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CONSTRUCTION GRAMMAR:
BASIC PRINCIPLES AND CONCEPTS

The article provides an overview of Construction Grammar. First, a general
survey of the basic principles and major strands of the grammatical theory is
given. The main assumptions include the recognition that all linguistic
knowledge is of the same type as knowledge in general and follows the same
principles such as categorization, abstraction and generalization.

In the second part, the presentation focuses on two important elements of
construction grammar research: the concept of the construction as complex
sign and the abandoning of the distinction between lexicon and grammar.

Using examples from Ukrainian, the different relationships between constructi-
ons of different complexity and schematicity in the so-called constructicon — the
common space of both lexical and grammatical knowledge — are described. It is
shown, how abstract constructions offer slots for other elements and how these are
constrained regarding form and meaning. In addition, the status of constructions as
complex signs is assessed from the perspective of semantics and compositionality. It
is highlighted that Construction Grammar rejects the assumption of compositionality
and rather conceptualizes meaning as determined by the construction itself. At the
same time, semantics is understood in an encyclopaedic sense, which renders the
description of constructions highly detailed and language-specific.

Keywords: Construction Grammar, Ukrainian, Constructions, Sign, Gram-
matical Theory.

1. Introduction. Since Chomsky’s rejection of the behaviourist
paradigm, syntax theory as an attempt to model cognitive processes
taking place during speaking and listening has taken centre stage in
linguistics. In addition to a still strong formal perspective in Western
linguistics and functional grammars, from the 1980s onwards an ap-
proach has developed that to some extent unites these two antipodes
of syntax research: Cognitive Linguistics. In contrast to the formal
and functional approaches, which are also in principle cognitive to
the extent that they do not consider the speaker’s mind to be a black
box, Cognitive Linguistics attempts to apply exclusively those prin-
ciples to language description that are also used in other cognitive
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disciplines such as psychology. Cognitive Linguistics is a multifac-
eted theory of language that combines several theories (e.g. Meta-
phor Theory and Frame Semantics). One of those is Construction
Grammar, which so to speak represents the grammatical extension of
Cognitive Linguistics. In the following, its main features will be pre-
sented on the basis of Ukrainian examples.

2. Construction Grammar. Under the name Construction
Grammar (abbreviated as “CxG”), a family of theories is summarized,
which is based on the conviction that linguistic form and linguistic
meaning do not represent levels independent of each other, but are
inseparably interconnected. Construction Grammar assumes that
associative form-meaning pairs are not only the basis for words, but
that all linguistic knowledge is stored in such symbolic connections.

This conviction is first based on the observation that speakers use
resources that do not have to be generated with every utterance but
are stored as fixed units in the mental lexicon. Langacker defines
such a linguistic unit as “thoroughly mastered structure, i.e. one that
a speaker can activate as a preassembled whole without attending to
the specifics of its internal composition” [Langacker 1991 : 15]. At
the same time, construction grammatists emphasize that “(i) even
semantically opaque expressions (idioms) may share certain aspects
of regular syntactic structure with fully productive syntactic expres-
sions <...> and (ii) even seemingly transparent syntactic structures
may involve all sorts of unpredictable constraints that cannot be sim-
ply derived from the syntax alone <...>” [Fried 2015 : 2; cf. also
Langacker 1987 : 59]. While most theories of grammar certainly
operate with the concept of construction, they see it merely as an
exception to rule-based syntactic structures. Construction Grammar,
however, does not limit the use of constructions to special cases.
Rather, it focuses on these units and assumes that the entire language
system is exclusively based on constructions [Stefanowitsch : 20]. It
is assumed that constructions exist on all traditional levels of linguis-
tic description. Constructions can be words, more or less fixed idi-
oms, collocations, verb class specific argument structures, partially
filled words (morphemes), argument structures or even turns and
texts. The linguistic description within the framework of Construc-
tion Grammar thus attempts to capture all kinds of linguistic knowl-
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edge in one concept, emphasizing that both regular and irregular
patterns serve the goal of communication equally well. This implies
that no or no strict separation between grammar and lexicon is as-
sumed. Instead, linguistic knowledge is understood as learnable
symbolic links between form and meaning all the way through.

Table 1
Several examples of constructions
Construction type Form' Meaning Example
lexical morpheme [MICTO] ‘city’ MICTO
partially filled [ -yl ‘patient’ IiBUHMH-Y
word (morpheme)
Idiom [TPATU nepmry  ‘Be the VY oMy TPOEKTi
CKPHUIIKY] most TIepITy CKPUTIKY

important’  TpaB Onexcanmp.

Sentence pattern [V +NNOM + ‘Transfer’  mepenana Matu
NACC + NDAT] JIUCT CHHOBI

Construction Grammar can be located as a theory within
Cognitive Linguistics. The cognitive orientation of Construction
Grammar is not only lip service but concerns the core of the
grammatical theory. The goal of Construction Grammar is to develop
a language theory that includes all linguistic knowledge regardless of
its regularity and simultaneously depicts linguistic behaviour as
creative and repetitive [Goldberg 2013 : 26]. Furthermore, the
description not only aims at the language system itself, but also at its
acquisition, storage and processing. This distinguishes Construction
grammar from other grammatical theories, which often concentrate
on purely linguistic, sometimes even purely “syntactic” questions.
The epistemological interest of Construction Grammar is not so
much to develop a well-functioning model for the generation of
linguistic structures, but to develop a psychologically realistic

' Throughout the paper, the following notational conventions are used:
[ 1= linguistic unit (construction); = slot; _ sypscripr = Semantic restric-
tion of a slot; CAPITALS = morphological paradigm; italics = fixed form.
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description of the nature of language as one of many cognitive and
social systems available to humans [Fried 2015 : 1]. Construction
Grammar is therefore not primarily a theory about linguistic systems,
but about linguistic knowledge [Stefanowitsch : 12], the processing
of which is based on general cognitive and communicative strategies.

The linguistic interest in constructions is not new and can at least
be traced back to the Latin grammar writers [Goldberg 2006]. Even
American structuralism and early versions of generative approaches
used the term construction [Schonefeld]. The constructional
approaches, however, developed primarily in contrast to Generative
Linguistics and focus on the concept of construction.

The early studies developed the basic features of Construction
Grammar mainly for so-called peripheral linguistic structures, for
which generative analyses offered no solution [Fillmore 1988 : 36],
for example in George Lakoff’s work on English constructions with
here and there [Lakoff], Knud Lambrechts analysis of colloquial
French constructions [Lambrecht] or in the article by Charles Fill-
more, Paul Kay and Catherine O’Connor on let alone-construction
[Fillmore et al. 1988]. A conceptually very similar approach was
developed simultaneously by Ronald Langacker [1987], even though
he did not (yet) refer to his analyses as construction grammatical.

3. Construction Grammars. The so-called Construction Gram-
mar is not a monolithic theory, but a family of approaches that share
important fundamental assumptions about the nature of language.

The different theories, which are called Construction Grammar,
differ in some theoretical details and in their methodological ap-
proaches. However, there is a core of assumptions that unites all con-
structional theories. Fischer, Stefanowitsch and Goldberg identify the
following four principles:

1. All linguistic knowledge (whether explicit or implicit) consists
of learned pairings of form and meaning (constructions). Both lexi-
con and grammar are based on constructions, so there is no separati-
on between the two.

2. The meaning of constructions is directly connected with the
perceptible form. There are no derivations or transformations in lan-
guage processing. Meaning and form are not stored in different mo-
dules, but inseparably linked with each other.
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3. Constructions form a network of reciprocal interdependencies
with hierarchical and inheritance relationships.

4. There is no set of universal, innate constructions, neither intra
linguistically nor cross-linguistically. Generalizations that can be
analysed across languages are the result of common cognitive strate-
gies [Fischer, Stefanowitsch : 4-5; Goldberg 2013 : 15-16].

There are also a number of assumptions that differ between the
theories (see [Fischer, Stefanowitsch] for a discussion). This starts
with very general theoretical premises. Some construction grammars
attempt to be psycholinguistically realistic or at least plausible
(Goldberg’s Cognitive CxG, Croft’s Radical CxG, Langacker’s Cog-
nitive Grammar, cf. Fried [Fried 2015 : 5]), while others attach less
importance to this (Berkeley CxG, cf. Kay [Kay]). At the same time,
there are differences in the conception of the task of a grammatical
model as such. Some assume that a grammar should be able to gen-
erate grammatical utterances (or sentences) or make general predic-
tions about the form and meaning of utterances [Hoffmann, Trous-
dale : 3], while others take the view that it is not grammar but
speakers who generate sentences, while the language system can
only motivate and license possible structures [Langacker 1986 : 17].
The relationships between individual constructions are also discussed
diversely. While some assume that abstract and schematic construc-
tions inherit their properties from less schematic ones [Goldberg
1995; 16], others prefer an approach without inheritance [Trousdale].
Among the authors who accept inheritance, it is controversial
whether it should be full or partial. In addition, there are dividing
lines between the individual construction grammars concerning the
universality of constructions, the formalisation of the model, the is-
sue of compositionality and the semantics of constructions, which I
will discuss later in more detail. Overviews and comparisons of the
different construction grammars can be found in [Croft 2007; Gold-
berg 2006; Langacker 2005; Fischer, Stefanowitsch].

4. The Constructicon. Construction Grammar assumes that form-
meaning pairs, which are called constructions, can cover all linguistic
knowledge. It is assumed that all linguistic information is
conventionalized in constructions. Therefore, the concept of con-
struction covers every linguistic level of description from morphology
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to syntax and description of texts. Since constructions themselves are
closed-class items, they are said to be stored in the constructicon that,
like the lexicon for words, contains the sum of all constructions.

The respective constructions differ, so the assumption, not in their
basic architecture, but in (i) their complexity, i.e. in whether they
incorporate smaller symbolic components, and (ii) in their sche-
maticity, i.e. in the proportion of phonologically or otherwise formally
specified elements. In addition, constructions form networks. These
networks arise partly from less complex constructions being connected
to more complex ones, and partly from schematic constructions being
created by generalizations over specific constructions.

4.1. Complexity. Constructions differ in whether they are com-
plex or not. Simplex constructions are known as morphemes or
words and are often referred to as lexical constructions. Complex
constructions incorporate other elements, either semantic, phonologi-
cal or symbolic. Complex constructions, for example, are idiomatic
coincidences. The possible complexity of constructions is independ-
ent of their schematicity.

(1) Lexical construction: [micmo; “city’]
[00 nobauenns; ‘Goodbye’]
Idiom: [#i napu 3 yem; “keep silent’]

The phrase [ri napu 3 ycm; ‘keep quiet’] differs from the lexical
construction [micmo; city’] in its complexity in that it incorporates
several lexical constructions.

4.2. Schematicity. The formal side of the constructions in (1) is
fully specified, no deviation from this form is permitted if the
constructions’ meanings are to be communicated. However, there are
also constructions which allow a certain variability in their form.
Thus, the idiom [mepeseni _ vgrg] can be found in the following
variants a. repeBeHi mpasutu. This is called flexibility.

(2) a. mepegeni npaBUTH
b. mepeseni po3BoaUTH
C. mepegeni TOUNTH

d. mepeseni po3nycTuTi
e

. mepeseni TOpOIUTH
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The construction therefore consists of fully specified (mepegeni)
and partially specified elements (the list of possible verbs). Under-
specified elements are referred to as slots. As soon as a construc-
tion contains slots, it can be called schematic. The degree of sche-
maticity can increase regardless of complexity. For example, the
construction [uopua eisys; ‘black sheep’] is not schematic because
both elements are prescribed. The forms in (3) on the other hand
are based on the slightly more schematic construction [YOPH-
__1imve; ‘bad time’]. In principle, only the first element {4YOPH-} is
defined here. The slot behind it is phonologically not specified, but
only semantically, since any element that can be inserted here has
to signify a period of time. However, since there are not many such
time expressions, the variability is rather small. The similar con-
structs in (4) have been licensed by the even more schematic con-
struction [HOPH- _ youn; ‘bad/dangerous X’] that can assign the
property of being bad or dangerous to basically any noun (although
mostly to human agents) inserted into the slot. Basically, the con-
struction in (3) is a more specific type of the construction underly-
ing the examples in (4).

3) a. YopHull Oelb
b. uopnuii pix

4 a. Yopnuu Kozax (Film)
b. yopna macis

Both the construction [uopna sisys; ‘black sheep’] and the con-
structions [UOPH- _ pqp; ‘bad time’] and [YOPH-  nouns
‘bad / dangerous X’] are based on an even more schematic con-
struction: the modification construction [ ap;  noun; ‘X of the
type Y’] [Fried 2015 : 9]. Both elements of this construction are
phonologically unspecified, so it can license forms as in (5), which
have no idiomatic character. However, the speaker must have
learned the modification construction to understand that the first
element that he or she can identify as a property modifies the sec-
ond element that is an object or a unit that can be construed as an
object. That this conventionalization is important for correct inter-
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pretation can be seen when the order is reversed (6), and a predica-
tive expression is obtained. Here it becomes clear that the meaning
of the expressions (‘a chicken with the property of being black’, ‘a
building with the property of being beautiful’) is not simply the
sum of the two components involved. In order to achieve an inte-
gration of the meanings and thus a possible interpretation, the
schematic modification construction must have been learned.

&) a. yopHe Kypua
b. eapnuii 6younox

(6) a. Kypua YopHe
b. O6younox capuuii

The least complex partial schematic constructions are
morphological constructions [Booij 2007a; Booij 2007b]. Goldberg
calls them “partially filled words (aka morphemes)” [Goldberg
2013 : 15-16]. For example, the Ukrainian agent noun construction
[ vers-au; ‘someone who VERBs’] has a specific phonological
element known as word formation morpheme {au}. However, the
unit /au/ cannot occur alone (hence traditionally described as a
bound morpheme) but can only be produced in conjunction with a
verb stem as for example in 3agidys-au and ern0-au. This lack of
independence of the unit /au/ refers not only to its form, but also to
its meaning. In fact, it is not the morpheme that carries the
information ‘agent noun’, but rather all nouns that contain the
element /au/ happen to denominate agents who carry out the
activity expressed by the verb stem. So, the function or meaning of
agency is not connected to the element /au/, but to the whole unit.
We hence call this meaning the constructional meaning [Booij
2007b : 11]. Construction Grammar looks at this communicative
unit as a whole and defines its components with regard to the role
they play within this whole. The word formation construction
[ vers-au; ‘someone who VERBs’] therefore formally consists of
a phonologically specified element /aa/ and an empty spot.
Semantically, the construction designates an agent and contains a
semantic restriction of the slot: Only linguistic elements that
express an action (verbs, that is) can be used.
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Also and above all more complex constructions can show a high
degree of schematicity. The best known and most discussed exam-
ples are argument structure constructions as described by Goldberg
[1995]. Depending on the language, argument structures on the form
pole specify case markers or define the position of the construction’s
components. The Ukrainian transitive construction, for example,
formally specifies only (and not in all cases) the marking on the pa-
tient. The usual notation is [Nxom V Nacc], where Nacc stands for a
paradigm that includes forms such as gyruy-r0o and Awnopi-a. The
transitive construction, however, is merely an abstraction, which
speakers achieve by generalizing over actually occurring and par-
tially specified constructions.

The maximally schematic transitive construction is therefore just
like the modification construction the head of a hierarchy of con-
structions whose phonological form and meaning become increas-
ingly concrete (see [Croft 2001; Booij 2007b; de Beule, Steels].
Traugott distinguishes between macro-constructions (highest level),
meso-constructions (similar constructions), micro-constructions (in-
dividual construction types) and constructs (tokens) [Traugott] (see
also [Diewald : 451]):

Table 2
Levels of constructional schematicity
Level Construction Meaning
macro-construction  [Nyom V Nacc] ‘someone acts on
something’
meso-construction  [Nyoy JIOBUTU Ncc] ‘someone catches
something’
micro-construction  [Nyom JIOBUTU Naccanimar] — ‘someone hunts
an animal’
[Nnom JIOBUTU momenm) ‘someone uses a
fitting moment’
[Nnom JIOBUTHU rasu] ‘someone is
inattentive’
construct [Xnonyi noensime memenuxis) ‘The guys hunt
(for) butterflies’
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In addition, the complexity can also differ between schematic
constructions. In some cases, it is possible to display relationships that
include the inheritance of certain properties. For example, the transitive
construction may be “related” to the ditransitive construction and to the
so-called caused-motion construction, since both also express a transitive
process. For Ukrainian, it makes sense to assume that the ditransitive
construction and the caused-motion construction are also incorporated in
another construction, the “caused transfer construction” or ‘“transfer
caused motion construction” [Goldberg 1995 : 93]. The constructions thus
form a network of related (however not hierarchically connected, but
independent) structures, see Figure 1.

|Subject-predicate construction|

OneHa eomye.

[ Transitive construction |

OneHa Hanueae cyn.

/\

| Caused-motion construction | | Ditransitive construction |

OneHa Hanueae cyn 6 mapink-y. Onera Hanueae Tapac-y cyn.

— =

| Motion-transfer construction |

Onena Hanueae Tapac-y cyrn € mapirk-y.

Figure 1: Network of argument structure constructions
(cf. Goldberg 1995 : 109)

4.3. Slots. Complex schematic constructions have slots in which
other constructions can be inserted. These slots are under-specified, but
not unspecified. All slots are at least semantically restricted. The
components of constructions are often subject to rather fine-grained
restrictions with regard to the properties that are required for another
construction to be integrated into this slot. Depending on whether
grammatical categories are accepted as meaningful abstractions, general
categorizations of this type can also be part of the semantic restrictions
of slots. The slot before the accusative marker in the Ukrainian transitive
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construction [ nnom v acc] for example is semantically defined as
an object (i.e. entity) or any linguistic unit that can be interpreted as an
object. Thus, also actions can be inserted — if they are construed as
entities. The verbal slot in the ditransitive construction is somewhat
more specific and allows only verbs belonging to a limited number of
semantic verb classes. Goldberg [1995] identifies for the English
construction verbs of generation, attainment, giving, commitment, future
possession, permission, and rejection. For the [UOPH-  mg; ‘bad
time’] construction described above, the slot is limited in that it can only
be filled with an element that can be interpreted as a timespan.

The definitions of a slot are often (or always) based on a prime
example (an exemplar [Bybee 2010 : 81]). For the English ditransitive
construction, this exemplar is the verb GIVE, as shown by Stefanowitsch
and Gries. Prototypical representatives, i.e. examplars, of empty slots also
play a decisive role in language acquisition [Casenhiser, Goldberg].

The question as to which degree of abstraction and generalization is
plausible for the processing and storage of constructions is subject to the
same considerations as they were presented on the form and meaning of
constructions. Concretely this means that “while abstract constructions
may be sufficient for comprehension, for production we need to refer to
more detailed information” [Boas: 132]. Bybee thus states that a
“schematic slot in a construction might consist of a list of all the items
that have occurred in that slot (as predicted by an exemplar model), or it
might be considered a set of abstract semantic features that constrains the
slot, as usually proposed. It could, of course, be both” [Bybee 2013 : 57].

In addition to semantic restrictions or specifications, slots can
also have phonological constraints [Steels et al. : 208]. In Ukrainian,
constructions involving case marking usually specify the production
of palatalized allophones of the dorsal plosives /k/ and /g/ and the
dorsal fricative /x/ at the syllable end if the case marker has an initial
/i/ (e.g., dative singular feminine (pyxa — pyyi) and nominative plural
masculine (dpye — dpysi)). Slots can also carry pragmatic constraints,
such as allowing only stressed elements in certain constructions.

In general, Construction Grammar allows the speaker to insert all
linguistic units into the slots of schematic constructions that corre-
spond or at least do not violate their semantic, phonological, pragmatic
or other limitations. If the slot of a construction allows the insertion of
the same construction, constructions can also be recursively combined.
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If a speaker wishes to insert an element that violates one or more of the
constraints, the construction may in some cases impose (coerce) these
features onto the insertion. It should not be forgotten, however, that
many constraints traditionally attributed to words or morphemes (e.g.,
argument structure) are understood in Construction Grammar as
features of constructions and do not lead to constraint violations.

4.4. Networks. Constructions form different networks based on
complexity and schematicity. The transitive construction is thus horizon-
tally connected with other argument structure constructions which have the
same components and a similar degree of schematicity (Figure 1). On the
other hand, the transitive construction is vertically related to more concrete
constructions and phrasemes, which have the same structure as the
transitive construction. In a usage-based approach, as Langacker [2009 :
173] points out, the transitive construction, like all other macro-construc-
tions, is not an independent unit, but an abstraction from the more concrete
constructions and possibly also phrasemes. When we talk about a transitive
construction, all its manifestations will always be taken into account.

Constructions thus exist in different degrees of complexity and
schematicity. Some examples are listed here (The names of the con-
structions are given here ad-hoc. A serious denomination requires a
detailed analysis first):

Table 3

Constructions at various degrees of complexity
Construction Form Example (Construct)
“Grammatical” constructions
Superlative [maii-  apj-uuii] Hal-rapHi-Imi
construction
Word formation construction
Agent noun [ vers-av] TepeKsIaa-aq
construction
Relational [ noun-covk-] KHIB-ChK-Hit
construction
Compound noun [ Noun-O-___ NoUN] BOJ-O-TIPOBI
Verb-noun [ NOUN-O- VERB™ CJIOB-O-CIIOJIYY-CHHA
compound eHHs1]
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End of the table 3
Construction Form Example (Construct)
Syntactic constructions
Verb-group [ vErB-¢2 __ NGEN] JIIKaTHCS TPOMY
construction Verb = 6os1TH-,
moOOrOBATH-, CTPaXaTH-,
JISIKATHU-, )KaXaTh-
Ditransitive [ NNOM__ VERB __ N.ACC 51 mana mogapyHoOK Opaty
construction _ N.DAT]
Phrasemes
filled [Hi napu 3 ycm] Caiko He BUIYCTHUB Hi
napu 3 yct
partially filled  [SAPYBATU co6i na 51 3apy0aB cobi Ha HOCI
HocCi |
[AATU (opana | xo0y | Mapiyka nana a1popy
0b0py)]
minimally [to _ Apicomp Mo 10 TYYHIIIE TO Kparie
filled ___aprcomp]

[_N ___PREP _N]

Textual constructions

Mu npoBenemo
pedopmu Kpok 3a
KPOKOM

Fairy tale [ByB cobi .... ] Bymnu co6i nin i 6aba...
construction

Narrative [Orientation + Buopa s 3yctpina [letpa
construction Complicating Action + B MeTpo. + Mu pazom

Evaluation] CITyCTUJIUCS TIO
eckanaropy. I pantom
BiH ITOCTIM3HYBCS 1 BIIaB.
+ 4 crpamenHo

3JIaKaJacs.

The combination of the properties +/- complex and +/- schematic
results in a two-dimensional continuum [Langacker 2005 : 108].
Only lexical morphemes, i.e. traditional signs, are both concrete and
simplex. Phrasemes are complex to varying degrees but can reach a
high degree of complexity. Their meaning is quite concrete, but
rarely as concrete as the meaning of lexical morphemes. In terms of
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complexity, argument structure constructions are similar, but at the
same time are also very schematic. However, they do not achieve the
highest degree of schematicity, since they are still linked to a
concrete idea of a situation [Goldberg 1995 : 5] and mostly have
clearly defined surface forms. Less complex, but more schematic
than argument structure constructions are constructions such the
subject-predicate construction. Constructions that are simultaneously
simplex and maximally schematic are not actually accepted so far.
However, usage-based concepts of parts of speech would be possible
candidates here [Broccias : 194]. For they are a cognitive unit that
has no fixed form and never incorporates additional symbolic
elements. The construction thus consists of a single, semantically
defined slot and represent “functional prototypes, as specific focal
points along a continuum of categoriality” [Fried 2015 : 4].

5. Constructions as complex signs. Constructions are linguistic
signs as described by de Saussure [Saussure et al.]. They consist of
an “image acoustique” on the form side and a meaning on the other
side; both sides, the signifier and the signified, are connected by
conventionalization; the connection between form and meaning is
arbitrary, although sometimes motivated by the background of an
existing linguistic system, and the function of a construction is often
shaped by its position within a systematic network. Constructions
differ from the signs of de Saussure in that they are complex and can
also be schematic. Construction Grammar is a continuation of Saus-
sure’s work insofar as it detaches the concept of the sign from the
lexicon and establishes it as the universal ordering principle of lan-
guage. Not only the form side of the sign is extended, but also the
meaning side. The idea of Construction Grammar is that all gram-
matical, all linguistic knowledge is stored in signs, in constructions.
Conversely, this means that all linguistic knowledge consists of the
same data type: Fixed pairings of form and meaning.

Constructionist approaches differ from other grammatical theories
in that they do not give priority to the form side or the meaning side
over the other [Croft 2001 : 170]. Rather, linguistic knowledge can
be located in the symbolic link between the two sides. Just as the
“image acoustique” and the meaning cannot be separated from each
other, the two sides of a construction cannot be separated from each
other. Constructions are “all conventionalized linguistic expressions
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<...> that fulfil the following conditions: (i) their form is directly
paired with a certain meaning or function, (ii) their form cannot be
(or not completely) derived from other forms of language, and (iii)
their semantics are not (or not completely) compositional” [Fischer,
Stefanowitsch : 6] (translation mine). In contrast to many other
grammatical theories, construction grammarians are convinced that
the description of a construction must be very extensive both on the
formal and especially on the semantic side, since “<...> construc-
tions reflect the interplay of myriad conceptual and functional fac-
tors” [Langacker 2009 : 174]. A construction is therefore not “sim-
ply” the pairing of a form with an easily definable meaning but
encompasses all the knowledge necessary to use this construction in
communication. This can be phonological restrictions for the selec-
tion of an affix, phonological specifications, prosodic characteristics,
semantic characteristics, pragmatic limitations or structural informa-
tion or information about the frequency of use [Steels et al. : 208].

Constructions are also defined by their connections to other con-
structions. Schematic constructions have connections to the elements or
other constructions that occur in their slots (coined collostructions by
Stefanowitsch and Gries) and to other constructions with which they
are used together (collocations). Phrasemes have connections to more
schematic constructions with which they form a hierarchy. In this
connectedness constructions are similar to our understanding of words.

Another important role is attributed to the linking of form and
meaning, which Croft [2001 : 59] describes as symbolic links. One
can differentiate constructions according to a speaker knows a pair-
ing of form and meaning, i.e. whether he or she perceives it as a
known unit. If this is the case, the symbolic connections are cogni-
tively entrenched [Langacker 2005 : 107—108; Schmid]. Both the
symbolic connection as well as the forms and meanings themselves
must pass through the process of cognitive entrenchment. Langacker
describes this as follows: “Every use of a structure has a positive
impact on its degree of entrenchment, whereas extended periods of
disuse have a negative impact. With repeated use, a novel structure
becomes progressively entrenched, to the point of becoming a unit;
moreover, units are variably entrenched depending on the frequency
of their occurrence” [Langacker 1987 : 59].
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In addition, the strength of the connection is, as already in the
sign concept of Saussure, a question of conventionalization within
the language community. The two gradual properties entrenchment
and conventionalization, together with schematicity and complexity,
constitute the most important properties of constructions.

5.1. The Structure of Complex Constructions. The special charac-
teristic of constructions in the sense of construction grammar is that they
constitute complex signs. This means that a construction is not simply
composed of a phonetic pattern and a corresponding meaning but
consists of different elements. Langacker [1987: 75] describes
constructions as composite structures. In the Berkeley CxG, these parts
are also differentiated notationally: “<...> CxG makes a systematic
distinction between two layers of specification: the holistic, constructio-
nal level (a set of constraints on how a given unit fits in larger syntag-
matic contexts) and the constraints that apply to its constituents. The for-
mer is referred to as the external properties of a construction and the lat-
ter establishes the internal make-up of a construction” [Fried 2015 : 16].

Croft is also very explicit about the general structure of con-
structions: “Both the formal (syntactic) and functional (semantic)
structures may be made up of parts, which define roles in
the construction” [Croft 2001 : 175]. He offers the model of
a construction in Figure 2.

| semantic structure |

syntactic | N
role
component] | | component2 |

symbolic ___symbolic
relation relation
semantic semantic
role TR A relation

| syntactic structure |

Figure 2: Figure Crofts model of a construction
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A construction accordingly consists of a semantic structure and a
syntactic structure, both of which are linked by a symbolic link. This
means that only the entire syntactic structure can refer to the semantic
structure. Both sides are therefore regarded as closed units, similar to a
simplex sign. Nevertheless, both sides consist of different parts. Croft
describes the parts of the semantic structure as components. These
components play a certain role in the construction. In argument structure
constructions, these are semantic roles. One can, as Croft obviously does,
also generalize this term and describe all semantic components of
constructions as carriers of a certain role within the complex semantic
structure. These semantic roles are of course not only the traditional
semantic roles like agents or patients. Between these roles, according to
Croft, semantic relations exist [Croft 2001 : 59]. On the other side, the
syntactic structure also consists of parts, which Croft calls elements. These
also have a role within the syntactic structure, which are consequently
referred to as syntactic roles. However, Croft rejects relationships between
syntactic roles. The relationship of constructions to their elements and
components can only be understood through a part-whole relationship, not
through relationships that the parts might have with each other. He argues
that a listener can interpret linguistic utterances even without the presence
of syntactic roles. Therefore, following Ockham’s razor, one can
completely omit these «‘unnecessary’ theoretical entities» from the
grammar model [Croft 2001 : 205].

It is worth noting that neither Croft nor Goldberg or Langacker assume
any relations between the individual formal (syntactic) elements. This is
where they differ from Berkeley and Sign-based Construction Grammar.
Berkeley CxG, for example, operates with syntactic valencies of lexemes,
which are also specified within constructions. These are explicitly
described as “roughly analogous to the subcategorization frames of
generative theories” [Fillmore 2013 : 119]. Berkeley CxG thus differs
from Goldberg’s argumentation that the different subcategorization
frames with which individual verbs can occur are actually an indication
that constructions exist and that these are responsible for the syntactic
form [Goldberg 1995 : 42-43]. Syntactic valency also plays an important
role in Sign-Based Construction Grammar [Michaelis]. It is this difference
that makes Fried conclude that Radical and Cognitive Construction
Grammar as well as Cognitive Grammar grant a privileged status to the
conceptual level in contrast to the Berkeley School [Fried 2015 : 7].
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5.2. Meaning. With Construction Grammar, meaning has gained a
new significance in syntax research. It is one of the most notable
differences to other grammatical theories that in principle every linguistic
structure has a meaning. Meaningless linguistic units occur only margi-
nally, e.g. as result of purely formal generalizations. Even very schematic
constructions have a meaning, however maybe in a classical sense. The
meaning of a construction can be abstract, it can reflect a certain infor-
mation-structural weighting, or it can represent a certain way of concep-
tualizing perceptions and expressing them linguistically. Construction
Grammar differs from other theories of grammar in that semantics are
included as comprehensively as possible [Stefanowitsch : 19].

Thus, in analysis of the English caused-motion construction by
Goldberg [1995], the causative argument may be an agent or a natu-
ral force (7), but not an instrument (8). Nor may the verb imply any
conscious decision of the agent to use the action designated by the
verb for movement (9). Yet movement must cause this implication,
even if it is not directly expressed (10). Goldberg also assumes
polysemy for each construction, which is normally omitted in the
notation. For the English Caused-Motion-Construction she assumes,
besides the central meaning ‘X causes Y to move Z’ (11) also the
meanings ‘X enables Y to move Z’ (12), ‘X prevents Y from moving
Comp(Z)’ (13) and ‘X helps Y to move Z’ (14). As the Ukrainian
examples seem to show, these semantic extensions are not compati-
ble with the Ukrainian caused-motion construction”.

) The rain swept the ring into the gutter.
TproxrogmaHMi momy 3MuB poBokatopis [1P 3 XpemaTika
(From the Facebook page of Oleksandr Turchynov / Onekcauap TypurHoB).

®) *The hammer broke the vase into pieces.
MosnoTok po30uB Ba3zy Ha IIMAaTKH.

) *Sam encouraged Bob into the room.
*[lerpo 3aoxouyBaB Tapaca y KiMHATY.

? However, just as with all constructions mentioned in the text, the
Ukrainian caused-motion construction still needs to be analysed in full de-
tail in order to make accurate statements about its formal and semantic con-
straints.
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(10) Sam ordered Bob into the jail cell.
Mapis noazBormia Onexcasapy B odic.

(11)  Frank kicked the dog into the bathroom.
Ounpra kuHyna xaly y BaHHY.

(12) Sam allowed Bob out of the room.
*HaTama no3Boxmia Mapiro 3 KiMHATH.

(13)  Harry locked Joe into the bathroom.
Outer 3amkHyB [laBna y BaHHY KiMHATYy.

(14) Sam guided him through the terrain.
* AHJIpiil monomir HOMY Ha CTiHY.

Besides this fine-grained semantic description, a decisive feature
of Construction Grammar is that not only the construction itself is
complex, but that semantics also constitutes a complex structure.
Each meaning consists not only of the constructional meaning, but
also of the individual meanings of its components. In the treatment of
argument structure constructions, this is partly already integrated in
the constructional meaning. For the meaning of the caused-motion
construction is a simple concept, but a complex structure which
already incorporates the three participants and the action. Here we
should remember the notation of Croft, which presents the semantic
roles of the participants as ‘property’ of the symbolic links between
the components of construction and the construction meaning. On the
basis of Goldberg’s description, the semantic part of a caused-motion
construction can therefore be depicted as follows:

Table 4
The semantic structure of the caused-motion construction
fﬁ:jﬁﬁ;ﬂonal ‘X causes Y to move Z’
property of the Agent Action Patient  Goal
symbolic link
(categorial) meaning  person, natural entails object range,
of the component force, movement, region,

—instrument —Conscious room
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Here, another important aspect of constructions as complex signs
comes to light. In principle, the semantic structure of the components
could be sufficient to signify the construction meaning. Verhagen
[2009] makes a proposal that goes exactly in this direction. He
suggests that constructions have an intermediate level, which results
from generalizations about paradigmatically occurring components
and that the meaning of construction is achieved through the
interpretation of this intermediate level. He thus offers an answer to
the question of which elements of the structure of a construction are
necessary for a listener to perceive a construction as such. His
suggestion is that constructions basically consist of two levels of
signifiers and signifiers. On the first level, the signifiers are
phonological forms that signify theirs meaning. These meanings are
the components of the construction. On a second level, however, the
meanings of the components themselves serve as signifiers for another
signified — the constructional meaning. Verhagen assumes that the sum
of the semantic components triggers the constructional meaning. That
the semantic structure can signify the meaning of a construction
independently of the form is an important finding that helps to explain
synchronous language contact phenomena [Wasserscheidt].

5.3. Compositionality. Since constructions consist of several
components, the question arises how to distinguish them from se-
quences of elements that are not constructions but independent ex-
pressions. One can therefore examine the compositionality of lin-
guistic units. Compositionality means that the meaning of a linguistic
sequence can be derived from the meaning of its components [Gold-
berg 1995 : 4]. Non-compositionality accordingly implies that a con-
structional meaning is more than the sum of the meanings of its
components, or at least cannot be predicted from their meaning. In
Construction Grammar the position that constructions do not neces-
sarily have to be non-compositional is gaining ground. Accordingly,
transparent patterns with a high frequency of use can also become a
construction [Goldberg 2006 : 12—13]. Other authors, however, still
assume that constructions must always be non-compositional: “The
external / internal contrast is related to another constitutive feature of
constructions, namely, their non-compositional character: a construc-
tion has its own function (or meaning), unpredictable from simply
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adding the properties of its constituents” [Fried 2013 : 423]. Indeed,
the use of a sequence of phonological elements for the purpose of
referring to a semantic content can basically never convey a predict-
able interpretation in the proper sense. Even seemingly regular lin-
guistic expressions are not regular because of external laws of nature,
but because the convention on which they are based can be applied
regularly to all units affected by them. The convention itself, how-
ever, is not predictable. Langacker also points out that “one could
very well claim that entrenchment and conventionalization always
result in some measure of idiosyncrasy vis-a-vis other constructions.
It can be argued that unit status invariably narrows the range of in-
terpretive options in subtle ways <...>” [Langacker 2009 : 168].

Compositionality is again a gradual phenomenon. The process of
grammaticalization, for example, has been defined by the increasing
non-compositionality of a pattern [Fried 2013]. But grammaticalized
constructions can also show a varying degree of compositionality. The
least complex compositional constructions are phrasemes [Wulff]. If
the interpretation of Verhagen [Verhagen] is taken up again here, the
meanings of the components in highly non-compositional phrasemes
can no longer serve as signifiers for the constructional meaning. This
does not exclude the possibility that a non-compositional construction
is interpreted compositionally, but this leads to insufficient or even
misinterpretation (e.g. cobaky 3’icmu ‘master sth. well’ vs. ‘eat a dog’,
nexmu paxu ‘turn red’ vs. ‘bake a crab’).
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®iginn BaccepmaiinT, kaua. ¢inos. Hayk, 0L
bepnincekuit yHiBepcutet iMeni ['ymbombara, Himeuunna

KoHcTpykuiiina rpaMaTuka: OCHOBHI NPHHIMIHU i OHSTTS

Onucano meopemuuni 3aca0u  KOHCMPYKYiuHoi  epamamuku. 30ilicHeHO
3a2anbHUll 027140 OCHOBHUX NMPUHYUNI@ i Hanpamie epamamuynoi meopii. OcHO6HI
NONOJICEHHSL Meopli IPYHMYIOMbCA HA MOMY, WO 6CI JNIHe8ICMUYHI 3HAHHA, AK |
3HAHHA 3a2anom, CiOYIOMb 3a MUMU CAMUMU RPUHYUNAMU — Kamez2opusayii,
abempakyii 1l y3a2anbHeHHs.

Buokpemneno 0sa  eadicnusi  enemenmu  OOCHIONCEHHS — KOHCMPYKYIUHOT
epamamuru: KOHYenyilo KOHCMPYKYIl SIK CKIAOHO20 3HAKA mda 6I0OMO8Y 60
PO3MECYBANHSA NEeKCUKU Ul 2PAMATNUKU.

Ha npuxnaoax 3 ykpaincekoi Mo8u yHAOUHEHO 3aKOHOMIPHOCMI IOHOWIEHb MidiC
KOHCMPYKYiAMU PI3HO20 CHIYNeHs CKAAOHOCMI MA CXeMamudyHOCmi 6 maK 38aHoMy
KOHCMPYKMUKOHI —  CRIIbHOMY NPOCMOPI  JIeKCUYHUX 1 2PaMAmMUuyHux 3HAHb.
TIpoodemoncmposano, ax abcmpakmui KOHCMPYKYii NPONOHYIoms ciomu Ons THUWUX
efleMeHmié [ HACKIbKU GOHU 0OMediceHi wodo Gopmu i 3Hauenus. Cmamyc
KOHCIPYKYILL IK CKIAOHUX 3HAKI@ OYIHEHO 3 NO2IA0Y CEMAHMUKY A KOMROZUYIUHOCHII.

Hazonoweno, wjo KoHcmpyKkyitina epamamuxa i0OkKUOAe npunywjeHHs npo KOMno-
Suyitinicmy i paouwle KOHYEnmyanisye CeMaHmuky, GUSHAYYBAMY CAMOIO KOHCHPYK-
yiero. Boonouac cemanmuxa po3ymicmvcs 6 eHYuKIOneOUdHoMY CeHci, wo podums
onuc KOHMpPYKYitl 00CUmsb OOKIAOHUM i cneyudiuHum 0151 KOHKPEmHOI MO8

Kniouosi cnosa: xoncmpykyiiina epamamuxa, yKpainceka mMoea, KOHCMPYKYis,
3HAK, Meopis epamamuxi.

Crarrea Haailimaa go peakoJuerii 11.04.19
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