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The Theoretical Thinking on Second Language Acquisition of
Chinese Constructions
Shi Chunhong, Qiu Ying and Cai Shumei

Abstract Based on the fundamental ideas and principles of Construction Grammar, this
article discusses the theoretical and methodological issues of second language acquisition in
Chinese. It is mainly elaborated in the following aspects: the representation system of con-
struction knowledge acquisition and its relevant productivity; the formation and development
mechanism of constructional awareness; the interactive relationship among interfaces of con-
struction acquisition; the linguistic universals and typological features of construction acqui-
sition; the methods and methodologies of construction acquisition. Finally, this article pro-
poses that the studies on construction ontology, acquisition and teaching should be organical-
ly integrated and interactive in the theoretical system of Construction Grammar.

Keywords second language acquisition; construction grammar; construction knowl-

edge; constructional awareness; interface interaction; research method
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