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On “NP le” Construction: A Construction-based Approach

Abstract In contrast to the word-class-based approach, this paper argues for a con-
struction-based approach to licensing nominal predicates in “NP le” construction. It is pro-
posed that nominal predicates are derived from the conceptual interaction between nominals
and “NP le” construction, specifically their conceptual correspondence. These nominals ac-
cordingly compose a predicative nominal category specific to “NP le” construction. From this
perspective, word classes and grammatical functions cannot be analyzed as direct (non-)cor-
respondence.

Key words “NP le” construction; word class; grammatical function; conceptual corre-

spondence
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