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1 Introduction

In this paper we will attempt to show and discusse of the complexities in
terminology that regularly come up in theoreticakblgses of aspect in cross-
linguistic research. Examples of terms that areroftonfused and that we focus on
are grammatical aspect vs. lexical aspect, telipesgective, and imperfective vs.
progressive. This terminological confusion ofteadg to crucial misconceptions
with regard to the functional description of aspatsystems, the way in which L2
acquisition of aspect is viewed, and also how taigght in schools and language
courses.

From a learning point of view, it seems nearly isgible for advanced learners to
have full command of the aspectual distinctionghie target language and how
they are used (e.g. Schmiedtova 2004; Slabakovg; 20@tutterheim and Carroll
2006). Equally challenging appears to be the tddkarning to express temporal
relations in non-aspect languages (for example @eynby native speakers of
aspect-dominant languages (such as Czech or RusBhas is particularly evident
in learners' way of structuring information in raives (e.g. Schmiedtova and
Sahonenko in press; Carroll et al. in press).

The difficulties that second language learnersligbraficiency levels face when
dealing with aspectual relations in the L2 arisetlpabecause of the high
complexity, prominence, and differences betweenLth@and the L2 systems. But
perhaps they also arise because the standard ianafythe aspectual categories
does not provide the necessary guidelines for exadb formulate instructions that
would make the acquisition of aspect more systenaaid thus successful. In other
words, we believe that the lack of clarity and eygsticity in the terminology is
directly connected to the issues in the L2 acdaisiof aspect. These issues arise
because learners have to gain competence not dnlyheo form and the
corresponding meaning(s), but also in connecting firm and meaning by
principles of use in discourse. These kinds of oetenpce have to be coherently
integrated within the learning process, which @fhcult task for both teacher and
learner to master.

The aim of this paper is to sketch some of the tiexjsproblems, increase
awareness of them, and stimulate a discussion. Wk address several



terminological concerns by introducing an empiticabased approach to the
classification of grammatical aspect including Islveell as L2 data.

The structure of the present paper is as followeswill discuss in the following
section a number of terminological fallacies, treow some empirical data in
order to support our claims, and finally draw oandusions with a special focus
on implications for second language learning. Owtamal includes data from
Czech, Dutch, German and Russian native speakevelhas Russian and Czech
learners of German.

2 Aspect ter minology

One of the frequently occurring problems within tiberature on aspect is the lack
of uniformity concerning the theoretical notion adpect. Usually, the notion of
aspect comprises grammatical as well as lexicaagpn exception to this trend is
Bertinetto and Delfitto 2000). In line with thisdd researchers assume that the
acquisition of grammatical aspect is always guilgdsemantic features encoded
on the verb (lexical aspect). The original propogaés back to Andersen and
Shirai's Aspect Hypothesis (also called PrimacyAspect Hypothesis, Prototype
Hypothesis, Aspect before Tense Hypothesis) fro@41@n the basis of which
they accounted for different types of acquisitiotiaia as well as Pidgin and Creole
languages. Interestingly this hypothesis seemsettebable for numerous L1 and
L2 varieties; it has stimulated a lot researchteeldo aspect (for example, Li and
Shirai 2000; Stoll 2005; Johnson and Fey 2006) fzesl been useful for stating
initial research hypotheses in the study of chaloguage. It is important to realize
that the correlation between lexical and grammhbte=tures as can be observed in
first language acquisition does not necessarily yma description of the
underlying linguistic system. Note, however, thadatisfactory description of an
underlying system is a prerequisite for develog@pgropriate teaching methods.
Unfortunately, this influential hypothesis does address the core issue of how
to keep the notion of grammatical and lexical aspgart, nor does it provide a
systematic description of these categories. RAspect Hypothesidormulates
acquisitional patterns for aspectual notions intizst (i.e., the order of acquisition
of perfective vs. imperfective makers). Perhaps rwhencentrating on English,
which has only one grammaticalized aspectual marites suffix -ng, it is
plausible to set up an opposition between a vertkedafor ongoingness (i.e.
progressivity — | am sleeping) and a verb infleatéith past tenseHe slept all day
yesterday, and label the latter as perfective. This seemsvork because the
perfective meaning here arises through the pasetarrphology. However, note
that simple past in English is an aspectualiynarkedform that is open to +/-
perfective interpretation. Thus, the verbal form Hie sleptis not inherently
perfective, but receives its perfective meaningatyeby pragmatic knowledge. It
could very well be the case that the person what slesterday is in fadte is still



sleeping This information is simply NOT part of the tempbsemantics of this
utterance, and also not grammatically encoded. therocases, the pragmatic
information is accompanied by lexical featureshaf verb as itshe broke my arm

In this example, the verbreak inherently expresses a change of state (which
makes the perfective reading possible). But agtia, verb is not marked for
perfectivity by means of inflectional morphologydadioes not encode grammatical
aspect.

This is very different from languages that openatth two aspectual markers
whose meanings are truly contrastive. All Slaviogiaages, for example, can
express both meanings — perfective and imperfeetiggammatically on the verb.
Although these systems do not apply to all verlzbthere are many exceptions to
the rule, we see a fundamental difference betwbenSlavic and the English
systems. There is an opposition between two diftesspectual categories in
Slavic languages (none of them is expressed bytpast marking), whereas no
such grammatical opposition exists in English.

We believe that this mix-up has been dominating padially misguiding the
overall discussion about aspect typology and aiouis(see for example, general
aspect analysis: Verkuyl 1993; Smith 1997; acquisitStoll 1998; Wagner 2006).
An exception to this trend is Slabakova’s review m@tent research on the
acquisition of aspect (2002). She points out thahynstudies have blended three
different temporal contrasts, that is past vs. qumestense, perfective vs.
imperfective grammatical aspect, and lexical asgistinctions (p. 176). In fact we
would say that grammatical notions, including graatival aspect, when fully
grammaticalized, only interact (but do not mergé&hwther temporal categories,
such as tense, adverbials, or lexical aspect. Tgremt extent the English
progressive markerirg is the ideal example of such a fully grammatieadizand
independent grammatical category.

Another problem we would like to tackle is the amibn between the terms telic
and perfective (as in Slabakova and Montrul 208&hilar to the issues discussed
above, this problem too is related to an inaccudifferentiation between lexical
and grammatical aspect. In our view, the notiotetiity belongs to the domain of
lexical, verb-inherent features whiterfectivityis a grammatical category. It is in
principle plausible to assume that all languages haerbs expressing +/- telicity.
However, only a number of aspect rich languages aavey +/- perfectivity
grammatically. In other words, although the twonterare closely related in
meaning and can interact with each other at thel lefzexpression, they involve
two different layers of linguistic analysis and ateus not synonymous. To
illustrate this difference let us consider the daling examples from English and
Czech.

D He ate an apple



In example (1) the verto eatis a one state verb (Klein 1994) and for the sake
argument we assume that together with the indefioljjectan appleit forms a
telic predicate. The same utterance in Czech septed in example (2).

(2) (On) s-1ed-| jablko
He-Nom Perf-eat-Past-3sg apple-Acc
‘He ate (an) apple’

In Czech the verb to egigt) is also a one state verb, but unlike in Englistthe
example above it occurs as a perfective, markethmatically by the prefixs-.
Like in English, we are dealing here with a telfegicate -to eat an applebut the
verb is overtly marked as perfective. So the Cadtdrance involves two different
features: telicity on the predicate plus perfetfiincoded on the verb. Only the
first feature is present in the English example.dissussed briefly above, we can
see that telicity and perfectivity involve two difent operations, yet, in these
examples they result in a comparable semantictsteichaving reached the right
boundary of the situation.

In spite of this parallelism if we change the teabéhe English verb from past to
present we observe a shift from (-) aspect to gpeat. More precisely, from (-)
progressive to (+) progressive.

3) ?He eats an apple

In (3) the tense change makes the utterance ithddr because of the conflict
between the use of the indefinite object and simplesent. Normally this
combination renders a habitual reading, but thethén temporal specification is
required (i.e.He eats an applevery day. Another option for how to make (3)
grammatical is changing the simple verb form ifte progressive:e is eating an
apple That means that a change in tense goes handnuh Wwah a change in
aspectual meaning. Note that the addition of tivg -suffix or the temporal
adverbial is obligatory in this utterance. Whateatevant here is that despite the
change in aspect, theelicity of the predicate remains unaffected. The Czech
example in (5) demonstrates that a shift in termes dhot influence the telicity or
aspectual value of the utterance.

(5) (On)  sni jablko
He-Nom Perf-eat-Present-3sg apple-Acc
‘He eats (an) apple (up)’

The interpretation of example (4) is that the gitratoeat an applewill inevitably
reach its endpoint in a very near future. Thisasywnlike the English predicate,
which is telic (semantically), but by no means petive (grammatically). In other
words, the situation depicted in (5) is perfectdeeause of the use of the perfective



prefix. In principle, the Czech aspectual systerfoved the expression of

perfectivity in the present terfsavhich is not possible for English. English, as
shown in (3), requires the marking of ongoingnesssuich a context. This is

evidence for the fact that in English the prognessiaspect has been
grammaticalized, but not the perfective. In thiasse perfectivity does not equal
telicity.

Furthermore, the English aspectual system does cootain a systematic
opposition between two different aspectual categoancoded grammatically. It
leads to fundamental problems when the underspdciimple form in telic
contexts is put in opposition to the aspectuallyked progressive form. As we
will show below, Slavic languages have both poleshes aspectual contrast at
their disposal and thus represent a completelyemifft system with not only
different forms, but also with different underlyingpresentations (for more detail,
see section 3). With respect to learning, the diffy arises when teachers draw
parallels between a marked perfective and the Emglimple form: these are
basically false friends.

The last term we would like to attend to is theiootof imperfectivity Slavic
languages useimplex forms(e.g. psat — ‘to write’) apart from the marked
imperfective (the so-calledsecondary imperfectiye These forms convey
imperfectivity despite the fact that they are noargmatically marked for this
feature. There is a also a small group of freqyemsled simplex verbs denoting
perfectivity (e.gdat - 'to give'). We are aware of the problem aridiege, namely,
the similarity to lexical aspect: these verbal fertack any overt grammatical
marking of their aspectual values. Despite thigossrterminological concern, that
has not yet been thoroughly investigdtedte hypothesize that Slavic simplex
forms differ from those in English, German, or Duté possible justification for
this line of thinking is the following. Usually, dihg a prefix to a Czech
imperfective verb results in changing the aspedemiures into the perfective, as
in example (6).

(6) Czech pit > Vy- pit
IMPF-simplex PERFdrink
English 'to drink> ‘to PERFdrink’

1 The present perfective has often been claimedate a future interpretation. Recent
research, however, has shown that this is notasacity the case for Czech, where
perfectively marked verbs in present tense can haveresent tense (here-and-now)
interpretation (Schmiedtova 2004, 2005).

2 A possible way of testing whether the aspectasiler of the unmarked simplex forms is
part of the grammar (grammatical aspect) or théctex (lexical aspect) is to conduct a
priming experiment. This research question wilbldelressed in our lab in the near future.



The situation is rather different when dealing vaiimplex perfective verbs (7).

7 Czech dat-> u-dat
PERF-simplex PREF-PERFgive
English 'to give> ‘to report’

In example (7), the prefig- only changes the meaning of the verb, but not the
aspectual value. That is, the verb remains pevieaind a new lexical entry is
derived. Because of this observation we theorizg the perfective value is
encoded in the stem of the verb regardless ofatie df overt marker(s). There are
no comparable cases in English, German, or Dutbleréfore, we argue that (a)
simplex forms in Slavic languages have a defawdtmgnatical aspect (in addition
to their inherent lexical aspect), and (b) thatgaxr forms in English, German, or
Dutch only make use of lexical aspect and are vé#ipect to grammatical aspect
underspecified. Turning back to L2 learners of ®ldanguages, the dichotomy in
the domain of simplex forms must pose an enormeasning challenge since
simplex forms are unmarked by default, neverthelessy an unambiguous
aspectual meaning. Because of this, we are agalmdevith a kind of false friend
when translating (and teaching) the Czdébas English ‘give’.

A related issue concerns the notion of progregsiviat isnot identical with the
notion of imperfectivity. We think that the differee between these two is not only
formal, but primarily conceptual. This and othdated matters will be elaborated
on in the next section where we discuss empiricah dand cross-linguistic
differences.

3 Underlying conceptsin cross-linguistic comparison

In this section, we will first explain, using prattion data from Czech, Dutch, and
Russian native speakers as well as advanced Li¥lesathat grammatical aspect is
not only a matter of grammatical form, but also tgonceptual side. This
conceptual structure is reflected in the prefersrafenative speakers when using
different aspectual forms in their L1 as well as timee overall degree of
grammaticalization within each system. This neweta analyzing aspectual
distinctions is pursued by our research group atUhiversity of Heidelberg and
originates from Christiane v. Stutterheim and Ma&gyroll.

The focus of their studies (e.g. Carroll and v.ttetheim 2003; v. Stutterheim
and Carroll 2006; Klabunde and v. Stutterheim 19883 on Semitic, Germanic,
and Romance languages. It has been shown that dleevents are depicted is
highly dependent on the feature +/- grammaticaéeispt has also been found that
the underlying principles for event construal aegspective driven and strongly
linked to patterns of grammaticalization. Additiiparecent L2 studies have
provided evidence that even very advanced leafafireack on conceptualization



strategies from their L1 when construing temporaéngs in an L2 (cf. v.

Stutterheim and Nise 2003; Schmiedtova and Sahoriarkess). These findings
go beyond the scope of encoding single eventsolCamd Lambert (2003) have
shown that the use of aspectual categories infeserbe overall information
structure in more complex tasks, such as compagiiiten or oral narrative texts.
The next sections will deal with conceptual repnésigons that underlie the
grammaticalized aspectual categories across larguag

3.1 Perfective vs. Imperfective: conceptual differes

This section focuses on the comparison betweerbtnary aspectual systems: the
Czech and the Russian systems. Although these lawc3anguages show many
typological similarities, our research (Schmiedtawé Sahonenko in press) shows
that in the aspectual domain there are crucialedifices in native speakers’
preferencesperspective taking as well as in the distribution of the forms virith
the system.

As stated above, both languages encode two canggagtammatical aspectual
categories: the so-called perfective and the dedamperfective. Also, both
languages use a number of simplex verbs, but irt fiaws, we will only focus
on the grammatically marked features of aspectprimciple, there are two
operators that can change the aspectual value w&frta The first operation is
adding a prefix to the verbal stem. These pref(about 20 different types) do not
only change the grammatical aspect, but can afsegtahe semantics of the verb,
i.e. derive a new lexical item. Moreover, with sowerbs it is only the lexical
meaning that changes. So, the trouble here istlilediexical and the grammatical
modification can hardly be taken apart (Comrie 1936hmiedtova 2004). The
other operation is adding a suffix. Suffixationdedo secondary imperfectivization
of the verb (regardless of the type of verb stem)l ghe change is only
grammatical (from perfective to imperfective aspethese claims hold true for
Russian as well as Czech. Let us consider a cafigieamples.

(8) Prefixation of the simplex imperfective form
CZ: psat RUS:pisat’
IMPERF-simplex
CZ: VY-psa-(-t)RUS: VY -pisa(-t’)
PREF-writePERF ENG: ‘to write out/to announce’

In (8) a simplex imperfective is turned into a petive by the prefiwy-, and the
meaning changes. Note that one and the same opexiftots two linguistic
domains: lexicon and grammar.



(9) Suffixation of the simplex perfective form
Cz: dat RUS:dat’
PERF-simplex
CzZ:da-VA(-t) RUS:da-VA(-t)
PERF-give-2ndIMPERF ENG: ‘to be giving’

Example (9) illustrates the imperfectivization adimplex perfective verb.

(10)  Suffixation of a prefixed perfective form
CZ: vy-psat RUS:vy -pisat’
PREF-writePERF
CZ: VY-pis-OVA(-t) RUS:VY —pisYVA(-t)
PREF-2ndIMPERF ENG: ‘to be writing out/to be anncing’

The same suffix -(0)va/-(y)vad can be attached to a prefixed verb denoting
perfectivity. As in (9) the suffix in (10) also ainges the grammatical aspect.

The question to ask here is: what are the concemmasequences of these
operations? We do not completely adhere to howepgvity and imperfectivity
are usually described in the literature (for exampBybee 1992: 144). “..
perfective, which indicates that the situationasbe viewed as a bounded whole,
and imperfective, which in one way or another lodkside the temporal
boundaries of the situation ...".

We want to be more specific and claim that the iatutifference between the
perfective and imperfective is thaegreeof focus on theright boundaryof a
situation. That is, the function of the perfectinghese two languages is encoding
that a situation has reached its right boundary a@ad that an assertion is made
about the post state of this situation. In confrésé secondary imperfective
accesses the time interval prior to the right bampdbut (!) does not defocus the
right boundary of the situation. So, in both insts the perfective as well as the
imperfective aspect, the attention centers arobedight boundary. This view on
the imperfective aspect puts the frequently assursiedlarity between the
progressive (e.g. in English or Dutch) and the irfgmive into question. Even
though such a comparison might be linguisticalltetiesting, our analyses show
that the two aspectual operations are very difte(fEr more details, see section
3.2).

There was a prominent inclination to relate eveaatghe right boundary in our
production data from Czech and Russian native gpeaHl his means that when
speakers construe simple everyday events shownvides clip (e.g. somebody
drinking a glass of water, a dog running into agdggletc.) in an on-line condition
they mark the evident or inferred right boundariyeiie were two sets of scenes: in
one the right boundary of a situation was visibléhie clip and actually reached; in
the other only a potential right boundary couldiriferred but it was not depicted



as being reached in the clip. The difference betwie ways in which native
speakers of Czech and Russian verbalized these/p&s of stimuli lies in the fact
that Czech native speakers predominantly use tHegbiee form, independent of
the scene type. Russians, on the other hand, sheawledr preference for using the
secondary imperfective in all scenes. When theyl uke perfective form it was
exclusively for scenes showing the right boundaindp reached.

In other words, speakers follow different prefeir@npatterns when they encode
events. We believe that these preferences thaarsbave been described from a
linguistic point of view (i.e. surface structureyearooted in differences in
conceptualization of everitdn one and the same stimulus, Czech native speake
concentrate on the time interval at and after thbt boundary whereas Russian
native speakers are sensitive to the time intgmededing the right boundary.

At the same time, we observe that the distributibthe aspectual forms within
each system differs. That is, in Russian the ingwéitfizing suffix -(y)va is
productive and can be applied to many verbs. Ity contrast, this suffix only
combines with a small group of verbs. Additionalig, pointed out by Schmiedtova
(2004), the perfective form, when used in the presense, can have a here-now-
meaning in Czech. This is completely intolerableRuassian where the present
perfective always refers to the future. This shoet in Czech the prominence of
the perfective perspective is extending the us¢hefperfective form, while in
Russian the imperfective perspective broadens isteibdition of the secondary
imperfective.

In summary, these data show that there is an laterpetween grammatical
categories and conceptual structures. It remaingpan question in what direction
this influence takes place. Furthermore, we seeeten speakers of typologically
related languages display different conceptualiyesr perspectives (preferential
patterns) when selecting information for event tiarad.

With respect to L2 learning, we showed in Schmieéltand Sahonenko (in press)
that advanced Czech and Russian learners of Geadiare to their respective L1
preference. For example, Czech learners use theepbrof perfectivity in L2
German although German does not have grammatipakctat all. This becomes
apparent in more frequent mentioning of endpointshe form of local adjuncts
(e.g. into the house). Even though German natiealsgrs are inclined to mention
endpoints frequently (as pointed out in e.g. vitStheim and Lambert 2005), the
number of endpoints verbalized by Czech speake@eofan exceeds the default.
This is a relevant finding because it illustratbsttpatterns found for native
speakers for event depiction in their native lamguastill drive the
perspectivization in L2 production. This importassue presents a considerable

% We are currently testing our linguistically badeghotheses by means of eye-tracking
methodology. Another psycholinguistic method we gmarsuing in our lab is the
measurement of Speech Onset Times. Preliminarytsedearly indicate that grammatical
features guide speakers’ attention patterns andptéerns found in the production data
have a psycholinguistic reality.



challenge to language teachers, since being awlatbeomeanings of various
aspectual categories is a good starting point ¢breaing native-like competence
in a second language.

3.2 Progressive: grammaticalization and concetmatture

This part of the paper is devoted to the Dutch uagg. This is because we
observed that in Dutch the progressive madam het+ V-INF zijn is currently
being grammaticalized (Flecken 2006). To this end, will first present some
empirical data illustrating the range of applicai®f this marker. Further, we will
show that the range is expanding, following thengreticalization process
described in Bybee et al. (1994), which motivatesfocus on verb type. We will
briefly discuss some differences between the Datutstructionaan het+ V-INF
zijn and the German constructiam+ V-INF seinand will draw parallels between
the Dutch and the English progressive marker. Binale demonstrate that
progressivity and imperfectivity denote two diffetéemporal concepts.

First of all, it is necessary to define our notmfngrammaticalization. In general,
grammaticalization means expansion of the rangmofexts in which a particular
construction is applied: The starting point forngsa particular construction is the
prototypical use (one which is inherently linkedth@ particular function of the
grammatical feature) which spreads out to non-glpior rather non-meaning
related uses (Comrie 1976; Bybee et al. 1994,).

Regarding the meaning of the Dutch progressive emarkve observe that
modifying a Dutch verb with theaan heiconstruction depicts situations as
ongoing, as in example (11).

(11) Ik ben aan het lezen
'l am reading’

The aspectual marker in (11) defocuses both thmlirind the final boundary of
the situation and hence the temporal referenceespphly to thehere-and-now
The meaning of the Dutchan hetconstruction is, therefore, identical with the
meaning of the Englishing that has the same function. Let us take a clasdr &t
the similarities between Dutch and English.

At first sight, the Dutch marker looks like a lowat construction. Interestingly,
the English progressive marker also evolved ou tifcative construction, which
looks similar to the contemporary Dutch periph@asinstruction (12) (example
taken from Bybee et al.: 132).

(12) He ison hunting
‘He is hunting’

10



Comparing (11) and (12), we can see that the aigmeaning of both
constructions is ‘to bén the place of doing something’. This originally locative
meaning evokes a very deictic here-and-now contaxd, we assume that, in a
way, this condition was the starting point for fii)@mmaticalization of theing
form (also in Jespersen 1949; Comrie 1976). Warcthhiat it is also the starting
point in the grammaticalization process of th&n hetconstruction in current
Dutch. In English, we see that this preconditionnis longer necessary for
application of-ing, as is apparent when looking at examples (13)a4d

(13) Katja is havng an affair with Christopher
(14) Doro is taking dance classes this term

The meaning of theing form in (13) and (14) is not necessarily restrdcte the
deictic (locative) here-and-now, but it is extende®@r a longer period of time (as
in (13)), and it can even describe a habitual featas in (14)).

In Dutch, this type of application of thaan hetconstruction is not (yet?)
possible. The meaning of this construction onlyergf at this point in time, to
agentive subjects who are in the midst of an aygtat reference time or in the very
deictic past as in (15a + b).

(15a) Ik benaan het werken
‘| am working’

(15b) Gisteren was ilaan het studeren
‘ Yesterday, | was studying’

We presume that using the Dutch construction intkabcontexts is unacceptable
(this is currently being tested). The traditionadw on theaan het-construction in
Dutch literature is that it is merely “a locativernstruction with a “progressive-
like” meaning” (e.g. Boogaart 1999: 167), but itagmatical aspectual function is
not acknowledged.

In our view, we take the above observations to nibahthe Dutch progressive
construction isat the onsebf a common grammaticalization process, whereas th
English progressive marker is in a far more advdnstgge within the same
process. In order to sketch a more accurate develop of the aan het
construction, we focus on the types of verbs (Aidart, in line with Klein 1994)
that take the markeran het

The first step of grammaticalization, thus the ptypical context for using
progressive markers, is to use it in situationsotiag an activity, e.gwandelen
(‘to take a walk’),zwemmetf'to swim’), but alsceen boek lezefito read a book’),
de tafel poetse(ito clean the table’). In the prototypical phades prerequisite for
using theaan hetconstruction is the possibility of defocusing bdaries. All
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predicates that inherently refer to one of the loames (such at fall) do not
combine with theaan hetmarker at this stage of grammaticalization. Thd\itgpe
which meets all these conditions is a one state, wrich agwemmerto swim'. In
the next grammaticalization phase, a two state tygrb referring to a rathdong
time span is included (e.geranderen'to change’) followed by a two state verb
denoting ashort time interval (e.g.breken‘to break’) . The last step is the
expansion to zero state verbs, suchhasden van‘to love'. Interestingly, in
English the grammaticalization process of theg-suffix has reached this last
phase: It is grammatical to shgm loving itor She is having a balfalthough they
have two different temporal meanings).

To illustrate this process for Dutch, we presemhe@reliminary results of an
acceptability judgement task. We asked 30 Dutclveapeakers to make a choice
between a simple verb form and a verb marked bgaanhetconstruction in here-
and-now contexts. We differentiated between thea tgpes of verbs described
above. It turned out that one state verbs (ezgn‘to read, tekenen'to draw’,
schilderen ‘to paint’, knutselen‘to tinker’, pianospelen‘to play the piano’,
springen‘to jump’) triggeredthe most frequent use of tla&n hetconstruction.
The second best attractor faan hetwas the two state verb with a long duration
(as inafmaken‘to finish’, afwassento do the dishes’veranderen'to change’),
followed by the two state verb with a short dumtie.g. vallen ‘to fall’,
exploderento explode’,breken‘to break’. The zero state verbs did not eliciy an
choices for thaan hetconstruction.

As far as acceptability is concerned, this task &lkmved us to interpret the
values that the participants attached to the fdvey did not choose. They always
had to grade the other form in terms of its acdsfiya in a given context. The
most important finding was that participants rateel simple form as unacceptable
in here-and-now contexts for the verbs expressigarae-like activity, examples
of which arezwemmentb swim’, tafeltennissento play table tennis’'schilderen
‘to paint’. Moreover, they rated thean hetform as unacceptable in clauses with
motion verbs plus a depicted endpoint (aslinlden in het water aan het springen
‘I am jumping into the water’). These results malense: The latter verb type
expresses the shortest possible duration, namelytithe interval right before
reaching the final boundary, which makes defocusingoundaries impossible.

Further interpretation of these results is thatinumber of cases tt@an het
construction was considered compulsory by the gpénts. As pointed out above,
this is the case for situations expressing aotisitaking place in the here-and-now.
The simple form in these cases was rated unacdeptalbause using the simple
form renders a habitual meaning in these contekgmin, this is identical to

* The duration was brought about through the desieripf the situation. The verb itself
does not reveal the duration of the situation. &ample, in the case @kranderenthe
situation was described as ‘changing the interibrome’s apartment’, elongated with
several adverbials expressing that you have beekingoon this for a very long time so far
and you will not finish this in the near future.
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English, because the difference betwéemm dancingand| danceis that the
former implies an activity that is taking placetla time of utterance, whereas the
latter refers to a habitual activity (a hobby orh@ws even a job). Bybee et al.
(1994) labeled this phenomenon as grammaticalizaifozero (i.e. the unmarked
form receives a different meaning in certain cotge)Of course we realize that the
depiction of the grammaticalization process iseattifferent from the question of
what the actual attractors are for using #a@ hetconstruction: It cannot solely
depend on the verb type, but will rather be a mait¢he entire predicate.

An interesting comparison to draw at this poinbe&ween Dutch and German.
Both languages are typologically similar, howewsre important difference is that
Dutch is grammaticalizing a marker for ongoingnesgiereas in German
ongoingness is mainly expressed by lexical mear®erel is a construction
available in German, which is form-wise very simita the Dutch one. Consider
example (16).

(16) GER: Riekeist (gerade) am Kochen
NL:  Rieke isaan het koken
ENG: ‘Riekeiscooking’

The German periphrastic construction is merely gioreal variant of Standard

German while in Dutch it is an obligatory markersinch a context. Furthermore,
the progressive markers in English as well as Duateh systematically used by
native speakers for the expression of other tenmhpooacepts, such as the
expression of simultaneity between two events @elemiedtova 2004; Flecken
2006). The German construction is never producesiigh contexts (Schmiedtova
2004). In other words, looking at these similagitieom a learner's point of view,

we have another occurrence of false friends. Learhave to deal with two very

similar forms that do not show a similar distrilmutiacross verbs and, in addition,
are employed by speakers for different purposes.

The last point to be addressed in this sectioheéglifference between progressive
and imperfective aspect. As we have shown in se&@ib, the marked imperfective
in Slavic languages does not defocus the right danof the depicted situation,
but rather includes it. In other words, by usinig florm speakers refer to the time
interval anchored in the here-and-now AND to timkdige of this time interval to
the right boundary. The Dutch and the English pegive, by contrast, are used to
link situations to the deictic here-and-now withoahy explicit temporal
information about the right (or left) boundary. $hHs especially true in Dutch
where the grammaticalization process ofdhe hetmarker has started out exactly
from this context.

®This approach to the aan het-construction is bpimgued by M. Starren’s research group
at the Radboud University in Nijmegen, The Nethwita
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To relate this observation to the actual concejzatibn of temporal events, we
know from eye-tracking studies that Dutch and EsfgBpeakers concentraiely
on the ongoing process of situations regardlesshather they depict a right
boundary (v. Stutterheim and Carroll 2006; Carstllal. in press). We speculate
that Slavic speakers, when using the secondaryrfegizve to describe ongoing
situations of the same type as above, &b pay attention to the right boundary.

4 Conclusions

The core of the present paper centers around tha tHat the analysis of
grammatical aspect contains (at least) two differenels: the form and the
meaning. The usage and applicability of aspectuah$ in context are determined
by the preferences of native speakers.

When investigating aspectual forms cross-linguadifcmany similarities can be
observed. The tricky issue is, however, that theenpgesence of a form within
and/or between systems does not necessarily ent&itjually frequent production.
To this end, we have demonstrated on the basiscofrgparison between German
and Dutch that similar forms with identical mearsindo not show the same
distribution in native speakers' production. Thensaholds true for the language
pair Czech and Russian. Despite a big similaritywben the two aspectual
systems, Czech and Russian native speakers shderedif preferences for
applying aspectual forms. These preferential padteare closely linked to
differences in conceptualization, which only becomgdent when examining
empirical material.

The second level of analyzing aspectual systerteitevel of meaning. We have
claimed that categories such as progressive ancerfagiive aspect, albeit
applicable in comparable contexts, encode differemiporal meanings. Again the
same statement holds for the terms telic and peréecThey too are not
interchangeable and, in addition, belong to twediint domains of aspect: lexical
(telic) vs. grammatical (perfective).

Note that even when two forms and their temporaammeys are identical there
can still be a difference with respect to the ctods under which these forms can
be employed. This is directly connected to the éeaf grammaticalization of the
respective aspectual form. This has been presemede basis of the progressive
markers in English and Dutch.

These observations are highly relevant for teachimg) learning. It is reasonable
to assume that to focus on form is the least comapgroach to teaching aspect,
although we have illustrated that even at thislléaise friends can be identified.
As far as meaning is concerned the issues are deg serious. Several aspectual
categories that we dealt with are used synonymandlye literature, although they
denote semantically and conceptually differenteates.

14



Another point to be mentioned here is that manemjences pointed out in this
paper do not only occur between typologically distilanguages (such as Russian
and German), but also between languages that pmotjically closely related
(e.g. languages within the Slavic or Germanic gjoup

Now, what about learning? It is true that at theetrof acquisition false friends
can aid and support the learning process. Lookingdaanced learners, on the
other hand, provides a robust piece of evidenceféttee friends hinder learners in
the possibility of achieving nativeness. Note thditanced learners are in a perfect
command of the form and even of the meaning, =yt o not successfully use the
principles that govern the application of the forrits other words, they do not
follow native-like preferences, but rather rely patterns of use from their
respective L1s. We are not sure whether thesengmdes can be learned at all
(discussion on ultimate attainment, e.g. van Bo2@05). Nevertheless, before
giving up, it is essential to attempt to guide lgmrning of aspectual distinctions as
a whole That means that we have to realize that the delraispect is not only a
matter of terminology, but that aspect is a coneaptategory that requires
empirical research. We believe that this approaohldvbe beneficial to teachers
as well as learners.
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