good at basketball. (Lakoff 1971: 133)

 

this dissertation and hence I shall lump them together and call them simply ‘adversative’. 

 Marin e leneş.
‘Ion is not stupid, but/and Marin is lazy.’

dar/însă e leneş.
‘ vertheless lazy.’

leneş.
‘Ion is not stupid, but lazy.’

însă

 
’ for Izutsu’s ‘contrast’ and ‘concessive’, respectively, but she does not address correction (i.e. contrastive 

negation) at all. I have chosen to use Lakoff’s terms for the two meanings she d

of her study and ‘correction’ for the third subtype, which is most relevant to us.

–



–

 

 

and Ducrot’s paper appeared at the same time as Dascal and Katriel’s (1977) 

– –

 
In Abraham’s words, ‘[f]rom the scarce literature on the semantics of clausal conjunctions in general and 

ands off it.’

and Ducrot’s paper (e.g. Abraham 1979; Lang 1984, which are based on the authors’ previous work written in German)

speaking linguists are generally less fluent in German than French, Anscombre and Ducrot’s 



 

‘Oleg likes football, but Roma doesn’t.’ (Jasinskaja & Zeevat 2009: 234)

 

‘Vanja caught cold, but went to school’ (Malchukov 2004: 180)

 Pariž,

‘Oleg didn’t go to Paris but to Berlin.’ (Jasinskaja 2010: 433)

the corrective (Dascal & Katriel 1977). Drawing on Tobin’s 

 

 

–

–

‘only’, to which it is etymologically related; in casual speech, they are completely 

 



–

] ‘not only X but also Y’ with its Swedish 

‘more’: French 

‘argumentative’) negativity of comparison. Consider 
the comparison of ‘eloquent’ and ‘wise’ seems to negate the latter:

 
‘He is more eloquent than wise’ (Ducrot & Vogt 1979: 323)

 ‘It's ,’ she says, ‘ .’ (BNC)



2.3.3 CONTRAST 

information packaging, denotes ‘the tailoring of an utterance by a sender to meet the 
ed receiver’ (Prince 1981: 224). The same 

–

 



in the term ‘contrastive negation’.

It’s that women in Ireland are not 

–

 

 ‘We helped a landbound frog, , back to the water’s edge. 

 , now it’s getting 



 That’s not making it , that’s making it 

1994; Jones 2002; Jones et al. 2012) but also other languages (e.g. Kostić 201

–

‘negated antonymy’, which mostly consists of contrastive negation. If we 

2.3.4 ELLIPSIS 



 Ed killed someone, but I don’t know who.
Ed is eating, but I don’t know what.

–

 

 

that this would be ‘characteristic’ of it, citing 

 



 

‘They weak.’

‘They are not sick but quite well.’ 

 

‘but I mean, it is not by any means at night anymore, it’s already by day’ 

‘but’ was used for both adversativity and correctivity.

 

sođie

 

 

I hear there’s been some serious drinking going on around here.



of B’s responses ties in neatly with the antecedent. By contrast, in 
harder to see. While both of B’s responses are incomplete from the point of view of clausal 

syntactic relationship is between B’s r

–

–

 John likes candy, but Bill doesn’t __



 […] thought she was gonna stab me with screwdriver and 

 

‘are they, they aren’t teenagers anymore?’
→ ↑

→

‘they aren’t anymore’
→

‘they are, umm’
→

‘they are such (1.2) twenty somethings’ 
→

‘a bit over twenty’

–292). Following Schegloff’s (1996a) notion o
‘positionally sensitive grammar’, Thompson, Couper

–
pragmatically equivalent to their ‘full’ counterparts. From this perspective, they contend that 

2.3.5 A DIGRESSION: METALINGUISTIC NEGATION 

negation, in spite of McCawley’s protestations to the contrary. Here I shall beg



metalinguistic negation. Finally, I move to some details of Horn’s analysis and its uptake in 

The term ‘metalinguistic negation’ originally come
and he later switched to the term ‘polemic negation’ instead (see 

below). According to Horn’s definition, metalinguistic negation is ‘a device for objecting to 

realization’ (Horn 1989: 363). If taken literally, Horn’s definition of metalinguistic negation 
–

after all ‘a device for objecting to a previous utterance ’ (emphasis 

 I didn’t manage to trap two mon —

 Grandma isn’t ‘feeling lousy’, Johnny, she’s indisposed.

 I’m not his daughter—he’s my f

 men aren’t chauvinists—

–

 

 



 
‘mongoose’, A advocating ‘mongeese’ and B ‘mongooses’.]

Now, come on, you didn’t see two mon

argues that the context allows A to interpret B’s utterance as metalinguistic even 

with Horn’s work, and for this reason, the details of his original account are worth revisiting. 
There are four key points to Horn’s analysis: (i) all negations are either descriptive or 

First, Horn’s basic division into descriptive and metalinguistic negation is not without its 

2011b), whose defining feature is that it starts with Horn’s dichotomy between descriptive 
n. This does not mean uncritical acceptance of Horn’s views. 

‘mechanisms of denial’. Proposition denials would correspond to descriptive negation, while 

 
If Ramon hadn’t been Spanish but French, he would still beat his donkey.

Barney didn’t take his wife to Acapulco—he isn’t even married—

B: He didn’t have six beers: he had at least seven.

ɑ
B: He didn’t swallow a to[mɑ ɪ

Yet, despite criticising Horn’s dichotomy, Geurts retains it in latent form in his four



 
They don’t have 

That’s not true! They do not have kids.

At least, they don’t have kids.

negations are ‘polemic’ (Ducrot 1972). Descriptive negation is then only those 

always responsive (or ‘polemic’). The French tradition is pres

Figure 3 Types of negation in the French tradition 

Geurts’s form denials in particular do not seem to require prior mention when they relate to 
‘linguistic practices of (groups of) speakers’, as Larrivée (2018: 12) a



 

[…] hän oli 

‘she 
say yes’

@ […]
‘and not yes’

The crucial element is the contrastive negation on both sides of Jouni’s
translatable as ‘yes and not yes’. The word for ‘yes’ is [‘kyl.læ] in Finnish. Maija 

way, as shown in the transcript). Crucially for the argument presented here, the word ‘yes’ 

‘say’). There is thus no ambiguity 

–

 

 wolf does exist, its correct name is ‘arctic wolf’.

metalinguistic in Horn’s sense, but the latter part makes the metalinguistic 

nature of the speaker’s intent explicit (



Figure 4 Types of negation, revised 

eturn to Larrivée’s example above, the contrast between 

Horn’s third point is related to the second and concerns the theoretical status of 

sts, to use Horn’s terminology.
Horn’s own position on this is somewhat complex. He argues that metalinguistic 



‘pragmatically ambiguous’ between the two readings. The not

instead. Underlying Horn’s view is a strict separation between semantics and pragmatics, 
–

If one disbelieves either of these assumptions, Horn’s position becomes difficult to maintain. 

descriptive and metalinguistic uses; Foolen’s suggestion is ‘signifying inadequacy’. Negation 

this would come close to Carston’s (e.g. 1996) monoguist view that negation is always tru

The fourth debate relates to Horn’s claim that there are diagnostic tests by which we can 
–

 —there isn’t any king of 

—she’s

 —she’s sad. 

 



 Chlamydia is not ‘sometimes’ misdiagnosed, it is frequently misdiagnosed.

 Il n’est pas grand
—

‘He’s not tall,
—he’s very tall
# but he’s very tall’

Above, I summarise Horn’s position rather coyly as an ‘association’ between SN 

Horn’s rather 
literature somewhat. Larrivée, for instance, asserts that ‘[i]n some languages, there is a 

’ (2018: 2).

The English examples considered here are consistent with Anscombre and Ducrot’s 

As von Klopp (1994: 21) notes, the problem with this is that Horn’s metalinguistic negation 
lent to Anscombre and Ducrot’s polemic negation, contrary to what Horn 

of ‘polemic (i.e. metalinguistic) negation’. As 



we saw above, Horn’s gloss does not correspond with Anscombre and Ducrot’s own 

 

{Ce n’est pas conscient / # c’est inconscient}, mais totalement automatique.

‘It’s {not conscious / # unconscious} but (rather) totally automatic.’

Horn’s other examples are clearly metalinguistic as the term is now regularly understood. 

 

 

 They’re ‘only engaged’, they’re 



2.4 SUMMARY 



3 CONSTRUCTIONAL VARIATION WITHIN AND 
ACROSS LANGUAGES 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

–

3.2 CONSTRUCTION GRAMMAR AND USAGE-BASED 
LINGUISTICS 

3.2.1 CONSTRUCTION GRAMMAR(S) 

of constructions. Note that ‘meaning’ is understood broadly to include not only semantics 



Figure 5 The symbolic structure of constructions in CxG (Croft & Cruse 2004: 258) 

–
may call the ‘construct con’ (analogously to ‘lexicon’), and they have inher

more general constructions. In other words, grammar is ‘a structured inventory of 
conventional linguistic units’ (Langacker 1987: 57). Furthermore, c

Construction Grammar (Fillmore, Kay & O’Connor 1988; Fillmore & Kay 1995; Fried & 



Figure 6 Construction grammar and this dissertation 

constructions in George Lakoff’s 

Goldberg (e.g. 1995; 2003; 2006; 2013), and it also has strong ties to Ronald Langacker’s 

tradition, which is closely aligned with the previous one, is William Croft’s 

morphosyntactic variation of the world’s languages in a construction



Langacker’s Cognitive Grammar was developing into a fully

is largely compatible with many branches of corpus linguistics, including Sinclair’s 

based linguists. Corpus linguists’ focus on collocation has been combined with CxG in 

account of an individual speaker’s knowledge of language, many corpus lingu

–

inguistic knowledge is variable across individuals (e.g. Dąbrowska & Street 2006; 
Street & Dąbrowska 2010) and the nature of individual linguistic knowledge may be quite 
different from what the speech community as a whole is doing (Divjak, Dąbrowska & Arpp

 

–

with rich syntactic and semantic content. All the content in Budts’s model is in the links of the network, particularly in th



3.2.2 A NETWORK OF CONSTRUCTIONS 

speaker’s mental grammar (i.e. the construct

bottom up. Constructionist studies on child language acquisition suggest that children’s 

–

 

model of grammatical knowledge more generally. As Diessel’s book was published when this dissertation 

e formalist variants of construction grammar, which define constructions as ‘the 

rules that license “new” linguistic signs based on other linguistic signs’ (Fillmore, Lee



Figure 7 Taxonomic links (Croft & Cruse 2004: 321) 

 The 747 was landing by the airport’s control tower.
was alerted by the airport’s control tower.

3.2.3 CONSTRUCTIONAL PRAGMATICS 



be said to ‘encode […] event types that are basic to human experience’ (Goldberg 1995: 39). 

–

– –
and Cruse’s more general

…

Figure 8 A template of pragmatics in constructional organisation (Cappelle 2017: 145) 

Of the pragmatic specifications in Cappelle’s schema, I have been concerned with 



part of a construction’s conventional meaning is unclear and possibly a matter of personal 

captured by Cappelle’s schema (though they are not specifically antagonistic to 

3.3 VARIATION 

3.3.1 VARIATION WITHIN A LANGUAGE: SYNTACTIC ALTERNATIONS 

ɑ ɑɹ



A syntactic alternation comprises ‘structurally and/or 
lexically different ways of saying to say functionally very similar things’ (Gries 2017: 8). In 
the case of contrastive negation, the ‘very similar thing’ is the functional definition given in 

 



‘in relation to a particular rough paraphrase’ (2006: 19; see also Goldberg 2002), it is 

‘Surface Generalisation Hypothesis’:

 →

 →

variants do not, and the ditransitives are associated with ‘giving’ whereas for the 
–



Table 2. Ditransitives and their prepositional paraphrases (Goldberg 2006: 27, modified) 

(paraphrasable with ‘to’ or ‘for’)

ok could be intended for Mel’s 

constructionist literature and without. Lambrecht (1994: 6; citing Daneš 1966), for instance, 
adopts the structuralist term ‘allosentence’ for ‘semantically equivalent but formally and 

accented sentences, etc.’ 

 



Cappelle’s account contrasts with the classical constructional analysis by Gries, who eschews 

roll up one’s sleeves
roll one’s sleeves up

–

 You don’t go to the opera to hea

 You don’t go to the opera primarily to hear the music, you go to be bundled 
together with people similar to yourself, or people that you think you’re like. 



3.3.2 VARIATION WITHIN A LANGUAGE: EMERGENT CONSTRUCTIONS 

 

‘.hhh this is Dorothea Viik’

‘(‒ ‒) who are these’

‘this is the stripe’
→

‘and I mean V ’

‘yeah’
→

‘Viek (.) I mean not Viik. Vik (.) but Viek’

‘yeah’
→

‘.hh Viik’



‘so’ (here: 
‘I mean’). At this point, what he has produced could be regarded as a [ ] ‘Y not X’ 

3.3.3 VARIATION ACROSS LANGUAGES: CONSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES 



‘crosslinguistically valid properties of grammatical structure’ (Croft 2016: 381). Such 

characterised by ‘how categories are defined in a language’. These kinds of strategies can be 

accusative alignment strategy. Third, we may ‘define a construction in terms of the f
used for another construction’. An example that Croft cites on this is the use of a locative 

These four distinctions fall under Croft’s first type of strategy: number of elements, 
matical rank and the presence of linking are ‘crosslinguistically valid 

properties of grammatical structure’. There are also distinctions related to the third type. 



3.4 SUMMARY 

based construction grammar is a theory that claims that a language user’s knowledge 
–



4 DATA AND METHODS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 



Figure 9 Types of corpora 

4.2 ARTICLES I AND II: QUANTITATIVE ENGLISH CORPUS 
LINGUISTICS 

colleagues list four ‘essential characteristics’ of corpus linguistics:

–



– s a “corpus,” as 

–

–

–

ee’s (2001) 

 



Article I’s data based on theoretical considerations. The 

that correspond to McCawley’s definition of contrastive negation, which means that the 



 

–

4.3 ARTICLE III: CONTRASTIVE INTERACTIONAL LINGUISTICS 

–

as the ‘main job’ of a turn (Le –



capture comparable phenomena in the two languages. I used the spoken part of Article I’s 

4.4 ARTICLE IV: CONTRASTIVE LINGUISTICS USING PARALLEL 
CORPUS DATA 

 



made through the Language Bank of Finland’s Korp interface.

–

 



4.5 SUMMARY 



PART II. STUDIES



PART III. DISCUSSION AND 
CONCLUSION



9 DISCUSSION 

 
 
 

9.1 SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND EVALUATION OF ARTICLES 

9.1.1 ARTICLE I 

As to research question 2, Article I’s main finding is that casual conversation has a very 

combination of two full clauses (McCawley’s ‘expanded’ construction) with the 

–

 



to establish the writer’s or speaker’s stance. In Article I as well as in section 2.3.

9.1.2 ARTICLE II 

question 2, i.e. the factors that affect construction choice. The notion of ‘constructional 
schema’ rather than simply ‘construction’ was preferred since these are abstract patterns 

clear if they are so abstract as to not be directly represented in a language user’s 



nce. The ‘expanded’ schemas as well as [

‘knock uts’ in the analysis (i.e. cells with zero). While avoiding such cases is desirable in 

affirmative parts of a construction. According to Rohdenburg’s (1996: 151) 
Complexity Principle, ‘[i]n the case of more or less complex grammatical options the more 
explicit one(s) will tend to be favoured in cognitively more complex environments’.



–

exist in language users’ mental construct

9.1.3 ARTICLE III 

, first, the author’s language skills and, second, their 

 



similar leeway in the use of what they call the ‘sarcastic ’ construction in English, 

–

reactively or not. Thus, contrastive negation was shown to be a locus of ‘posit
grammar’ (Schegloff 1996a) in which sequential position and grammatical formatting are 

9.1.4 ARTICLE IV 



] ‘except X also Y’ 

the language being investigated. Article IV’s findings suggest that there is areal and/or 

9.2 DISCUSSION 

9.2.1 EMPIRICAL DISCUSSION 



language users’ choices. In the analysis of the written data in Article II, the one variable that 



Matthiessen and Thompson defend the hypothesis that ‘[c]lause com

relations’ (1988: 301). While I would not describe all forms of contrastive negation as clause 

–
‘but’ on one hand, ‘rather’ on the 

‘but ’ and ‘but ’. 
–

characterise as ‘free variation’ but with the meaning of pr



9.2.2 METHODOLOGICAL DISCUSSION 

nto account would further ‘the ideal of a unified approach to the 
internal’. I would 

–

approach to data analysis as Article II. In Article IV, English was used as an ‘anchor’ 



9.2.3 THEORETICAL DISCUSSION 

would be essentially an extended version of McCawley’s (1991: 190) list. The reality turned 

 

O’Connor 1988; Culicover & Jackendoff 



 

 

‘they aren’t ((teenagers)) anymore, they are, like, they are twenty somethings’ 

 ‘It's ,’ she says, ‘ .’ (BNC)

 […] But then she said you get erm … you put it on and you get a brush and er 



utterance’s words, negating them and offering a truth

ight be seen as a return to Ducrot’s polemic negation. However, I would 

closer to Givón’s and Tottie’s conceptions of negation as a pragmatically presuppositional 

treating contrastive negation as a special, ‘metalinguistic’ case, I have tried to see what is 



9.3 EVALUATION OF THE DISSERTATION: ‘COGNITIVE 
LINGUISTICS’S SEVEN DEADLY SINS’ 

Croft & Cruse 2004). Dąbrowska (2016) 
has argued that cognitive linguists routinely commit ‘seven deadly sins’. To evaluate this 
dissertation, I shall look into Dąbrowska’s list of sins to see how my studies stack up against 

The first sin, ‘ ’, refers to the practice of basing 

(Dąbrowska 2016: 481). In short, introspection is seldom good for uncovering the kinds of 

Previous research on contrastive negation has suffered from the problems Dąbrowska 

The second sin, ‘ ’ refers to 
Lakoff’s co

argumentation: ‘Construction X has properties Y because [it] involves construal Z.
we know that it involves construal Z? Because it has properties Y.’ (Dąbrowska 2016: 482.)

 



The third sin, ‘ ’,

The fourth sin, ‘ ’, refers to cogni
linguists’ preference to study language at the collective level while making claims about 
individual speakers’ minds. As discussed in chapter 3, however, it has been shown that 

tensibly the ‘same’ linguistic 

speaker but a set of fixed expressions for another, for example (Dąbrowska & Street 2006; 
Street & Dąbrowska 2010). 

about speaker’s mental construct

level was one of the motivations for using the term ‘constructional schema’ 
the term ‘(constructional) strategy’ in Articles III and IV: the notion of ‘construction’ is 

my present committing of Dąbrowska’s fourth
The fifth sin, ‘ ’, refers to the paucity of 



e linguistics, Dąbrowska notes that 
a framework that would fully take them into account, which she terms ‘Social Cognitive 
Linguistics’, ‘is not yet mainstream Cognitive Linguistics’ (2016: 486). This may lead 

(2017) notes that the former has retained theoretical syntax’s focus on a decontextualised 

–

Dąbrowska’s call for considering the pragmatics of construction

According to Dąbrowska, sins one through five plague linguistics at large. Th
sins, Dąbrowska claims, are specific to cognitive linguistics, particularly cognitive corpus 
linguistics. The sixth sin, ‘

’, is the confusion of the collective and the indivi

use (Divjak, Dąbrowska & Arppe 2016). As stated above, I have tried 

The seventh sin, ‘ ’, relates to the 

methodology is often supported by Firth’s (1957: 11) remark that ‘[y]ou shall know a word 
by the company it keeps!’ In the usage



Table 3. Cognitive Linguistics' seven deadly sins and this dissertation (Dąbrowska 2016) 

What we do not know yet is the precise form of speakers’ mental construct

 
ąbrowska

–



10 CONCLUSION 
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