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Abstrac t 

This paper introduces an approach to modeUng the inteq^reta-
tio n o f  semanticall y underspecifie d logica l  metonymies ,  suc h 
as Joh n bega n th e book .  A  distinctiv e featur e o f  th e theor y 
presente d i s it s emphasi s o n accountin g fo r  thei r  behavio r  i n 
discoursecontexts .  Th e approac h dependso n th e definitio n o f  a 
pragmati c componen t  whic h interact s i n th e appropriat e manne r 
wit h lexicosynlacti c informatio n t o establis h th e coherenc e o f  a 
discourse .  Th e infelicit y o f  certai n logica l  metonym y construc -
tion s i n som e discourse s i s show n t o ste m fro m th e non-defaul t 
natur e o f  th e lexicosyntacticall y determine d interpretatio n fo r 
suc h constructions .  Th e exten t  o f  th e influenc e o f  contextua l 
informatio n fiw m th e discours e o n th e interpretatio n o f  logica l 
metonymie s i s therefor e constraine d b y th e lexica l  propertie s 
of  th e constituent s o f  th e metonymies .  Contextually-cue d in -
terpretation s ar e show n t o b e unattainabl e whe n indefeasibl e 
lexica l  informatio n conflict s wit h thes e interpretations . 

Introduction 

[t  i s  sometime s assume d tha t  wit h a  sufficientl y stron g contex t 
ui y interpretatio n o f  a  semanticall y underspecifie d sentenc e 
îa n b e coerced .  I f  w e consider ,  fo r  example ,  th e sentenc e (la ) 
independen t  o f  a  contex t  w e ar e likel y t o interpre t  i t  a s (lb ) 
ar  possibl y (Ic) .  I f  w e the n inser t  th e prio r  contex t  Joh n i s 
ti y  pe t  goat ;  h e love s eatin g thing s w e suddenl y prefe r  th e 
interpretatio n i n (Id) . 

[1) a. John enjoyed the book. 

b.  Joh n enjoye d readin g th e book . 

c.  Joh n enjoye d writin g th e book . 

d.  Joh n enjoye d eatin g th e book . 

rhis strong influence from context does not, however, operate 
ivithou t  limits .  Ther e ar e underspecifie d construction s which , 
perhap s surprisingly ,  appea r  t o disallo w an y interpretatio n 
3the r  tha n th e conventional ,  context-independen t  possibili -
;ies .  Thes e con.struction s ar e infelicitou s i n a  contex t  whic h 
ivoul d see m t o requir e a n interpretatio n a t  varianc e wit h thes e 
^inventions . 

I n thi s paper ,  I  wil l  focu s o n on e suc h ainstruction ,  tha t 
Df  logica l  metonymies ,  fo r  whic h mor e meanin g tha n i s di -
ectl y attributabl e t o sententia l  component s arises .  Logica l 
netonymie s generall y occu r  w h e n a  ver b ha s alternat e syn -
acti c complemen t  forms ,  wit h onl y a  singl e semanti c interpre -
atio n fo r  al l  forms .  Fo r  example ,  th e sentence s i n (la-b )  an d 
X)  ca n b e viewe d a s expressin g th e sam e meaning ,  althoug h 
n th e (a )  sentence s n o readin g even t  i s explicitl y  mentioned . 

2) a. John began the book. 

b.  Joh n bega n reading/t o rea d th e book . 

Th e systemati c syntacti c ambiguit y o f  aspectua l  verb s an d 
verb s lik e enjo y ha s bee n handle d i n existin g approache s t o 
logica l  me tonym y vi a a n operatio n o f  typ e coercio n (eithe r 
triggere d b y constraint s o n th e logica l  typ e o f  th e verba l  com -
plement ,  e.g .  Pustejovsk y (1991 ,  1995) ,  o r  internalize d i n 
th e ver b semantics ,  e.g .  Copestak e an d Brisco e (1995) )  suc h 
tha t  th e logica l  form s fo r  eac h verb+complemen t  for m wil l 
be identical .  Th e coercio n whic h mus t  occu r  t o ge t  th e ap -
propriat e reading s o f  (l-2a )  require s tha t  a  missin g elemen t 
of  meaning ,  i.e .  th e readin g event ,  b e introduced .  F*uste -
jovsk y (1991 )  ha s propose d tha t  thi s elemen t  correspond s t o 
on e o f  th e role s i n Ui e lexica l  semanti c structur e o f  th e nou n i n 
th e complement ,  th e quali a structure .  Typ e coercio n look s t o 
th e quali a structur e fo r  a n elemen t  o f  meanin g wit h th e logica l 
typ e require d b y th e semantic s o f  th e verb . 

I t  coul d als o b e argue d tha t  th e missin g elemen t  i s filled 
i n fro m contex t  vi a pragmati c processin g rathe r  tha n fro m a 
richly  structure d lexica l  representation .  Ther e ar e stron g ar -
guments ,  however ,  fo r  lexica l  specificatio n o f  som e aspect s 
of  me tonym y (se e e.g .  Copestak e (1992 )  fo r  discussion) .  A n 
additiona l  argument ,  whic h wil l  b e provide d i n thi s p^)er ,  i s 
tha t  a  purel y pragmati c approac h woul d fai l  t o constrai n th e 
possibl e interpretation s o f  logica l  metonymie s an d therefor e 
woul d fai l  t o accoun t  fo r  th e ful l  rang e o f  data .  Conside r  th e 
discours e i n (3) ,  fo r  example .  T h e contex t  clearl y cue s a n in -
terpretatio n o f  th e sentenc e (3b )  o f  Joh n wil l  begi n destroyin g 
th e book s tomorrow .  However ,  thi s sentenc e i s infelicitou s i n 
thi s discourse .  I n contrast ,  (3c )  i s felicitou s i n th e discours e 
an d ha s th e expecte d interpretation . 

(3 )  a .  Joh n wil l  b e audite d b y th e IRS ,  s o h e ha s bee n de -
stroyin g thing s whic h migh t  incriminat e him .  H e ha s 
destroye d th e files  an d th e compute r  disks . 

b. *  H e wil l  begi n th e book s tomorrow . 

c.  H e wil l  begi n on/wit h th e book s tomorrow . 

A purel y pragmati c approac h woul d fai l  t o constrai n th e 
pt)ssibl e interpretation s o f  logica l  metonymies ,  whil e a  purel y 
lexica l  approac h fail s t o accommodat e th e potentia l  contex -
tua l  influenc e o n the.s e interpretation s (a s require d t o explai n 
th e possibilit y  o f  (la )  bein g interprete d a s (Id)) .  A  combina -
tio n o f  th e tw o approache s i s necessar y t o explai n th e rang e 
of  logica l  me tonym y data .  I n thi s paper ,  I  wil l  sho w tha t  in -
formatio n derive d i n th e lexico n ca n b e use d t o constrai n th e 
possibl e interpretation s o f  a  phras e i n suc h a  w a y tha t  eve n a 
stron g contex t  canno t  overrid e th e lexica l  specifications .  Fur -
thermore ,  I  wil l  argu e tha t  thes e specification s coul d no t  b e 
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relegated  t o th e pragmati c componen t  withou t  a  reductio n i n 
th e generalit y o f  th e treatmen t  o f  logica l  metonym y phenom -
ena.  Thus ,  lexica l  specificatio n o f  convention s ar e necessary , 
and th e pragmati c componen t  mus t  b e abl e t o utiliz e th e in -
formatio n comin g fro m th e lexico n i n th e appropriat e ways . 

Interpretation of Logical Metonymies 

Lexical Approaches 

As introduced above, the lexically-based explanations of log-
ica l  metonym y depen d o n th e representatio n o f  cor e lexica l 
semanti c informatio n fo r  nominal s i n th e fon n o f  quali a struc -
ture .  Thi s structur e specifie s fou r  essentia l  aspect s o f  a  word' s 
meaning ,  describe d wit h respec t  t o th e denotatio n o f  th e wor d 
(Pustejovsky ,  1991,1995 )  — constitutive :  th e relatio n be -
twee n th e objec t  an d it s constituen t  parts ;  formal :  tha t  whic h 
distinguishe s objec t  withi n a  large r  domain ;  TELIC ;  th e func -
tio n o f  th e object ,  wha t  i s don e wit h it ;  an d AGENTIVE:  h o w 
th e objec t  cam e int o being . 

The role s i n quali a structur e relevan t  t o logica l  metonym y 
ar e th e teli c  an d agentiv e roles ,  a s thes e tw o role s wil l  specif y 
eventualitie s involvin g th e denotatio n o f  th e nou n i n th e N P 
complement .  Fo r  example ,  th e predicat e i n th e teli c rol e o f 
book ,  i s  reading ,  whil e th e predicat e i n it s agentiv e rol e i s writ -
ing .  Mos t  existin g approache s assum e tha t  al l  concret e noun s 
alway s hav e bot h th e teli c an d agentiv e role s .specified ,  an d 
thu s th e eventualitie s specifie d tlier e ar e alway s availabl e t o 
th e proces s o f  typ e coercio n whe n establishin g th e interpreta -
tio n o f  a  logica l  metonym y structure .  N o othe r  interpretation s 
wil l  b e available ,  correctl y rulin g ou t  th e specifie d interpreta -
tion s o f  th e sentence s (4) ,  sinc e th e desire d eventualitie s d o 
not  fill  a  rol e i n th e quali a structur e o f  th e nomina l  objects . 

(4) John began the stone (*moving) I the b(X)k (*clestroying) 
I  th e deser t  (*crossing ) 

Typeaiercion, however, must be constrained in some way, 
as ther e ar e interpretation s o f  metonymie s predicte d o n th e 
basi s o f  th e eventualitie s i n quali a structur e whic h ar e actuall y 
ungnimmatical ,  suc h a s tho.s e i n (5) .  Th e constraint s whic h 
must  b e adde d t o a  quali a structur e approac h t o typ e coercio n 
t o rul e ou t  suc h example s hav e bee n di.scus.se d b y Godar d an d 
Jaye z (1993 )  an d Pustejovsk y an d Bouillo n (1995) . 

(5) John began the highway (*driving on) I the dictionary 
(̂ consulting ) 

The constraint which Godard and Jayez (1993) pn)po.se to 
rul e ou t  thes e case s i s tha t  th e reconstructe d even t  shoul d b e 
a kin d o f  modificatio n (expressin g a n intuitio n tha t  th e ob -
jec t  usuall y come s int o being ,  i s consumed ,  o r  undergoe s a 
chang e o f  state) .  Pustejovsk y an d Bouillo n (1995 )  develo p 
conswaint s o n typ e coercio n i n term s o f  th e aspectua l  prop -
ertie s o f  th e reconstructe d event .  Thei r  accoun t  relie s o n a 
structure d representatio n o f  events ,  i n whic h subevent s ar e 
represente d an d th e "focus "  o f  th e even t  i s  marke d a s th e hea d 
of  th e even t  structure .  Left-heade d structure s correspon d t o 
accomplishments ,  whil e right-headed  structure s correspon d 
t o achievements .  Th e aspectua l  constrain t  o n typ e coercion , 
then ,  i s tha t  th e complemen t  o f  begi n mus t  b e a  left-heade d 
TRANSITION.  Sentence s lik e (5 )  ar e therefor e rule d ou t  be -
cau.s e drivin g o n th e highway ,  etc .  ar e activitie s withou t  a 
definit e endpoint ,  rathe r  tha n left-heade d transitions . 

Thes e constraints ,  however ,  d o no t  rul e ou t  al l  implausibl e 
metonymies ,  an d rul e ou t  som e plausibl e ones .  Th e sentence s 
i n (6 )  shoul d b e rule d ou t  o n th e specifie d interpretations , 
despit e th e associate d event s al l  bein g left-beade d transition s 
specifie d i n quali a structure .  I n contrast ,  thos e i n (7 )  woul d 
incorrectl y b e rule d ou t  sinc e th e interpretation s conve y activ -
ities . 

(6) John began the film (*watching) I the nails (*hammering 
in )  I  th e doo r  (*opening .  *walkin g through ) 

(7 )  Joh n bega n daycar e a t  hi s m o m ' s wor k (attending )  I  th e 
violi n whe n h e wa s five  (playing )  I  acupunctur e i n Apri l 
and homeopath y i n Augus t  (undergoing ) 

The solutio n t o thi s argue d fo r  i n Verspoo r  (1996 )  reject s th e 
assumptio n tha t  al l  noun s hav e teli c role s specifie d i n quali a 
structur e an d reject s th e effectivenes s o f  th e propose d aspec -
tua l  consuaint s i n capturin g th e rang e o f  logica l  metonym y 
data ,  whil e acceptin g tha t  th e context-independen t  natura l  in -
terpretatio n o f  logica l  metonyniie s doe s appea r  t o correspon d 
t o eithe r  th e teli c o r  agentiv e rol e o f  th e nou n i n th e N P 
complement .  I t  i s  therefor e propose d i n tha t  i>spe i  tha t  no t 
al l  artifact s hav e a  conventionalize d teli c even t  i n th e quali a 
structure .  Thos e tha t  d o no t  hav e thi s conventionalize d even t 
ar e infelicitou s i n logica l  metonymi c constructions .  Exam -
ple s suc h a s (5 )  an d (6 )  ar e rule d ou t  becaus e th e relevan t 
eventualitie s ar e no t  specifie d i n th e quali a structure ,  whil e 
the y ar e fo r  (7) . 

Combined Lexical and Pragmatic Approaches 

Lascaride s an d Copestak e (1995 )  ( L & C )  exten d th e lexica l 
approache s t o logica l  metonym y t o develo p a  syste m whic h 
take s int o accoun t  th e potentia l  influenc e o f  contex t  o n th e 
reconstructio n o f  a n even t  i n a  coerciv e environment .  The y 
utiliz e th e ide a tha t  lexica l  default s — default s specifie d i n 
quali a structur e — persis t  beyon d th e lexico n int o th e prag -
mati c component ,  an d ar e therefor e potentiall y  overridde n b y 
defaul t  pragmati c information . 

L & C formaliz e thei r  approac h i n a  unification-base d frame -
work ,  wid i  a  theor y o f  lexica l  structur e i n whic h th e lexica l  en -
trie s ar e type d defaul t  featur e structure s (TDFSs) ,  an d whic h 
utilize s persisten t  defaul t  unificatio n ( P D U )  (Lascaride s e t  a l 
1996) .  Th e lexico n i s hierarchicall y ordere d (a s describe d i n 
e.g .  Copestak e (1992)) .  The y adop t  Pustejovsky' s notio n o f 
quali a sUnicture ,  whic h provide s lexica l  defaults .  Fo r  exam -
ple ,  th e teli c rol e o f  boo k i s rea d b y default .  Othe r  aspect s 
of  lexica l  representatio n follo w th e lexica l  representatio n lan -
guag e (LRL )  (Copestake ,  1993b) . 

I n th e pragmati c componen t  D I C E (Lascaride s an d Asher , 
1991) ,  L & C propos e tw o axioms ,  i )  D e f a u l t s S u r v i v e : 
lexica l  generalisation s normall y appl y i n a  discours e contex t 
and ii )  D i s c o u r s e W i n s :  conflictin g discours e informa -
tio n win s ove r  lexica l  defaults .  Thes e axiom s togethe r  ca n 
be u.se d t o explai n w h y (8a )  ha s th e interpretatio n (8b )  rathe r 
tha n (8c) ,  eve n thoug h th e teli c  rol e o f  boo k i s read . 

(8 )  a .  M y goa t  eat s anything .  H e reall y enjoye d you r  book . 

b.  Th e goa t  enjoye d eatin g you r  book . 

c.  Th e goa t  enjoye d readin g you r  book . 

Sinc e L & C buil d o n th e Pustejovsk y  ̂ proac h t o logica l 
metonymy ,  the y adop t  th e assumptio n o f  ful l  representatio n o f 
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quali a structur e an d rel y o n constraint s applie d prio r  t o prag -
mati c processin g t o rul e ou t  implausibl e metonymies .  Th e 
approac h therefor e suffer s fro m th e sam e over -  an d under -
generatio n a s purel y lexica l  approaches ,  bu t  i t  i s  full y  com -
patibl e wit h th e Verspoo r  (1996 )  vie w o n wha t  informatio n i s 
lexicall y specified .  I  n o w tur n t o th e interactio n o f  tha t  lexica l 
informatio n wit h th e pragmati c component ,  an d sho w h o w 
thi s ca n b e use d t o accoun t  fo r  incoheren t  discourse s suc h a s 
tha t  i n (3a,b) . 

Lexical Constraints Interacting with Context 

A n E x a m p l e 

Th e discours e i n (9 )  exemplifie s a  contras t  betwee n th e behav -
io r  o f  begi n (o r  an y aspectua l  ver b whic h m a y b e substituted ) 
and othe r  verbs .  Th e sentenc e (9c(i) )  i s  infelicitou s a s a  con -
tinuatio n o f  th e discours e (9a,b) ,  while  th e sentence s (9c(ii -
iii) )  ar e not .  Thi s parallel s th e distinctio n i n (3) .  Assumin g 
tha t  defaul t  interpretation s fo r  begi n (on )  you r  boo k an d enjo y 
you r  boo k ar e predicte d fro m th e lexicon ,  th e exampl e sug -
gest s tha t  th e defaul t  interpretatio n o f  begin+N P canno t  b e 
overridde n b y contextua l  cue s fo r  it s interpretation ,  whil e th e 
defaul t  interpretation s o f  begi n o n + N P an d enjoy+N P ca n be . 

(9 )  a  M y goa t  wen t  nut s las t  night . 

b.  H e at e everythin g i n hi s cage . 

c.  i. *  H e bega n you r  boo k a t  9pm . 
ii .  H e bega n o n you r  boo k a t  9pm . 
iii .  H e particularl y enjoye d you r  book . 

Thi s contras t  wa s modele d i n Verspoo r  (1996 )  b y havin g a  syn -
tacti c rul e associate d wit h th e structur e aspectua l  verb+N P t o 
trigge r  th e operatio n DefFil l  (define d i n Lascaride s e t  a l  1996) . 
Thi s operatio n convert s th e tyi>e d defaul t  featur e structur e 
( T D F S )  representin g th e lexicall y specifie d defaul t  interpre -
tatio n o f  th e aspectua l  ve rb+N P phras e t o a  non-defaul t  type d 
featur e structur e (TFS )  prio r  t o pragmati c processing ,  thu s 
restrictin g th e interpretation s whic h persis t  int o th e pragmati c 
componen t  t o thos e tha t  ar e lexicall y specified .  Thi s opera -
tio n i s no t  triggere d i n th e case s o f  begi n o n o r  enjo y o r  simila r 
verbs ,  an d thu s i n thes e case s di e lexicall y .specifie d defaul t 
interpretatio n remain s defaul t  an d ca n b e overridde n b y con -
textua l  informatio n vi a th e axio m D i s c o u r s e W i n s . 

I t  wa s claime d i n Verspoo r  (1996 )  dia t  th e conflic t  i n prag -
madcs betwee n th e non-defaul t  informatio n comin g fro m th e 
lexical/grammadca l  component s an d th e interpretado n sug -
geste d b y contex t  ca n resul t  i n a  judgemen t  o f  th e sentenc e i n 
questio n a s infelicitous ,  bu t  di e proces s underlyin g Uii s judge -
ment  wa s no t  explained .  I  wil l  outlin e i t  here ,  showin g h o w 
di e judgemen t  cruciall y depend s o n th e non-defaul t  natur e o f 
th e lexicall y specifie d interpretatio n fo r  begi n th e book ,  whic h 
lead s t o a n inabilit y  t o connec t  di e sentenc e coherend y t o di e 
precedin g discourse . 

The Analysis 

D I C E i s a  theor y whic h allow s u s t o comput e rhetorica l  link s 
betwee n segment s o f  discours e o n di e basi s o f  di e speaker' s 
backgroun d semanti c an d pragmad c knowledge .  Discours e 
representation s produce d b y D I C E ar e i n th e for m o f  seg -
mente d D R S s (SDRSs )  (Asher .  1993) ,  i n whic h discourse s 
ar e represente d a s D R S s plu s discours e relations .  Thes e dis -
cours e relation s ac t  a s constraint s o n discours e coherenc e b y 

r-

e, e ,x, y 
goat(x ) 
bc'gin{e ,  x ,  e' ) 
book{y ) 
read{e' ,  x,y ) 

8: 

e, e ,x, y 
goat{x ) 
begin{e ,  x ,  e' ) 
book{y ) 
acl-on-pred(e' ,  x ,  y ) 

e, e ,x, y 
goat(x ) 
enjoy{e ,  x ,  e' ) 
book(y ) 
acl-on-pred(e' ,  x ,  y ) 
*read(e' ,  i ,  y ) 

Figur e 1 :  Logica l  form s as.sociate d wit h th e thre e discours e 
continuation s i n (9c) . 

constrainin g di e semanti c conten t  o f  th e D R S s die y connect . 
For  example ,  i f  di e discours e relatio n Narration ,  whic h con -
vey s tha t  on e constituen t  o f  di e discours e i s a  consequen t  o f  a 
previou s constituent ,  i s  t o bold ,  i t  mus t  b e possibl e t o comput e 
a c o m m o n topi c betwee n th e tw o consdtuents .  Thi s explain s 
di e incoherenc e o f  th e discours e i n (10 )  — dier e i s n o topi c 
share d betwee n th e tw o sentence s i n th e discourse . 

(10)*Ma x cam e in .  Mary' s hai r  i s black . 

For  reason s o f  space ,  I  wil l  no t  b e abl e t o giv e a  forma l 
accoun t  o f  th e analysi s o f  th e discourse s i n (9) .  Rather ,  I 
wil l  giv e a n informa l  descriptio n o f  th e analysis .  Th e reade r 
i s referre d t o Lascaride s an d Ashe r  (1991 ,  1993) ,  Lascaride s 
and Copestak e (1995) ,  an d Lascaride s e t  a l  (1995 )  fo r  detail s 
of  di e fonnfia l  applicatio n o f  D I C E . 

I  labe l  di e D R S s representin g (9a,b )  a s a ,  j 8 an d di e D R S s 
representin g (9c(i-iii) )  a s 7,5 ,  e  respectivel y i n Figur e 1 .  Th e 
D RS 7  wil l  represen t  th e indefeasibl e interpretation// e bega n 
readin g you r  boo k a t  9 p m fo r  (9c(i)) ,  becaus e di e sentenc e 
has di e for m begin+N P an d s o th e defaul t  teli c  even t  rea d i s 
promote d t o indefeasibl e vi a DefFil l  i n thi s case .  I n contrast , 
S wil l  represen t  th e interpretatio n H e bega n doin g somethin g 
wit h you r  boo k (ther e i s n o defaul t  interpretatio n fo r  wha t  di e 
even t  don e wit h th e boo k i s i n di e cas e o f  begi n on )  an d t 
represent s di e defeasibl e interpretatio n H e enjoye d readin g 
you r  book .  T h e *  i n di e D R S e  mark s di e fac t  tha t  th e teli c 
even t  i s a  defaul t  specification .  I t  ha s remaine d defaul t  afte r 
lexicosyntacti c processin g du e t o di e natur e o f  enjoy+NP . 
Th e proces s b y whic h dies e interpretation s ar e determine d i s 
describe d i n detai l  i n Verspoo r  (1996) . 

Le t  u s conside r  h o w th e rule s appl y t o di e discours e 
(9a,b,c(i)) .  / ? mus t  b e attache d t o a .  Assumin g dia t  D I C E 
calculate s tha t  eatin g everythin g i n hi s cag e i s a  subtyp e o f 
goin g nuts ,  w e ca n attac h a  t o f i  wit h th e discours e relado n 
Elaboration ,  whic h conveys ,  a s intuition s woul d dictate ,  dia t 
th e even t  i n / 3 i s a  par t  o f  th e even t  i n a .  N o w w e mus t  incor -
porat e 7  int o th e S D R S Elaboration{a ,  (3) .  W e ca n attemp t 
t o attac h 7  t o eithe r  a  o r  / ? wit h a  discours e reladon . 

Attachin g 7  direcd y t o a  doe s no t  see m t o b e possible . 
Intuitively ,  ther e i s n o generalizado n betwee n a:goin g nut s 
and y.beginnin g t o rea d you r  book ,  an d s o ther e doe s no t  see m 
t o b e a  topi c c o m m o n t o di e tw o structure s whic h i s consisten t 
wit h worl d knowledg e abou t  ̂oin ;  nuts .  Attachin g 7  t o a  wid i 
Narratio n i s therefor e no t  possible .  Furthermore ,  th e latte r 
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even t  i s  no t  a  subtyp e o f  th e former ,  an d s o Elaboratio n i s no t 
possibl e either .  Indeed ,  th e rule s i n D I C E wil l  comput e tha t 
no discours e relatio n ca n adequatel y relat e the m o n th e basi s 
of  semanti c an d pragmati c knowledge .  Attachin g 7  t o / ? iUs o 
fail s  i n a  simila r  manner .  Thus ,  ther e i s n o wa y t o mak e sens e 
of  (9c(i) )  give n th e precedin g contex t  an d th e indefeasibl e 
interpretatio n resultin g fro m lexicosyntacti c processing ,  a s 
(9a,b,c(i) )  i s  predicte d i n D I C E t o b e a n incoheren t  discourse . 

We ca n contras t  thi s wit h th e discourse s (9a,b,c(ii) )  an d 
(9a,b,c(iii)) .  I n bot h discourses ,  w e hav e th e sam e first  ste p a s 
above :  P  i s attache d t o a  wit h th e relatio n Elaboration .  Sub -
sequently ,  th e DRS s fo r  th e continuatio n o f  th e discourses , 
6 an d f  respectively ,  mus t  b e attached .  Thi s i s don e i n bot h 
case s accordin g t o th e analysi s i n L & C (1995 )  (fo r  detail s se e 
tha t  paper) .  Sinc e 6  provide s onl y a n underspecifie d inter -
pretation ,  th e contex t  serve s t o specif y act-on-pred{e' ,  x ,  y ) 
t o eat{e',x,y) .  Thi s occur s a s a  resul t  o f  th e constraint s 
impose d b y th e rhetorica l  relations ;  th e stronges t  coherenc e 
fo r  th e discours e result s whe n J  i s i n a  clea r  rhetorica l  rela -
tio n t o th e previou s discourse .  Here ,  doin g somethin g wit h 
you r  boo k ha s n o clea r  relatio n t o eatin g everythin g i n hi s 
cag e wherea s eatin g you r  boo k i s a  subtyp e o f  tha t  even t  an d 
so th e doin g somethin g wit h you r  boo k even t  i s specifie d t o 
eatin g you r  book .  Similarly ,  fo r  f  th e contex t  override s th e 
defaul t  interpretatio n read(e',x ,  y )  wit h eat{e',x ,  y) ,  vi a th e 
axio m D iscours e W i n s combine d wit h th e preferenc e fo r 
a strongl y coheren t  discourse .  I n thi s case ,  eatin g you r  boo k 
i s i n a  muc h stronge r  rhetorica l  relatio n t o eatin g everythin g 
i n hi s cag e tha n readin g you r  boo k i s an d s o th e forme r  i s  pre -
ferred .  Fo r  eac h o f  thes e discourses ,  then ,  a n interpretatio n 
of  th e continuin g sentenc e i s establishe d whic h woul d allo w 
DIC E t o attac h th e sentenc e t o th e discours e vi a a  clea r  rhetor -
ica l  relation .  Thi s explain s th e felicit y o f  thes e discourse s i n 
contras t  t o th e discours e (9a,b,c(i)) . 

Infeasibility of a purely pragmatic explanation 

I  hav e show n tha t  lexica l  specificatio n o f  default s combine d 
wit h syntacti c contro l  ove r  th e persistenc e o f  thes e default s 
int o th e pragmati c componen t  facilitate s interpretatio n o f  log -
ica l  metonymie s i n a  discours e context .  A  purel y pragmati c 
explanatio n (e.g .  Hobb s e t  al ,  1993 )  o f  suc h data ,  i.e .  a n 
explanatio n no t  relyin g o n lexicosyntacti c factor s bu t  onl y 
on worl d knowledg e an d contextua l  influences ,  woul d fai l 
t o accoun t  fo r  th e incoherenc e o f  th e discourse s (3a,b )  an d 
(9a,b,c(i) )  i n contfas t  t o th e coherenc e o f  th e discourse s (3a,c ) 
and (9a,b,c(ii)) . 

The semanti c representation s fo r  begi n th e boo k an d be -
gi n on/wit h th e boo k i n suc h a n approac h woul d b e identica l 
— the y woul d bot h correspon d t o th e logica l  for m 6  i n Fig -
ur e 1 ,  a s ther e woul d b e n o lexica l  specificatio n o f  defaul t 
interpretation s assumed .  Ther e woul d therefor e b e n o basi s 
fo r  distinguishin g thei r  behavio r  wit h respec t  t o th e influenc e 
of  discourse ,  eve n i f  on e wante d t o assum e tha t  th e abilit y  o f 
discours e informatio n t o influenc e th e interpretatio n o f  a  par -
ticula r  constructio n wer e specifie d pragmatically .  On e prob -
abl y doe s no t  wis h t o mak e suc h a n assumptio n i n an y cas e 
sinc e th e primar y determinin g facto r  o f  thi s behavio r  seem s t o 
be syntactic .  Furthermore ,  th e specificatio n o f  defaul t  inter -
pretation s o f  logica l  metonymie s i n th e pragmati c componen t 
woul d resul t  i n a  grea t  los s o f  generality ,  becaus e informatio n 
suc h a s th e relationshi p betwee n possibl e defaul t  interpreta -

tion s an d th e semantic s o f  th e nou n i n th e N P complemen t 
(i.e .  th e fac t  tha t  defaul t  interpretation s correspon d t o th e teli c 
or  agentiv e roles )  coul d no t  b e capture d i n an y straightfor -
war d way ,  an d als o becau.s e ther e ar e severa l  differen t  type s 
of  metonymie s (no t  onl y verb+N P Ini t  als o adjective+noun ) 
whic h displa y th e sam e interpretatio n patterns .  A  pragmati c 
approac h woul d b e force d t o specif y  th e defaul t  interpretatio n 
of  eac h individua l  logica l  metonym y i n a n a d ho c manner . 

Conclusions 

A lexically-drive n approac h t o logica l  metonym y allow s pre -
diction s abou t  th e rang e o f  interpretation s fo r  thes e construc -
tion s an d th e defeasibilit y  o r  indefeasibilit y  o f  thos e inter -
pretation s t o b e capture d i n a  genera l  way .  Th e definitio n 
of  a  pragmati c componen t  whic h ha s acces s t o thi s lexica l 
informatio n i s critica l  t o th e modelin g o f  th e behavio r  o f  log -
ica l  metonymie s i n discours e contexts .  I  hav e show n tha t 
th e infelicit y o f  certai n logica l  metonym y construction s i n 
some discourse s depend s o n th e non-defaul t  natur e o f  th e lex -
icosyntacticall y determine d interpretatio n fo r  suc h construc -
tions .  W h e n a  non-defaul t  interpretatio n fo r  a  sentenc e canno t 
be coherentl y tie d i n t o th e discours e i n whic h th e sentenc e 
appears ,  discours e informatio n canno t  overrid e tha t  interpre -
tatio n wit h a  mor e coheren t  one .  an d s o th e sentenc e i s judge d 
infelicitou s i n tha t  discours e — th e discours e a s a  whol e i s 
weak.  Thi s wor k emphasize s th e comple x natur e o f  th e in -
teractio n betwee n lexicosyntacti c an d pragmati c processing ; 
discourse-leve l  analysi s i s ofte n constraine d b y lexica l  prop -
ertie s o f  th e constituent s o f  th e discourse . 

An ope n issu e whic h remain s i s wh y i t  i s  tha t  ver b phrase s 
diffe r  i n th e persistenc e o f  thei r  defaul t  interpretation s int o th e 
pragmati c component . 
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