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Abstract Sign-Based Construction Grammar ( SBCG) is a formal grammar system
integrating Lexicalism and Constructionism. Its formal representation framework is devel—
oped from Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar ( HPSG) , and its goal of grammatical
description is deeply influenced by Construction Grammar ( CG) . This paper discusses the
progress of SBCG from two aspects.

In comparison with HPSG, SBCG extends the concept of “sign” to the whole grammar
system. It is embodied in three aspects: SBCG revises the feature configuration, replaces
rules with constructs and expands the application scope of type hierarchy. This leads to a
more concise theory that allows a better analysis of the differences and similarities between
phrasal constructs, as well as a better description of the interactions between phonetics,
syntax, semantics and pragmatics.

Goldberg (1995) and SBCG share the same viewpoint that grammatical entities (i.e.
constructions) need to be added for special usages of verbs. This is in sharp contrast to the
grammar frameworks based on the reductionist principle, which holds that it is not
necessary to add grammatical entities, but to add verb senses. Neither Goldberg ( 1995) nor

SBCG theory sets up a separate sense for the verb in the construction. Both methods can
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avoid implausible verb senses and maintain semantic parsimony. The differences between
the two methods are as follows: Goldberg ( 1995) thinks that the whole construction has
independent meaning. Each component cannot be expanded, and the relative order between
them is fixed. The construction in SBCG specifies the corresponding changes in meaning
when the verb (i.e., head) is combined with different components. However, SBCG theory
does not specify the relative order between the verb and its collocates, nor does it specify
whether the verb and its collocates can be extended. By using notions from the grammatical
theory of lexicalism, SBCG became a more efficient model than that of Goldberg’s ( 1995)
in analysing constructions with variable forms.
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(4) The demonstrators pushed their way into the building.
( =The demonstrators went into the building by pushing.)
) o (Goldberg 1995: 208)
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o ( Goldberg 1995:212)
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0) The only napkins sneezed off the table were in your mind. (Sag et al. 2012: 13-4)
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