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I assume that X-bar syntax, which is organised to some extent on
semantic grounds, is similar to the more abstract forms of schemata
proposed here. Jackendoff (1994: 22, quoted in Goldberg 1996: 8) states
“one might want to view the ‘core rules’ of phrase structure for a
language as maximally underspecified constructional idioms.” See also
Langacker (this volume).

Example taken from the New York Times, Oct. 22, 1999,

Sag and Wasow (1999: 265-269) discuss some idioms such as take
advantage and kick the bucket and in their HPSG representations it is,
in fact, quite clear how the idiom is combined with other syntactic
components. However, one problem with the HPSG analysis is that
these phrases cannot be modified. Thus it seems that the grammar
would not be able to generate take full advantage or kick the proverbial
bucket except by listing them as completely separate from their non-
modified equivalents. But more seriously, the extent to which
collocational expressions must be accounted for within a realistic
grammar is not acknowledged. However, the view of grammar as a
collection of “signs” in HPSG is promising and suggests that the
theory could potentially handle rich collocational connections.

There are also meta-blending processes of various kinds, such as the
proposal by Kemmer and Verhagen (1994) that causative structures are
based on other more basic structures such as transitive clauses.

[NP V NP PP] is from Fauconnier and Turner (1996: 117) and [NP(x)
be NP(y) of NP(z)] is from Turner (1996: 104).

Turner and Fauconnier (1995) mention lexical blends such as chunnel.
See Kemmer (forthcoming) for a schema-based account of lexical blends
at both the conceptual and formal level.

According to Tuggy's terminology, the example in (10a) is a Focus
formula (Tuggy 1996: 724) and example (10b) illustrates a one-"be”
construction (Tuggy 1996: 713). The examples in (9) and (10) are taken
from CPSAE.

The examples used in this section are all from written corpora, although
some of the examples are quotes. We will have to wait for the creation
of very large spoken corpora to fully determine the prevalence of blends
based on fixed expressions.

The reasons underlying the choice of relatively unaltered idiom versus a
relatively obscured idiom remain to be elucidated. A more integrated or
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highly blended structure is denser in terms of information content, and
this may be appropriate for some situations. In other situations the
relatively unadulterated, unblended idiom may be useful as a way of
introducing a general proposition, the particular details of which can
then be fleshed out as the discourse develops.
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