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Usage-Based Model (Langacker,
1988)

= (Grammar
T Al (SCHEMA)

Jane moved the chair to the

side.

[ pushed him to the elevator.
She pushed the box into the

closet.

f ' John pushed the button.

USAGE EVENT

AN XMAH= HAH AFE 2] 24| (instances)= J| Bt

© 2 = &L (Kemmer and Barlow 2000: viii).

m O AlEXt= dlxet IHE | A =2 RH T4 0|20 L
o Push with the caused-motion construction
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A2 (INSTANCE




Vdir-motion Vintransitive Caused-motion
| | Construction
push sneeze Vi motion Obj OBL,.
pushed the box into the sneeze the foam off the
closet cappuccino

* elaboration vs. extension
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Lexical frequency and exemplar-based learning
effects in language acquisition (Kidd, Lieven,
Tomasello, 2010)

m assumption:
o Argument structure patterns are connected to high frequency
verbs that facilitate acquisition.
m sentential complement constructiondt Bl &= JF CHE S Ak
o 8Hakl 308, Btekl (HEl0] 30H
o say-claim / know-believe / hope-feel / bet-wager

o Target sentence (HF/LF)—> Prime sentence (LF / HF) = Recalling
target sentence
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Fig. 1. Mean proportion (and S£5) of repetitions of target sentence by age and CTV frequency in the target.
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Fig. 2. Mean proportion (and SE£5) of trials the prime CTV was substituted into the target sentence by age and frequency of the CTV
prime.
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Fig. 3. Mean proportion (and 5£5) of CTV substitntions by frequency of the CTV in the target sentence and age.

o think: 4 K| 88% , 6 Nl 75%
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Wonnacott, Boyd, Thomson, and Goldberg (2012)
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AHAIEL BIE 2 =0 &5

Ellis and Ferreira-Junior (2009)
m HOB =0 St A2l et S
IH A (ESF project)= Hlw ot & JtX
Ol L= sA2 BIEE Hl W
o589 s A Z ANE I St A A0S et CIH R, 2
S2d0l == =3
o Verb Locative (VL) : You came out of the house.
o Verb Object Locative (VOL) : | put the book on the table.
o Ditransitive (VOO): | gave him a book.
o dAHLI I SrsSAte SAFAIE Bl Hlw

[ Y W
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FIGURE 1
Type—Token Frequency Distributions of the Verbs Populating the Interviewers’ VL, VOL, and VOO
Constructions
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Note. NS = native speaker; VL = verb locative; VOL = verb object locative; VOO = ditransitive.



FIGURE 3
Type—Token Frequency Distributions of the Verbs Populating the Learners’ VL, VOL, and VOO
Constructions

Frequency of Learner Use as VL Frequency of Learner Use as VOL Frequency of Learner Use as VOO
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Note. VL = verb locative; VOL = verb object locative; VOO = ditransitive.
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FIGURE &

Leamer Use of the Top 10 Most Frequent Verb Types in the VL. Constructdon as a Functoon of Suudy Month
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FIGURE 6
Learner Use of the Top 10 Most Frequent Verb Types in the VOL Construction as a Funcdon of Study Month

Cumulative Acquisition Curve VOL
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FIGURE 7

Leamner Use of the Top 10 Most Frequent Verb Types in the VOO Constouction as a Function of Study Month

Cumulative Acquisiion Curve VOO
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Gordon and Year (2009)

m 2t 2| BH12-13M S stz A 2215

 0|S=EHUHAE=2 =S4 502 = At (give, pass, sell,
throw, toss)

m skewed input (give) / balanced input / control

m Z

o skewed input 2 Ct balanced input 1S 0| O & &5
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Skewed Input vs. Type Frequency

m Boyd and Goldberg (2009)
o high type frequency 2t low category variability J}
o SISAS0E=EZE2 AN S50 = &t

S OILL
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O AT Hel £ &

m coercion (in Construction Grammar)

- the reconciliation of incompatibility between the semantics
of a syntactic structure and a lexical item (Michaelis 2005)
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Pinango, Winnick, Ullah, and Zurif (2006)
m aspectual coercion

o The insect hopped until it reached the far end of the garden.
m 250ms delay after until

m Coercion requires involves processing time.

Traxler, McElree, Williams, and Pickering (2005)

m complement coercion
O a. The author was starting the book in his house.
o b. The author was writing the book in his house.

®m ‘g’ requires more processing time.
m Coercion requires more processing time.
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AHAIEL BIE2t Hels%

Gries, Hampe, Schonefeld (2010)

m collostructinoal analysis
o | do not regard the Delors Report as [NP some kind of sacred text].
O regard, see vs. find, handle

m Verbs of high collostructional strength were processed
faster.
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Yoon (2012, 2016a)

1 CHAt
m AH XA

o faedt 1 HE OOl LIEtLEE © O ARO[ 2] Q0| s &t
(semantic compatibility)
Sentential Complement Construction (SCC) & main verb

o linguists’ observation
O acceptability judgment
m Bl
o DIHA
collostructional analysis

m AH X

o self-paced reading experiment
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Semantic Compatibility

o0l &td o B J|=
m Binding Hierarchy (Givon 1980)
o main verbJt LIEFHLH = AP 1F GFRI & 2] AFA4 0] oFLES] S &=
At 2 &2 D Y (syntax) Tl 1) I & 3t (semantics)= & & (Broccias
and Hollmann, 2007, p. 498)

s SYHOHE

2 e = UL, J 2 EHE
Ol LIEtLH= A2A0] =& o2l AL =258 O

SN 4= 1) FREO| SAESCCY OIS 901X S0

i
)
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Acceptability Judgment

SAHEE

Semantic Category Verbs
cognition-speech think, know, remember, say, learn
perception see, like, hate
intention mean, pretend
weak attempt teach, instruct
strong attempt advise, order, tell, want
manipulative-implicative make, cause, help

no independent event break, throw, hit

SemCom

N o o AW N
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(survey result)
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Processing Experiment

SAS HE
m acceptability judgment2| post-hoc testE Soll S H & 2
Ol 0ot H XtO[IF Lt= = Al = 44 (think, mean,
teach, hit)

m 0|1 JtE 2& St NatScoreE E Q1 = AF5IHE =D}

Group Verb Verb Semantics
1 think, learn cognition-speech
2 see, mean perception, intention
3 teach, advise weak attempt, strong attempt
4 cause, hit manipulative-implicative, no independent event
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2+ ) E0fl W2k linear trend JF LEEFGHCH (F(1,26) =
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Z 1t 2:thatZ (S22 =02 RT
m S0l et linear trendJF U ACH (F(1,26) =21.38, p
<.001, n? = .45).
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Z 1t 3: NatScoreE &H&Hot= O Z2 &l Al
m S0 2t Quadratic trend b LEEFSECF (F(1,26) = 39.20,
p < .001, partial n%2=.60).
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Frequency

Corpus of Spoken Professional American English
(CSPAE)

m total number of words in the CSPAE: 2,030,000

m token frequency of SCC: 3553

m type frequency (& H MOl S A2 SF): 152
Collostructional Analysis (Stefanowitsch and Gries,
2003)

H=OF S0tLE M 2 attract of = K|
, D 0HLE M 2 repelot= X (AHE &N
X
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I,

A Hel &ddl Mol S A= 2 collostruction rank

Verb
think

learn

see
mean-H

teach
advise
cause

hit

Semantic Category
Cognition-speech
Cognition-speech

Perception
Intention
Weak attempt
Strong attempt
Manipulative-implicative

No independent event

Collo_Rank
4
94
103
117

Relation
attraction
attraction
attraction

repulsion

repulsion
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Sk

AHAI=O0| AAHHSHN Ol Xl= G2
A HSIS A LA (Yoon, 2016b)

& K|
= 010 B3h= 0101 JI &0 & &
JIE XA 0l €etRl= A
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HHMOIDES HIE QR DCRt CHE Q0| E S84

A |
ESANSHE HHGIH S FHE F 0SS XE
ot Hl 2 & =0 & & (b-e)

O a.Jenny gave me a rose at the restaurant.

o b. Bill made her a toy for her birthday.

o c¢. Sam refused her a ring last night.

o d. Jane cut him a belt on his birthday.

0 e. Beth remembered me a watch on their anniversary.

m Yoon(2013, 2014) & &
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=cC
LI Hl==gt s AI=0

oercion HE

m based on Levin(1993)

Compatibility Categories

Verbs of inherent transfer
Verbs of possible transfer
Verbs of prevented transfer
Verbs of impossible transfer
Verbs of events internal to the

Agent

input verb x 3
(NP2 used in the input / edible
/ non-edible)

give (give verb)
make (build verb)
refuse
cut (verbs of cutting)

remember (characterize verb)

S
| MOl B2

Class1 Class2
(verbs in the same (verbs in the similar
class) class)
lend (give verb) send (send verb)
cook (build verb) find (get verb)
deny decline

slice (verbs of cutting) ' break (separation verbs)
imagine (characterize stay (exist verb)

verb)
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Al g
B Pretest, Posttest
o Zf S H 2| compatibility & 5872 & x5 HAH (a-ell 2& &

)

input verb + input NP2

input verb + edible NP2

input verb + non-edible NP2

Class1S Al

Class2 = At
o 5070 2 filler
0 78 = & 2 acceptability judgment (1-01 & & &2 GICH 7-0H 2

M A BHCH

| =

o MdEES A=A M0 282 s

no&

0
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] Input session

1=0l et H,2 NMES2 2E 315 (4= Al =)

O 74 NE= S 4o 2 285 HUL, b-el Z&HO| & H
MLEES
S ZAE IMA M SUHA LE &3 (116-252H 0, B
203 ()

2t 22 b-el =&0| AAHAH N

L
o 2f MIE0ll Pretest/PosttestOil A1 2 & 4JH Jt filler2 MW X[ =&

oz Mol

n &S )G bel SESS8HAS @I EE x2A HMEY 1H x
2N E x 45)

o XD E:be2 2 ANMEALIOIE 2202 HHIE.
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Al H ﬂl.I—I

(] (-]

m Pretest 13| (RIHBI 78 + [ &2 15298 + A& 29
=4)

m Input Session4 (A& 15298 + X1 & 29Y)

B Posttest 12|(&l&l 15 29% + (A _1& 299)
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JJA

OB st Ate] Hl W

= O/0IE 5240| QOIXIE 2H0| Lo, eSS
HENl dlof A&t EH&sh 10| L.

Pretest?} posttestl| Hlul (A& 1S vs. HA_1E)

m Ol & SEH0l EHKAN= =&l CHoll, Input session(i|
AMNEE SALY R, A DE S pretestOl M 2L
posttestHl Al f HESICH D BOE 40| CH

m Input sessiontl AFEZ = NP22t CHE NP2JF AFE & A LE
Classl, Class22| S A AFE LU= B2, Input Session
Ol At=E= 2 &0 dloll & dt= 20otAIBH, Jef= &)

& 2 HIrgr 40| C.
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Al H

—

S 2 12, Pretest 2} Posttest

(/\I

vs. LH )

=
A

1

g

I

-/ O

2+ S At 0l CHoll repeated measure of ANOVA
o within-subject: Trial(pre-post), verb(5St H 2| S &t A)
0 between-subject: Group(&! & /U &)

m interaction of Trial and Group, main effect of trial, t-test
(Bonferroni correction)
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Input Session 0
m significant Interaction effect

m t-test (one-tailed)

M O] C’Il—

M i L

Off CHer BFE

input Target Control

Pre | Post I-test Pre Post t-test
give 2.03 |1.41 | «56)=2.45p=.01* | 1.34 1.86 #(56)=-1.76, p = .04
make 2.96 | 2.27 | t(56) =1.45,p = .08 1.72 2.10 #(56)=-1.05,p=.15
refuse 479 1 4.00 | 1(56) =2.01,p=.02* | 4.14 4.24 #(56)=-0.23,p= .41
cut 5.00 | 490 | #56) =0.30, p = .38 4.86 5.17 #(56)=-0.71,p= .24
remember | 5.41 | 431 | t(56)=3.27,p=.00% | 5.17 4.69 #(56)=1.18,p=.12

Mean differences between the Pretest and Posttest for the input
sentences (* for the p-value smaller than the significance level

adjusted for Bonferroni correction)
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CtE &S5 2| NP22} Classl, Class2

B no interaction
m g lsdsSHl1sS LA A 2 150 CHof
repeated measure of ANOVAE &1 Al (within-subject: Trial
(Pre-post), verb(5 =t H| 2| S &t A)

B main effect of Trial = t-test
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edible NP2
Al 11 & 0F Trial 2] main effect 2 Y.
o S0l remember)t posttestll A A gtetet Az S
non-edible NP2
m &g g, SH18 25 Trial2 main effectJl AU S
B _)littest 20 MBIAE Oz A 152 BHat)
I:a_l PN

o&ag = 42 SAZUHAH, SHMAS2 32 SAZ0H A
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Classl = Al

m &S )& 8 Trial2| main effect)t U
o £0| slicellA 2 FEHE

Class2 = Al

Ol 2
M M O

m - JE A S main effect)t YU S
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Lee, 2013)
o 1=0| AIRIE UL

o ?Scl OtH Kl = E”M% st Lt
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SR
m o= AN S
m 5 & x10e ==
m pre-test?l post-test H| nl
0 inputl & AIEE S ANl Oist == 4 TG
ootHE == & = SAHUHGMAI &2 & Jts et Al
A= APEE = £a0] 0|0] & E ANAME HE
= AP
HOH BHat= Oblote A2 HE SF2 & lI?



101 BHot0ll CHet V&2 B2 dd==2 =4 Y,
=8 E Z& A QIOIEHE HIE22 ot S
30 a0 Balote 250 ol s8= =X
C}.

= A= A HRIOIH =8= Z=0H 20O
2 BHotekl 2= = U2H, Ol HEUHA
T2 Fg=s 28 = U= A=z JlUeth
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