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A Comparative Study of Cognitive and Generative Constructional Theories:
With Special Reference to Construction Grammar and First Phase Syntax

HU Xuhut
( Department of Theoretical and Applied Linguistics University of Cambridge Cambridge UK)

Abstract: This paper provides a comparative study of the two constructional theories 1. e. Construction Grammar and
First Phase Syntax which are the representative constructional theories of the cognitive and generative linguistic
schools respectively. The common ground of the two theories lies in two aspects: (1) the shared semantic and
syntactic event-decomposition tradition; (2) the similar direct theoretical motivation. Four aspects of distinctive
differences are involved: (1) the types and meaning of constructions; (2) the relationship between verbs and
constructions; (3) the syntactic operation beyond argument structure level; (4) views on language. Based on the
discussion of the differences this paper explores the advantages and disadvantages of both theories and shows that
the two approaches are closer to each other than initially assumed. Suggestions about bridging the gap between the two
approaches are also provided at each point of difference.
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