Abstract
This chapter discusses what a constructional approach to language can reveal about English grammar. Construction Grammar adopts a perspective that has been characterized as ‘the view from the periphery’, which pays particular attention to structures that are irregular and idiosyncratic with regard to form and meaning. A substantial body of work on such structures indicates that speakers’ knowledge of grammar contains a large number of small-scale generalizations. The constructional view openly questions whether grammar can be conceived of as a well-defined set of morpho-syntactic rules. The wider implication of a constructional view is that a clean separation of grammar on the one hand and the lexicon on the other is not a realistic representation of linguistic knowledge.
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6.1	Introduction

This chapter discusses what Construction Grammar can offer to a readership with a primary interest in English grammar, including not only linguists of different theoretical persuasions, but also language teachers and L2 learners of English. I will argue that Construction Grammar presents a useful perspective on English grammar that differs from most other theoretical frameworks and that sheds light on phenomena that are relevant beyond the confines of a single linguistic theory. 
The chapter has two principal aims. First, it will discuss how the grammar of English can be approached from the theoretical perspective of Construction Grammar. In order to prepare the ground for that, section 6.2 offers an introduction to the framework and its central assumptions and section 6.3 defines the term ‘construction’. Section 6.4 then applies these ideas in a survey of different construction types from the grammar of English. The second aim of this chapter is to situate Construction Grammar within a wider research context. Section 6.5 relates Construction Grammar to other approaches to grammar, and section 6.6 outlines some of its implications for language learning and teaching. Section 6.7 offers a few concluding remarks.


6.2	Construction Grammar: tThe view from the periphery

As is the case for other theoretical frameworks, the term Construction Grammar is used for a range of similar approaches. Several of these are presented in detail in Hoffmann and Trousdale (2013). General introductions to the framework can be found in Goldberg (2003), Fischer and Stefanowitsch (2006), Croft (2007), Ziem and Lasch (2013), Hilpert (2014), or Fried (2015). In order to offer the reader a first orientation in the research landscape, this section will focus on ideas that are widely shared amongst different constructional approaches.	Comment by Bethan: AQ: There are currently two Croft (2007) references listed in the bibliography. Please label a) and b) and confirm which reference is cited here?	Comment by Utilisateur de Microsoft Office: This is the paper I refer to: Croft, William A. (2007). ‘Construction Grammar’, in Hubert Cuyckens and Dirk Geeraerts (eds), The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 463-508.
I don't have the full bibliography, so I cannot label the two references.
Construction Grammar is a theory of what speakers know when they know a language. Its main goal is to describe the implicit, intuitive knowledge of language that is represented in speakers’ minds: What regularities and patterns do speakers have to know in order to produce and process ordinary language? With such an outlook, Construction Grammar has a lot in common with other mentalist approaches, notably Ccognitive Ggrammar (seecf. Cchapter 5) and Ggenerative Ggrammar (Cchapter 8). What distinguishes Construction Grammar from many other mentalist approaches is one rather radical idea, namely the assumption that knowledge of language can be modelled exhaustively and exclusively as a network of symbolic form-meaning pairings (Goldberg 2006: 18). These form-meaning pairings are referred to as constructions. Once the consequences of this idea are spelled out, it becomes apparent how different Construction Grammar really is from most other current theories of grammar. Three consequences are particularly worth considering. 	Comment by Bethan: AQ: Goldberg 2006a) and b) listed in the biblio. Please confirm which reference is cited here.	Comment by Utilisateur de Microsoft Office: Goldberg, Adele. E. (2006). Constructions at work: The nature of generalization in language. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

First, in Construction Grammar, all formal patterns in language, including words, idioms, morphological word formation processes, and abstract syntactic phrase structures, are seen as meaningful constructions. As I will explain more thoroughly in the next section, all constructions are defined as symbolic units, that is, pairings of form and meaning. This idea goes against the notion that only lexical elements have meaning, while the grammatical patterns that can be used to combine them would be exclusively formal, that is, not meaningful in themselves. 
Second, the idea that knowledge of language is organized as a conceptual network is directly opposed to modular theories of grammar (Sadock 2012: 4), which assume separate, encapsulated components of linguistic knowledge that handle semantic, syntactic, or phonological aspects of language on their own. If it is assumed that language processing involves constructions, which by definition combine several formal and functional characteristics, processing of meaning and form happens in an integrated fashion. 	Comment by Bethan: AQ: spelt 'Saddock' in the biblio. Please confirm which spelling is correct. 	Comment by Utilisateur de Microsoft Office: Just one 'd'.
A third consequence of the constructional view of language is that there is no principled distinction between lexis and grammar. Knowledge of language is seen as consisting of form-meaning pairings, some of which have fixed, short forms and specific meanings (apple, slide, fast), whereas others are highly schematic in both form and meaning (wh-clefts, subject-to-object raising, left dislocation). The elements in the first category are commonly associated with the term lexis, those in the second category with the term grammar. On the constructional view, the two are seen as end points on a continuum. What motivates this view is that between monomorphemic lexical elements and complex clausal constructions, there is a vast range of patterns with varying degrees of schematicity and complexity, including idioms, word formation processes, and semi-fixed phrasal constructions. I will discuss all of these in more detail belowin this chapter. 
As was suggested above, lexical elements are situated at the more concrete end of the lexis-grammar continuum, since their meanings tend to be highly specific and their phonological forms fully specified. Speakers’ knowledge of language of course includes a large number of individual lexical elements, but beyond that, it also comprises a sizable number of collocations and multi-word strings, such as thank you, happy new year, or Have I got news for you. These multi-word patterns are actually not entirely fixed, but can be varied in flexible ways. For instance, the expression happy new year can easily be extended into a happy, healthy, and successful new year. We thus have knowledge of schemas, rather than absolutely fixed strings. To flesh out this idea, an expression such as He went nuts instantiates a schematic pattern in which the verb go is paired with a subject and a predicate such as nuts to indicate that someone became very angry or displayed some other irrational behaviour. The meaning of go in this context is different from its usual, motion-related meaning (cf. He went home). Rather than encoding motion, the verb here encodes a change of state. This meaning, however, is not solely observable in He went nuts, but also in similar expressions, such as She’s gone insane or I’ll go crazy. Crucially, not all predicates can be used in this way: ?She’s gone impolite, ?I’ll go happy, or ?He went dirty may perhaps be interpreted as meaningful sentences of English, but they are not conventional ways of saying that someone turned impolite, happy, or dirty. What this means is that He went nuts is not just a fixed, idiomatic expression. Instead, the expression represents a construction that is schematic in three ways: iIt may accommodate different subjects, different forms of the verb go, and a range of different predicates that are related to the notions of confusion and agitation (nuts, mad, crazy, bonkers, wild, etc., cf. Bybee 2013 for an analysis of a similar construction). Speakers of English know this, and so a representation of what might be called the go crazy construction should be part of the constructional network that is meant to model the grammar of English. At the same time, it is clear that the go crazy construction is neither purely a matter of lexis, nor just a matter of syntactic rules. From the perspective of traditional grammar writing, the construction would be viewed as belonging to the periphery of grammar, rather than its core. From the view of Construction Grammar, the go crazy construction is situated closer towards the lexical end of the lexis-grammar continuum.
	What further motivates the continuum view is that also towards the more schematic end of the continuum, constructions can exhibit lexical preferences and idiosyncratic restrictions. An example for this would be English wh-questions with long-distance dependencies. Speakers of English know how to form wh-questions, and they are able to distinguish well-formed questions from ill-formed ones. To give an example, the question What book did you say we needed from the library? is grammatically well-formed, while the question *What book did you make the claim that we needed from the library? is not. The difference in grammaticality has been explained with regard to a formal syntactic criterion (Ross 1967). In the second question, the questioned constituent (the book) is part of a complex noun phrase (the claim that we needed the book from the library). The ungrammaticality of the question is related to that syntactic structure. Questioning an element from within a complex noun phrase by means of putting it to the front of the sentence is barred by a syntactic constraint that forms part of the grammar of English. While this elegantly explains the difference in grammaticality between the examples above, formal syntactic factors such as the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint do not account for grammaticality judgement ratings that show differences between examples that are structurally identical. Dabrowska (2008: 411) observes that speakers consistently give worse ratings to Where did you swear the young man went after they found her? than to Where did you say they hid the treasure when they found out? These questions do not differ structurally, but they do differ with regard to the complement-taking verb that governs the questioned constituent. Under experimental conditions, questions with say or think receive better ratings than questions with swear or suspect, also when other variables are controlled for, as for example the pronominality of the subject. This suggests that even highly abstract syntactic patterns are connected to specific lexical elements. In a modular theory of grammar such connections are difficult to explain, whereas the network model of Construction Grammar offers a natural account. Even abstract constructions are meaningful, so that they will be associated with those lexical elements that are best compatible with those meanings. Again, the more general conclusion is that a strict separation of lexis and grammar is not possible, and a continuum view suggests itself as a viable alternative.	Comment by Bethan: AQ: this reference appears to be missing from the biblio. Please insert. 	Comment by Utilisateur de Microsoft Office: Dąbrowska, Ewa (2008) “Questions with long-distance dependencies: A usage-based perspective”. Cognitive Linguistics 19:3, 391-425.

Starting with early foundational studies such as Fillmore et al. (1988), Construction Grammarians have paid particular attention to structures that do not belong to the established ‘core’ of English grammar, but that rather fall somewhere in the middle of the lexis-grammar continuum. Examples include the let alone construction (I can’t imagine how to become a vegetarian, let alone a vegan), the comparative correlative construction (The more you read about it, the less you understand), the way-construction (John elbowed his way through the hallway), or the many a NOUN construction (I’ve waited many a day for this to happen). This perspective has been characterized as ‘the view from the periphery’ (Culicover and Jackendoff 1999). A recurring focus has been on the observation that constructions of this kind display formal and functional peculiarities that cannot be accounted for in terms of more general patterns. By now, a substantial body of work on such ‘unruly’ structures has given rise to the view that idiosyncrasies in grammatical constructions are in fact ubiquitous (cf. Hilpert 2014 and references therein). Speakers’ knowledge of grammar must therefore contain a large number of small-scale generalizations that capture the idiosyncrasies that are associated with grammatical patterns along the constructional continuum, from relatively specific ones such as the go crazy construction to highly abstract ones such as wh-questions. 


6.3	What is a construction? 

The last section outlined a fundamental assumption of Construction Grammar, namely that linguistic knowledge exclusively consists of a large network of constructions. A common reaction to this claim is the question of what a construction actually is. Is everything a construction? If everything in language is a construction, is the term not entirely vacuous? Contrary to first impressions, the term construction is defined very precisely (cf. Kay 2013), and the statement that ““everything in language is a construction”” is in need of an important qualification. Starting with the latter, it is crucial to distinguish between the words and phrases that speakers utter, which are called constructs, and the more abstract constructions that underlie these constructs. A string of words such as our little farm on the prairie is not, in itself, a construction. Rather, the string and its parts instantiate a number of constructions, such as the noun phrase construction, the attributive adjective construction, and the prepositional phrase construction. As a rule, if a pattern of language use can be fully analyszed in terms of more general patterns, that particular pattern of language use is not a construction. With that in mind, the notion of constructions can be approached in more positive terms. A very influential definition of the term construction is the following (Goldberg 1995: 4):
	
C is a CONSTRUCTION iffdef C is a form-meaning pair <Fi, Si> such that some aspect of Fi or some aspect of Si is not strictly predictable from C’s component parts or from other previously established constructions.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  iffdef C = if and only if the definition of C] 


This definition echoes several ideas that were touched on earlier in this chapter. First, it characterizes constructions as pairings of form (F) and meaning, here represented by an (S) for semantics. This is perhaps not so very different from definitions of constructions that are used in pedagogical settings, where students of English are introduced to the ‘passive construction’ or the ‘present progressive construction’. An idea that is rather implicit in the definition above is that constructions represent linguistic knowledge: aA form-meaning pair is a connection in a speaker’s mind. To know a construction is to know that a certain form maps onto a certain meaning. Here, the definition departs from non-technical definitions, which are usually just concerned with linguistic structures, not necessarily with speakers’ knowledge of such structures. The most prominent idea in the definition, however, is that a construction is only to be seen as such if some aspect of its form or some aspect of its meaning is not strictly predictable. In plain words, something is a construction only if speakers have to memorize it as a linguistic unit in its own right. To make this more specific, an idiom such as to get carried away is a construction because its overall meaning ‘to be overcome by enthusiasm’ is not predictable from the meaning of its component words. A set phrase such as by and large likewise displays non-compositional meaning, but in addition, it is also formally unpredictable, since there is no more general pattern in the grammar of English that would license constituents that consist of a preposition, a conjunction, and an adjective. If a form-meaning pair displays non-compositional meanings and unpredictable formal characteristics, this means that it must be represented as such in speakers’ knowledge of language. 
While non-predictability is evidently a sufficient criterion for identifying a construction, many researchers in Construction Grammar no longer consider it to be a necessary one. The reason for this is that even fully transparent forms may be redundantly represented as nodes in the constructional network if they are used often enough so that speakers remember them as such. Phrases such as come under scrutiny or What took you so long? are fully interpretable, even when they are heard for the first time, so that they would not be seen as constructions under the above definition. Yet, experienced speakers of English have heard these phrases often enough to form distinct memories of them and to associate them with the contextual settings in which they are typically used. There is no convincing reason to exclude this kind of knowledge from the rest of speakers’ linguistic knowledge. In a later definition of constructions, Goldberg (2006: 5) therefore casts the net a little wider to include also fully transparent form-meaning pairs, as long as these occur frequently enough:	Comment by Bethan: AQ: please confirm if this is Goldberg 2006 a) or b). 	Comment by Utilisateur de Microsoft Office: Goldberg, Adele. E. (2006). Constructions at work: The nature of generalization in language. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 


Any linguistic pattern is recognized as a construction as long as some aspect of its form or function is not strictly predictable from its component parts or from other constructions recognized to exist. In addition, patterns are stored as constructions even if they are fully predictable as long as they occur with sufficient frequency.

At the time of writing this chapter, this second definition represents a relatively broad consensus in the Construction Grammar community. Constructions are those form-meaning mappings that speakers have memorized in their network of linguistic knowledge, be it for reasons of formal or functional non-predictability or because of frequent exposure. It goes without saying that this is by no means the only view that is held (cf. Langacker 2005, Sag 2012, or Kay 2013, amongst others).
	Even with a working definition in place, it is, however, not always easy to identify constructions on the basis of natural linguistic data. It will therefore be useful to round out this section by going over a few strategies that can be used for this purpose. Hilpert (2014: 14) suggests four heuristics that tie in with several ideas that have already been mentioned. The first, and perhaps easiest strategy is to check whether an expression has formal characteristics that cannot be explained in terms of more general grammatical patterns. Whenever an expression can be said to be formally unusual or idiosyncratic, this is the case. An example would be the so-called big mess construction (Van Eynde 2007). In examples such as How big a mess is it? or If it’s that good a deal, you cannot refuse, an adjective precedes the determiner of an indefinite noun phrase. This particular order is not found elsewhere in the grammar of English and therefore motivates the recognition of a separate construction. 
	The second heuristic is to look for non-compositional meanings. Idiomatic expressions such as get the ball rolling ‘initiate a process’, a smoking gun ‘incriminating evidence’, or weather the storm ‘master a difficult situation’ illustrate the phenomenon: tThe meanings of the parts do not correspond to the meaning of the whole expression. Yet, idioms are not the only constructions in which this can be observed. For example, the meaning of the English subject-to-object raising construction, which is exemplified by sentences such as I need you to calm down, is non-compositional. At first glance, this may not be entirely obvious. For an experienced speaker of English, the immediate interpretation of this sentence is that the speaker asks the addressee to calm down (‘I need something, namely that you calm down’). However, the sentence is structurally ambiguous. A beginning learner of English might thus interpret the sentence differently, thinking that the speaker would like to calm down, which, for some reason, she or he can only do when the addressee is present (‘I need you here so that I can calm down’). How the respective roles of the participants in a raising construction are interpreted is thus a matter of convention that does not automatically follow from the meaning of the lexical words that occur in such a construction. 
	Constructions can even be identified as such when they do not exhibit overt formal oddities or non-compositional meanings. A third strategy that can be used for this purpose is to check whether a given expression is subject to formal restrictions. Are there constraints on the use of an expression? Are there certain conditions under which a construction ‘does not work’? To give an example, the sentence Mary is a smarter lawyer than John seems to be fully compositional semantically and fully in line with canonical syntactic patterns of English. Yet, there is an unpredictable constraint on the construction that licenses the sentence. The predicate noun phrase of the sentence (a smarter lawyer than John) must be indefinite. With a definite determiner, the result *Mary is the smarter lawyer than John becomes ungrammatical. This suggests that the first, grammatical sentence instantiates a construction that is subject to an indefiniteness constraint. 
Even highly general and productive constructions can be shown to have constraints. For instance, Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 276) note that English prepositional passives (This bed has been slept in, Her book was referred to) cannot be formed with certain prepositional verbs (*Boston was flown to next, *Some old letters were come across). Establishing that a construction is subject to constraints usually requires the analyst to use introspection and to construct minimal pairs of examples, which may be difficult to do for second language learners. Even for native speakers, this procedure is not error-proof, but it serves to generate hypotheses that can then be checked against naturally occurring data.
	The three strategies that have been discussed up to now are all concerned with discrete qualitative characteristics of constructions. Whether or not an expression is formally or semantically unpredictable, or subject to a constraint, is a question that can be answered categorically, with a ‘yes’ or a ‘no’. The fourth and last heuristic to be mentioned here is more gradual and probabilistic in nature. Importantly, speakers’ knowledge of language does not only allow them to discriminate between grammatical and ungrammatical instances of language use. A hallmark of linguistic competence that is just as significant is speakers’ ability to distinguish conventional, idiomatic language use from unusual, non-idiomatic expressions (Taylor 2012). More specifically, proficient speakers know what words and constructions typically occur together. For example, the sentences The results came under scrutiny and The results went under scrutiny are both grammatically well-formed and convey approximately the same meaning, but when forced to choose, speakers of English will express a clear preference for the first one, as come under scrutiny is much more idiomatic than go under scrutiny. To illustrate the phenomenon in a different way, the English adjective grave, ‘serious, important’, is strongly associated with a range of nouns that convey an inherently negative meaning, such as danger, doubts, concern, mistake, or error. Yet, grave does not combine equally well with all nouns that have negative meanings. Non-idiomatic combinations such as grave shame or grave infection may be used under certain conditions, but statistically speaking, they are strongly dispreferred. Lexical collocations such as come under scrutiny are widely studied, also outside Construction Grammar. What a constructional perspective can add to the study of collocations is the observation that grammatical constructions also have associative ties to lexical elements. For example, the English modal auxiliary will and the English be going to construction exhibit collocational preferences for different sets of lexical verbs that occur with these constructions (Hilpert 2008: 41). In comparison, be going to has a greater tendency to select for agentive, intentional, and telic verbs. Collocational preferences of this kind have to be learned, and as such, they motivate the recognition of English will and be going to, in combination with an open slot for a lexical verb in the infinitive, as constructions in the technical sense.
	To sum up this section, constructions can be defined as form-meaning mappings that are organized in a network of linguistic knowledge. Constructions can be identified as such on the basis of non-predictable formal or functional criteria, idiosyncratic constraints on their usage, or associative ties to other constructions. With all of these theoretical preliminaries in place, the next section will proceed to offer a brief survey of constructions from different domains of the grammar of English, with a commentary on how they can be analyszed from the perspective of Construction Grammar.


6.4	English Grammar in a constructional perspective


6.4.1	Argument structure: tThe ditransitive construction

One of the foundational texts of Construction Grammar is Adele Goldberg’s study of argument structure constructions (Goldberg 1995), which presents analyses of the caused motion construction (John kicked the ball over the fence), the resultative construction (Mary worried herself sick), the way-construction (Bob cheated his way into law school) and, as I will discuss in more detail in this section, the ditransitive construction (Frank poured me a drink). The term argument structure (cf. Cchapter 8) typically refers to a relationship that holds between a verb and its arguments, which are the participants that are projected by a given verb. In a sentence such as John ate a muffin, the verb form ate is the predicate, and the remaining parts of the sentence (John, a muffin) are its arguments. Traditionally, argument structure is understood as a lexical property of verbs, that is, a given verb is associated with a specific set of arguments. A verb such as eat is thus considered to be a transitive verb, since it regularly takes a direct object, as in the sentence above. Typically however, verbs are associated with several argument structure patterns. The verb eat, for example, is often also used without an object (Let’s eat!), in which case it would be used intransitively. 
What motivates a constructional account of argument structure is that speakers combine verbs and arguments in ways that cannot be just a matter of established convention. Sometimes verbs are used in new and creative ways. A newspaper might report on a snake that ate itself to death. What this example conveys is that a snake died, presumably as a result of choosing an unsuitably large prey. This interpretation does not follow from the verb’s semantics, and it is in direct conflict with the conventionalized transitive argument structure of eat, which would lead us to expect that the pronoun itself denotes the participant that was eaten. What Goldberg (1995) proposes in order to explain the facility with which readers understand such creative instances of language use is that the overall meaning of the sentence is directly associated with its syntactic structure. Combining a subject with a verb, a reflexive pronoun, and a phrase such as to death yields a formal pattern that Goldberg calls the English resultative construction. This construction can convey the idea that some action brought about a result, regardless of the specific verb that denotes that action. This analysis entails an important shift in perspective, away from the idea that only verbs can select their arguments, and towards the idea that constructions also carry meaning, select arguments, and thereby alter established argument structure patterns. The following paragraphs expand on this idea by presenting Goldberg’s analysis of the ditransitive construction in more detail.
The English ditransitive construction combines a verb with a subject and two objects. For this reason, the construction is often called the double object construction. It is exemplified by sentences such as My brother sent me a letter or John played me one of his new songs. Goldberg characterizes the prototypical meaning of the ditransitive construction as a “transfer between a volitional agent and a willing recipient” (1995: 141). It is not hard to find apparent counterexamples to this prototypical meaning, as for example He gave me the flu (which has a recipient that is definitely not willing) or The smoke gives the meat an intense flavour (which does not have a volitional agent). Goldberg explains examples of this kind with reference to a conceptual metaphor that presents causal chains as agentive transfers (1995: 144). Ditransitives that verbalize such metaphorical transfers can thus deviate from the prototype. The notions of agent and recipient map onto the different arguments of the construction. The subject argument is understood to be the volitional agent that initiates the transfer. The first object is the willing recipient, who accepts the object of transfer that is expressed in the second object. For a verb such as send, which lexically encodes the idea of a transfer, the ditransitive construction is a highly conventionalized argument structure pattern with high relative frequency. When speakers use the verb send, it is quite likely that they use it in the context of a ditransitive sentence. The verb play, by contrast, does not inherently denote transfers and is not as strongly associated with ditransitive argument structure. Its occurrence in the ditransitive construction is perfectly acceptable, but already shows that the construction can make a significant semantic contribution to the overall meaning of the sentence. As a rule, that contribution becomes more substantial the less a verb is associated with the meaning of a transfer. The verb sketch, for instance, does not, by itself, evoke the idea of a transfer, and it is rarely used in the ditransitive construction. Yet, in a sentence such as I will sketch you a view of the river while you read Wordsworth to me (which is an example of authentic language use taken from the COHA corpus), it does occur in the construction, and the overall interpretation is that the speaker aims to transfer a visual impression to the hearer. Unless we assume an ad-hoc sense of sketch along the lines of ‘draw something in order to show it to someone else’, the overall meaning of the sentence does not follow from the meanings of the individual words. In other words, unless we posit a meaningful ditransitive construction, we cannot explain how a hearer might spontaneously arrive at the correct interpretation.
The previous section mentioned several heuristics that can be used for the detection of constructions. One strategy was that of looking for idiosyncratic constraints. The ditransitive construction is subject to a number of such constraints. For example, the unacceptability of a sentence such as *I brought the table a glass of water shows that if a recipient fails the criterion of being ‘willing to accept’, the ditransitive cannot be used. Crucially, if the sentence is changed in such a way that the table can metonymically refer to a group of willing recipients, as in I brought the table another round of frozen margaritas, the unacceptability disappears. Other constraints on the ditransitive concern specific groups of verbs. Several verbs that describe manners of speech, such as scream, murmur, whisper, or yodel (Goldberg 1995: 128), are statistically dispreferred, although examples such as I whispered her a secret are attested. More categorically, sentences such as *John explained me the theory or *Mary donated the red cross £100 are ruled out, which has been linked to the Latinate morphology and prosody of these verbs (Gropen et al. 1989). Verbs such as obtain, procure, provide, or postulate have meanings that could be thought to fit rather well into the set of conventionalized ditransitive verbs. However, they are conspicuously absent from the construction. Herbst (2014) thus rightly points out that “there is no guarantee that a particular lexical item with certain semantic characteristics will be able to occur in a particular valency pattern simply because other lexical items with the same characteristics do”. While the relative absence of Latinate verbs in the ditransitive construction can not be motivated semantically, speakers might still notice it in synchronic usage and draw the conclusion that certain verbs do not work as well as others. Family resemblances in the sound and morphological structure of Latinate verbs might deter speakers from experimenting more freely with them in the ditransitive construction.
In summary, the fact that speakers of English use and understand creative formations such as My doctor scribbled me a prescription suggests that English ditransitive argument structure is a syntactic pattern that is endowed with meaning. The construction can thus be used to convey the idea of a transfer even when it is used with verbs that are not themselves associated with that notion. A persistent problem in the study of argument structure constructions has been the issue of overgeneralization, that is, the problem that an analysis may predict the acceptability of examples that competent speakers would judge as deviant or even ungrammatical.  Analyses in the tradition of Goldberg (1995) usually posit a number of constraints that restrict how the construction can be used. Other attempts to come to terms with overgeneralization focus on constructions that are posited at lower levels of generalization (Boas 2003) or on valency constructions for individual verbs (Herbst 2014).


6.4.2	Modality: mModal auxiliary constructions

There is a rich scholarly tradition that addresses modality and the English modal auxiliaries (cf. Cchapter 20). In comparison, modal auxiliaries have attracted relatively little attention in the more recent field of Construction Grammar. This is to be seen as a consequence of ‘the view from the periphery’ that much constructional work has adopted. The idiosyncrasies and non-predictable meanings that are found in patterns like the comparative correlative construction (The more you read about it, the less you understand) do not seem to characterize constructions such as the sequence of the modal auxiliary would and a lexical verb in the infinitive. If anything, modal auxiliaries as a group seem to be highly predictable in terms of their semantic and morphosyntactic behaviour: they differ from lexical verbs in terms of their morphosyntactic behaviour, but they share these differences. Hence, a sentence such as John will wash the dishes is both structurally predictable and semantically transparent. Modal auxiliaries always take non-finite verb phrases as complements, and the interpretation of the whole sentence can often be fully derived from the meanings of the individual words. Moreover, the behaviour of will is highly similar to the behaviour of would, must, shall, and the remaining core modal auxiliaries. As is well known, they exhibit a number of shared features that set them apart from lexical verbs (Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 75). These features include the ability to undergo inversion with the subject in questions (Can / Will / Would you do it?), the ability to occur with negative clitics (I can’t / won’t / wouldn’t do it), and the lack of person agreement, amongst other things. In short, while the manifest differences between modal auxiliaries and lexical verbs would, in the light of what has been argued above, be strong evidence for the assumption of a general modal auxiliary construction, it is less clear whether any one specific modal auxiliary would have to be represented in speakers’ minds as a construction in its own right, and if so, how that construction should be defined. 
	An argument for positing individual modal auxiliary constructions follows from the empirical observation that each of the core modals is statistically associated with a distinct set of lexical collocates (Hilpert 2008, 2012, forthcomingto appear). While the general morphosyntactic behaviour of two modal auxiliaries such as would and will is largely identical, so that speakers would not have to memorize it separately for would and will, the respective associative ties to particular lexical contexts are manifestly different. A phrase such as I would like to thank you is highly idiomatic while I will like to thank you sounds decidedly odd. The shift in perspective that distinguishes a constructional account of modal auxiliaries from most other approaches is thus that modal auxiliary constructions not only include the auxiliary as such, but also a structural open slot for its infinitival complement and a large set of associative links to lexical verbs that typically occupy that slot. In other words, the focus is less on auxiliaries as items that display paradigmatic semantic contrasts, but rather on the syntagmatic relations that these items entertain. Cappelle and Depraetere (forthcomingto appear) argue for an even more extended view that includes associations not only with the infinitival complements, but also with other collocating elements. For instance, the modal auxiliary can is associated with the idiomatic expression Not if I can help it, which conveys the meaning ‘I will try to prevent it’. Another piece of evidence that motivates such a network-based view is that over time, individual auxiliaries may change in their collocational preferences, so that some collocations fade and others become more entrenched. Hilpert (forthcomingto appear) demonstrates how the recent collocational shifts of the modal auxiliary may can be linked to its gradual semantic change from a marker of deontic modality towards a marker of epistemic modality (cf. also Millar 2009). What this means is that a speaker of Present- Day English has internalized an associative collocational network that differs from the networks that speakers of earlier generations would have had.	Comment by Bethan: AQ: any update?	Comment by Utilisateur de Microsoft Office: 2016 	Comment by Bethan: AQ: any update?	Comment by Utilisateur de Microsoft Office: 2016	Comment by Utilisateur de Microsoft Office: 2016
	To conclude this section, the English modal auxiliaries are profitably viewed as constructions, even if they inherit most of their properties from broader generalizations and are thus much less idiosyncratic than the constructions that are discussed in the foundational studies of Construction Grammar. The main surplus value that Construction Grammar brings to the analysis of modal auxiliaries is the focus on the associative ties between modal auxiliaries and their lexical collocates.


6.4.3	Information packaging: it-clefts and wh-clefts

An important function of syntax is known as information structuring (see Cchapter 22), or, as it is called in this chapter, information packaging. When speakers engage in a conversation, they not only strive to communicate certain pieces of information, they also try to present this information in a way that facilitates the hearer’s job of processing that information. In other words, speakers package the information of their utterance in such a way that it can easily be unpacked by the hearer. In order to meet the needs of the hearer, speakers design their utterances in accordance with a number of general processing-related principles. One of these is the Principle of End Focus (Quirk et al. 1985: 1362). If an utterance involves both information that is old, that is, known to both interlocutors, and information that is new to the hearer, speakers will tend to present old information before new information, since the hearer can process information more effectively if an utterance contains a known starting point to which new information can then be connected. A closely related principle, the Principle of End Weight (Quirk et al. 1985: 1362), biases speakers towards presenting short constituents first, and heavier, more complex constituents only towards the end of the sentence. Also this principle serves to minimize the hearer’s processing effort. Processing a sentence that begins with a long, complex constituent, without knowing the grammatical function that this constituent will eventually take, puts a significant strain on the hearer’s working memory (as this very sentence may have illustrated). 
	These principles of information packaging inform discussions of linguistic structure across different theoretical frameworks, so it is a valid question to ask how a constructional view of information packaging (Leino 2013) might be different from other approaches. The short answer to that question is that in a constructional approach, researchers will analysze the syntactic patterns that speakers use for the purpose of information packaging as meaningful symbolic units, that is, information packaging constructions. While other theoretical frameworks also investigate constructions such as wh-clefts (What I need is the key to the back door), left dislocation (My dad, he’s a little crazy), or topicalization (This shirt I actually bought second hand), constructional accounts try to analysze them as form-meaning pairings that are subject to particular pragmatic constraints. 
On the basis of ideas discussed by Lambrecht (1994: 5), Hilpert (2014: 105) defines information packaging constructions in terms of the following three characteristics:

Information packaging constructions 
are sentence-level constructions [1]
that speakers use to express complex meanings [2]
in a way that shows awareness of the current knowledge of the hearer [3].

In contrast to argument structure constructions like the ditransitive construction, information packaging constructions are not inherently tied to a meaning like ‘transfer’. Rather, they allow speakers to signal to the hearer what information in their utterance is new, unexpected, or particularly relevant, given a prior context. Lambrecht (2001) offers a comprehensive constructional account of cleft sentences that informs the following paragraphs.
	Cleft sentences such as What I need is the key to the back door (wh-cleft) or It is the key to the back door that I need (it-cleft) convey a proposition that can be expressed with a simple transitive construction, as in I need the key to the back door. The fact that speakers choose a more complex form suggests that when cleft sentences are used, they in fact communicate something more than just their propositional information. The added value of wh-clefts and it-clefts includes the following points. First, both types of cleft flag some information as new, and some as old. By uttering them, the speaker treats ‘the key to the back door’ as newsworthy, while presenting the fact that ‘something is needed’ as something that the hearer already knows, or can at least infer from the context. Which type of cleft a speaker will choose in a given situation depends on several factors (Lambrecht 2001: 497). One aspect is the relative length of the constituent that is presented as new, the so-called focus phrase. In accordance with the Principle of End Weight, a long focus phrase will bias speakers towards the wh-cleft, so that the focus phrase is positioned at the end. A second aspect concerns the information that is presented in the relative clause constituent of the cleft sentences, i.e. ‘something is needed’. If this information is highly discourse-prominent to both interlocutors, for example because the speaker was just asked What do you need?, a wh-cleft is pragmatically the much more appropriate choice, since it presents highly prominent, topical information first, in line with the Principle of End Focus. By contrast, an it-cleft is preferred when the information in the relative clause can only be understood through the non-linguistic context. To illustrate, if the speaker, while searching through a large collection of keys, is being asked What are you doing with those keys?, an it-cleft (It is the key to the back door that I need) would be a much more fitting answer than a wh-cleft. A third feature that distinguishes wh-clefts and it-clefts is that some examples of the latter simply do not have wh-cleft counterparts. Sentences such as It was with relief that she heard the door close or It was in no time that they had finished their ice creams cannot be paraphrased in such a way that the result is a well-formed wh-cleft (Hilpert 2014: 117). Speakers of English have internalized the structural and pragmatic constraints on the use of cleft sentences and choose between them according to the demands of the communicative situation. This motivates the recognition of clefts, and other information packaging constructions, as conventionalized form-meaning pairings. 


6.4.4	Morphological constructions

The introductory sections of this chapter presented Construction Grammar as a model of linguistic knowledge that takes the shape of a network in which symbolic units of varying schematicity and complexity are connected. It was discussed that the network contains lexical elements, idiomatic expressions, and more abstract syntactic patterns. Beyond that, the network also contains morphological constructions, that is, symbolic units that allow speakers to produce and understand complex words, such as cats, challenging, or printer. In constructional approaches to morphology (Booij 2010, 2013), inflectional morphological rules (such as plural formation with -–s) and derivational word formation processes (such as nominalization with -–er) are re-thought as partly schematic form-meaning pairings. To give an example, a noun such as printer is seen as an instantiation of a construction that has both a form and a meaning. Formally, the construction consists of an open slot for a verb that combines with a fixed element, namely the nominalizing suffix -–er. The meaning of the construction conveys the idea of someone or something actively involved in the process that is described by the verb (cf. Booij 2010: 2), so that a printer is understood as ‘something that prints’. 
	What motivates a constructional approach to morphology? Several characteristics of constructions that were discussed in section 6.2 can be seen as well in word formation processes. Most importantly, morphological constructions are subject to formal and functional constraints, just like syntactic constructions. The fact that -–er is known as a highly productive nominalization suffix of English should not be taken to mean that the verb-er construction is unconstrained. To describe someone who falls as a *faller is just as unconventional as calling something that exists an *exister. Typical uses of the construction, such as leader, hunter, or speaker involve verbs that are agentive. Verbs that are semantically too far removed from this prototype are not usable in the construction, which hints at the presence of a semantic constraint. Many morphological constructions also display formal constraints. In fact, the observation that the open slot in the verb-er construction does not readily accommodate nouns (*keyer) or adjectives (*expensiver) already constitutes a formal constraint. Constraints on form may also concern phonological aspects of the construction. For instance, verbs such as blacken, tighten, or broaden instantiate a construction that licenses de-adjectival causal verbs. The construction is subject to strict phonological constraints: only monosyllabic adjectives that end in an obstruent may be verbalized with the -–en suffix (cf. Plag 2003: 93). 
Another shared characteristic of word formation processes and constructions in the sense of Construction Grammar is non-compositional meaning. This can be illustrated with the verb-er construction that was mentioned above. When the construction occurs with verbs such as burn, which describe spontaneous processes, the resultant form does not simply denote ‘something that burns’. The constructional meaning imposes an agentive or causative interpretation on the complex word, so that a burner is conventionally understood as ‘something that burns something else (usually fuel)’, not ‘something that burns (itself)’. This meaning cannot be attributed to either the verb or the suffix, but it emerges from the combination of the two.
A third consideration relates back to the discussion of modal auxiliary constructions earlier in this section. There, it was argued that auxiliaries such as English would, followed by a verbal complement, can be seen as constructions because each individual modal auxiliary has a distinct profile of collocational preferences. The same argument can be applied to constructions that involve morphological marking, such as the English present progressive, which is a periphrastic construction that includes a form of the verb be and a lexical verb that takes the inflectional -–ing suffix. Stefanowitsch and Gries (2003) use the method of collexeme analysis to investigate the associative ties between the present progressive and the lexical verbs that occur in the construction, finding that verbs such as talk, work, sit, and wait are highly overrepresented. Constructions such as the progressive thus constitute complex networks with numerous associations between a schematic pattern and lexical elements.
Taken together, the presence of unpredictable constraints, non-compositional meanings, and idiosyncratic collocational preferences motivates a view of inflectional and derivational morphology as cut from the same cloth as other constructions in the grammar of English.   	


6.5	Construction Grammar and other approaches to grammar

Based on the analyses that were presented in the last section, it is now time to consider the question how Construction Grammar relates to other approaches to grammar. Two hallmark characteristics of Construction Grammar are particularly important in this regard, namely its mentalist stance on the one hand, and its assumption that linguistic knowledge reduces to knowledge of constructions on the other. Given these assumptions, how does Construction Grammar fit into the wider research landscape? In comparisons of linguistic theories, a frequently made distinction is the contrast between so-called formalist and functionalist approaches (Newmeyer 1998). Assigning Construction Grammar to one of these categories is less than straight-forward. Certain varieties, such as Sign-Based Construction Grammar (Sag 2012) and Fluid Construction Grammar (Van Trijp 2013) have developed sophisticated formalisms and computationally implemented models of speakers’ knowledge, which makes them, to all intents and purposes, ‘formalist’ theories. The work of Goldberg (1995, 2006), on the other hand, places great emphasis on functional and cognitive considerations and is consequently known as Cognitive Construction Grammar. What this suggests is that placing Construction Grammar in a wider context requires more complex criteria than just the formalist-functionalist divide.	Comment by Bethan: AQ: please confirm if this is Goldberg 2006a or 2006b?	Comment by Utilisateur de Microsoft Office: Goldberg, Adele. E. (2006). Constructions at work: The nature of generalization in language. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Working towards such a goal, Butler and Gonzálvez-García (2014) present an overview of different functional and cognitive frameworks (cf. Cchapter 10) that includes several varieties of Construction Grammar next to theories such as Role and Reference Grammar (Van Valin 1993) and Functional Discourse Grammar (Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008). Their overview is based on a fifty-eight-58-item questionnaire that was filled out by researchers practiscing in the respective frameworks. The questionnaire items concern the scope and coverage of the approaches, methodological practices, aspects of theory construction, as well as pedagogical and computational applications. Several results that emerge from the data reveal interesting differences between Construction Grammar and other theoretical frameworks. Among the issues that receive comparatively little attention in Construction Grammar, Butler and Gonzálvez-García (2014: 488) list discourse and the properties of whole texts, the sociocultural context of language, paradigmatic relations, and the pursuit of theoretical parsimony (Sign-Based Construction Grammar is an exception with regard to the last item). Issues that are relatively prominent include the assumption that the language system is non-autonomous and non-modular, the network metaphor of linguistic knowledge, and the important role of cognitive factors (again, Sign-Based Construction Grammar does not align with regard to the latter). These observations, short as they are, offer a first indication of how Construction Grammar relates to its closest theoretical neighbours.


6.6	Construction Grammar in language learning 

The areas of first and second language acquisition are important testing grounds for linguistic theories. How well do the assumptions of a given theory align with empirical observations of learner data? The constructional view of linguistic knowledge goes along with the usage-based approach to language acquisition (Tomasello 2003, Diessel 2013), which holds that language learning proceeds in a gradual, piecemeal fashion, starting with the memorization of fixed chunks of language that gradually expand into more abstract generalizations. Research of this kind has inspired investigations of second language learners and their use of constructions (Ellis 2013). A general conclusion emerging from this work is that learners gradually build up constructional generalizations in their L2 by associating structural patterns with meanings, figuring out constraints, and internalizing collocational preferences. Importantly, this process is influenced by the learners’ L1, which guides their attention and induces transfer, i.e. the analysis of a phenomenon in the L2 in terms of structures that are already known from the L1. From the perspective of Construction Grammar, becoming a proficient L2 speaker is equivalent to learning to approximate native speakers’ usage of constructions, so that learners use the L2 not only correctly, but also idiomatically.
	Experimental results by Gries and Wulff (2005) illustrate how this process works. In a sentence completion task, German learners of English were primed with sentence fragments such as The racing driver showed the helpful mechanic … (which strongly evokes the ditransitive construction) or fragments such as The racing driver showed the torn overall … (which is most aptly completed as a prepositional dative construction, i.e. The racing driver showed the torn overall to the helpful mechanic). After these primes, participants saw another sentence fragment containing just a subject and a verb, and they had to construct a completion of that fragment. The results show a significant priming effect. When learners have been recently exposed to a syntactic construction of their L2, they are likely to re-use that structure. The data further reveal that this priming effect is not the same for different verbs that were used as stimuli. Both the ditransitive construction and the prepositional dative construction are strongly associated with certain sets of verbs: show, give, and send are typical ditransitive verbs, whereas hand, sell, and post typically occur with the prepositional dative (Gries and Wulff 2005: 187). Crucially, L2 learners appear to know this. When primed with a ditransitive, learners are very likely to complete a sentence with send as a ditransitive. The same prime, followed by a fragment with sell, is less likely to elicit a ditransitive construction. This suggests that learners have been fine-tuning their knowledge of English argument structure constructions in such a way that they have learned a network of lexico-grammatical associations.
	Results like these suggest that Construction Grammar has implications even for the second language classroom. If a big part of L2 learning is the formation of associations between constructions and lexical items, then it becomes very relevant to ask how such associations are taught and learned most effectively (Madlener 2015).


6.7	Concluding remarks

It was the aim of this chapter to offer readers a first point of entry into the field of Construction Grammar in order to facilitate comparisons with other approaches and to provide an overview of the main ideas that characterize the constructional view of language. This ‘view from the periphery’ strongly influences the choice of phenomena that are deemed worthy of study in Construction Grammar. Some of the constructions discussed in this chapter will undoubtedly fall outside the purview of grammar in other approaches that are discussed in this book. Likewise, some of the characteristics of constructions that were highlighted in this chapter, including matters such as collocational preferences or idiosyncratic constraints, will only be of limited interest in other theories. Yet, it would be short-sighted to characterize Construction Grammar merely in opposition to the remaining research landscape in linguistics. As the discussions of argument structure, modality, information packaging, inflection and derivation, as well as second language acquisition have shown, constructional analyses tend to produce results that are relevant even beyond the confines of a single theoretical framework.
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