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MTEE A 20 42 80 AR ARHEAE LISk, T 48 30 RAE K&, 774 T RZ 40 3 (I
Hoffmann et al. , 2013 ; Hoffmann, 2017 ;4% ¥ %5, 2020; Ungerer et al. , 2023) , H:H 5210
R H 8 LABTRUR - XAE(AHE (Adele Goldberg, 1995,2006,2019) 3R M A I 2iF
o TEZHENEHERR T M X oE OO PR 0, BAT BB B E M, 2023 4R, b Al
MBI 35 4R, WRTE L Constructions FI & T RS & RIS SC, 40 B h & 4418
B A2 GG I S RF (Martin Haspelmath ) #25 B9 (A =747 7) (On what a construction
is) ( MK Haspelmath,2023 ) FI#4 =722 8 VU /R SCHEDT (Olli Silvennoinen ) 2 55 A9 145X

EE&TA: TR TASHFARN (M 32F) T B “EUETHBAF 69k iE =5 L7 (2025BS024) Ao vy 1] 9 3% K 5
REAFR B HETAA T RIE RTINS E AR (sisu202506) #9 BBk s R

EERN 1,3, O BEXFHHFEEFRMT, ML, EENFHXEEMA,
EIK, B ERBFEKRFIIBEFRINKE, WL, T2AFHXEZRE,

SRR EY, Erk. T SOy —— AR S 2 iR 2 4 [ 1] SMEIESC,2026(3) :40-54.
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TEVE N HU L] 915 2Y (Is construction grammar cognitive?) (F #% Silvennoinen,2023) ., P
i V8 SONT AR B DRI B2 10 B B8 | Rk TAE S A i 20E U N A3, X —4
WE AR ZE SCHAZ Lo ) T 375 AH OC R o0t 18 5 A Xy 22 G i 22

BT AR SCEE T F IR TR L R SC SR S SCHR , TRANPE IR AL 2 1 A 0 B ) 7 SR
SREUnE S, IFAE A E s A 20E SO e B R A 2 00U i Pk 2R T 1
[ RAE T2, BRI 2 G IR R — T G TR R

1 IANFEE N E IR IR EE

1.1 XA LT T

TAIE T F IS OS5 2 S Ui AR 5 A1 ( Chomsky, 1957,1965) . &1,
X R R A BRI S0 2, AR BIR TRIRW S A 5o AR OB E A O iR 2 — 2 10
FATE B HERRT S o BRI, 186 5 T R AR BB FR I T E KB, 2R
B K, PR BRI G 2% AR E SURT] 40, BRI 5 10 B W AR Mz, SR, IE ANy
JRHIFF (Martin Hilpert,2019:3-8) FFf i XA L MIGIE 2 M, Bk, HEIES /R K&
BaERE, Hk  BEZAaERI IR B B, ol 2 (7 E 5T, 3B 19 Big Mess
IR (A too big a shock” “ quite useful a lesson” F1“ how big an area” ) , i , IRZ W23 A7 Y
PUBFRRR MR, WS P £ A A 3K (40 the more ... the merrier” “ the bigger... the
better” Fl“ the redder...the deadlier”) , 75 2Z , BRI AN TE 24

N T A R EAE TR T 0BG SRR FE /R 8555 (Fillmore et al. ,1988) R
FIRLE ( Culicover, 1999) K FIRF 25 ( Culicover et al. ,1999;2005) 2= & 4 i 5 4= 15 =
AN ATE A A SRR, B NGB R 3R 38 R B, —ESTE IR R | (R B T I R0 0 22 5Kt 2
A, BB Gk B S50 10 B R PR RO SO OR BTN M PR B AR AE . # X
(construction ) X — 2 FT IS HEE AL | TEIE R T RGEVEHDALAE Al B A X R R I 1
L0
1.2 MK ag 2 LR R

RAEAARAE L 2 Constructions : A Construction Grammar Approach to Argument Structure
(Goldberg,1995; 4) Hky e L .

YEMY CE-IBREXWES (Fi, Si), L Fi & Si #3257 0 L% C 04 R

4 FL T B B9 A X AR B, C OBy —
.41 -
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R E S, AT AR =05 (1) TN LA AR (2) 15 SCRYAS AT T
(3) ENCANE R MR AL ( ZF AR LA A, B SCRAT 1)

KAEAAH (Goldberg, 1995) WM =& SR BB T, H BA BORBRAEE (B 32 5] 22 35 50
(Langacker,2005) (BT 5E, =2 56 se AA , AN SRBEAR 20 SR R v it A7 1) [ AL R 20 11 5
B BT SCAT S50 %) B O AR B A RAR T A e =, T2 s A Ok,
RAEAA% A LA BUR ZALTE TG T # X E A A 4 =X T B

SRR X —HEVT:, R AEAAA% ( Goldberg, 2006 . 5) K5k g L A7 #b FEAMETT, 45« 1
B RS FI0R | RV B TR AT TN 25 AR R I G AT A B

EAE T EME, RERLD RSl ab by 5 &7 | % A R R 2B A
AT ok, BT AL R A R, b, B S AR e T TN, RO B R
B, AT AR N R

SeBR b R R A 2 AT, JEIR 2B (Fillmore, 1988 :36) 5L EL 242 Y T iAW 2
SC T IR T — A A E I RE AT R AR, DL ROZ B W R P B LR
APV EREE ) A HE R A 45 ( Goldberg, 1995,2006) , JE /K £ ( Fillmore ) B & X B A% 7
B, HVSE N, A EE TR ORI SR A P, S RAEAAS AR TR, SRR SR AR R
FEZR WA TG FEME R WA T R A, oAb FER S AR TE AT i
DPEVE J R I Wb . AR 5, R4 R I 8 % 5 22 S B0 | T SR A ] il
MPEAS B gl 2 BB A E SCPERRAE . AN AT F0IN S B | 28 28 7 76 JE R B84 =00k vk B AE
mzi,

e A TEEE MR IEAIE B R A% ( Goldberg 2006 5) fE X, Ay /R H14% (Hilpert,
2019:22) [FFER A AR IR ENR 46 P 2ORIE X — 2 SCROR A, B AT 2 AN AT Fa
A RAAE , B B AR SRR R, BB R A% A (AR T RE B B A e A L

SIS, B2 2 (Hoffman , 2022 :4) I\ “ M0 (5 R=/0)) B XS B T 2R
XF A AE DTS 2 0O 3R] R 22 v o SRR R R A A A R A3 R, B
PP SEMED,

2 HEEE#HRENX

AT G4 W3 5 KF ( Haspelmath , 2023 ) 174 /R SCi# 777 ( Silvennoinen , 2023 ) Y 35 %L

O KFHEE S TEANEAS 1525 W2 (2022) A5 75 /R ( Ungerer et al. ,2023)
<42 .
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JEARL AL A AT DA R+ 2 S J5T 5 DA B T 4 it s B 4 2 S 35K
2.1 xFiAdmBR Gy My X2 S0 %

AR /NS DA DY T T A R R e R SO T ) A X SO B BE . (1) M Ui AR
P (2) TS bR UERIBIRITE ; (3) IRWE A SHFA; (4) BEEIR R A AE S A T
2. 1.1 M Ly A

WG i 55 ¥ ( Haspelmath , 2023 ) 38 i A B4 =3B 38 A DR 1 J 220 58 4 S5 #0MT
T Ay RoE CRA 278N, X — SE AR R I E XrhJe % 1995 i H 0 E
SCUIR TR HUAE A% , FF AR B HUE P ;2006 4R 1E1T IR, A48 28k A R T DR E M, 5k
JH R IR T VE A 2T 5 1T 2019 4R BB SO T A ol T e i | 7%
[ 568 R Ao 2 A RIS

I, WA 573 Th R ( Haspelmath , 2023 . 7) 73 HE 4536 . W 3008 1 2 R A7 7 [ 5 1 44 =X
E S ST AR )2 e Al = 5 R FH AN IS R ) g 48 =X S, DAk A s L
A0 IREL S e, L SR RIS A 58 7 ik R AT 5 2R R AT
2. 1. 2 A E bR e AR 1

UNAGTSC (1.2 /N Bk, R 4A 4 ( Goldberg , 2006 ) X4 2 16 1E 52 XA, LA A
Ve AR A JNWTRRE . SR, PH R SCHE DT ( Silvennoinen , 2023 ) 35 Hi 451 R b v 1 IIfs 22 7 i
PRI

5, AL BEE AR IR SE X B, AR s R Ay By T ) (H B ]
AT RE A2 SR A IC A2 B3 ( Divjak ,2019) o H UL i M) i 20 1 HAT BORICIZ R AL,
{822 A% 2 [FIAE AT BE ( Divjak 2017 ; Flach,2020) , A3 2645 00T | 4008 5% e 09488 A& =X AT
REIAE fer™ B () SR ARIAK 2

HR A BA SRR 22 5 PR 3G T ( Silvennoinen, 2023 ) 45 1Y, K ik
JE v A el A3 g b 2R | TG — > A [B) A0 T3 SR 4™ %) (o FH A 3 A 2 A
NS, E 2 WA AN 957 EE SRR EARRESRE RS 2R,

R, WITIRIRE |, [ BB ST A RS RE o WP B, VF 2203000 Al 3 5 15 o R
(high dispersion) SF{RZ% AL HMAMERE ( Gries,2022) 105 2% 1 2 A (AR B8l TG ik
il ARG X A A AR BT, Z00R FH e T DI AN A T &2 232 £ J7 ¥ ( Stefanowitsch et al. ,2017)

BJn AP B SO M DY 2R SCH T (Silvennoinen , 2023) 45 Hi |, B 455 AE S 14

R bR T >R 3% 78 (the Sorites paradox ) , KA s R A AR I A E R, B
. 43 -
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— PR L A 2 S R L S AT (BT & AT i 5 ek M LA — Ik e
SECIRERAE AR =0 R an o T BB Bk — XA

W& T8 Th K7 (Haspelmath , 2023 ) [FIREFS H KA 2000 00 BB T I 4 PR KBRS . 1 &
HRR AN N 22 57 5 Sk () L, Tk P A 7 e D BT BOm LARRIA . M2 T 4k S
L) EA A XM, ASFE A O SRR BT 285 A AR P, 2506 O B M DR B 0K R
FEES TR V0T St 6 3 2 [ S8
2. 1.3 IRE MR SHEHA

TRVE A5 1R DX30) 2 A 6 98 SOOI B 1) A =20 SR B RV, P R SCit 7
(Silvennoinen,2023) $& 5] B /K (Marr, 1982) X5 BN TR} = JZ R R UL XTI 5 =01 58 15
. PR (Marr,1982) , 15 BN T 0] N =ANZ 4347, 20 518 . (1) 4555 50815 (2) i85
(3) BEWIHAT (HHVE AR 2011) o o AR 55 40 B2 8 GRS BN TR S f B 1Y, 18532 1w
TR T BT 2 T O T AR SR, PH R 3G T (Silvennoinen , 2023 ) IA Y B
Bk B8 TAL S o 2 0, NS GE F Re 1, midE AR 5 O PS5 24 o s
SR CINTHUERD) | TR 208 5 5 I SR A8 TS T2 T (RN AL o

FEVE IR SCH T ( Silvennoinen , 2023 ) & 3k, TA KIS 2k 15 338 H AR AR SE BAHAT
BRI 1238 B 7E 20 A AR UL AR 1.0 BERAE | & 132 502 MR 5841 55 4R,
FLARTRAE O R FAR B 50 R B 7 vk AT SR A | SEBR_L48 14) 2  A R  BEATE
i FHARFAE AR | 3X SR FAT 55 /e W2 T ST

VPE IR SCI#HT (Silvennoinen , 2023 ) 45 H, 33 Fft R Y A U U AE (A ABE 42 T M6k 190 7 T 0
Ho— DHFRMEFENANZESR . AR P MR (Dabrowska, 200852012 (193 £ 15 i
F1 B 3] ( nonce word ) SEBGH, 5245038 % T BH 1 44 1) J 28 1) 3 B2 L o DU OR TR) ) < (1)
il IR — iR S bmic A 2210l 5 (2) JE T A AR S A RIR 2 (3) 38T 3 AR IS
SCERUEAT PSSR 5 865 (4) 25T 3 0 Bny o0 A i S A WA S 28 ke, BF- n] 45
HEs e < IRATA BB A R IE 7 6 H & (9.0 3 R AE S5 7] F B R 2 w9 iE 5 M4,
( Dabrowska,2016; 486-488)

HZ AREAA N B B A AR R . VUK SO T ( Silvennoinen, 2023 ) 45 i #F 4E
APEAERAE TS A R P T B2 T2 AN AL AR, BUT 5 S I (usage event) FRUE LA
FE T I ME—XF I N HIRAE . R AFH ERJE F AR, o 2R L B 8l U7 3[R 44

Ry kR B A, O BLERAE Y BAR A A7 Sl A B A, R, PR SO T
<44 .
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(Silvennoinen, 2023 :6) 15 t : “ e AN 0K (AR AR Y ) 1 H WEHE S5 W] T H 37 AR B AR (A
D) IS R,
2. 1. 4 MR R AL e A BT

VYR 3Ci T (Silvennoinen , 2023 ) 4 Hi |, 44 2 A9 I 8] 7€ SCHY BEIE BEAtl 2 — 21 X
AOME & 3 A3, AR & R (construal ) 2 H i i o B EEAG B T, A% BRI
W18 XE SR AR AR, (E IR T 55 R LA O U7, A0 KB A% ( Goldberg, 1995:39) w45 H
Y TCHA 2 A A 18 N AR 6 G ) Ry HAZ O T S X MR A 140 PN TR R LA 4 3 L
INFIE TP 22 35 72 ( Langacker, 1987 ;2008 ) AUAHICIEIR

% 35 5t ( Langacker, 2008 ;43 ) 45 H3 A & 1R A 2 X [A] — % 0L 47 5 9 A R & Ak 7 =X, =
NN AR S AW, SR, TH 2R SCH 7 ( Silvennoinen , 2023) 5 | FHERFE T ( Motton, 2016 ) 1A
R BEER AR A A AR, (E AR S5 I R — R At S 3CBRAT R . FE VSR SCHE DT
(Silvennoinen, 2023 7) & >, #4 5X 2 JC &€ [n] 14 0 ME & U, (R & U 2 < 32 Bt
(intersubjective ) M AEMANER (individual ) 7, W2, AR 7 2RI RETF IR H T
TENOHERRS L, MDRLE TR L alifK,

PG /R 3G T (Silvennoinen , 2023 ) ATETE “ o™ (11 SR BAME &R 04T S A
HRIE Silvennoinen , #7 WAL FRETE H % |« oh” S840 H7 0 FeR D HR S AR b 1Y B 3105
7 (a direct signal of a change in mental state)” . f§HERIET (Motton,2016) FAIEATE , PGIR
SCi BT (Silvennoinen ) $4“ oh™ FEE A BEIE A LART— 1556 o 5L BN AR S L, X —15
SOFARR AR MR AR B3 AR A8k, B (1) ~ (2) 1 oh” BYE SCAH 250 sk
SRS

(1)Shi: . hh When do you get out, Christmas week or the week before Christmas. (0.3)

Ger:Uh: mm two or three days before Ch| ristmas, |
Shi: [oh:, ]
(2)Jen: Okay then I was asking and she says you’ re working tomorrow as well,
Ivy: Yes I’ m supposed to be tomorrow yes ,
Jen: Oh:::,
(Heritage, 2005 192)
2.2 AR E# X T Ly K
AN e A0 W S % ( Haspelmath , 2023 ) F1PG /R SCiE 777 ( Silvennoinen , 2023 )

Jir 5K At 2 B A 2O SR B AL, BIE = B0AE 2 LAAS I, R 5 A gk 2 i) 4 X
.45 .
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TE S EAS AR
2.2. 1 IEH A T

PG R 3G 7T ( Silvennoinen, 2023 ) iz F % 3% /K ( Popper, 1979) 19« =Nt FA A 17
(three-world ontology ) RIFIETEF WL A T, MR IZHEIE RS HAET =1 Zm: (1)
PRz (A IR TR AR T AT ) 5 (2) 0B i (BIE ARG HNRES) 5 (3) th &
JZ (FH 2L AED R B K ME At S 5 = ASHE Ok UL R R EEA, R
PR o 7 LM A 2 2 AR — A A AR FUR SR IR B 45 H A M (usefulness) o
MXTEF KU, S KA PSR A PRI RE . BIRTE F 197 il 72 (production ) & 4 7F
S I ARURAE A (product) , 1 F R A5 S AL AR 3gbr T HIL O 4 A
A2 1 ( Geeraerts ,2016:529)

bR b R IRXE T W E XL F (langue ) F1H 1 (parole) B IX 73 T 4% T 1
B SRE S, TR, NHIE 7 22 A 4R 5 I i A & 5% 1919 ( Croft, 2009 ; Harder,
2010; Geeraerts, 2016 ; HEJF % ,2021 ) BIATILE M1 H R 45 /R (94123455 373 ( Geeraerts,
2016:536) . TEMHI 7% ( Geeraerts,2016:532-533) B K , 15 5 FIRA Bl “ HE 2P0 A 1
AR B E B AR A T UL R A S AR T 2 LR
( Geeraerts,2016) J&i & , Pi /R SCHEAFT° ( Silvennoinen, 2023) & T35 3 1 H 3 M A BT, IA A4
AR Ry SEIIE 5 58 B F WM P HE AT B, R P A 23 U] A 2 S
2. 2.2 fhasBun i =UE

Shy st G AT ) A8 2 SO e i 4180, 1 30 B % ( Haspelmath , 2023 ) F1PG JRK SCi
T ( Silvennoinen,2023:9) 43 |4 1 1 4t 25 B a) (444 =X S, 48 22— T4 125 Bl i
B FIA AR Horh 2 /D5 — A A R B TR 5 28 50 0 F
B, MR Rk (2 2%) RIE T RERCRHA .7 WA LRI A AN ], (B W A e
SIS ARTOX — 5 B4 —3, W28 Bk, M RS2 O B A B, T2 ALY
i 5 6k, M 4% (Haspelmath 2023 .7) $5 H , “ # a0 AR (SR DAR ) O BRAIR 2R
G —ER 5, MR 7 L Pk s 5 A5 RGN — 50" W RIR SCRIR IR R 1=y
FhosHR ] E 2D R P THE B A AR

SR, AR BB A O B A AT R 1 2 i A7 AR TS A
S i R AR E T EmE , Xl LB GRS TR M AR R n
A X RN DA RGEZE L A 2 O B A B BT I, B8 SRk SN [R) & 2% O A Y

@ Morin et al. (2024) TERHIE 5 A ph o femm Ay Seal b 32 A2t S48 i DA B0 A 22 5 U A B B E BT
. 46 -
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PR ABEZ I, A B A i iR E A S P o i,

HRZEMA R IIRE, A2 O BTRE S — E R FIR TS AR BE
L& LA BRI 5 22 BE B RIR I ( Cognitive Commitment ) (Lakoff,1990) , FEMH FZ
N AR A AL, M D REAE T RAE T F R, AT fedE B AR i)
TEAL B A 0 SO, A FCREIA D 2 = 9 5 0 3 22 Ta) T LA B Bl 3R 0 TR
(Silvennoinen,2023:9) . 4R, kL2 Ul 14 2 SO A 5 a1 I A A s 1, (B0 /K
SCU T (Silvennoinen , 2023 ) s E 2@ PERA L Jc Az, o8 TIBIERX —3r 3, 51 T
FE 5 ZE7% (Tomasello, 2003 :8) X i & AL 23 Jm MEALL BUR M Z B R RIWE L “H S /A7~ 1
A=A R 5|5 53— A T R B0 BUR A SR AR T AN B T A A R i ik 3] 5
EREE AN AR

3 IAMEREmSHEREZENRE

UHg B 58, PR 2R 5 D IIEZ —, Sty XE SR H TS it asg
FruIBe, X FHE /R G 5 A R e B S X AR, B sk 55 44 =X i oA e e
WHITE F AT 2 AR I — e PR AR, A5 1 S8R I RHE SORIE TP AEE A IR) &, AR 5 B
fi i FE 2 By AR 2E ST ) PRAL
3.1 vA M B sk a0 R SR T R P A AR 0 9

HRTSC 2. 1 FFR, W8 % T4 ( Haspelmath , 2023 ) Fl P K 3G T ( Silvennoinen , 2023 )
XN IR ) A 2 SCHE ) PO S PP UL o FRATTIA S AT T a5 R WA MR A AR 1B 58, 1 5 7 A
DLAE AR INFIRE TR N IR

6, MRE LR, PO S Je s A8 e SRS Tt A8 R B2
JERYH 5 (Popper,2014) o W F FIME AN, I, 20 SOR B2 AL IE AN L SR TE B IA
SR A 2 SUREE R, R AT B8 X F AR o B I i R 3

FR A =R B R v ORI ME . 28 DA, R =X DR s o A AR U, S X TA R B 1)
F e SCH U, PR i = AR 2 M A B AR 1 2250 & 1 (continuum ) o 1140 2=
H1( Hopper et al. ,1980) R AR | 32 BIE T F 2580, Wi sibe 2R 8, 1he,
Z&#1 ( Taylor, 1989/1995/2003 ; 1998 ) ¢ 7 Ry S WEME &1z FH BTG F st , RAERR T H &R
RIS DL K /) vk A A D 28 S0 W R i DL R 0 Wh 22 ) B A PR, 3xX — JEU B AE B B P O

@  FEL L, FER I D4E ( Haspelmath , 2023 ) FlPE /R SCi 7 ( Silvennoinen ,2023) Z i, R 224 (Ul Tomasello 2003 ; Croft. 2007 ; Diessel
2019) F 2R e 52 A HAM R 915 5 451
47 .
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(Francis,2022) FWFSE A5 BIAESE 4 iR T o A 028 P | BB o8 14 T 422 52 B i A ik
(gradient acceptability) . P, #8205 A 322 a1 (% 9 48 1t BRI T DI (] 8, 0 38 [
A B SR FRE )8, JF AN AEAEARR B . F 58 I, By T JK (Ungerer, 2023) 4 R 40 1
KT AR LA ORI A Y

PR, WU % (Haspelmath , 2023 ) FlPG /K SCH# T ( Silvennoinen , 2023 ) X442
AR E R SRR TG — B, BRI 20E 2 S T IF R A5 1 =0
s @t BE BRR X b 2 8 HONRIERAE . 4K TR R AELE T MA S
FEUR I X2 5 A 58 A2 0] DL AR SO RS 4 TRIFIRIR . & F iR —&HtiTE
W FRAT5E AR R PH IR SCi BT ( Silvennoinen, 2023 ) 56 T AL & TR oA A 23 J@ P 0L A5,
IR AL SR B TR WS . FIR, FATIA R 3 M S R i A
ANRIGERE AR AR AL
3.2 AL BE A X2 SUE s 69 Bk,

FEs U A R A S IG— 2Pk R, A, TCIR A BRI A = ks iy ok A
T W, At s B A e SOA N AL B B 2 i 1 (97 5 0L, R el AR R HERR
e Z A, AR T T 45 ( Haspelmath , 2023) (A 2 SO, Mg 200 400 LA 98 380 1998 R A
7, HEA 2R (slot) o SR, ARl SaB R 58 Juab s, — i ok e — 3%
Z VB O BRI | [ B 22 TS [ T A A M SRR R . R A I 4 ( Haspelmath,
2023) #2125 H” (inventorium ) RAEFE 7] H (lexemes ) I 4 1 FLA7 , {H I 5500 B 12
XM T IR R S,

FOR , JCkAT SRR = AN AL, 4 B SCRrIR (1. 1 /01 IR J O E
G5 SR AT NS i b B8 R BV R £ 4 S AT 3 AN B AR W o |t A Bt
AT, XA RS TS, TR i S BB L B B Sk i b 0935 5 0R, MR RERE 5
P MR X T AR 2 B AR 4k 1938 5 AR, LR TE 55 0 RS A0 o R
TR PR I 52 H. WM (intersubjectivity ) (EAMARTE 5 R AR 5 7 AL FOBRAR 19 HE Al

WG BRI /N TE F A AR, TR 18 B T ANz, 15
BB IR B AT AL X B B A — B L B4k, (EAE i AR B A T A
IR AR T BR300, LAl 0 2 AR BTG (918 5 R RNE 5 AR AE 7 ( Blythe
et al. ,2021) , FEEHRIa A EE U HELL 4 TH iR BEE 5 Q8T 5 TR 2L

25 TR WA I SRR PG AR S B e S SR M A L F BN 1 1) W S A

TEW YRR, IR R Sk IR AR E A8 SRRV . DA ) A 2 B Ry —
. 48 .
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B IR 15 H AN FTHC, AN2H1 55 0 R0 A B IR 3 L e v e B A X TR
A S, UL, Anfar 26 77 8 2 S8 8 A RO A A R U 58 10 GBI 7, 3X
TESEAS S DU 2221 B2 A T

4 MBXBIAR—t S hEIRAE

AR ) 5 4t 25 U] (9 4357, © 8 U BT 1 — A I iR IR 8, 4R Langacker
(2016) L4 H A B T BRIGHE S0 T B 2508 5 2H AR B A, 445 Ao 2 TR 2 il
AFIE T METHRE 2 R ER LS h BRI EAENLR . ERX —Jrik as ok, (23R
M2 A BERE AN O BRI AL AL, SRE S WAt 2s A B e —HEZE

Jifi % 4§ ( Schmid, 2015; 2020 ) By “ [& {b—F 29 16 B %7 ( Entrenchment-and-
Conventionalized Model , ECM ) 7£ 4387 i 7 WU EE J& PE 5 TS0 T ARGF IO 3 . 27 () 388
HE R RUTE TR R 5 AL DO B T 5 R & B — B 5 W B R 22 Rtk . ECM AL AR
W T IR — SO R AR 7, T A S 2 I AR 25 S R S O B A R
Yy, @ TR0, g —F Z R A B 0 = (] AR 5 0 P il = Sebr il i U i
SH R, R B AABE A TE 5 TR DA Sk I Ak, iR Y B 48 40 &
1 iR, FTUAH @ Hb i, R AE O SCHR B BR Al AR & TR S BV AL 23 2 1,
g JoE Y MO TR 26, i sl A =B T 9 R S AR AR T R &

A g 1 & A 1E A

e

&ﬁ He
B
XBERX FiEXA

A

& Ak i

A A

>‘

HRAER o tEA

1 E—MALARE (Schmid,2015:7; BRF %,2020:104)
SRINT, iR RS SR I I — € Y SE BBk ik . 185G, IE ANt % 4F ( Schmid , 2015) A~ A7KIA,
AT A T R A BSAEAL” X AR AR A T R 2 A A
PR, IERANIL , 35 44 24 i T 5 ( Schneider, 2022) 7E1FE 45 Y, ECM BRI T4

SE A B IR RS PRI R, BT B2 (Schmid ) 2y 1 RLBEA I S LR
. 49 .
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HEZ LA AN AR A7 LU B I 30— S TR A B RS TR AT, R FH 35 1 26 22 (uiterance
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On What a Construction Is: The Dispute Between

the Cognitive and Social Perspective
HUANG Jun WANG Liyong

Abstract: Construction grammar, as a significant school in theoretical linguistics, has seen ongoing academic debate over the
definition of its core concept “construction”. Cognitive Construction Grammar, represented by Goldberg, views constructions as
units stored in the mind, emphasizing their cognitive properties. However, Haspelmath and Silvennoinen, in a special issue of
Constructions, challenge this perspective, arguing that constructions should be defined based on social conventions, thereby
highlighting their social attributes. In response to this debate, this paper systematically reviews the theoretical origins and
development of the cognitive orientation in defining constructions, examines the critiques raised by the two scholars against the
cognitive approach as well as their own social orientation, and clarifies the inherent unity of cognitive and social attributes in the
definition of constructions. On this basis, with a view to systematically integrating social attributes into constructional analysis,
this paper draws on the “Entrenchment-and-Conventionalization Model” ( Schmid 2015, 2020) and proposes a cognitive-social
synergy mechanism, aiming to provide an operational framework and to further refine the theoretical framework of construction
grammar.

Key words: construction definition; cognitive orientation; social orientation; dual attributes; cognitive-social

fusion representation
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