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Abstract

Coercioreffects,includingaspectuabnes appeato indicatea modulargrammaticalarchitecture,
in which the processof compositionmay add meaningsabsentin the syntaxin orderto ensure
that certainfunctors, e.g., the progressiveoperator,receive suitableargumentyHerweg1991,

Jackendoffi997,De Swart1998).In this paper coercioneffectsareinsteadtakenas evidencefor

the existenceof symbolic rulesof morphosyntacticombinationwhich can,in casesof semantic
conflict, shift the designationsof lexical items with which they combine. On this account,
enrichedcompositionis a by-productof the ordinary referring behaviorof constructionsThus,

for examplethe constraintwhich requiressemanticconcordbetweenthe syntacticsistersin the

string a bottle is alsowhat underlieshe coercedinterpretationfound in a beer If this concord
constraint is statedfor a rule of morphosyntacticcombination, we capture an important
generalizationonecombinatorymechanisnunderliesboth coercionandinstantiation.Sinceboth

type-selectingonstructionge.g.,the Frenchimperfective)andtype-shiftingconstructionge.g.,
the Englishprogressiveyequiresemanticconcordbetweensisters,we accountfor the fact that

constructionsof both types perform coercion. Differencesin the functional rangesof tense
constructionsn EnglishandFrenchareattributedto differencesin coercionpotential rather than
differencesin constructionalsemanticsper se Coercion effects are taken as evidence that

aspectuakensitivity definesnot only the Frenchpasttense,asdescribedy De Swart (1998),
but alsotensedn generaljncludingthe Englishpastandpresentenses.



1. Introduction

Theoriesof sentenceneaningdescribehe relationshipbetweerthe meaningof asentenceandthe
meaningsof the words of that sentenceThesetheorieshavelong focusedon the connection
betweenthe semanticrequirementsof a lexical head and the type denoted by syntactic
projectionsof that head.Models of this connectiorarebasedupon anassumptiorwhich | will
call LEXICAL LICENSING. Lexicallicensingholdsthat contentwords constrainpotential sisterhood
relationsby listing the typesof complementsadjunctsand specifierswhich they eitherrequire
or welcome.Rulesof syntacticcombinationrassembléneadsand their dependentlementsinto
phrasesTheserulesdo not addconceptuakontentto that contributedby the words. They do
not denoteanything,andthereforetheydo not alterthe combinatorypotential of words.

The principle of lexical licensing has proven difficult to reconcilewith casesin which
linguistic interpretationrequiresthe interpolationof Oextra@eaningNwhat Jackendoff(1997a)
refersto asENRICHED COMPOSITION The effectsin questionarethe productsof a mechanism
which is commonly called COERCION Coercion, according to De Swart (1998:360) is
Osyntacticallpndmorphologicallyinvisible: it is governedoy implicit contextuakeinterpretation
mechanismgriggeredby the needto resolve[semantic]conflictsO Coercioneffects havebeen
identifiedin nominalsyntax(Talmy 1988),verbalaspect(Pustejovskyl991, Verkuyl 1993,De
Swart1998), verbalargumentstructure(Goldberg1995), and pragmaticallyspecializedsentence
types(Michaelis& Lambrechtl996).

Coercioneffects are of essentiallytwo types. The first type, which | will referto as
ENDOCENTRIG involvesthe resolutionof conflict createdoy an apparentviolation of selectional
restrictionsimposedby alexicalheadg.g.,averb. A simpleexampleis that in which a semantic
featureof anarguments overriddenby the verb semanticsas in the sentencd bentthe rock.
Here, the rock is necessarilyconstruedas a nonrigid object, as requiredby verbal semantics.
More complexexamplesof this type arethosein which nominal argumentgeceive metonymic
construalgn conjunctionwith certainverbs,asin exampledike | beganthebook wherethe book
is construedasanactivity prototypicallyassociateavith books (Pustejovsky& Bouillon 1995).
The secondtype, which | will refer to as EXOCENTRIC, is that in which a nonhead,say a
determinerdoessomethingthat usually only a headdoesNsemaritally restrict the elements
which arecandidategor sisterhood(Zwicky 1985, Croft 1996). For example,a massnoun like
beerreceivesacountconstruawhenit is pairedwith the indefinitearticle,asin a beet’ These
two classesof coercioneffects have often beentreated together,since both are problems of
functionalapplication,but they havedistinctimplicationsfor the syntax-semanticsterface.The
endocentricasesarein essencenerelyextendedcasesof lexical licensing:the relevantsemant
effectson argumentsanbe attributedto the imposition of semantiaequirementdy the lexical
head. Exocentric coercion cannot be modeled as lexical licensing. Therefore,it presentsa
significantchallengeto theoriesof sentencesemanticsbasedupon the projection propertiesof
lexical words.

The relevantphenomendind a natural accountin modelsbasedon representational
modularity, e.g., Jackendoff1997, since in such theories constraints on argumentfunctor
combinationsdo not referencesyntacic categorieslike head. There is, however, a broader
construalbf exocentridicensingin whichthe labelappliesto casesn which no functor-argument
relationcanbeidentifiedin the syntax.A simpleexampleof this type involvesthe interpretation
of adjectivesin pre- and post-nominalposition in Romancelanguages,ncluding Frenchand
Italian. When not subject to idiomatic readings, prenominal modifiers are nonrestrictive;
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postnominalmodifiers are necessarilynonrestrictive,requiring that the cardnality of the set
denotedoy the headnounbe greaterthan one.In French,for example prenominalplacemenof
the adjectivevieux (OoldGh the NP mon vieux papa (Omyold dadOyields the appropriate
nonrestrictivereading whereagpostnominablacemenyields ananomalousestrictivereading,in
whichmy old fatheris beingcontrastedvith my otherfathers.Thereis nothinghere otherthana
syntacticpattern which canbeheldresponsibldor the effectsat issue?

While aspectualcoercion effects, both endocentricand exocentric, uniformly involve
functor-argumentombinationsany modelwhich extendso GemplaticCr functor-freecoercion
will a fortiori provide a mechanisnfor representinghose (syntactic)sisterhoodrelationswhich
map to (sematic) functor-argumentelations. The model of aspectualmeaningwhich | will
proposehereis basedupon templatesof varyingdegreesof specificity, in the sensethat these
templatesnayinvoke(a) particulargrammaticabr lexical words or (b) grammaticalcategoriesor
(c) both words andgrammaticalcategoriesin this model,rulesof morphosyntacticombination
canshift the designationsf words andaltertheir combinatorypotential.

This modelis basedupon CONSTRUCTIONGRAMMAR (CG) (Fillmore et al. to appeatr,
Kay & Fillmore 1999, Zwicky 1994, Goldberg1995, Michaelis & Lambrecht1996, Michaelis
1998,Koenig 1999).CG is a sign-basedheory of grammar,in which syntacticstructuresare
directly associateavith meanings Semanticand pragmatianformationis providedin the formal
representationsf constructiongastyped featurematrices).Syntacticconstructiongneanwhat
they meanin the sameway that words meanwhat they mean:they denote.Since word and
constructionmay denotedifferenttypes,the meaning of a syntacticconstructionmay conflict
with that of a lexical item with which that constructionis combined.In a symbolic model of
syntax,coercionis not merelythe resolutionof semanticconflict, but is insteadthe resolutionof
conflict betwea constructionalindlexical requirements.

A compellingtreatmentof exocentriccoercionwithin a construction-baseftameworkis
Goldberg0g1995) study of verbal argument-structureconstructions, which focuses on
predicationdike thatin the lastsentenceof (1):

(1)  Whenavisitor passeshroughthe village, younglamasstop picking up trashto
mugfor the cameraA gruff Opolicanonk(barks thembackto work. (Newsweek
10/13/97)

This exampleinstantiatesa trivalent linking patternwhich Goldbergrefersto as the Caused
Motion construction.This constructiondenotesa schemati@ventin which anagentactsupon a
theme, moving it to a new location. Goldberg arguesthat exampleslike (1) underminethe
prevalentassumptiorthat argumentstructures projectedinto syntacticrepresentatiofrom the
lexical verb.Theverbbark, unlike,e.g.,the verbsputandpush subcategorizef®r neithera theme
argumentnor a goal argumentinstead,it is a single-argumenverb of Osounémission®In the
contextof the CausedMotion pattern,however,the verb bark receivesa construalcompatible
with the eventtype denotedoy the constructionbarking(or, rather,asinglebark)is construedas
the MEANS by which the workersare (metaphorically)propelledfrom onelocation(or state)to
another.This construais compositionallyderived,sinceit involvesrelatingthe respectiveevent
typesdenotedoy verbandconstructionthroughan INTEGRATION RELATION which belongsto a
constraineqanduniversal)set. One suchrelationis the INSTANCE relation. This relation holds
whenthe verb denotesan instanceof the eventtype denotedby the construction,as when the
verbOsargumentstructureis identical to that of the linking construction with which it is
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combined.Thevelbs put and pushbearaninstancerelationto the Causedviotion construction.
As mentionedanothermpossibility exists:the verb and constructiontogethermay denotea single
complexeventtype, aswhenthe verb bearsa meangelationto the eventtype dended by the
construction.A necessarygonditionupon the meansrelationis properinclusion of the verbOs
valenceset by the constructionOglenceset, as when monovalentbark is combinedwith the
trivalentCausedviotion construction.

GoldbergCfsameworkappearso provide a moreparsimoniousaccountof exampledike
(1) thando thosebasedn lexicalization(conflation)patternsasproposedoy Talmy (1985)and
assumedy Pinker (1989). Rather than analyzingbark in 1 as a coinageNa new causative
verbNor assuminga generative(and thereforeinfinitely expansible)lexicon, the constructional
accountassume®nly a single verb bark, whose projection propertiesremain constantacross
syntacticcontexts.This style of accountis possibleonly insofar as rules of combinationare
viewedasmeaningfulthe eventstructuredenotecdby the syntacticpatternis what augmentghe
repertoireof rolesassociateavith the verb.

The domainof aspect,like that of argumentstructure, provides exampleswhich are
troublesoméo modelsbasedn lexical-headicensingandwhich createdifficulty whentheorists
attemptto provide semantiadefinitionsfor aspectuabperatordike durationaladverbialsor the
progressiveCoercioreffectsin the domainof aspecinvolvethe two mgor categorie€VENT and
STATE (or, equivalently, PERFECTIVE and IMPERFECTIVE). These effects arise from
combinationsvhich areunpredictedoy the Aktionsart(inherentexical aspect)of the lexical verb
or its projection® Examplesaregivenin (2-4):

(2) | wasoutsidetwice today.
(3) Theywereboredin tenminutes.
(4) | amliving on PearlStreet.

In eachof theseexampleswe find a stative predication(l be- outside Theybe-bored I live-on
Pearl Streel combiningwith an operatorthat is logically compatibleonly with an eventive
predication.In accordancavith HerwegOg1991:976) analysisof frequencyadverbials,we can
describethe conflict in (2) asinvolving applicationsof a characterizingpredicateto an interval.
As perthe model,we interpretstative predicationsas propertiesof the intervalsfor which they
areassertedo obtain: P (t). Sincel be-outsideis a SUBINTERVAL predication(in the senseof
Bennett& Parte€l973),the predicatecanapply infinitely to the intervalwhich is its argument,
sinceall subintervalof the argumenintervalhavesubpartsaswell. Therefore the applicationof
the predicateo the intervalis infinite andcannotbeenumeratedisby afrequencyadverb.

The conflictin (3) involvesa clashbetweenthe semanticof state predicationsand the
semanticof time-spanadverbs.Time-spanadverbsare interpretedaccordingto the logic of
containmentthe containmenschemdicensesupwardentailmentand downward compatibility.
If, for example,l finisheda particular task within ten minutes,| also finished it within 20
minutes And if in fact| finishedthe taskwithin five minutes,| couldstill truthfully assertthat |
had finishedit in ten minutes.This patternof reasoningis invertedin the caseof assertions
involving intervalsof stateswhich aredownwardentailingandupwardcompatible It is upward
compatibility which is crucial here.Owing to the subintervalproperty,any interval at which a
stateholds canalso be a subintervalof a larger interval at which that samestate holds. For
examplethe sentencéie wasin Londonyesterdaycanalways be interpretedin sucha way that
the stateof his beingin Londonis not circumscribedby (andin fact contains)the temporal
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boundariesdenoted by yesterday The in-phrase of duration entailsNby the logic of

containmentithat the situation denotedis circumscribedby the expressednterval. Since state
predicationsanalwaysoverflowthe boundariesf aninterval,they cannotbe Ocontainedbhey
aretherebrelogically incompatiblewith in-phrase®f duration.

Sentence(4) exemplifies a classicproblemin the analysis of the progressive.lt is
generallyacceptedhat the progressivas a stativizer; stativity testslike thoseofferedby Vlach
(1981) substantiate this view. For example,a progressivelyreportedsituation in a past-tense
mainclauses necessarilywiewedas having obtainedprior to a pastactionreportedin a when
clauseThis is shownin (5), which canbecomparedvith both (6) and(7):

(5) Wewereplayingcardswhenshecamein.
(6) Wewereasleepvhenshecamein.
(7)  Wegotup whenshecamein.

The progressivenainclausan (5) entailsthat cardplayingwasgoingon prior to herarrival. This
entailments analogougo that of the stativemainclausen (6): sleepingvasgoingon prior to her
arrival. Sentencg7) containsa perfectivemainclause Accordingly,it doesnot denotea situation
which beganprior to the pastreferenceime: the getting-upeventFoOLLOWS her arrival. Hence,
progressivesentencegsanbe modeledasimperfectivesentencesAs a phase-denotingspectin
the senseof Coseriul976,the progressiveicks out a propersubpartof an event.In accordance
with Mittwoch (1988),l assumehat this subpartis a portion of a PROCESS This processmay
beanactivity (like playingcards),in whichcaset is denotedvy the gerundialVP complementpr
it may be the processwhich leadsup to a changeof state,in which caseit is entailedby the
semantic®f the eventdenotedby the VP complementin eithercase the propersubpartof the
processwhich the progressivepredicationdenotescounts as a state,sinceit is construedat a
level of granularitywhich securedts internal homogeneity(see Langacker1991 for a visual
analogy).All times at which this stateholds are times at which the processgoeson?® Since
processesreevent-typepredicatesthe analysisthat I havejust given is compatiblewith the
generallyacceptednodelof the function of the progressiveit mapsan eventpredicationinto a
statepredicationwhich representsa subpartof that event. On this understandinga stative
predicationlike | live- on Pearl Streetdoesnot provide the properinput for the progressive
operator.

The problem, of course,is that the examplesin (2-4) are well-formed sentencesof
English. Theseexamplesappearto invalidate the ideathat aspectualoperatorslike frequency
adverbialshavea unitaryfunction.If frequencyadverbialsnumberapplicationsof an event-type
predicate,they requireeventpredicationsas argumentsHow canwe prove that they are so
constrainedn the faceof exampledike (2)? Therearefour crucial observationgo be madeabout
the examplesn (2-4).

First, the applicationof agivenaspectuabperatolis not contingentupon the presenceof
anappropriatesituation-typeargumentsincethe argumentcanadaptto the requirement®f the
functor. This fact makesit difficult for us to understandhe functor-argumentelationshipin
termsof OfitGsinceit forcesus to discardcertainotherwiseappropriateanalogiesNkeys for
example,cannotin generalalter the shapesof locks. The context-creatingeffect of aspectual
operatorss aspecialcaseof coercionwhich Herweg(1991) describess IMPLICIT QUANTIZING.
Implicit quantizings a type of enrichedcompositionin which the particularaspectuabperator
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takesasinput a pragmaticallyenrichedrepresentatioriseealsoBickel 1997). Herwegcontrasts
implicit andexplicitquantizingasfollows:

Therearetwo meansof quantizingastate:eitherby explicitly assigninga durationto the
stateor by implicitly takinga maximumperiod at which the statecontinuouslyholds. |
call suchamaximumperiodof astatea OphaseDa state Explicit quantizingis donewith
the help of durationaladverbials]...] It is part of the semanticof durationaladverbials
that they map state predicatesinto event-typepredicates]...] In contrast,the latter,
implicit, way of quantizingis noncompositionain nature.lt is in generalforced by the
presenceof expressionsemanticallyrestrictedto event-typeexpressionsas arguments,
suchascountadverbialg...], andservesto adjustthe interpretationof a stateexpression
to the contextin whichit is embedded(p. 976)

Implicit quantizing allows us to preserveresitrictive input conditions on the three
aspectuabperatorsput the costappeardo be circularity, sincea given aspectuabperatormust
not only operateon the outputof aninferencerule,but alsotrigger the very inferencerule which
is responsibleor its ability to apply. BickelOsccountof aspectuatoercioneffectsappeardo
eliminate this circularity by providing an independentlymotivated characterizationof the
associatedinference patternsNas Gricean informativenessor quality implicatures (1997:
118)Nandyetimplicit quantizingasexemplifiedin (2-4) is not plausibly analyzedas originating
in ageneralizedmplicature asanimplicationit is neitherdetachablaor obviously defeasible

Secondgcoer@on casesnvolving temporaladjuncts(frameandfrequencyadjuncts),asin
(2-3), suggesthat lexical-headicensingis too restrictiveas an accountof the aspectuablata,and
that areversalirectionof licensingis requiredaswell. In the caseof (2), for example,it would
makeno senseto claim that the stative lexical headbe (or any of its syntactic projections)
licenseghe frequencyadjuncttwice, becausehe Aktionsart of be conflicts with the aspectual
requirementsf the adjunct.Instead|t appearshat the adjunctselectdor a particular Aktionsart
classandmodulateghe aspectuatonstrualf the verbaccordingly.

Third, the examplesn (2-4) show that aspectuakoercioneffectsareboth exocentric(as
in the caseof the temporaladjurcts) andendocentricasin the caseof the progressiveln the case
of the progressivethe auxiliary headoe selectdor agerundialVP complemenof the appropriate
aspectuatlass,forcing a perfective(activity) readingin caseslike (4). The conclusbon we can
drawfrom this is that aspectuabperatorsdo not havea uniform syntacticcharacterizatiornthe
semantideadof a constructiormay bethe syntacticheadasin (4), or it maynot be,asin (2-3).

Fourth,the examplesn (2-4) showthat coercio effectsarisefrom two distinct typesof
aspectualoperators.The first classof operators,which De Swart views as type selectors
analogousto determinergpp. 368-369),do not changethe aspectualclassof the verb or its
projection,but merelyrequires anargumenbof agivensituationtype. This typeis exemplifiedby
the two temporal adjunctsin (2-3). The secondtype belongsto the system of operators
describedy Herweg(1991: 969) as mapping Ostatdypes onto eventtypes and vice versaO.
This type is exemplifiedby the progressive What is importantfor our purposess that both
aspect-shiftingpperatorandaspect-selectingperatorcanmodulatehe aspectuapropertiesof
the situationradicalswith whichtheyarecombined.

It is my contentionherethat the constructionaimodelcaptureseachof thesefacts in a
generaland revealingway. It doesso by bringing syntax and semanticstogether.First, the
constructionaframeworkprovidesanintegratednonmodularpccounif the mechanisnthrough
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which aspectualoperatorscreate interpretive contexts: implicit quantizingis the result of

reconcilingthe meaningof a morphosyntacticonstructionwith the meaningof the verb which

combinesvith that constructionBoth the verb andthe constructiondende situationtypes,and
the verbshifts its designatiorasthe constructiorrequiresAs aresult, the constructionalccount
of coercionis highly parsimoniousratherthanrepresenting specialform of composition(as per

Jackendoff 1997a), coercion effects are by-products of the ordinary significations of

constructions.

Secondthe constructionabhccountavoidsthe needfor the kinds of semantico-pragmatic
Opatcheséduiredby the lexical-licensingmodel,sinceit is the construction ratherthan a lexical
head,which determinescombinatory possibilities for a given open-classelement.Thus, for
examplethe templatewhich licensedrequencyadverbscombineswith a perfectiveverb. While
the frequency-adverlsonstructionOcounts&3 a verbal projection (and has a verbal head),the
verbalheadmerely determinegexternal)syntacticcategory,not (internal) subcategorizationn
placeof (unilateral) subcategorizatiorthereis (bilateral) semanticconcord.In the frequency-
adverbconstructionthe adverlal adjunctcallsfor a perfectivesister, just asthe verblicensesa
frequencyadverbialwithin its valenceset. The formal mechanismwhich representghis mutual
OcallindorOor invocationfunction is unification.In the particularcaseof the frequeng-adverb
construction,unificationindicesconnectthe lexical verb with an eventvariablein the semantic
representatioof the adverb ensuringsemanticoncordoetweerthe verbandits adverbialsister.

Third, the constructionamodelcaptureshe two typesof coercioneffects,exocentricand
endocentricAs statedabove thereis no necessaryelationshipbetweenbeinga syntactichead
andbeingasemantidunctor,andlicensingbehaviotis not takenasa priori evidenceof syntactic
headstatus Whatcountsis the aspectuatestrictionplacedby the constructionon the verb with
whichit combinesSincecombinatiorin unificationgrammarhasnothingper seto dowith phrase
building, the syntacticheads not privilegedin the senseof beinga Ocore@®nstituent.

Fourth,thefact that therearetwo sourcesof coercioneffectsis a highly motivatedfact,
whenwe considetthe propertiesvhich aresharedoy type-selectingconstructionglike Indefinite
Determination) and type-shifting constructions (like the Progressive). Both kinds of
constructionglenotetypes,whetherentitiesor events,and placeconstraintsupon the lexically
expressedypeswith which they combine. These constraintsgive rise to type shifts when
conflict resolutionis required:word meaningsaccommodatdo the meaningsof constructions
with whichtheyarecombined.

In orderto morefully motivatethe constructionalaccountof aspectualcoercion,| will
contrastit to a compelling modular model of aspectualcoercion effects which involves the
interpolationof coercionoperatorsn semantiaepresentatiorl. will focusupon accountsof this
natureofferedby Jackendof{1997a)andDe Swart(1998).In section2, | will arguethat although
suchaccountsavoidthe pitfalls of lexical-licersingapproachegheydo not provide a constrained
modelof coercion sincetheyarenot anchoredn morphosyntaxin section3, | will describethe
alternative,construction-basednodel and its unification-basedimplementation,choosing as
illustrationsboth constructionsvhich build phrasese.g.,nounphrasesandthosewhich merely
determinelexical valence,e.g., argument-structureonstructions Many such constructionsare
templatic,in the sensethat they lack all lexical content,andthereforecannd be saidto express
any functor-argumentelation. For this reason,l will argue, coercionby constructionis not
merelythe syntacticanalogof coercionby operatorinterpolation.However,aswe will see,the
combinationof a constructionanda lexical item is analogousto application of a functor to an
argumentin a moregeneralsensein casef semanticconflict, the latter accommodate$o the
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former, rather than vice versa. This fundamentalasymmetryis capturedby an interpretive
constraintwhich | will formulate as the Override Principle. In section 4, | will model a
representativeset of aspectualconstructionsfocusing not only on aspectualadjuncts(e.g.,
frequencyadverbials)and periphrasticaspectqe.g.,the Progressivand Perfectconstrudbns),
but alsoinflectionally expresse@spectuatategoriedike the Frenchimparfait, as describedoy
De Swart (1998) and Michaelis (1998). Following De Swart, | will treat these inflectional
categoriesisaspectuallysensitivetensesHowever,| will rejectthe viewNimplicit in De SwartOs
modelNthat aspectuakensitivityis a propertyof certaintenseoperatorsin certainlanguages.
Instead,| will argue aspectuaselectionis what tenseconstructionsNincludingfor example the
English pasttenseNintrinsically do. In section5, | will concludewith observationsaboutthe
relevanceof the constructionalmodelto semantictheory, andin particularto the questionof
whethercoercioneffectsareor arenot compositional.

2. CoercionasOperator Insertion

Jackendoff{1997a:49) proposeshat syntacticallytransparentomposition,as representedy
thelexical-licensingapproachis a defaultwithin a wider array of options,which herefersto as
ENRICHEDCOMPOSITION The aspecbf enrichedcompositionwhich pertainsto the modelingof
coercioneffectsis describedasfollows:

The conceptuaktructureof asentencenay contain,in additionto the conceptuakontent
of its LCSs|[lexical-conceptuaktructures]other materialthat is not expressedexically,
but that mustbepresentin conceptuaktructure]...] in orderto achievewell-formedness
in the compositionof the LCSsinto conceptuaktructure (ibid)

This modelprovides an elegantway of talking about coercion caseslike that involving the
indefinitearticle,e.g.,a beer Whenan entity in conceptuaktructureis not a suitableargument
for afunctor, F

The processof compositioninterpolatesa OcoercingunctionOG to createinsteadthe
structureF(G(X)), whereX is asuitableargumenfor G, and G(X) is a suitableargument
for F. (p.53)

In the caseat hand,the coercingfunction would havethe effect of deriving a counttype from a

masstype, makingbeerasuitableargumentor the operatorrepresentedyy the indefinitearticle.
The interpdated-functionmodel successfullyextricatesthe two head properties mentioned
aboveNthat of being a syntactic head, i.e., determiningthe distributional propertiesof the

phrasalprojection,andthat of beinga semantichead,i.e., calling for an argumentof a particular
type (Zwicky 1985, Croft 1996). In other words, the indefinite article, while it does not

determinehe syntacticdistributionof its phrasalprojection,canneverthelesbesaidto OaskorO
a nominal sister denotinga boundedentity. The interpolatedfunction would havethe effect of

providing the requiredtype of argumentfor the indefinite article. Thus, for example, the

determinersome which requires an unboundedentity as its argument, can trigger the

interpolationof anoperatomwhoseeffectis to deriveanunboundedype from a boundedone,as
in somefish. (De SwartO$998modelof coercioneffectsis relevantlysimilar.)
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In representinghe semanticconstraintsimposed by nonheadsgnriched composition
makesit possible to descrile a wider array of interpretive phenomenathan does strict
compositionalone.However, on JackendoffOaccount,there no obvious relationshipbetween
strict and enrichedcomposition. The two modelsof interpretationare different in kind, since
enrichedrepresentationgdo not appeato owe anythingto the syntacticconfigurationsin which
the particularfunctor appearsJackendofimakesclearthat enrichedcompositionis an operation
which occurs at conceptualstructureNone which he admits considerablycomgicates the
interfacebetweersyntacticstructureandconceptuastructure(p. 50). The enriched-composition
modelthereforeappeargo violate a criterion on semantictheory that Jackendofthimself has
advocatedthe GRAMMATICAL CONSTRAINT. This constraith holds that syntactic structure
encodesemanticstructureefficiently, andthat thereforethe two levelsshould be represented
isomorphically(Jackendoffl983:14).

If we abideby the grammaticalconstraint,we must assumethat enrichedcomposition,
like strict composition,is a direct productof the interpretive instructions provided by syntax.
That is, we would assumethat the constraintwhich requiressemanticconcord betweenthe
syntacticsistersin the stringa bottleis alsowhat underliesthe coecedinterpretationfoundin a
beer If this concordconstraintis statedfor a rule of morphosyntacticombinationwe capture
an important generalization: one combinatory mechanism underlies both coercion and
instantiation. Under the proposalthat enrichel composition is syntactic, the operation of
coercioneffectsis constrainedin a way that it is not otherwise.Jackendoffrecognizesthe
constraintproblem.He observegshat thereis aneedo delimit the classof coercionoperatorsand
constraintheir operation.In particular,heobserves:

In designinga logical languagejt would be bizarreto sprinkleit so liberally with special
purposedevicesWhatis it aboutthe designof naturallanguagehat allows us to leaveso
many idiosyncratic bits of strudure unexpressedusing, as it were, conventionalized
abbreviations®p. 67).

He alsoraisesthe possibility that rulesof enrichedcompositionmight Oinsertirbitrary material
into arbitrary arrangements(bid). De Swart(1998:361)seeksto avoid suchovergeneratiorby
assuminghat a coercionoperatoris introducedonly whenthereis atriggerfor it. This strategy
leadsoneto questionwhatthetriggersare.De Swartdoesnot identify them, but throughouther
expositionthe triggersarespecificlinguistic expressionse.g.,durationaladverbialsike for eight
hours whichwhencombinedwith a perfectivepredicationlike Johnplay- the sonatatrigger the
insertionof animperfectivizing operator,whose naturalinterpretationin this contextinvolves
iteration. Another trigger assumedby De Swart is progressivemorphology. Progressivized
statives like Susans liking this play, requirethe interpolationof a coercionoperator,Cgq, Which
convertsthe stateradicalSusarlike- this playinto adynamicone. The dynamicvariableobtained
by coercionis appropriatenput for the progressiveperatorwhile a statevariablewould not be
(p- 363).

The operator-basednodelof coercionprovidesan explicit modelof the relevanteffects
usingtype-shiftingoperators of a motivatednature.As De Swart observeg(p. 360), linguists
generally refer to mappings betweenthe two Osupercategoriestd event and state when
describingthe functionsof aspectuaéxpressionsike the progressiveand perfect periphrasesand
durational adverbials(see also Herweg 1991). The operator-basednodel also allows for a
compositionalsemanticf coercion,althoughnot onebasedon strict lexical licensing,in which
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elementswithin a phrasearelicensedonly by a syntactichead,as a perfectiveverb licensesa
frequencyadverbiallike twice. The primary problemwith operator-basednodelsof coercionis

the extremelypowerful indexing mechanismwhich they seemto require.By enablinga given
(linguistically expressedpperatoito invokea givencoercionoperatoron an Oaseededbasiswe
do not therebyensurethat that this coercionoperatorwill appearonly whereneededWhat, for

example,is to preventanimperfectivizingoperatorfrom applying to an eventradical whereit

should not? What is to preventus from proposing, for example,that it has applied in the
interpretatiorof asentencdéike Johnplayedthe sonatalast night, yielding a (highly implausible)
iterative reading? Coercion effects may be morphosyntactically invisible, but if their
representatiorowes nothing to morphosyntaxit is not obvious how one can constrainthe
applicationof the operatorsisedio modelthe effects.

An additionalaspectof the indexing problem involves GAPS in the systemof coercion
operatorsThe modularapproacho coercioncannotobviously accountfor the failure of a given
languagdo employ agivenaspectuatoercionoperatorDe Swartpointsout (p. 363, fn. 12) that
Englishlacksan OimperfectivizingédercionoperatorCys, andattributesthis gapto the fact that

Englishlacksgrammaticallyexpressed@dspectuabperatorghat requirenondynamiceventualities
asinput. If an approachis truly modular,however,the existenceof an elementof semantic
representatiorshould not dependupon facts aout the grammaticalinventory. Modularity

further preventsus from using morphosyntacticfacts as a basis for distinguishing among
elementsof semanticrepresentationWhile De Swart draws several principled distinctions
betweenmorphosyntacticallyexpresed eventuality-typeshifters (e.g., the progressive)and
coercionoperatorg(p. 360), in semantiaepresentatiothe two typesof functorsare per force
identical, whateverad hoc notationalconventionsone might useto distinguishthem.In light of

theforegoingconsiderationst seemgeasonabléo abandorapproaches which coerciontakes
placein a Osemantiamiodule(Since construction-basednodelsof syntax have already been
shownto provide concretemodelsof exocentriclicensingphenomenaincludng those involving

argumentstructure,it is a shortintuitive leapto the conclusionthat aspectualcoercioneffects
arisefrom the interpretiveinstructionsprovidedby symbolicsyntacticpatterns.

3. Coercionvia Construction: Concord and Shift Constructions

My centralclaim in this paperis that coercioneffects,including aspectuabnes,comefrom the
modulationof lexical meaningby constructionswith which those lexical items combine. The
mechanisnusedto modelthe combinatiorof constructionsvith lexical itemsis UNIFICATION, as
describedy Fillmore etal.to appearandKay & Fillmore 1999.Unificationof constructionsan
grosslybe describedn termsof a metaphorinvolving the superimpositionof slides.A lexical
entry canbe superimposedipon a construction(or vice versa)as long as the semanticand
syntacticspecificationson eachslide OshowthroughONthatis, provided there is no conflict
amongthe specificationson the slidesin the stack. The specificationgake the form of attribute
value matrices:a list of syntactic (syn) and semantic(sen) attributes (both relational and
intrinsic) with exactlyonevalueassignedo each(includingthe value[ ], or unspecified). Among
the valuesof the semattribute are the attributesINDEX and FRAME. The value of the index
attributeis the referentialindex of the expressionThe valueof the frame attributeis the set of
relationsandparticipantroleswhichjointly definethetype of the expressionThe constructions
themselvearerepresenteds box diagrams Eachbox correspondso a nodein a tree-structure



12

representatiomndcontainsanattribute-valuamatrix. In a branchingconstruction,a lexical entry
unifieswith asingledaughteboxwithin the construction.The topmostattribute-vale matrix of
the constructiorrepresentshe externalsyntax and semanticof the constructionNthatis, what
instancef this constructionOcountasOThe traditional conceptionof a lexical headNasthe
determinanbf the syntacticcategoryandsemantidype of its projectionNplaysa limited role in
this model, as a default® Accordingly, lexical licensingis replacedby constructionallicensing;
constructionstatherthanlexical items,arethe determinant®f valency.

Unification is usedto representa semanticdependencybetweentwo or more types
which figure in the statemenbf a construction.Whenthereis a concordrequirementwithin a
branching construction,the two daughterboxeswill containidentical atomic values for the
relevantattributes Whenarangeof valuess possible,aconcordrequiremenwill beindicatedby
a unification variable,a numberedoound sign # precedingthe empty brackets,e.g., #1. For
example eachof thetwo daughteconstituentsn the Determinationconstruction(the article and
the nominalhead)carrieghe attribute-valugoair plural # ] (Fillmore etal.to appearch.3). This
concordrequirementulesout suchtokensas*thesepersonand*this persons Functor-argument
relationsarerepresentedby the VALENCE attribute. The valueof the valenceattributeis the set
of argumentsvhich a lexical daughter(or its projection) requires,with intrinsic and relational
informationgiven for eachmemberof the valenceset. An argumentof a functor (e.g.,averb)is
representedsthe daughtemhich unifies semanticallywith a memberof the valenceset of its
sister, the functor. In the caseof functors which are expressedy nonprojectablesyntactic
categoriese.g.,affixesanddeterminersthe valencesetwill havea cardinaity of one.While some
implementationsof unification-basedConstruction Grammar,e.g., Kay & Fillmore 1999 (as
describedn fn. 3), equateany failure of unification with ill formedness| assumea coercion
mechanismwhereby constructionalrequirements(e.g., semanticconstraintsupon the head
daughterOwinoutOover lexical featureswhen the lexical item and constructionhave different
valuesfor a given attribute.This accommodatiormechanismwill be describedas the Override
Principlebelow.

As mentimed in section 1 above, we distinguish between two major types of
constructionsthosewhich SELECT for a particularlexical categoryand those which SHIFT the
designatiorof a particular lexical category.l will referto constructionsof the former type as
CONCORD CONSTRUCTIONS, and constructionsof the latter type as SHIFT CONSTRUCTIONS
This distinction is basedon TalmyOsseminal 1988 paper, OTheRelation of Grammarto
CognitionOlIn that paper,Talmy focuseson universaldifferencesin the inventory of concepts
expressethy open-versusclosed-clasglementsandin particularon the natureof the semantic
interaction betweengrammaticaland lexical elements.Three major claims of that paper are
relevanthere.First, grammatical(closed-classjorms (e.g., determinersinflectional markers)are
meaning-bearinglementsSecondtheir meaningsaredistinct from those of open-clasqlexical)
elementsAnd third, their meaningsmay CONFLICT with those of open-classelementswith
which they arecombined.Examplesof conflict involving determinatiorare given in boldfacein
(8-9):

(8) Shehada beer.
(9) Give mesomeblanket!

In eachof theseexamplesafunctortakesaninappropriateargumente.g.,acounttermin (9), but
theresultis coherentSincewe presumablydo not wish to admitunrestrainedexical polysemy,
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we avoidpositingspecialad hochounsensesn suchcasesg.g.,a massterm blanketin the case
of (9). Talmy, andmany others,haveproposeda generalprinciple which | will describenereas
the OVERRIDE PRINCIPLE. This s givenin (10):

(10) The Override Principle. If a lexical item is semanticallyincompatiblewith its
syntacticcontext,the meaningof the lexical item conformsto the meaningof the
structurein whichit is embedded.

Principle (10) underliesthe interpretive phenomenonwhich Talmy refers to as IMPLICIT

CONVERSION Implicit conversionis a SIDE EFFECT of the ordinary semiotic function of
grammaticalmarkerslike the indefinite article. On this understandingimplicit corversionis
identical to the coercion effects describedby Jackendoff,De Swart and others. However,
principle (10) targetsa broaderarray of phenomenahan doesTalmyOsnodelor those models
which arebasedon the interpolationof coercionoperatorsNoticethat principle (10) refersto

semantiancompatibility betweena lexical item andits syntacticcontext,ratherthan merely to

the lack of conformity betweena particularlexical item anda given grammaticalformative, e.g.,
the indefinite article. If, as in construction-basegemantics,grammaticalformativeslike the
indefinitearticleareseenasthe semanticheadsof (partially lexically filled) constructiong(see
Figure 1 below), then grammatical formatives are also grammatical constructions,and the
OverridePrinciple subsumedhe classiccasesof coercion(implicit conversion).However,the
principle in (10) is also intendedto apply to casesof coercionwhich cannot plausibly be
analyzedn termsof functor-argumentelations.Onesuchcasds givenin (11):

(11) Youhaveapple onyour shirt.

In (11), the word appledenotesa masstype which it would not ordinarily denote.Whatis the
sourceof that coercedinterpretation?Thereis no determineior modifier which callsfor it. The
verbalsisterof the nominal,have,cannotbe saidto coercethe massinterpretationeither, since
this verbdoesnot selectfor a masstype. Instead,the coercedinterpretationarisesfrom the fact
that a grammatical-functiorole assignedy the verbis filled by a bare nominal. The licensing
relationshipbetweena given verb and a nominal which expressesn internal argumentof that
verbis representedby the VP constructiondescribedby Fillmore etal. to appear:ch.5. The VP
constructionlicensescombinationscontaning a lexical head verb and one or more phrasal
complementswhether these are argumentsor adjuncts.The VP label is taken literally: an
intransitiveverblike disappearwould, in the absencef adjuncts simply unify directly with the
Subject-Predicateonstruction(Theproblemdisappearejiratherthan representindoth a lexical
verbandaverbphrase asrequiredby traditionalXO-basethodels The VP constructioncaptures
lexical projectionby providingthat the valenceset of the lexical verbis a subset(potentially a
propersubset)f the valencevalueof the VP construction.The VP constructionrequiresthat all
sistersof the headverbrepresenmMAXIMAL categories. Maximal nounsarethosewhich refer, in
the senseof introducingexistentially quantified or anaphoricallylinked variablesinto semantic
representationSince maximality is a lexical feature,a noun will be markedfor one of three
maximality valuesin the lexicon,dependingiponlexical class.If alexicalnounis to unify directly
with the VP constructionjt musteitherbearthe lexical feature[+maximal] (asdoesa pronoun)or
have no value for the maximality feature. The only lexical nouns which are unmarkedfor
maximality arethosewhich denotemasstypes(Fillmore et al. to apper: ch. 3). Via featureco-
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occurrenceaestrictions,a negativevaluefor the featureBOUNDED entailsan UNSPECIFIED value
for maximality. This type of underspecificatiors usedto capturethe fact that a massnoun may
serveeither as a grammaticalfunction via direct unification with one of severalinstantiation
constructions,e.g., the VP construction, or as a sister in one of several determination
constructionse.g., Definite Determination What this meanss that a noun cancombinethe VP
constructiononly if this noun designatean unbounded(mass)type. Since the noun apple
designatesa boundedtype, it must shift its designationin order to unify with the VP
constructionasin (11). Thus, the massinterpretationin (11) involvesthe resolutionof corflict
betweerthe meaningof aword andthe meaningof asyntacticpattern.This conflictis resolvedin
favor of the meaningof the syntacticpatternasperthe OverridePrinciple.lt is the construction,
rather than the semanticvalency of a particular functor, which instructs the interpreter to
constructamassnterpretatiorof applein (11).

Anothertype of licensingrelationshipwhichis mediatedy aconstructiorwithin the CG
frameworkis the relationshipbetweeraverbandthe thematicroleswhich that verb assignsThe
relevantconstructionsrethe argument-structureonstructionsas describedy Goldberg(1995)
anddiscussedn sectionl above.Theseconstructionsarethe sourceof mismatchedbetweenthe
eventtype denotedoy the headverbandthe eventtype denotedby the sentenceAn exampleof
suchamismatchs givenin (12):

(12) It worked,sir! Weboredthemright out of the game.(Marcie, Peanutsl0/97)

In (12),theverbbore, whichis otherwiseabivalentverblicensingstimulusandexperienceroles,
assignsan agent,a theme,anda goal. Accordingly, the sentencérasa construalin which boring
peopleis the meansby which their motion is effected.Under GoldbergOmodel, this meaning
resultsfrom the combinationof the verb bore with an argument-structureonstructionwhich
denotescausatiorof a changeof state. The valenceset licensedby this constructionproperly
includeghe valencesetlicensedby the verb. The combinatiorof verb and constructionresultsin
augmentatiorof the verbalvalence,and reconstrualof the verbOsargumentsaccordingto the
SemanticCoherencePrinciple:compatiblethematicrolesarefused. The nonfusedthematicroles
arethosecontributedexclusivelyby the construction(Goldberg1995:50-51).1t is only oncewe
acceptthe ideathat a syntacticpatternmay denotean eventtype that we canspeakof sucha
patternasassigninghematicrolesaboveandbeyondthosecontributedby the verb.

While we have focused on mismatcheslike (12) in motivating GoldbegOstheory,
INSTANCES play a crucial role as well. Instancesare predicationsin which the projection
propertiesof the verb andof the constructionareidentical. Instancesconstituteno challengeto
lexical-headlicensing.In the caseof the causativeconstructionexemplifiedin (12), predications
whoseheadverbis the causativeverb put areinstancesasin, e.g, Sheput themoutside The
argumentstructureof putis identical to that of the construction.The very fact that instances
exist suggestgha mismatchesare appropriatelytreated as casesof coercion. This in turn
suggeststhe appropriatenes®f an analogy betweenargument-structureconstructionsand
functors like the indefinite articleNan analogywhich Goldberg exploits when she identifies
constructionswith closed-classexpressions(pp. 39-43). For our purposes,the fact that
argument-structur@atternscreatecoercedinterpretationsprovides further evidencethat the
OverridePrincipleis beststatedin termsof word-constructiorinteractiors, ratherthan functor-
argumentrelationsalone.Thereis no particular functor involved in coercion caseslike (12).
Instead the modulationof meanings the resultof the verbOsonformity to alinking pattern.
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Formally, theselinking patternsare verblevel constructionswhich are OsuperimposedO

uponthe lexical entriesof verbs.This unificationhasthe effectof augmentingvhat Fillmore et al.

(to appear)referto asthe MINIMAL VALENCE of the verb (the repertoire of semanticroles
licensedby the verb). Whena verbOdexical entry unifieswith oneor morelinking constructions
theresultis aFULLY SPECIFIEDverbalvalencejn which eachsemantiaole of theverbis assigned
agrammaticalfunction. Crucially, aswe haveseen the thetaframelicensedby the construction
may properly include that licensedby the verb. Figure 1 combinescompatible proposalsof
Fillmore et al. (to appear:ch.8) andGoldberg(1995:ch.7):
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Figure 1. The Caused-Motion construction

As shownin Figure 1, the Caused-Motiorconstructionspecifiesonly oneargumentinking: the
thematicrole of goalis linkedto an obliquegrammaticalfunction. The linking of the remaining
argumentslependsupon whetherthis constructionunifieswith the Passive constuctionor the
Active construction.Thesetwo linking constructionsare mutually incompatible. The Passive
constructionrequiresthat the highest-rankinghematicrole be linked to an oblique grammatical
function. The Active constructionrequiresthat a nondistinguishedargument(i.e., non highest-
rankingargumentpelinkedto the Objectgrammaticafunction.n eithercase the highest-ranking
unlinked role will receive the Subjectgrammaticalfunction, which must be assignedto one
argumentasper the SubjectPrinciple (Fillmore et al. to appear:ch. 8). Whatis relevantfor our
purposedereis the attributeintegrate whosevalueis the set of verb-constructionntegration
relationslicensedby the construction.As describedoy Goldberg (1995 ch. 7), the Caused-
Motion constructionpermits both instanceand meansrelations.The particularrelationselected
is determinedy the verbitself. As mentionedyerbswhich areinstancesof the constructional
semanticse.g.,make licenseathetaframeidenticalto that of the constructionVerbswhich have
a meansrelationto the constructionlicensea valenceset which is properly included by the
constructionOglenceset. This is the casein (12). We view (12) as a caseof coercionsimply
becauséhe Caused-Motiorconstructionjike the indefinitearticle,canandtypically doesmerely
exhibitsemanticoncordwith the open-clas®lementvhichcombineswith it. In (12), concordis
Oforced®ia the OverridePrinciple,asis the countreadingof the nounpuddingin the nominal
constructa pudding Concord,or the achievemenbf concord,involvesvalencematchingin the
argument-structureaseThis meanghat we mustrecognizeconcordrequirementss facts about
grammaticalpatterns not merelyfunctars. Accordingly, we will view coercioneffectsthrough
thelensof the constructionaframework while understandinghat many sucheffectscanalsobe
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seenasinvolving the resolutionof conflict betweenthe requirement®f a given functor and the
particularelementvith whichthat functoris paired.

Whetherframedin terms of constructionsor functor-argumentelations,a theory of
coercionmust capturethe difference betweenimplicit and explicit type shifting, the latter of
whichis referredo by Talmy asEXPLICIT CONVERSION Explicit conversions not a side effect
but a function that the grammaticalconstructionis designedto perform. Explicit conversionis
describedn (13):

(13) Explicit conversion A shift in the designatiorof a lexical item (or its projection)
by agrammaticaconstructiorwith whichthat lexical expressions conventionally
combined.

Examplesof explicitconversioraregivenin (14-15):

(14) Shetook a pieceof bread.
(15) Theyboughtpencils

In (14),the Partitiveconstructionis usedto expressa counttype which constitutesa portion of
amasstype® In (15), the Plural constructionis usedto denotean unboundedplexity whose
subunitsareof the type denotedby the syntactichead.In construction-basedyntax, TalmyOs
meaning-bearinggrammaticalunits like the plural suffix are seenas the semanticheads of
PARTIALLY LEXICALLY FILLED CONSTRUCTIONS

Again, asin the caseof implicit conversionye havereasorto describeexplicit conversion
with respecto constrictionsratherthanmerelywith respectto functor-argumentelations.The
reasoragaininvolvesargument-structureonstructionsThe Wayconstructiondescribedn detail
by Levin & Rapoport(1988), Jackendoff(1990), Goldberg (1995) and Israel (1996), anong
others,providesanexampleof explicit conversionnvolving the augmentatiorof verbalvalency.
Examplesof this constructiomaregivenin (16-17):

(16) Shetalkedherway into the shareholderg@eeting.

(17) [A]nyonewho haseverhadthe occasiorto observethe averageAmericanfamily
astheysnacktheir way towardthe departuregate|...J(FranLebowitz, Vanity Fair
10/97)

The meaningof the Wayconstruction,asdescribedy the aforementioneduthors,involvesthe
motion of anagentcreatinga pah by meansof someactivity or in a particularmannerNin the
caseof (16-17),talking andsnacking,respectively.The verbalhead,an intransitive, denotesan
activity whichdoesnot involvedirectedmotion (e.g.,neithertalking nor snackingnvolve direced
motion). The eventdenotedoy the constructionis anactof motionalonga path.Thereis no verb
which licensesa thetaframeidenticalto that of the Wayconstruction.In fact, verbswhich do
denotedirectedmotioninherentlyarenot welcomedby the constructionasshownin (18-19):

(18) ??Hewalkedhisway into the meeting.
(19) ??Sheanherway alongthe shore.



17

Whatthis meanss that the Wayconstructionis inherentlyatype-shiftingdevice,sincethe event
type denotedby the constructionis alwaysdistinct from that denotedby the verb with which
the constructioncombinesin Figure 2, | give a representatiorof the Wayconstructionwhich
reflectsits role asa type-shiftingdevice:the set of verb-constructionntegrationrelationsdoes
not includethe instancerelation:
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Figure 2. TheWay-construction

We will have causeto observethat constructionswhich perform explicit conversion
typically perform this function in a quasi-iconicfashion. These constructionsare generally
phrasalandthe phrasecontainsa headanda complemenof distinct types.The headdetermines
the type denotedby the construction.The Partitive and Progressiveconstructionsas we will
see,conformto this description.However,our brief examinationof the Wayconstructionhas
shownthat explicit conversionvia constructiondoesnot requirethe existenceof a siserhood
relation.Explicit conversiorentailsonly that the constructiondenotesa type distinct from that
denotedoy thelexical (open-classgxpressiomwith whichthe constructioncombines.

Keepingin mind the broaderpicture of type shifting which we have developedin our
examinationof two argument-structureonstructions,we can now turn to those (branching)
constructionsvhichmostcloselyresembleaspectuatonstructionsnominal constructions! will
briefly discussthree representativeconstructions: INDEFINITE DETERMINATION, PLURAL and
PARTITIVE . Theseformulationsarebasedn thosein Fillmore et al. (to appearch. 3).
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Figure 3. The Indefinite Determination construction

The IndefiniteDeterminatiorconstructionis shownin Figure 3. The articlehasa valence
requirementcalling for a noun which carriescertain values for the attributes boundedness,
configurationandnumber.Thesevaluesmust matchthose of the nominal sister. The nominal
sisteris the syntactichead put the articlerestrictsthe sematic type of its nominal sister. How
dowe represena NP like a bottle? We saythat this stringinstantiateshe constructionthe input
lexical item sharessemantideaturevalueswith the construction.How do we modela coercion
effectlike the NP a bee? This is a casein which the concordrequirementolding betweenthe
daughterss violated.In accordancevith the OverridePrinciple,the relevantfeaturevaluesof the
input nounwill changeto thoserequiredoy the construction.The meanghat a nomiral like beer
will receivea[count+] valuein combinatiorwith the IndefiniteDeterminatiorconstruction.
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Figure 4. The Plural construction
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The Pluralconstructionis shownin Figure4.!! The plural suffix, like the indefinite article,
hasa valencerequirementwhich calls for a nominal having particular valuesfor the attributes
boundedness;onfigurationand number.The nominal sister showsthesesamevalues.Here,the
functorOsequirementsire capturedthroughunificationof the semanticfeaturesof functor and
argumentHowever,thereis no casein which the input lexical item and the constructionitself
will shareall valuedfor therelevantsemfeatures(By relevantherel mearthe setof semfeatures
which excludesthe referentialindex.) This constructionshifts the BOUNDEDNESSVvalue of the
input noun to [bounded-], producing forms like bottles However, this construction has
somethingcrucial in commonwith constructionslike Indefinite Determination: it requires
semanticconcordbetweenits two daughtersvith regardto the boundednessonfiguration,and
numberattributes Whenthe input noundoesnot matchthe semantideaturevaluesrequestedy
the plural suffix, we havecoercion,asin beers As perthe OverridePrinciple, conflict is resolved
in favor of grammaticalmeaning.A similar point can be madewith regardto the Partitive
constructionwhoserepresentatiors givenin Figure5:
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Figure 5. The Partitive construction

This constructiondenotesacounttype whichis a portionof amasstype. The masstype
is expressethy anundeterminedominalwhich is a prepositionalobject. Thus, for exampe, the
NP a cup of tea expresses unit of what would otherwisebe a masstype. This is explicit
conversionThis constructionalsoperformsimplicit conversionas a predictableside effect of
semantiaunificationrequirementslmplicit conversion(or, equivalently, coercion)is illustrated
by constructdike a shredof blanket The noun blanket ordinarily a count noun, is implicitly
reconstruedas a masstype in the contextof the Partitive construction.This is so becausdhe
partitive prepositionof hasavalencerequirementalling for anominaltypewhich is [bounded-].
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Concordbetweerthe Oinput@minalandthe valencerequiremenof the prepositionof, which is
mandatedby the Partitive constructionrequiresanoverrideof the [bounded+]valueof the input
nominal.This resultsin the massconstrual asper the OverridePrinciple!?

Constructionsthat inherently perform type shifts differ from those which do not
inherentlydo so. We capturethis differenceby assuminghe aforementionedlistinction between
concordconstructionsandshift constructionsThesetwo categoriearedefinedin (20-21):

(20) Concordconstruction A constructionwhich denotesthe samekind of entity or
eventasthelexical expressiomwith which it is combined.In the caseof branching
constructionsthe constructionandits lexical daughterhavethe samevaluesfor
the relevantsemanticfeatures.EXAMPLES: The Caused-Motionconstruction,
IndefiniteDeterminationsomedeterminatiort®

(21) Shift construction. A constructionwhich denotesa different kind of entity or
event from the lexical expressionwith which it is combined.In the case of
branchingconstructionsthe constructionandits lexical daughterhave different
valuesfor the relevantsemanticfeatures.EXAMPLES: The Way construction,
Partitive,Plural.

Tablel compareghetwo typesof constructionslt showsthatthe two typesoverlapin
function, sinceboth typesperformimplicit conversionWhy shouldthis overlap exist?In the
caseof functor-argumenteldions, as representedin the construction-basedramework by
sisterhood the basisof this overlapis easyto see.Both concordand shift constructionshave
unification requirementswhich involve semanticagreementbetween daughters? Since the
Override Principle, as a constrainton conflict resolution,is potentially operative wherevera
construction cross-lists semantic requirements the principle necessarily applies to shift
constructionsswell

CONSTRUCTIONT YPE Implicit conversion Explicit convergon
Concordconstructions yes(via(10)) no
Shift constructions yes(via (10)) yes

Table 1. Comparison of the two types of constructions

Thenominalconstructiongliscussedh this sectioninvolve fundamentapropertiesof an
entityOsdistribution over space.Given the fundamentalanalogy between space and time
(Jackendoff1983, Talmy 1988), aspectologistshave beeninclined to exploit the parallels
betweenentities, which occupy space,and situations, which obtain or occur over time. The
proposalthat thereare parallelsbetweenmassentities and states,on the one hand,and count
entitiesandevents,on the other, hasbeenfundamentato aspectualtheory (Mourelatos1978,
Langackerl987,1991). And sincenominal syntaxis usedto performboth implicit and explicit
conversionit is plausibleto proposethat aspectuabyntaxfunctionsin this way aswell. In the
nextsectionwe will explorethe constructionamodelof thosecoercioneffectswhich involve the
event-statalistinction.
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3. The AspectualData

The construction-basedhodelof syntaxwhich was outlinedin the previoussectionprovidesa
unified andstraightforwardaccountof aspectuatoerciongroducedby both shift and concord
constructions.As we have seen, both shift and concord constructons contain concord
requirementsT he bilateral natureof concordentailsthat both syntacticheadsandnonheadsre
licensors.Accordingly, all coercion effects, whether endocentricor exocentric,have a single
sourcein semantiaepresentationa constrictional concordrequirementFurther, both coercion
andinstantiationare subsumedindera single modelof semanticcomposition,sinceboth strict
andenrichedmodesof compositionare representedas concordrequirementsn constructions.
Finally, sinceshift and concordconstructionsbehaveidentically with respectto the Override
Principle (10), we predict overlapsin function which in fact occur. That is, when a concord
constructionanda shift constructiondenotethe samesemantiaype, the two construt¢ions can
be usedto perform the sametype shift. In the domainof nominal syntax, both the Partitive
constructionand Indefinite Determinationcanbe usedto denoteportions,asin a cup of coffee
versusa coffee In the domainof aspectuasyntax,thereareanalogoudunctionaloverlaps.These
canbeidentifiednot only within the grammarof agivenlanguagebut alsotypologically. As | will
argue, the shift-concord distinction provides a revealing model of partial overlap between
exponent®f imperfectivty in EnglishandRomance.

Let usnow turn to thetreatmentof aspectuatoercioneffectsin the constructionalmodel.
This discussionwill presupposehe generalcharacterizatiorgiven in the introduction to the
coercioncaseexemplifiedin (2-4). These examplesarerepeatedereas(22-24):

(22) | wasoutsidetwicetoday.
(23) Theywere boredin ten minutes.
(24) | amliving on PearlStreet.

I will now adda fourth exampleto this dataset, involving an aspectualoperatorNthe English
perfectNwhich hasnot generallybeenviewedasperformingimplicit conversionThis exampleis
givenin (25):

(25) IOvebeenrich andiOvebeen poor.

The English perfect, as describedoy Herweg(1991), De Swart (1998), Michaelis (1998) and
others,performsexplidt type shifting. In the terms developedhere,it is a shift construction.
Thereis generalaccordin the literature concerningthe type shift performedby the perfect
aspectwhich canbeformulatedasfollows: perfectpredicationsdenotethat statewhich follows

the culminationof the eventdenotedby the participial VP, asin, e.g., The Eagle has landed

Variousstativity diagnosticsincluding the whenclauseinterpretationtest exemplified in (5-7)

above,confirm the stativity of perfect predications.The examplesin (26-28) show contrasts
yieldedby the whentest:

(26) Wehadfinishedour discussiorwhenshecamein.
(27) Wewereasleepvhenshecamein.
(28) Wefinishedour discussiorwhenshecamein.
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The past-perfectnainclausen (26) entailsthat discussiorwasgoingon prior to herarrival. This
sameype of entailmenis associateavith the stative mainclausen (27): sleepingwas goingon
prior to herarrival. By contrastthe perfectivemainclausen (28) could not describea situation
which beganprior to the pastreferencetime: the finishing eventis subsequento the arrival.
Whatthis showsis that perfectsentencedike progressivesentencesareimperfectivesentences.

The perfect,however presentsertainanalyticcomplexitieswhichgobeyondits role asa
stativizingdevice.The first suchcomplexityis the apparentlynoncompositionalnteractionof
tense(asexpressetby the auxiliary) andanterioraspec{asexpressetby the past-participiaVP)
in the caseof the Oresultatepresenperfect,asreflectedn constraintsnvolving adverbialtime-
specification,temporal discourse,and focus-presuppositiortonstructions(see Comrie 1976,
Klein 1992, Michaelis 1998: ch. 5, inter alia). For example, present-perfecpredicationsare
incompatiblewith adverbial specificationof eventtime, as in *He has beenborn in 1973
althoughnothingin the semanticsvould seemto bar this.*® The presentperfectis not a true
relative tense, since it expressesanteriority with respectto the present, a deictically fixed
interval.If the presenperfect,onits resultativereading,cannotbe distinguishedrom the simple
past on truth-functional grounds, their divergent behaviorsrequire a discourse-pragmatic
explanation(Heny 1982:154)} One sud explanatiorinvolvesa privative oppositionbetween
the presentperfect and simple past. For example,Michaelis (1998: ch. 5) proposeghat the
presentperfectrequiresexistentialratherthan anaphoridinding of the relevanteventvariable,
while the pasttenseallowseitherform of binding.

The second analytic problem presentedby the perfect involves the appropriate
characterizatiorof the Ocurrentelevance@nplication commonly associatedwith the perfect-
form predications. Although some authors, including De Swart (1998: 354), identify this
implicationwith a resultant-statentailmenttwo widely recognizedusageof the perfect, the
existential and continuative uses, lack this entailment. These two usages,along with the
resultativeusage areexemplifiedfor the presentperfectin (29-31).For eachusagean example
sentenceds given in (a), a prosedescription of the usageis given in (b), and a semi-formal
semantigepresentatiorhaseduponMcCawley(1971,1981),is givenin (c):

(29) Resultative

a. The personsesponsibléhavebeenterminated.

b. OAesultof auniquepasteventobtainsnow.O o

C. _le: Event(e) _!t: t<now [Culminate-at(e, t) & OeQesult state holds
nowQ]

(30) Existential

a. WeOveavethis argumenbefore.

b. OOner moreeventsof agiventype culminatedwithin atime span whose
upperboundaryis the present.O

C. _e: Event (e) _t: t<now [Culminate-at (e,t)] & Oeis repeatableat

present®]

(31) Continuative
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a. WeOveeensitting in traffic for anhour.

b. OAstate obtainedthroughoutan interval whose upper boundary is the
present.O

C. _le: State-phasée) !t [Culminate-at(e,t) & Otmmediatelyprecedeshe
present®)

The commondenominatoof Ocurremnelevance® hereseenas a semantico-pragmatigariable
whose valuesare distinct conventionalimplicata involving the present.These implicata are
representedy the conjunctsin single quotesin (c). In accordancewnith McCawley (1971), |
assumehat the perfect constructioncan be characterizeds ambiguouswith respectto these
meanings.A given instanceof the construction may be ambiguous,e.g., with regad to
continuativeandexistentialreadingsasin the GrouchoMarx line IOvehad a wonderfulevening,
but this wasnOit. The potential for suchambiguitiesstrongly suggestgpace Brinton 1988 and
Klein 1992)that the distinct perfectusesin (29-31)arenot merelyinferencedrom context,e.g.,
particular combinationsof adverbialmeaningand Aktionsart® While adverbslike before and
twice arehallmarksof existentialmeaning,the presenceof a frameor frequencyadverbis not a
necessarycondition upon the existential interpretation, since, for example, the existential
sentencéOvemetthe Governorlacksany adverbial.By the sametoken, while the continuative
meaning entails imperfective aspect, imperfective aspectis not sufficient to induce the
continuativereading, since a sentencdike IOvehad the German measles in which the VP
complementlenotesa state,has a resultativereading(e.g., the speakernow hasimmunity) a
continuativereading(the illnesslastedat leastuntil now) and an existentia reading (e.g., the
speakeis listing eventswhich qualify astokensof the Qilinesspisodeype)

Giventhe foregoinganalysisof the perfect,we canresolvea paradoxwhich arisesfrom
De SwartOreatmenif the perfectform (1998:354). In that discussionshemakestwo claims
which areeachapparentlyalid but which alsoappearto be mutually incompatible.First, she
refersto the perfectas Oanextensionabperator which assertghe existenceof both the evente
andits consequenstatesO Seond,sheassertshat OthePerfectoperateson eventualitieof any
aspectuatypeOThe secondtlaimis certainly correct,since,aswe haveseen existentialperfect
predicationgnay haveeitherimperfectiveor perfectiveVP complementsBut in what serse can
a stative eventuality like being rich or being poor in (25) also be an event with a period of
aftermathasrequiredby thefirst assertionThe answerinvolvesimplicit conversion.

Let usassumein accordanceavith Michaelis(1998:ch.5), that the threeperfect meanings
describedn (29-31) representhree distinct aspectualconstructiong? The semanticsof these
constructionsvill beroughlyasgivenin (29c),(30c), and(31c). Theseconstructionsharethose
aspectsof the syntax-semanticsmappng which correlate with the function of explicit
conversionthe situation type denotedby the constructionis a state,and the situation type
denotedby the VP complements an event. The threereadingsare not predictablefrom the
existenceof a perfectconstruction;the continuativereading,for example,is a relatively recent
innovation,whichaccompanie@narrowingin the functionof the simple present.Thesereadings
do, however jointly contributeto posthocgeneralizationsboutthe patternuponwhich they are
basedandtheyarethereforecandidategor inclusionin anassociativenetwork, in which shared
propertiesarecapturedby relationsof family resemblancéo anabstractconstructionaschema
(to bedescribedn Figure9 below)?

The perfect constructiononits existentialreadingis usedto assertthe existenceof oneor
more eventsof a given type within a time spanwhose upper boundary is identified with






