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1. Introduction: Three Semantic Approaches to Verbal Polysemy

The goal of this paper is to provide a l(exical)-syntactic explanation (Hale and Keyser 2002) of why the ‘elasticity of verb meaning’ (Rappaport Hovav and Levin 1998) is quite reduced in Romance languages like French when compared to that of Germanic languages like English (Talmy 1985; 1991; 2000). Here I will exemplify my l-syntactic analysis of verbal polysemy with the well-known case study of the verb bake. Before doing it, I will provide some relevant background in this introductory section.
One of the main claims argued for by Atkins, Kegl and Levin (1988) is that the verb bake can be associated to those two senses in (1), a change of state sense (cf. 1a) and a creation sense (cf. 1b). This verb participates in argument structure alternations like the following ones: e.g., the causative alternation (cf. 2a-2b), the instructional imperative alternation (cf. 2a-2c), the material/product alternation (cf. 2d-3e), the indefinite object alternation (cf. 3a-3d), the benefactive alternation (cf. 3b-3c), or the instrumental subject alternation  (cf. 2e-3f).

(1) a. Change of state: to cook something in dry heat in an oven 
(cf. 2)

b. Creation: to create something by cooking in dry heat in an oven
(cf. 3)
(2) a. I baked the potatoes.

b. While the potatoes were baking, ...

c. Bake for an hour in a hot oven. 

d. I baked the pastry into a pie.

e. The oven baked the potatoes too hard.


(3) a. I’ve baked a pie.

b. I’ve baked a pie for you.

c. I’ve baked you a pie.

d. I always bake on Tuesdays.

e. I’ve baked a pie from the pastry.

f. This oven bakes good pies.

Concerning the crosslinguistic variation involved in (1), Atkins et al. (1988: 103) pointed out that French is a language where the cooking verbs are simply change of state verbs and do not allow a creation sense, this statement being argued to be consistent with other properties that set French apart from English (cf. Green 1973; Talmy 1985f). Accordingly, the creation sense of the verb bake is simply to be translated as the light verb faire ‘to make’ in the lexical entry which Atkins et al. (1988) would posit for an ideal bilingual dictionary English-French (e.g., cf. their Figure 12 in page 107).

Those properties setting French apart from English can be exemplified with Levin and Rapoport’s (1988: 280) examples in (4): for example, notice that the creation sense can be associated to the verb burn in (4a) and the verb smile in (4d), this extension being possible in English but not in French.
 

(4)
a. Stephanie a fait un trou à son manteau avec une cigarette.
(French)
    Stephanie made a hole in her coat with a cigarette


    ‘Stephanie burned a hole in her coat with a cigarette’.

b. Elle a soigneusement essuyé la vaisselle.

    She has carefully wiped the dishes

    ‘She wiped the dishes dry.’

c. Il a rit comme un bossu/une baleine.

   He has laughed like a hunchback/a whale

   ‘He laughed himself sick.’


d. Pauline l’a remercié d’un sourire.


    Pauline thanked him with a smile)


   ‘Pauline smiled her thanks.’




Levin and Rapoport (1988) argued that the process which derives all of those English constructions in (4) is a lexical subordination operation at the LCS level: according to them, these constructions “involve taking the entire clause of the original LCS and subordinating it as a means/manner clause under the result clause” (p. 283): for example, see their relevant representation in (5).

(5)
Lexical Subordination at the L<exical>C<onceptual>S<structure> level

a. Pauline smiled.

smile: [x DO ‘smile’]


b. Pauline smiled her thanks.
smile: [x EXPRESS y BY [x DO ‘smile’]]







Levin and Rapoport (1988: 283)

On the other hand, adopting a different perspective of a generative lexicon, Pustejovsky (1995: 124; 253 fn.16) argued explicitly that the creation sense of the verb bake produced by the lexical subordination operation in Levin and Rapaport’s (1988) analysis can better be explained as follows : 

(6)
“The semantics for the VP bake a cake results from several operations. First, conventional function application binds the object into the argument structure of the verb bake. Secondly, a type of feature unification occurs, licensed by the identity of qualia values for agentive in the verb and its argument.<
: JM> That is, QA (bake) = QA (the cake) (....) We can derive both word sense of verbs like bake by putting some of the semantic weight on the NP. This view suggests that, in such cases, the verb itself is not polysemous. Rather, the creation sense of bake is contributed in part by the meaning of a cake, by virtue of it being an artifact. The verb appears polysemous because certain complements (i.e., those co-specifying the verb) add to the basic meaning by co-composition”.
Pustejovsky (1995: 124-125)
In short, Pustejovsky argues that the creation sense arises not by lexical enumeration, but generatively in the semantics itself. 

Quite interestingly, the proposal that the creation sense is not to be attributed to an extension of the lexical verb meaning is also in good tune with work by constructionalists like Goldberg. For example, the so-called ‘a hole construction’ exemplified in (7a) could be represented within Goldberg’s (1995) constructional framework as in (8).  Thus, for example, in her constructional framework, the creation sense involved in (7a) should not be attributed to the verbal meaning of the verb kick, but rather to the meaning of the argument structure construction, in particular to the one I have tentatively represented in (8) with the predicate CREATE.

(7)  
a. Frances kicked a hole in the fence.

b. Stephanie burned a hole in her coat with a cigarette (cf. (4a) supra)

c. Matilda poked a hole in the rice paper screen.

Examples taken from Levin and Rapoport (1988: 278)

(8) 
Composite construction: “A hole construction” + kick   



















2. The Crosslinguistic Variation Problem: Parametrizing Verbal Polysemy

As I’ve emphasized elsewhere,
 semanticocentric approaches run into problems when dealing with the crosslinguistic variation. Indeed, what could it mean to say that a semantic operation (for example, Levin and Rapoport’s (1988) LCS operation in (5b) or, alternatively, Pustejovsky’s (1995: 125) co-composition process alluded to in (6)) cannot apply to Romance languages like French? Putting aside the fact that even for English, the strategy involved in this co-composition process could be said to be quite odd (e.g., see the relevant criticism by Fodor and Lepore (1998)),
 a non-trivial question is which explanatory power can be attributed to the stipulation that this semantic process does not apply in Romance?

This notwithstanding, it should be clear that I agree with Pustejovsky (1998: 301) that the absence of the create sense of cooking verbs from Romance is related to its lack of complex telic path of motion constructions like (9a’) or complex resultative constructions like (9b’-9c’).
 However, as it stands, I do not see any explanatory value underlying Pustejovsky’s claim that Romance lacks the relevant “event composition rule”. That is, which is the explanatory value of the stipulation/observation that Romance languages like French lack semantic event-type shiftings from processes/activities to transitions/accomplishments like those ones that are supposed to account for the data in (9)?

(9)
a. John danced (process) 


a’. → John danced into the room (transition)

b. Jaume talked (process) 


b’. → Jaume talked us into a stupor (transition)

c. The dog barked (process) 


c’. → The dog barked the chickens awake (transition)

Indeed, I think that those questions I’ve just raised cannot be provided with any appropriate answer precisely because I’m convinced that these questions do not have an appropriate formulation either. One thing is clear: the crosslinguistic variation problem (e.g., why those examples expressing a transition in (9) are possible in Germanic but not in Romance) cannot be explained in purely semantic (LCS, E<vent> S<tructure> or whatever…) terms. Mere stipulations of the sort that “Romance lacks event type-shiftings of the relevant sort” cannot be said to constitute explanations at least in a generative framework like the one I’m assuming here. 

To solve this non-trivial problem, here I want to focus on the not so obvious points dealing with the crosslinguistic variation, those ones that a purely semantic approach leaves unsolved. When analyzing the present case of study of verbal polysemy, I will rely on the widely accepted generative committment that parametrizing morphosyntactic structures carrying semantic features makes sense, whereas parametrizing pure semantico-conceptual structures does not. 

Accordingly, from now on, I want to substantiate the three following claims: Firstly, the relevant operation of lexical subordination is not a semantic one (contra Levin and Rapoport 1988) but rather a morphosyntactic one. Secondly, the creation sense does not arise generatively in the semantics itself (contra Pustejovsky 1995), but in L(exical)-syntax, the latter being the locus of parameterization of morphosyntactic facts affecting argument structure (Hale and Keyser 2002). Thirdly, like Goldberg (1995) and Erteschik-Shir and Rapoport (1997), among others, I do not want to posit multiple senses within the lexical entry of the verb bake: e.g., see the relevant data in (10), which are not described by Atkins, Kegl and Levin in their (1988) paper.
 Rather my claim is that there is a constant atomic root X (BAKE) that can be associated to different complement positions of l-syntactic argument structure configurations.

(10) a. Cynthia Bruce Krammer started to bake her way into the cookie 

     business, creating her own original recipes. 

b.  I merrily baked the day away.

c.  The barely heard burbling of the stream lulled her to sleep as the sun 

baked the water out of her fur.

d. Aware that summer baked the water clear, today I came to see a fleet of trout.

e. Given enough time eventually all the food is cooked, with the outer layers more cooked that the inner ones. This is what allows piecrusts to get firm: as the water is baked away, the crust gets dry.

Examples extracted from search in www.google.com

As noted, in this paper I assume Hale and Keyser’s (2002) theory of argument structure, which I have no space to review in its detail here.
 In their theory, a given head X can enter into the structural combinations in (11): in (11a) a head X only takes a complement, in (11b) it takes both a complement and a specifier, in (11c) it takes only a specifier, and finally in (11d) it takes no complement nor specifier (i.e., in (11d) X is a non-relational element).
  

(11)
Basic Argument Structure Types (Hale and Keyser 2002)


a. [X  X Y]
b. [X  Z [X X Y]]
c. [α   Z [α   α X]]
d. X



Head (X); complement (Y of X); predicate (X of Z).

With this sketchy background in mind, let us analyze our first case: I claim that the l-syntactic structure corresponding to the (caused) change of state sense in (2a), repeated below in (12), involves merging the unaccusative structure in (11c) into the structure of (11a), the latter headed by a causative verb.
 According to Hale and Keyser (1998, 2002), the process of conflation is essentially an operation that copies a full phonological matrix into an empty one, this operation being carried out in a strict local configuration: i.e., in a head-complement one. Since conflation can be argued to be concomitant of Merge (Hale and Keyser 1998ff.), the syntactic argument structure in (12) turns out to be quite abstract since this has been abstracted away from the two conflation processes involved in this example: applying the conflation operation in (12) involves copying the full phonological matrix of the atomic root, which semantically expresses a state, into the empty one corresponding to a transition verb. Moreover, since the phonological matrix corresponding to the causative verb is also empty, the conflation applies again from the saturated phonological matrix of the transition verb to the unsaturated matrix of the causative one (see Hale and Keyser (2002) for more details).
(12)
I baked the potatoes (in a hot oven).


[V1
[V1 Ø]

[V2  DP 
[V2 [V2 Ø] 

X]]]]


[
CAUSE
[ the potatoes 
[    [BECOME 
BAKED]]]]


Next let us deal with the more complex cases which are not found in Romance: my claim is that the complex argument structure corresponding to the creation sense of the verbs bake or smile involves the syntactic composition of two different l-syntactic structures, those ones in (13a) and (13b). In particular, I posit that the conflation of the subordinate activity verb in (13b) into the main creation verb in (13a) can be argued to be carried out via a ‘generalized transformation’ (cf. Chomsky 1995): that is, the complex verbal head of (13b) is merged into the null verb in (13a), the former providing the latter with phonological content: see the resulting complex l-syntactic argument structure in (14).

(13)
I baked a pie (cf. Pauline smiled her thanks)  


a. 
[V1 [V1 Ø]    DP]

b.
[V2 [V2 Ø]   X]



[    MAKE   a pie]


[    DO
      BAKING]



  
([   MAKE  her thanks]

[    DO
      SMILING]
)


(14)
[V1 [V2 X-V2]
    -V1]           DP ]]]


[  [ BAKING-DO]-MAKE ]  a pie]       (i.e., ‘(I) made a pie baking (it)’)

([[SMILING-DO]-MAKE ] her thanks] (i.e., ‘(Pauline) expressed her thanks smiling’))

The existence of the conflation process in (14) in English, but not in French, is related to those facts alluded to above that separate the Germanic languages from the Romance ones. As shown by Talmy (1991, 2000), the Germanic lexicalization pattern involves a conflation process of a main event with a supportive event which typically expresses manner: examples like those in (10), which are fully impossible in Romance, also exemplify the Germanic pattern. Two relevant examples are repeated in (15): (15a) is an example of the so-called way-construction, and (15b) is an example of the so-called ‘time-away construction’.
 Since both involve the very same l-syntactic analysis, I will limit myself to commenting on the formation of the complex argument structure involved in the way-construction.

(15) a. Cynthia Bruce Krammer started to bake her way into the cookie 

    business, creating her own original recipes.

b. I merrily baked the day away.

I posit that the way-construction can also be argued to be the result of conflating two different, independent l-syntactic argument structures, the main one being depicted in (16a), and the subordinate one in (16b). In (16a) there is a complex birelational element (into) relating two non-relational elements, her way and into the cookie business (see Mateu (2001b) for an l-syntactic translation of Hoekstra’s (1988) SCResults, whose head is argued to be a telic path relation). The Small Clause projection headed by P is subcategorized for by a phonologically null causative head, the external argument (omitted here) being introduced by the relevant functional projection (Chomsky 1995). Notice also that the subordinate syntactic argument structure in (16b) is the same as that in (13b).

(16)
a. [V1
[V1 Ø]

[P  DP 

[P  P 
DP ]]]


    [
CAUSE
[ her way 
[   into 
the cookie business ]]]


b. [V2 [V2 Ø]   X]



    [    DO   BAKING]

As noted above, I assume that the conflation process involving two l-syntactic argument structures like those in (16a-b), can be argued to be carried out via the syntactic operation of Merge, which has been said to be similar to a ‘generalized transformation’ (see Hale and Keyser 1997). Crucially, due to the satellite nature of the head into (cf. Talmy 1985; 1991), the phonologically null verbal head of the main argument structure in (16a) is allowed to be saturated by the subordinate argument structure in (16b), which is in turn formed via the conflation of a non-relational element into an agentive eventive head. 

As a result of the adjunction process depicted in (17), the phonologically full subordinate verbal head provides the main empty one with phonological content. Accordingly, my analysis is compatible with Hale and Keyser's (1998) proposal that the conflation process appears to be motivated by the following reason: “empty phonological matrices must be eliminated from the morphosyntactic representation of sentences” (p. 80).

(17)
[[V1 [V2 X-V2]
    -V1] 
[P  DP 

[P P 
DP ]]]     

[  [ BAKING-DO]-CAUSE ] [ her way 
[  into 
 the cookie business ]]]  

 (i.e., ‘(CBK) made her way into the cookie business baking’)

More importantly, notice that there is a non-trivial morphosyntactic explanation accounting for (i) the existence of resultative-like constructions such as those in (10) and complex telic path of motion constructions like that in (18a) in ‘satellite-framed’ languages like English, and (ii) their absence from ‘verb-framed’ languages like Romance (cf. Talmy (1985, 1991, 2000)): in Romance languages, the relevant Path relation is typically conflated into the verb (cf. 18b), this fact preventing the already saturated verb (e.g., Sp. entró ‘entered’) from being conflated with a further independent component expressing ‘Manner’, which, if necessary, is typically expressed via a gerundive adjunct. By contrast, in satellite-framed languages like English, a spatial prepositional relation like into in (19) is allowed to be left stranded as a satellite around an abstract motion verb GO, this fact enabling this null main verb to be conflated with an independent subordinate verbal head expressing what Talmy (1991) refers to as the supportive event, i.e., dancing. 

(18)
a. John danced into the room.



   
English


b. Juan entró    

en  la    habitación (bailando)

Spanish


    John entered (=GO+into)  in  the  room   
       (dancing)

c. John entered the room dancing.



      “Latinglish”

(19)
[[V1 [V2 X-V2]
    
-V1]   [P  DP 
[P P 
DP ]]]     

[  [ DANCING-DO]  -GO ]  [ John 
[  into 
 the room ]]]

3. Conclusions

In this section, I summarize two main important points to be drawn from the present paper: 

- Despite the descriptive merits of Levin and Rapoport's (1988) LCS analysis of Lexical Subordination, the crosslinguistic variation has not been dealt with in an adequate way: Indeed, what could it mean to say that an LCS rule (or, alternatively, an “event composition rule”; cf. Pustejovsky 1995) cannot apply in Romance?

- Quite importantly, Talmy’s (1991, 2000) typological distinction between ‘satellite-framed languages’ (e.g., English) and ‘verb-framed languages’ (e.g., French) has been shown to be involved in the explanation of the parameterization issue reviewed here (cf. Mateu and Rigau 1999; 2002): in particular, I’ve argued that the relevant I-linguistic variation under study here is to be explained in morphosyntactic terms, rather than in purely semantico-conceptual terms (cf. Snyder 2001 for a similar view). Accordingly, I’ve argued that Talmy’s typological distinction must be translated into Hale and Keyser’s (1993, 2002) l-syntactic terms (cf. Mateu 2002): Talmy’s claim that only non-verb-framed languages like English allow constructions involving a conflation process of a main dynamic event with a supportive event  is related to the morphosyntactic fact that only these languages (i.e, the 'satellite-framed' ones) allow an abstract null verb {MAKE/CAUSE/GO} of a main argument structure to be merged with a phonologically full verb from a(n independently generated) subordinate argument structure (e.g., cf. {(14)/(17)/(19)}). 
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� The examples in (2) and (3) are taken from Atkins et al. (1988: 104). According to them, “(...) The knowledge that bake in one of its uses is a change of state verb allowed us to predict that it would participate in the causative/inchoative alternation; the knowledge that bake in one of its uses is a verb of creation allowed us to predict that it would participate in the benefactive alternation (...). This fact in turn allowed us to predict other alternations in which bake would participate, e.g., the indefinite object alternation, which is found with creation verbs” (p. 102-103).  


� According to Levin and Rapoport (1988: 280), “(...) the French translations of the English constructions in which a verb takes on an extended meaning make use of a paraphrase in which the verb maintains its simple meaning. French verbs cannot take on extended meanings of the type identified in English <emphasis added: JM>”. For a similar claim, see also Fong and Poulin (1998), who express it in terms of Rappaport Hovav and Levin’s (1998) lexical-semantic theory of  event structure. 	


� According to Pustejovsky (1995; 1998: 294), word meaning is structured on the basis of four generative factors, or qualia roles (cf. i), which capture how humans understand objects and relations in the world and provide the minimal explanation for the linguistic behavior of lexical items.


(i)	a. formal: the basic category that distinguishes an object within a larger domain;


	b. constitutive: the relation between an object and its constituent parts;


	c. telic: the object’s purpose and function;


	d. agentive: factors involved in the object’s origin or ‘coming into being’.


As emphasized by Pustejovsky (1998: 294), the qualia structure is at the core of the generative properties of the lexicon, since it provides a general strategy for creating increasingly specific concepts with conjunctive properties.


 


� Cf. Goldberg (1995: chap. 2) for the distinction and (mis)matching between argument roles (‘creator’, ‘theme’, ‘recipient’, etc.) and participant roles (‘kicker’, ‘kicked’, ‘pusher’, ‘sneezer’, and a potentially infinite (?) list). The former are associated to argument structure constructions, while the latter are associated to the verbal meaning.


� See Mateu (2001a,b) and Mateu and Rigau (2002). 





� “In short, in order to explain why knife doesn’t select the creative sense of bake, J<ames>P<ustejovsky> is required to claim that you don’t know what any term for an artifact means unless you know how that kind of artifact is made. If, like the present authors, you don’t know how pencils are made, you don’t know what pencil means”.  Fodor and Lepore (1998: 280).			


�  “Regarding the bake data, French and Italian differ from English in an interesting way.  Neither language allows this polysemy, and faire and fare <‘make’: JM> must be used 	in the ‘create’ context (…) This sense alternation is related to a larger set of crosslinguistic differences and is apparently linked to the phenomena of resultatives as well as manner of motion conflations (see Talmy 1985; Levin 1985), owing to the presence or absence of event composition rules of a particular sort” <emphasis added: JM>.  Pustejovsky (1998: 301; fn. 3).


� See also Mateu and Rigau (1999, 2002) for the claim that parametric variation must not be reduced to the morphological properties of functional categories (as argued by Borer (1984) and Chomsky (1995), among others), since those properties associated to lexical categories can also be argued to be parametrized (see Snyder (1995, 2001) for a similar view to the one assumed here). 





� See Mateu (2001a,b) for an l-syntactic account of so-called ‘unselected object constructions’. See also McIntyre (2002) for a compatible view. 





� See Mateu (2002) and Mateu and Amadas (2001) for some relevant qualifications.





� See Mateu (2002) for the claim that ‘argument structure’, conceived of as l(exical)-syntactic structure, is not to be regarded as part of the lexical entry but rather as part of Chomsky’s (1995) computational system (see also Chomsky (1993; 1995 (chap. 3)) and Uriagereka (1998) for the very same remark on Hale and Keyser’s (1993) theory of argument structure). Accordingly, I claim that l-syntax must not be taken as “syntax inside the lexicon”, but rather simply as “syntax of lexical categories”, as opposed to that containing functional categories (cf. Hale and Keyser's (1993, 2002) term of s(entential)-syntax).  





� See Hale and Keyser (2002) for the claim that the external argument is truly external to l(exical)-syntax, this being introduced in s(entential)-syntax.


� For different analyses of the so-called way-construction, see Jackendoff (1990, 1992), Marantz (1992), Goldberg (1995, 1997), and Mateu (2000, 2002), and for an in-depth descriptive analysis of the so-called ‘time-away construction’, see Jackendoff (1997).


� The result of the conflation process depicted in (17) gives a complex phrasal idiom: as a complex syntactic object, it is generated by the computational system; as a complex "construction", it is to be licensed if its idiosyncratic restrictions pointed out by Jackendoff (1992) and Goldberg (1995, 1997) are respected. See Marantz (1997) for some interesting preliminary remarks concerning the relation between the generative computational system and the non-generative encyclopedic component. 





PAGE  
13

