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Abstract: The paper addresses three pairs of common near-synonymous syntactic
constructions in English: the get vs have something done, the will V-inf vs be going to
V-inf, and the ditransitive vs the prepositional dative constructions. It does so with the
following aims: a) to present an overview of the results of the distinctive collexeme
analysis (as a type of collostructional analysis suited to investigating alternative
constructions) applied to the given pairs of constructions in the literature, and b) to
check those results against their view in various TEFL-oriented reference books and
establish how much the views presented there and the results of the given type of
(statistical) analysis tie in with one another. It concludes that TEFL-oriented reference
books, albeit quite valuable, tend to overlook at least a part of semantic and / or
pragmatic differences between the given periphrastic constructions. The paper thus
argues for a tighter integration of the results of theoretical linguistics based on state-of-
the-art statistical methods applied to (massive representative) corpus data, on the one
hand, and TEFL-related literature, on the other hand, as such an integration can prove
useful in increasing the descriptive adequacy of the latter and can help improve EFL
learners’ language competence.

Key words: alternative constructions, distinctive collexeme analysis, collostructional
analysis, TEFL.

1. Introduction

This paper addresses three pairs of common near-synonymous syntactic
constructions in English: 1) the get N2 V-en vs the have N2 V-en constructions (get
this sorted out | have one's car serviced), 2) the will V-inf vs the be going to V-inf
constructions (will finish soon | be going to invest a lot into the project), and 3) the
V' N2 N3 (the ditransitive) vs the V' N3 fo N2 (the prepositional dative) constructions
(give someone a book / play the ball to someone).

The given construction variants are often treated as interchangeable in TEFL-
oriented reference books, especially when it comes to the pairs under 1) and 3).

! This study was supported by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of
the Republic of Serbia (Contract No. 451-03-9/2021-14/200165). The early version of the paper was
presented at the Third International Conference on Teaching Languages and Cultures in the Post-Method
Era held at the Faculty of Philosophy, University of Ni§, on 26" and 27" October 2018. That paper has
not been published anywhere nor is it currently submitted for publication anywhere.

115



Jezik, knjiZzevnost, alternative @) Jezicka istrazivanja

Even when they are not, as is the case in the pair under 2), the differences in the
use of one construction variant as opposed to the other are sometimes not described
adequately enough and may not be based on hard evidence, i.e., on the data from
massive standardized corpora of English that are approached on the basis of strict
observational and experimental protocols and relevant statistical methods.

The paper thus has the two following aims: a) to present an overview of the
results of the distinctive collexeme analysis applied to the given pairs of constructions
in the literature, and b) to check those results against the views of the given pairs
of alternative constructions in various TEFL-oriented reference books (primarily
student books in English grammar and use, such as Swan, 1995; Murphy, 1994; Vince
& Sunderland, 1994; Biber, Conrad & Leech, 2002; Graver, 1986; and Thomson &
Martinet, 1986), and establish how much the views presented there, on the one hand,
and how the results of the given type of (statistical) analysis tie in with one another
with respect to the given alternative constructions, on the other.

2. Collostructional analysis and its variants

Collostructional analysis, which distinctive collexeme analysis is a type of,
is a family of statistical corpus-linguistic methods for analysing the relationships
between words and the grammatical structures in which they occur, typically used
within the theoretical framework of Construction Grammar.

It measures the degree of attraction or repulsion that words exhibit towards
syntactic constructions (hence the term collostruction as a blend of the words
collocation and construction). It was developed by Stefan Th. Gries and Anatol
Stefanowitsch as an extension of existing collocation-based methods. As opposed
to such methods, which focus on purely linear co-occurrence preferences and
restrictions pertaining to specific lexical items, collostructional analysis is adapted
to the investigation of the lexis-grammar interface and heavily relies on strict
quantification and inferential statistics.

Some of the sources involving collostructional analysis (and its three
variants, to be addressed shortly) include: Gries, 2010, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015;
Gries & Stefanowitsch, 2004a, 2004b; Flach, 2015; Gries, Hampe & Schonefeld,
2005; Hilpert, 2006, 2012, 2014a, 2014b, 2014c; Stefanowitsch, 2006, 2011, 2013;
Stefanowitsch & Gries, 2003, 2005, 2008; and Wulff, Stefanowitsch & Gries 2007,
inter alia.

Collostructional analysis is grounded in two frameworks, one theoretical and
one methodological. The methodological framework is that of quantitative corpus
linguistics. It is characterized by reliance on naturally occurring language data from
representative and balanced corpora, that are subjected to strict quantification and
statistical evaluation. The theoretical framework consists of grammatical theories
that meet the following two criteria. Firstly, they consider grammatical structures at
various levels of complexity (ranging from morphemes to sentences) and schematicity
(ranging from completely schematized to completely lexicalized, e.g. NI V' N2 N3, be
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going to V-inf, are going to invest) as meaningful in and of themselves, i.e. as signs
(form—meaning pairs) and thus not fundamentally different from the lexicon. Secondly,
they acknowledge the relevance of frequency distributions of linguistic items.

It is thus applied in the context of various usage-based constructivist
approaches to language, for example, Boas’s Cognitive Construction Grammar or
Croft’s Radical Construction Grammar, but mostly within the above-mentioned
(usage-based) Goldbergian Construction Grammar (for the fundamentals on the last,
see Goldberg, 1995, and Hoffman & Trousdale, 2013).

The basic goal in performing a collostructional analysis is to establish which
lexical items are “typical” of a given grammatical construction, i.e. the appearance
of which lexical items is statistically significant for the construction in question,
such as the keep on V-ing construction (keep on talking), the It be ADJ to inf. clause
construction (It is impossible to do that right now), the V' N2 into V-ing construction
(She coerced him into confessing), and the like, including the constructions addressed
in this paper.

There are several reasons for conducting this kind of analysis. Firstly, simple
descriptive data (in the form of simple raw frequency counts) is sometimes not
reliable enough in establishing which lexical items are statistically significant for
a construction. Rather than merely presenting which elements occur in the given
construction most often, collostructional analysis uses relative frequency counts
(statistical tests) to determine which elements occur more frequently in a construction
than would be expected by chance, thus enhancing descriptive adequacy. Secondly,
analysing the mutual dependencies between constructions and the lexical elements
that appear in them, one can shed light on the semantics of grammatical constructions.
In addition, the fact that some dependencies between particular lexical items and
particular grammatical structures can indeed be established, provides strong evidence
for theories like Construction Grammar, that, as indicated above, view grammatical
structures as signs and that consider language as a repository of meaningful linguistic
units of various degrees of schematicity or specificity. In other words, if syntactic
structures were meaningless, no significant associations between them and specific
lexical items used in them would be expected. Thirdly, collostructional analysis has
implications for psycholinguistic studies of language acquisition (see Goldberg,
2006). And fourthly, reliance on statistical methods and the strict observational and
experimental protocols that such methods require may help to empirically test the
existing theoretical standpoints as they are practically applied in TEFL-oriented
reference books (primarily student books in English grammar and use), which is
quite important for the purposes in this paper.

There are three variants of collostructional analysis. Those are simple collexeme
analysis, distinctive collexeme analysis and co-varying collexeme analysis, each of
which is adapted to analysing particular aspects of the relationship between lexical
items and grammatical constructions. In keeping with the topic of the paper, only the
distinctive collexeme analysis will be presented here.

Distinctive collexeme analysis (cf. Gries & Stefanowitsch 2004a) aims to
establish the differences between two or more alternative constructions, i.e., formally
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different constructions with similar meanings in their respective collocational
preferences. More specifically, it establishes which collexemes are over- and
underrepresented in each variety at a statistically significant level, i.e., it identifies
the lexemes which exhibit a strong preference for one alternative construction
type as opposed to the other. It thus makes it possible to identify subtle differences
between two apparently synonymous constructions, such as the active and the
passive constructions, the particle-first vs. the object-first verb-particle constructions
(He picked up the book | He picked the book up), as well as the construction pairs
addressed in this paper.

3. Methodological Framework

The underlying method broadly consists of the following steps: firstly, the
researcher must find the relevant e-corpus. As distinctive collexeme analysis is a
type of statistical analysis, it is especially suited to investigating large masses of
data. Such data can, for example, be found in massive e-corpora such as the English
Corpora created by Professor Mark Davies (https://www.english-corpora.org/).
They include (but are not limited to) the Corpus of Contemporary American English
(COCA), Global Web-Based English (GloWbE), News on the Web (NOW), iWeb:
The Intelligent Web-based Corpus, and others, all of which contain several hundred
million, sometimes several billion tokens each. Secondly, the researcher should then
extract all the examples of the construction of interest (which typically requires
manual clean-up of the thus obtained subcorpus as the search syntax can automatically
return a number of faulty instances of the construction under investigation). Thirdly,
the following numerical data should then be obtained: a) the number of times a
lexical item filling the target slot and one of the alternative constructions, (c1) co-
occur; b) the number of times the lexical items which are otherwise found in the
target slot appear in the other alternative construction (c2); c) the number of times
cl co-occurs with words other than the lexical items appearing in the target slot,
and d) the frequency of all units except the lexical items from the target slot that
occur within ¢2. In short, the data needed are those related to presence of both a
token and c1 (the case under @), none of them (the case under d), when one of them
is present and the other one is absent (the cases under b and c). These are entered
into spreadsheet files, which are then converted into .txt or .csv files and uploaded
into R (an open-source software for statistical analysis). The researcher can then use
the script written by Stefan Th. Gries (2014) or the R package by S. Flach (2017),
to prompt the user for the relevant quantitative data. The results obtained consist
of p-values that can serve as an indicator of collostructional strength (the lower the
p-value, i.e. the closer it is to zero, the stronger the mutual attraction of individual
lexical items and a construction). In addition, the negative base-10 logarithm of the
p-value can be used as well (the larger the given logarithm of the p-value, the stronger
the mutual attraction of individual lexical items and the constructions in question,
cf. Gries, Hampe & Schonefeld, 2005; Stefanowitsch & Gries, 2005). The given
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value is typically referred to in this context as an index of collostructional strength
(henceforward, ICS). The statistical test used in this kind of analysis is Fisher’s exact
test (henceforward, FET). Whichever distributional statistic is used (the p-value or
the ICS), its results are used to compare the observed occurrences of the two forms
(the lexical items filling a particular slot, on the one hand, and the construction in
question, on the other hand) with their expected frequencies in order to determine
which combinations are noteworthy, i.e., statistically significant. The lexical items
occurring in the target slot of a construction can then be ranked according to the
strength of their association with the given construction, starting with those most
attracted to it and ending with those most strongly repelled by it.

The qualitative account of the quantitative results typically includes: a) focusing
on the top significantly attracted collexemes to the given construction(s), as well as
focusing on the top significantly repelled ones (the latter can provide insight into
the constraints that govern the usage of a construction, so interpretation in negative
terms can also be useful); b) classifying those collexemes semantically, whereby this
classification is then used in the (typically cognitively oriented) discussion of the
different senses of the construction(s) in question, including the one taken as central.

As indicated above, the section that follows will present an overview of the
results of the application of distinctive collexeme analysis to the above-mentioned
pairs of alternative constructions already available in the literature and, more
importantly for the purposes of this paper, it will check those results against the view
of the given pairs of alternative constructions in various TEFL-oriented reference
books. Therefore, the focus will be on how much the views presented there and the
results of the given type of statistical analysis tie in with one another with respect
to the given constructions. More specifically, the focus will be on how the results
of distinctive collexeme analysis in the given cases can contribute to TEFL-related
reference literature.

4. Data and discussion

4.1. The get N2 V-en vs the have N2 V-en constructions

The most important results of the distinctive collexeme analysis applied to the
get something done and the have something done constructions are summarized in
Table 1 below.

Get N2 V-en Have N2 V-en

No | Collexeme ICS No | Collexeme ICS

1 sort out 44.99 1 cut 24.95
2 do 40.17 2 perm 16.12
3 sort 10.43 3 do 13.04
4 finish 8.33 4 build 8.99
5 organise / organize 7.85 5 cut off 7.33
6 dress 5.87 6 put down 7.33
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wash 5.50 7 put 7.09

fix 5.14 8 service 4.99

book 4.56 9 clean 4.45
10 start 3.08 10 remove 3.73
11 dry 2.61 11 put up 3.63
12 write down 2.57 12 shave 3.63
13 deliver 2.42 13 test 3.48
14 do up 1.99 14 put in 3.37
15 insure 1.99 15 put on 3.14
16 set up 1.99 16 replace 2.96
17 cook 1.96 17 trim 2.96
18 line up 1.96 18 repair 2.92
19 send off 1.96 19 take out 2.49
20 warm up 1.96 20 make 2.22
21 work out 1.96 21 check out 2.20
22 kill 1.60 22 highlight 2.20
23 make up 1.43 23 knock down 2.20
24 backdate 1.30 24 put across 2.20
25 blow 1.30 25 shape 2.20

Table 1. Top distinctive collexemes for the get N2 V-en vs the
have N2 V-en constructions (adapted from Gaétanelle, 2006)

Even though both constructions are commonly characterized as roughly
synonymous, the data above show that they actually have different collostructional
profiles. Namely, the lexical items significantly attracted to the V-slot of the two
alternative constructions are quite different. The only collexeme that appears in
both lists is the verb do, which indicates that the two constructions are indeed not
interchangeable despite their formal similarity.

Semantically speaking, the verbs appearing in the get something done
variant generally have to do with organisation (e.g. sort / sort out, finish, organize
/ organize) and daily actions (e.g. dress, wash, cook). In addition, an analysis of
the immediate context of the given variant shows two additional things. Firstly, the
given construction is typically used when some sort of effort or difficulty is implied,
or when there is reference to an impending deadline (We must get it done by Sunday
afternoon at 2:00, Now, let’s get it sorted out quickly and quietly. Shall we?). And
secondly, getting something done (getting something finished / sorted out, getting
oneself dressed etc.), typically implies that one does it oneself.

On the other hand, most verbs appearing in the have something done alternative
confirm the common knowledge that this construction type is related to service:
having one’s hair cut | permed | trimmed | done, having something built, having
a particular machine, gadget etc. serviced or repaired, having a hedge, grass etc.
trimmed, having something tested | cleaned / removed / replaced, etc. In that sense,
the basic meaning of the having something done construction is to commission
someone to do something on another s behalf.

Naturally, the get something done construction can also express commissioning
someone to do something on another’s behalf (e.g., He got his car fixed yesterday),
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but distinctive collexeme analysis shows that this meaning (as indicated by the verbs
significantly attracted to it), while possible, is not statistically probable as the verbs
appearing in the have something done construction are not distinctive enough for the
get something construction, either. This is often confirmed by the fact that even if the
verb get appears in the given construction with one of the collexemes that the verb
have typically appears with (such as build), the whole construction is once again
used to indicate that something is done with effort and difficulty and usually with an
impending deadline, which is the sense not present in the have counterpart (e.g. In
order to get it built quickly and quietly, they’d hire anybody who could do the job).

Most importantly, for our purposes in this paper, the consulted reference
books typically do not mention this distinction at all. The only difference that they
concentrate on is that get can be used in the same way as have [sic!], and that the
former one is more colloquial (Thomson & Martinet, 1986, p. 119), i.e. that it is used
mainly in informal spoken English (Murphy, 1994, p. 90).

The only authors that actually do get close to the distinction outlined above
are Vince & Sunderland (1994, p. 40), who claim that get is more likely to be used
than have: a) when there is a feeling that something must be done (really must get /
have my hair cut), b) when there is a feeling of eventually managing to do something
(eventually got / had the car fixed at the Fast Service garage), and c) in orders and
imperatives (Get your hair cut!). Still, this remains imprecise enough in light of the
above observations, and the fact that these authors typically cite both give and have
in the above examples, implies that they fail to make adequate distinctions between
what is merely possible, as opposed to what is (statistically) probable in the given
situations.

Swan (1995, p. 222) adds that the get variant means finish doing something,
which is also not precise enough in view of the observations above. In addition, he
states that the past participle here has a passive meaning, an observation reiterated in
Graver (1986, p. 114). This observation is also dubious since, as indicated above, the
get something done construction often implies that one does something oneself, i.e.
it remains unclear what the term the passive meaning here refers to. In other words,
the results of this kind of statistical analysis appear to undermine some commonplace
descriptions of the pair of alternative constructions in question and to provide sound
evidence on which some common terms should be reconsidered.

Eventually, Biber, Conrad & Leech (2002, p. 309) discuss the given pair of
constructions within their discussion of various verb complements. They say that
-ed complement clauses (I got the door locked, They had carnival rides trucked and
installed on the great green lawns) are rare and very restricted in their distribution.
They add that these clauses can complement only verbs (rather than other word
classes) and that only a few main clause verbs can control them (get and have, as
well as want, need, see and hear). In other words, the given authors do not address
the difference in the use of the given pair of constructions at all. This is quite
surprising since the given grammar book is exceptional in its reliance on corpora,
not only for authentic examples, but also for coverage of language variation,
including the coverage of preference and frequency of grammatical structures across

121



Jezik, knjizevnost, alternative @) Jezicka istraZivanja

registers, regional dialects and other factors which may influence the use of various
constructions, which is one of its main professed outcomes (Biber, Conrad & Leech,
2002, p. 3).

Eventually, it should be briefly observed here that the given authors, naturally,
also address examples such as He had his arm broken during a fight, which refer to
instances when something bad happens to someone. The use of the given construction
pair with this meaning is outside the scope of this paper and will not be addressed
further.

4.2. The will V-inf'vs the be going to V-inf constructions

The table below presents the most important results of the distinctive collexeme
analysis applied to the given two alternative constructions expressing futurity in
English.

will V-inf be going to V-inf

No | Collexeme FET p-value No | Collexeme FET p-value
1 see 0.0004 1 say 1.12E-12
2 find 0.0015 2 do 2.02E-08
3 give 0.0047 3 happen 4.77E-05
4 know 0.0108 4 have 0.0001

5 provide 0.0177 5 2o 0.0004

6 depend 0.0285 6 win 0.0005

7 want 0.0305 7 stay 0.0014

8 receive 0.0305 8 use 0.0045

9 consider 0.0361 9 buy 0.0059
10 remain 0.0458 10 talk 0.0060
11 become 0.0553 11 show 0.0213
12 finish 0.0581 12 get 0.0275
13 hold 0.0736 13 suggest 0.0315
14 include 0.0736 14 be 0.0357
15 notice 0.0736 15 put 0.0362
16 follow 0.0934 16 invest 0.0444
17 reach 0.0934 17 measure 0.0444
18 need 0.0985 18 perform 0.0444
19 send 0.1080 19 photocopy 0.0444
20 accept 0.1184 20 rehearse 0.0444

Table 2. Top distinctive collexemes for the will V-infvs the be going
to V-inf constructions (adapted from Gries & Stefanowitsch, 2004a)

As it emerges from the table above, the main difference between the two
lists of top collexemes is dynamicity. Namely, the distinctive collexemes for the
will variant dominantly refer to relatively non-agentive or low-dynamicity actions
(find, receive, hold, finish, reach, e.g., I will finish this paper soon), including
events related to perception and cognition (see, know, want, consider, notice,
need, accept, e.g., They won't consider your application any time soon), as well
as to states (depend, remain, e.g., He will remain in custody). Only five of the top
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20 collexemes refer to dynamic actions (give, provide, include, follow, send). On
the other hand, only five of the top 20 collexemes distinctive for the be going to
V-inf variant encode states or non-agentive actions (have, stay, be, happen, get,
e.g., We're going to stay but you guys go); the remaining collexemes encode very
dynamic actions. The second difference is related to the specificity of the actions
and events involved — the list for be going to contains some very specific actions
(invest, measure, photocopy, rehearse), as opposed to the will V-inf variant. In
short, the be going to variant encodes more dynamic and more specific actions and
events than will variant.

As opposed to Graver (1986), which makes no mention of the differences
in the use of the two alternative constructions, all the other reference books used
for the purposes of this paper do so. Those differences can be summarized as
follows:

a) be going to is used for more planned, “premeditated” actions than will

+ infinitive, which expresses intention at the moment of decision or an
immediate decision (e.g., Thompson & Martinet, 1990, p. 180-210;
Murphy, 1994, p. 16; Vince & Sunderland 1994, p. 7; Murphy, 1994, p.
42, 46; Swan, 1995, p. 221);

b) when talking about future events not involving oneself, be going to
expresses a greater certainty on the part of the speaker than will (Thompson
& Martinet, 1990, p. 180-210; Murphy, 1994, p. 16);

c) be going to is used for talking about a more immediate future than wil/
(Thompson & Martinet, 1990, p. 180-210; Murphy, 1994, p. 16);

d) will + infinitive is also used for offering, agreeing and promising to do
something, and asking somebody to do something (Murphy, 1994, p. 42),
whereas be going to is used for predicting the future on the basis of present
evidence (typically outside of one’s control) (Swan, 1995, p. 221), as well
as for jokingly predicting the future, with no meaning of intention, e.g. /
think I am going to die (Biber, Conrad & Leech, 2002, p. 182)

e) the be going to variant is very rare in academic prose as opposed to
conversation (Biber, Conrad & Leech 2002, p. 182).

What the given distinctions do not explicitly mention, and what constitutes the
main point of the distinctive collexeme analysis applied to the given constructions,
is the “degree of dynamicity” referred to above. Therefore, although the reflexes of
this criterion can actually be seen in some of the differences presented, this criterion
should explicitly be added as an additional factor distinguishing between the two
alternative constructions in the relevant reference books.

4.3. The VN2 N3 (the ditransitive) vs V' N3 to N2
(the prepositional dative) constructions.

The top distinctive collexemes of the ditransitive, as opposed to the prepositional
dative constructions, are available in the table below.
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V N2 N3 V N3 to N2

No | Collexeme FET p-value No | Collexeme FET p-value
1 Give 1.84E-120 1 Bring 1.47E-009
2 Tell 8.77E-058 2 Play 1.46E-006
3 Show 8.32E-012 3 Take 2.00E-004
4 Offer 9.95E-010 4 Pass 2.00E-004
5 Cost 9.71E-009 5 Make 6.80E-003
6 Teach 1.49E-006 6 Sell 1.39E-002
7 Wish 5.99E-004 7 Do 1.51E-002
8 Ask 1.30E-003 8 Supply 2.91E-002
9 Promise 3.60E-003

10 Deny 1.22E-002

11 Award 2.60E-002

Table 3. Top distinctive collexemes for the ditransitive (' N2 N3) and the prepositional
dative (V' N3 to N2) constructions (adapted from Stefanowitsch 2013, and Gries &
Stefanowitsch, 2004a)

The results above show that the two construction variants also have different
collostructional profiles. As it can be seen, the distinctive collexemes of the
ditransitive construction mostly refer to literal or metaphorical transfer situations
where the agent and the recipient are in close proximity to each other (give, tell,
show, offer, teach, wish, ask, promise, deny, award, e.g. She taught him English, She
gave me her new book, I offered him a drink). On the other hand, the top distinctive
collexemes of the prepositional dative refer to transfer situations where the agent
must overcome some distance or exert some effort — literal or metaphorical, in order
to effect the transfer (bring, play, take, pass, sell, do, supply, e.g. We will definitely
pass the queries to the authorities, Novartis supplied the drug to 5,000 additional
patients under the compassionate-use provision).

Quite importantly, for our purposes in this paper, our investigation of the
consulted reference books presented above has shown that this distinction is not
addressed in any of them. To be more precise, some of those reference books do
indeed address the given alternatives in general, focusing on structural differences
between them and, more broadly speaking, on complementation patterns of different
verbs. For example, Swan (1995, p. 608) points out that many verbs can be followed
by two objects — one indirect and one direct. Usually, the indirect object refers to
a person and comes first (Let me make you some tea). Alternatively, he adds, we
can also put the indirect object after the direct object. In this case, it normally has
a preposition, usually to or for (I handed my licence to the policeman). The given
author goes on to discuss similar types of data regarding the two constructions
but does not mention the differences in their use outlined above at all, implying
that he considers them to be semantically and / or pragmatically interchangeable.
Similarly, Biber, Conrad & Leech (2002, p. 423) state that ditransitive verbs often
allow two options which are equivalent in meaning [sic/], namely indirect object +
direct object (I'll fix you some tea later) and direct object + preposition fo or for +
prepositional object (I’/l fix it for you). They also add that for the former pattern, the
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principle of end-weight can influence the appearance of the indirect object first if it
is much shorter than the (following) direct object (The Academy never granted him
membership that was his wife’s ambition). In addition, they discuss various other
structural traits of the given pair of constructions (for example, the situations when
the direct and indirect objects are expressed by pronouns, nominal clauses, etc.), all
the while adhering to their view quoted above that the use of one as opposed to the
other alternative construction produces no change in meaning.

5. Conclusions

The discussion above has shown that TEFL-oriented reference books, albeit
quite valuable, can highly profit from the insights of distinctive collexeme analysis.
Namely, construction variants that are syntactically, semantically, lexically or
pragmatically similar, such as the ones discussed in this paper, deserve to be given
more prominence in such textbooks (and in TEFL in general), especially in view
of the Principle of no-synonymy (adopted in Cognitive Linguistics in general, and
Construction Grammar in particular), which states that “if two constructions are
syntactically distinct [we would also add — lexically distinct, as in the get vs have
something done constructions], they must be semantically and / or pragmatically
distinct” (Goldberg 1995, 67). This appears to be overlooked to varying degrees in the
given type of literature since construction variants are often treated as interchangeable
or are not described adequately enough. The paper thus argues for a tighter integration
of the results of theoretical linguistics that are based on the data from (massive
standardized) corpora and on strict observational and experimental protocols and
state-of-the-art statistical methods, such as the data offered by distinctive collexeme
analysis, on the one hand, and TEFL-related reference literature, on the other hand.
Such an integration can prove useful in increasing the descriptive adequacy of the
latter and hence in improving EFL learners’ linguistic competence.
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Baanan ITaBiaoBuh

KOJOCTPYKIIMOHMU YBU/IU Y AJITEPHATUBHE
KOHCTPYKIIMJE U3 YIJTIA HACTABE EHIJIECKOI' KAO
CTPAHOTI JE3UKA

Pesume

VY pagy ce pasmarpajy Tpu Iapa CHHTAKCHUKHX KOHCTPYKIMja KOja Cy Y 4YeCToj
YIOTPEOH y CHIVIECKOM j€3UKY U KOja C€ MOIY CMarpaTd CHHOHUMHUYHHM. Y IHUTabY
Cy KOHCTpYKIHMje get U have something done, xoucTpykumje will V-inf u be going to
V-inf, ka0 W map KOju YMHE TUTPAaH3UTHBHA U MPE/JIOKHA KOHCTpYyKuHja. [{nibesu paaa
cy cieaehu: a) maaTu mperviea pesyiaTara AOCTYIHUX Y JIATEPATYpu KOjUu ce J00ujajy
NPUMEHOM aHAJIM3€ JIMCTUHKTHBHUX KOJEKCeMa Ha Jare MapoBe AJTEPHATHBHUX
KOHCTPYKIMja, U 0) pa3MOTPUTH Kako Ce TH pe3yiTard YKianajy y Buljeme JaTux
KOHCTPYKIHja Y peepeHTHO] JIMTEeparypu Koja ce KOPUCTH Y HACTaBM CHIVIECKOT Kao
CTpaHOT je3uKa. 3aK/bydyje ce Ja TakBa pe(EepeHTHA JUTEparypa, Mako KOPHUCHA U
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BpeJIHa, HEPETKO 3aHeMapyje €0 3Ha4YajHNX CEMaHTHYKHX 1 / MJIM ParMaTCKuX pasiifka
n3Mel)y TakBUX KOHCTpyKIMja. Paj ce Tako 3ajaxke 3a Tellmby MHTETpalyjy pe3yarara
JI0 KOjUX C€ JI0JIa3W y TEOPHjCKOj JIMHIBUCTHUIIM, U TO TAKBUX KOjH Cy 3aCHOBaHU Ha
MOJIalMMa 13 BEJIMKKX (OaaHCUpaHUX M PENPe3eHTaTHBHUX ) KOpITyca ¥ Ha CaBPEMEHUM
CTaTUCTUYKUM METOIMMA 00pajie TAKBUX I10/]aTaKa, Kao IITO je aHAIN3a JUCTUHKTUBHUX
KOJIeKCeMa, ca jefHe CTpaHe, U pedepeHTHe IuTeparype Koja ce KOPUCTH y HACTaBH
SHIVIECKOT Kao CTPAHOT je3UKa, ca Jpyre crpane, Oyayhu ja TakBa HBUXOBa MHTErpaLlija
MOKE YHAITPEIUTH KaKO JICCKPUIITUBHY aJ€KBaTHOCT TaKBE JIUTEPATYPE TaKO U JE3UUKY
KOMIIETEHIIH]y OHHMX KOjH y4€ €HIJIECKU Ka0 CTPaH! jE3HK.
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