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Abstract

Unconventional adjective-noun combinations, such as “deafening silence” and “loud tie”, are perva-
sive in English, the meaning construction of which cannot be accounted for by the traditional prin-
ciple of compositionality. This paper, grounded in the framework of Cognitive Construction Gram-
mar, focuses on these unconventional “adjective + noun” constructions. It begins by adopting a
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dynamic and interactive view of “coercion”, moving beyond the traditional one-way interpretation
to emphasize a mutual negotiation between the construction and lexical items. Based on this per-
spective, the paper delves into the profound cognitive mechanisms underlying the formation of such
constructions, with a particular focus on the core role of concept profiling, base knowledge, meta-
phor and metonymy in meaning construction. The study reveals that non-conventional adjective-
noun constructions are not linguistic anomalies, but rather systematic products of the dynamic in-
teraction between the abstract semantic frame provided by the “AD] + N” construction and the rich
conceptual structures of specific lexical items. In this process, the construction provides the guiding
framework for the semantic interpretation of the entire combination. The “internal cause” of lexical
items, that is, their semantic potential, is key to the construction’s successful generation of uncon-
ventional meaning. The shift in conceptual salience, in turn, reveals the psychological basis for mean-
ing selection, while metaphorical and metonymic mechanisms offer the pathways for such extension
and transfer of meaning.
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1. 5|18

WS AR NHEOE L HE) 2 E S PTHEAREIEREANER . —, EX B hENSAE
WA WA U “a tall building” 15 IEA TS 3 75 4% (Frege) i “415 5 ” (Principle of Com-
positionality), [ 444 5 SO AR R o0 s SO T B 5 f, B S BE R T T0 k(1] TR & Seh R T8
REFANERMIEFIELHE, K ndEE R matt2in. Flan, 7£ “deafening silence” X KT J&
&8 (oxymoron)H, T2 1A A1 44 (8l 72 7 [ _EAFAETE PR 7E “loud tie” Hr, Wrow R4S 114 FH T &0 41
WX MAE “sad letter” 1, 1HEITEAFMEMRR) 2 — N RAMPIME . XEH G R R SRR T E @ H
MR 7S L EEHS, ENRAEENE SRR IR AREMA & E N AL O RS 5 B R 1
Phil . FSIEEAEER X R RINE R FE BOEBIBOE S04, sz — g — H BRI
VO SRR ) B AR i) R G PERIAE

20 4D 80 FFARLAK, INENE T 22X, JUIHZEM FiE % (Construction Grammar) 1% i€, A5t
KIETHEIRM TH A W0EEN A A S RS B, 155 AiE— A hi
FCIR IX 2, T B - () B AR R SR M U SR TR LA A A R RS TS, SRR AAE A
FRASLI “Reff])” , MR — N R EIE A X BAR S . HAEF U =4, IR e
AFTHAAE HEZL T, R T SGl I & 2% 1A R1E BT ) 24544 22 (cognitive construal) T FE

FET i, ARSCRLA G aEE B SCPE, 5 A% G B e e i R s, ST R X IR) BN A B3 R DR
BT v B H B A4 A0 8 SCAE v R N, B EM N TR SR TE 44 16 SO RILR R
N FIRREREAY,  DLORAME GE BB XZKTE T LR MR I A R ISR . ASCHIAZ OB TR @ an T 1)
BEIEARH IR 4 R 0 B R BB T A R AE 2 2) X R, #3 51E I 3h 7 T Eh B AR dn ey
SEIL? 3) AZAG T R HER JE D L A o S L IS W e A [ A 2

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.144298 323 PARE S


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.144298
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

(NG

2. ANEHRREES “ES” RNBEE
2.1. NSRRI DR

INAIHE 235 (Cognitive Construction Grammar)ZAFIE 5 %% N —DNEES L, B 5EMIEESTE
R FEXRIRHIRAX FET, BIANIE S RFEM S (conceptualization), 1BVEIEH IR, EIRE URA 4B
TS RALE I AR, & R AE 57 (symbolic units), EJ#J5(construction) [2]. TLW1EE K ARZHK HK,
WEIR R s UTe ik 5 4 e 2 R 4 o0, sl IR R e v, BRI [3]. XA ERE, 5T
AR I 40 H B X — 540 B AR 6 1 2R AE R A

Goldberg ## e AN “TBRE B WA, X —E XLEE LN UMM F—,
BOUER . AR A AL TR I “ R E L7 (constructional meaning). 511, EE XU R
[Subj V Objl Ob2]Ht B “X SFE Y #H 27 PHEE L. F=, 155 ARE A A Br .
IR i FAEBIE R AT A5, HAAEE A EHR)Z R 1 2ty 70 i 4k 2K (inheritance)
K Lt (analogy) 55 58 A I — DN EE MBI RHTR N 28 o 55 =, A)+ B84 R SR XU S5 1R U L H ) %
HGHER. A T2 5 A OER LSRR oA OER, WEN LI MIE R aERk. 5284
FTEARTCEC N g2 KA R B, Hh—MEZENE 7 E2 R .

2.2. fERESHIE “EH”

“Hd” (coercion) e K4 FiF % v FH DA R 5 b il P RERASILEE L R % OB & 22—
Goldberg BRI e O U SR BR AP m A 2 25— AR g A5 17 A 1 ] T L
AR R IR AR, EHIA A R . A SR AR A 2 ] 5T RT A A S 4 — A BN
AR LL, A BEAFRIE S E & TAEIET [4]. BT, A RAIENRE “sneeze” A By ANt 5
W, e “RE]” BRI [Sub) V Obj1H I, A T IR AT, R A Al
- .

(1) He sneezed the napkin off the table.
(2) 7He thought the napkin off the table.

SRIM, B il BRARAL OHA U B ) s v sCR, AP T TR S R E AR . B
B A BH B T4 X ARV s 2 T IR A B BT I OGS E L, A RN EER ” BOCE L, X
Fl g RIS AR A 5 (8 SCRIFE T AR AE . B AT s et 208 _E AT B A 3
Se L AVREAE ” [5]. FSE b, AT AIA TR REAAT R X “EH]” o “sneeze” W LAGEEHIH “AE4%” 3,
SN CATWINE” X — AR BRAT AR B A O IR E st B AR I ERIE R . i — M=
X RE B ShiE A0 (2) P ) “think” , SR A ) L EIRERG 2 X

R, R I8 TP I NS A T E R s A <Rl ” o EBHI T NS e, N
FEFEFEAT LA, o 2 A “HERIFES)” MK R[6]. B, ENGE “PHE” gldh,
CHB” MR SR T s R X, ANIMRIE RN 7], AR E SRR “HEIE” R Ry
ORI EEERE P AEE “ XA A /P 7 [8]. Shi thHgH, TRIT AE SCRFIE X T 1 ) 75 [ A1
SERAHIAER, RIS R 5 ) i — R AR A IS M R L [9] .

gi b, ARSCRANENES. BB RS We FATIA Sy, bl HAER 20 18 T S pa) i, 1AL
TR [E L HESE (semantic frame)5 17 1T H & 182 454 (conceptual structure) Z [A] (1) —FhEh & W 5
VCAC A2 o #) 3 H4E I LE T 38075 (activate) Fl ™ 2 (profile) 18] TR 4% 125 i 5N JEUAS AL T 15 55t (base) (A1 S THT
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T I AE A M Al 2« et ” 5 BT O R T A AR R — N AT DA A R 1 B SRR . B
ARG “5 A7 (semantic harmony) RN, B ZIE— NMET . AIEEBARE . X—HigWm
FR RATRATT A3 AT B B 42 1) BRI S Bt

3. HiIEHRMANMR

Quirk S5 7EH & L 5B 1EYL L 3 4 Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language " AFEE T 217 i
AL PR PUAN AR SRR 10] 0 XY 5 XA Crystal [11RRFE 5% TR 210 5 8 8 5 22 bRk g X[12]: 1)
AT BB AR S 2) WARNFIEAMEMEIENE: 3) THARRERNEEM; 4) nTH T AR A
AR . o, AR BB 44 1 T 1) e BB VB TR RALE

TESETE Y, TR 4 6] G5 OF - 2 8500) 2 i A4l BB SR A e WL 7 Nz — . BEIASN
B PR RN R R, R GETEAL A R T 4 M AT A A WR L. ZE NS 5 1)
HEZE A, RS SEARTT X 29 AR (relational entity) FITEHE SCIE {4 (non-relational entity). A& Pl 575 4N
AAE, IHONRAER: TR AR B T4k, MAER - L485itrh, TRREB KA, 44mE
FEER[13]. FRRYIRAEL A I R b 2= A RO (zone activation), TR S 4 1T AR X
Z—. KEFEIZA Croft& Cruse #&H 2302 IR fi#%(Dynamic Construal Approach)f J&iE 2517 - 4 A
SERINE SR A AR = A B TR - W03 - ¥ X TR S Bml kR SRS BRI, W B B A R
SO 1 BB A [ 14] 0 W 28 56 [FRE AL UV A FE 43T 17 DU T 25 90 5 4 1 g RS 1) i 1 285
1, fRHIEE AR AEEIEH “AP+N” (Lhrid)f “N+AP” (Ghric)FIET, f5H &M 2R[15],

g A, ERSIEE AR EER . BT “aredapple” &8 LEEILE, &
XOARAER X E N, RS, AFIEREAC, 15 I, fFEAEETEN R R A “ deafening
silence” SFAFETE MR, B X RR IR IS 1E USRS 3045, OB 25 1R SR 0 m) R ], AR er s, /R
B EEm . LU SRR, 35 ST TN EEAR . A SCH SR S S AR R 2N i SO AR
RSB IR T 21 =

4. FHEEFEMH A ERRIA TS
4.1. HABRXNES SERRHRIER

P AEVEFIR IO TTIR 2 —, BRI T AR SO AL o RN sUEVEHESE T, BE1E “TB
A + 47 (ADI + N SR 30 SO A% 0 2 38 I T 25 18] (ADT) N 44 T3] (N) T 48 FR 1) SI2 44/ 18 2% (Bn-
tity/Concept)#& HHLA4F € J& PE(Attribute) (PR 2 . FRBOREE, 46 /N R FFEARTE . =& AR N,
TERC “JEME - SRS BTG SO

EFHEAEF ML A A A, 1B “ADI+N” M=V — N0k, sl 18 /s 2 R —FP e
Y T2 25 18] FH 44 3] R 908 ST R4 S B R B 42, AN o] st ) e o “48R” Hb . Ml
T AMNE SRR R, GRS N R E B R R RIS A o R T AN S R R I R S, T
R BT 5 45197 . E5l PN LR E IR RIS IR b 1 AR O DX I, I v e 14 B A
FEMAE. W “loud tie” Y, WFSEIKMIEAIA “loud” ST SE SEik 4% “tie” & ik, HfH
B S E s, B R TS, AR “loud” M 7 H “FE 7 Bk «msai. 5l
NFEH BEELSAATL” MRS 21400 “tie” MASEANE . Fk, “aloudtie” F§—2kFtaid T
i, BRI TAENS . 51 NE H B LA M8 o[RS th i — Pk (14 B B 38 /K (synesthesia)——/
TCABIE 2 [E RS, AR AR T AT S A S

PPt 7 — e AELE, AL “ AR R AL “A3A07 , & AR Fit £k
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ROR o K IERE 5 QS MEAIAZ ORI AR ST B VEVE R (R sCHESR) R [RT IS, e DA R 8 A SR Bm] I A
HOIUTE SRR, AT 90 &1 5 AR IR T 5.

4.2. RFSEBH “EH” SEXE

M 5 TR A s il OC &R, TR —Fh “PrEIAAE” (synergy)al “ V7 ” (negotiation) 115 R .
PR (S SI Z2 3B W Sl )R 1| e = I NN £ 7% T 2 Rl 3 2 1 1 = I T N = W 17 Rl 1 M
il 256 W Bha U B AL .

V. ESORAE B 9B 0w R = U, B R Hl o “HMEER” 5 “ WS [16], X—4
KFEFEEH T REIEE 2R M AME R HI B RS, AR TUR M AR IRt “HEZL”
51 T U A T PR T SCRFAE s 17 A 38 H 1l i g = P 8 ] ST (R 28 4] 5 44 1) 2 TR 9018 SCHLBh 5 i 4, AT ik
oy R N ER 7 SRR A o R P B O e 0 A SO, Sy shidE
Be. fESIBERAMAT, AR, 408 E EE, B CHE S RE F 2 iR A RS 4
WIS R, SISO R, a0 “sweet sorrow” HY,  “sweet” ) “Hatit” RFEELE “sorrow” 1T
CARRATEL” PIGERE o T OOUIR] P ) AR 2 S 4 R S SO, TR R BIERL . 40 “ deafening
silence” 1, “deafening” JEifil “silence” i “A NE LR FE" , “silence” HI¥Y “deafening” ] “FE
B X s OB B sR b, AR CBERIE 7 PR “living death” WJE LIS, “EHAHH K],
FFAR “ BAPIE” FIE L.

BNAS HA) 1) ) I T 1 AL G i m) I 0 SR R, KA =X 5 3] SR R 1 5 0 LB 244, e 3] I
[A XU Je) B3y 5 18 SO I B o AR 0 oot T R A s 78, ke 1 M Bk iz 0 AR
®OGFAEH R 2 F(bottom-up) TR R Z N[ 17], T2 —A>H L K (top-down) A X K 715 B T M 134
IR BMEWE. &N RE.

43. FROESHERARNOEEMAE

INFIEVE PR “ B/ 57 (profile/base) BRVS [ 18 AT IHLAR & L FIIE B AR HR4E T HIO0 By 00 B S
fille ZEIRIAN, AR )R AR L& “ R 7 (1A BT B AR AR 4 i) A — AME 9 B S Se i) “ M
SHERET o i, “letter” MR ST XABESIAA, H AR B E — AR EIRAESE, £
T RS WA k. SN HEREEE — RIVHCHA AR £ LG “awhite letter” 1,
JEZ51A “white” BB B ISE 57 o MEIEHMAS “asad letter” H, BN A T AN
T “sad” TCiEEREGME N SRSk, TEA R IR i KRR I SN “M R R 2|
JURE )RR IR A S ARG, B CRE MR o X FRRD Y B (profile shift), B
A SEH AR E R R R — D . XKL T B AR (encyclopedic knowledge) 7515 & B @ P ) B ——
BATREHAR “sad letter” , YR T #E2 SRR S MIBAN VS A 22 B N5 N Z (A28 id@ W A il %
K. XEHEE I A A A B, BA XA R DU S SR . IR T ARIEA IR R

WHITE B TR 5, s s SORAE T 3RATH SHE LI S AR [19]0 FRATXS “letter” A ,
BATFS 2 Hah A 4%, ERXEEmMRN 7 HFE SR KL, Frigm “EH” , Sz
] VBRG] S T B R . A e 8 VA& e mt S AR A T8 il SO Re, Rk
N R, IR S R ], BT R i B XA E SOE R .

4.4. BRI SHEWIEARSGEMEHR

Lakoff F1 Johnson $:& H [ A& B iy B 12 (Conceptual Metaphor Theory) [20]/& A KIS 5 F#HIIEH 22—
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ZHEIE t, e N RRLEEEAT A, BEE AR AR . BRI (JE 5, source domain)>k
PRI S — NFAXTBE A RS H Ar1, target domain). ME&%:Mi(Conceptual Metonymy) 2 55—
FAZ O IO, A AER — 3 P9 S M AR . — & 5244 (conceptual entity) BI % #£ (vehicle),
E [A] — I\ 4 el 3 AR AL A S 2 (ICM, 1dealized cognitive model) P X 55 — ANk & SR Rl H bR (target)iE AT
O FRIRAR[21] M 0% 2 5 T AH AR (contiguity) B & I I 14 (conceptual proximity) [22], 3 % /& “
S AREEAR” (PART FOR WHOLE). “47=# /8= 4”7 (PRODUCER FOR PRODUCT). “##AHNAE”
(CONTAINER FOR CONTENT)%.

FEAEH I M s b, B A g4 7 ROCE R M . Bamn 2 seal “ IR 13 8
MR o 24T 44 B o3 T AN R R L SO RN, BES RS2 (i 1 — 25 B IS (1) 383« 451 40, T heavy
silence (I 2 FT VT ER) A FE A4 T “EMOTIONAL PRESSURE IS PHYSICAL WEIGHT” (158 /) /& 4 #
)X — B GTRILIR o  a DUe e 5 Yk A TR A R P AN G IR 1 SR R S . i, E “asad
letter” H, “sad” 7EIX BME BRI I FEAETCAE T “letter” AL, 2SN AR T35 EUE T1E
FOVI G| RIE IR R B . X B OC R A2 I 5] KR 7 (STIMULUS FOR REACTION).

“letter” VENRIEA, TIREHEM T “ PSR EAEG 7 X— BB E A P A RN . RBTERHRE
ERSE AR, IR 2 BRI IR T %, A5 T REANEZEANEERR[23]. F2¥EW
Barcelona [24]. Panther & Radden [25]5#(F5 i, Bl AL i &40 5 2 XA G136 3 B IR AR & 1%
AR B RERS, T RIRE T AN R G i B iR =

ZEA UL IR, wIEES WA 1 BRI SEE SRR U A4 A R R, i ETEWAR R T 1%
FM A FN A B BR AT B Je IR 2 1l A 44 a] T 5 FUZELAG o & Vs b 2R B SUF T 1T -5 B0 N AN S
R, X RAAN LR AR 1 RIS AEERIBY B, M AA U AT A B, TR AR
VEMESE 5 S48 SCBE-BTJ7 0] s ) 0PN 3505 A7 A8 B0 m) BB ) ) R ), S5 A U il [F 2P ) A8 2047, Bkt
B o [ B AR S AL ) R B S W L A A R SO BN () B AT, Rk v 3 A A e R AT S R
WS . AR XARE] 78S, EEMIOETE A ABEARIE S T INA B ATz 1)« XAE”

— —
%25 17] F X T
o %[%Hﬁaﬁ . e s J s
i

—

Figure 1. A cognitive construction model of unconventional “Adjective + Noun” constructions in English

1. FIEEEARM 2R MRIGEE

I X

5. 4578

e I 2 A AR I 175 5 BN F1£8 5F 14 5 ) (Principle of Cognitive Economy) MRk 7775 3K
(Expressive Demands)Z [ P FIAE T, TEATLAEEZRRIE L3 | £ 8 M IME S, Fdid filiE il mk
71, W9R TiEF R M EROE, ZIESRETEBINRBE TN ACET IV EE, gt
RUSEA) o3 M T SB AR FUE 2 S B UM R AR . MU 1R I B3 0 R AR E N FILE], 75 A
TEELR. B, FEHRLHEAEIEE “RE B, M “ADJ+ N” #HESE TE S LG rEIL,
SENFI ERIERE BB, N TR B AR TR AT (A S A B E S R 5, “ADI+N”
FA AR G W AT WA B2 B3, #BE 1R B0E SOERE, R DU IR, BT ORI, IR0
PR i SR OB . 28 =, PR 2 BRI R e SR AL s SCE NG 1) DG, AR T
N AEZL, BARZI AN .
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AHE T ASETE AR H R A4 M SO TR 5, S AL XA L) 00, TS e A S R B SCRE 5 0
TREHE, RENANFRMEIEFE LA A G WP BT BRER A T DGRBS T B2
(R th oy R R AR H R 5 BLR BN RILRIBT 7T, SRt T UISeml AT i B . iz, ARBEFURAIE 1 IAAN
W RAEVEEMR E AR 5 IR ITH BA R, IR “ )7 SRRt 7R e L A4
ERIDHTSCRR . AR, AHT TR BT MR SR B E M T, RORATES SR T R BT TE, B %
FAF RS DR EAR, JFREEE S AT, SOl O E 2 SR s e . X SR R R A A
B PR R T 1A -

SE 3k
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