
Figures and Tables

Pages xv–xviii of
Exploring Functional-Cognitive Space
Christopher S. Butler and Francisco Gonzálvez-García
[Studies in Language Companion Series, 157]
2014. xviii, 579 pp.

© John Benjamins Publishing Company

This electronic file may not be altered in any way. For any reuse of this material written permission
should be obtained from the publishers or through the Copyright Clearance Center
(for USA: www.copyright.com).

For further information, please contact rights@benjamins.nl or consult our website at
benjamins.com/rights

John Benjamins Publishing Company

Studies in Language Com
panion Series

157

https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs.157.lof

https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs.157.lof
https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs.157
https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs
https://www.copyright.com/
https://benjamins.com/rights


Figures and tables
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Figure 2.7.  A highly simpli�ed version of the mood network for English 
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Figure 2.10.  A simple classi�cation using Isa links 
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Figure 2.12.  �e word pig analysed at the phonological, morphological,  

syntactic and  semantic levels 
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Figure 2.14.  �e sociolinguistics of JITTY 

Figure 2.15.  A listemically licensed sign 

Figure 2.16.  A constructionally licensed sign 

Figure 2.17.  �e English ditransitive construction (Goldberg 1995: 142) 

Figure 2.18.  Words as bipolar constructions linking schematic representations 

in the domains of form and meaning in ECG (taken from Bergen & 

Chang 2013: 174) 

Figure 2.19.  Overview of structures and processes involved in simulation-based 

language comprehension (taken from Bergen & Chang 2013: 

185) 

Figure 2.20.  �e internal structure of the construction Heather sings in RCG 

(taken from Cro	 2013: 225) 

Figure 2.21.  �e architecture of the Lexical Constructional Model 

Figure 2.22.  �e architecture of the PA (taken from Jackendo� 2010b: 3) 

Figure 4.1.  Scatter plot for data in Table 4.1 

Figure 4.2.  Scatter plot for data in Table 4.2 

Figure 4.3.  Scatter plot for data in Table 4.3 

Figure 4.4.  MDS analysis for data in Table 4.4 

Figure 4.5.  MDS output for data on 16 European countries 
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Figure 4.6.  Scree plot for English towns data 

Figure 4.7.  Dendrogram from hierarchical clustering of data on 16 European 

countries 

Figure 4.8.  Scree plot for questionnaire data 

Figure 4.9.  Two-dimensional solution for questionnaire data 

Figure 4.10.  �ree-dimensional solution for questionnaire data 

Figure 4.11.  �e three plots for analysis 

Figure 4.12.  Two-dimensional MDS plot of questionnaire data omitting 

 questionnaires EXT and PA 

Figure 4.13.  Hierarchical clustering dendrogram for the questionnaire data 

Figure 4.14.  Hierarchical clustering dendrogram for questionnaire data 

 omitting  questionnaires EXT and PA 

Figure 11.1.  Scree plot for �nal ratings data 

Figure 11.2.  Two-dimensional solution for �nal ratings data 

Figure 11.3.  �ree-dimensional solution for �nal ratings data 

Figure 11.4.  �e three plots for analysis 
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of  complexity and abstraction (adapted from  

Goldberg 2003: 220) 

Table 2.4.  English argument structure constructions (taken from Goldberg 
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Table 3.1.  �e questionnaire 
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Table 3.1.  (Continued) 
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Table 4.1.  Scores of learners on two tests: Version 1 

Table 4.2.  Scores of learners on two tests: Version 2 

Table 4.3.  Scores of learners on two tests: Version 3 

Table 4.4.  Distances in miles between cities/towns in England 

Table 4.5.  Data on 16 European countries (source of data: EUROSTAT agency, 
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Table 4.6.  Signi�cance of Kendall’s tau-b correlation coe�cients for pairs 

of questionnaires with Bonferroni correction (1) 
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