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0.  Abstrac t 

I t  ha s recentl y bee n suggeste d tha t  th e differen t  valenc e 
possibilitie s o f  a  singl e ver b ste m ca n b e accounte d fo r  b y 
postulatin g lexica l  rule s tha t  operat e o n th e semanti c 
structur e o f  verbs ,  producin g differen t  ver b senses .  Syn -
tacti c expressio n i s the n take n t o b e predicte d b y genera l 
linkin g rule s tha t  m a p semanti c structur e ont o syntacti c 
for m (Alsin a an d M c h o m b o 1990 ,  Bresna n an d Mosh i 
1989 ,  Levi n 1985 ,  Pinke r  1989 ,  Rappaport ,  Laughren ,  an d 
Levi n 1987) .  I n thi s pauper ,  genera l  problem s wit h suc h 
£q)proache s ar e discussed ,  includin g th e following :  a )  suc h 
theorie s requir e a  larg e numbe r  o f  bot h distinc t  ver b 
sense s an d lexica l  rules ,  b )  a d ho c an d ofte n implausibl e 
ver b sense s ar e required ,  c )  a n unwarrante d asymmetr y 
betwee n differen t  argumen t  structure s i s posited ,  an d d ) 
many generalization s ar e obscured . 

An alternativ e i s suggeste d tha t  involve s consider -
in g th e variou s valence s a s template s o r  construction s tha t 
ar e paire d wit h semantic s independentl y o f  th e verb s tha t 
may occu r  wit h them .  Fo r  example ,  abstrac t  semantic s 
suc h a s " X cause s Y  t o receiv e Z, "  " X cause s Y  t o becom e 
Z"  etc .  ar e associate d directl y wit h th e skeleta l  syntacti c 
ditransitiv e an d resultativ e constructions ,  respectively , 
allowin g th e verba l  predicate s t o b e associate d wit h riche r 
frame-semantic  representations . 

I .  Introductio n 

Ther e i s a  widesprea d assumptio n i n curren t  linguisti c 
theorie s tha t  synta x i s a  projectio n o f  lexica l  requirements . 
Thi s clai m i s explici t  i n Th e Projectio n Principl e ( G B ) ,  th e 
Completenes s an d Coherenc e Wnciples(LFG) ,  an d i n al l 
curren t  "linkin g theories "  whic h attemp t  t o predic t  o v m 
synta x from  semanti c rol e o r  thet a rol e arrays .  I n al l  o f 
thes e cases ,  i t  i s  th e ver b whic h i s take n t o b e o f  centra l 
importance .  Tha t  is ,  i t  i s  assume d tha t  th e ver b deter -
mine s h o w man y an d whic h kin d o f  complement s wil l 
cooccu r  wit h it .  I n thi s way ,  th e ver b i s analogize d t o th e 
predicat e o f  forma l  logi c whic h ha s a n inheren t  numbe r  o f 
distinc t  arguments .  Th e ver b i s  take n t o b e a n n-plac e 
relation  waitin g fo r  th e exactl y correc t  typ e an d numbe r  o f 
arguments . 

At  th e sam e time ,  i t  i s als o recognize d tha t  th e sam e 
ver b ste m ofte n occur s wit h mor e tha n on e valence . 
Thes e tw o factor s tha t  l)synta x i s take n t o b e a  projectio n 
of  lexical ,  an d i n particular ,  verba l  requirements ,  an d tha t 
2)th e syntacti c valenc e associate d wit h particula r  verb s i s 
not  uniquel y determined ,  hav e recentl y le d man y theorist s 
t o postulat e lexica l  rule s whic h ar e designe d t o operat e o n 
th e semanti c structure s o f  lexica l  items .  Th e over t  com -
plemen t  structur e i s the n t o b e predicte d b y genera l  link -
in g rule s tha t  m a p semanti c structur e ont o syntacti c for m 
(cf .  Alsin a an d M c h o m b o 1990 ,  Bresna n an d Mosh i  1989 , 
Levi n 1985 ,  Pinke r  1989 ,  Rappaport ,  Laughren ,  an d Levi n 
1987) . 

By postulatin g rule s tha t  operat e o n semanti c struc -
tur e a s oppose d t o rule s o r  transformation s tha t  ar e purel y 
syntactic ,  thes e theorie s manag e t o incorporat e importan t 
insights .  First ,  differen t  valenc e expression s ar e typicall y 
accompanie d b y slightl y differen t  semanti c interpretation s 
and secondly ,  alternation s ar e common l y constraine d i n 
semanti c way s (cf .  Pinke r  198 9 fo r  revie w an d discus -
sion) . 

I n thi s paper ,  however ,  I  argu e tha t  semanti c chang -
in g lexica l  rule s ar e subjec t  t o m a n y genera l  criticisms , 
despit e th e fac t  tha t  thei r  semanti c basi s i s well-motivated . 
A n alternativ e i s suggeste d whic h attempt s t o incorporat e 
th e semanti c insight s whil e avoidin g m a n y o f  th e prob -
lem s associate d wit h postulatin g rule s tha t  chang e th e 
inheren t  semantic s o f  th e mai n verb .  Th e alternativ e 
involve s considerin g th e variou s valence s a s template s o r 
construction s tha t  ar e paire d wit h semantic s independentl y 
of  th e verb s tha t  m a y occu r  wit h them .  Fo r  example , 
abstrac t  semanti c representation s suc h a s " X cause s Y  t o 
receiv e Z, "  " X cause s Y  t o becom e Z "  ca n b e associate d 
directl y wit h th e skeleta l  syntacti c ditransitiv e an d resulta -
tiv e constructions ,  respectively ,  allowin g th e verba l  predi -
cate s t o b e associate d wit h richer  frame-semanti c 
representations.  Thi s approac h i s  currentl y bein g 
develope d a s par t  o f  th e theor y o f  Constructio n G r a m m a r 
(FiUmore ,  Ka y an d O'Conno r  1988 ,  FUlmor e 1987 ,  Ka y 
1990 ,  Lakof f  1987) .  Aspect s o f  thi s typ e o f  approac h hav e 
bee n recentl y suggeste d b y Jackendof f  199 0 an d Wierz -
bick a 198 8 a s weU . 

2.  Problem s wit h (Semantic )  Lexica l  Rul e Approache s 

Ther e ar e m a n y problem s wit h lexica l  rul e accounts . 
First ,  althoug h suc h account s onl y appea l  t o pair-wis e 
altOTiations ,  i t  shoul d b e recognize d tha t  th e numbe r  o f 
distinc t  argumen t  sdTicture s tha t  ca n b e use d wit h a  ver b 
ste m i s typicall y greate r  tha n two .  Fo r  example ,  a n ordi -
nar y ver b suc h a s lac k ca n appea r  wit h a t  leas t  eigh t  dis -
tinc t  argumen t  stinctures : 

1.  Jo e kicke d th e wall . 

2.  Th e hors e kicks . 

3.  Jo e kicke d th e footbal l  int o th e stadium . 

4.  Jo e kicke d a t  th e football . 

5.  Jo e kicke d B o b blac k an d blue . 

6.  Jo e kicke d hi s foo t  agains t  th e chair . 

7.  Jo e kicke d B o b th e football . 

8.  Jo e kicke d hi s w a y ou t  o f  th e operatin g room . 

T o relate  thes e valences ,  seve n lexica l  rule s woul d b e 

required ,  t o allo w fo r  eigh t  distinc t  sense s o f  lack .  I t  i s 

clea r  tha t  thi s approac h lead s t o a  proliferatio n o f  bot h 

ver b sense s an d lexica l  rules . 

Moreover ,  despit e claim s tha t  th e linkin g rule s map -

pin g argument s t o grammatica l  function s o r  t o syntacti c 
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position s ar e genera l  an d languag e independent ,  th e pro -

pose d rule s ar e common l y quit e construction-specific ;  i,e . 

the y ar e ofte n no t  genera l  acros s constructio n type s eve n 

withi n a  singl e language .  Fo r  example ,  i n Englis h th e 

them e argumen t  (th e ball(s )  i n eac h o f  th e following )  i s 

mapped t o subjec t  i n intransitiv e unaccusativ e expres -

sions ,  e.g .  Th e bal l  dropped ,  t o direc t  objec t  i n simpl e 

transitiv e expressions ,  e.g .  Jo e droppe d th e ball ,  t o th e 

secon d objec t  positio n i n ditransitives :  Jo e thre w Mar y th e 

ball ,  an d t o a n obliqu e complemen t  i n Sh e loade d th e car -

to n -wit h balls . 

2.1 .  T h e Proble m o f  Circularit y 

A fundamenta l  proble m tha t  arise s fro m assumin g tha t 

synta x i s a  projectio n o f  lexica l  requirements ,  i s  tha t  suc h 

an assumptio n ofte n result s i n circula r  analyses .  Fo r 

example ,  th e theo y i s force d int o th e positio n o f  claimin g 

tha t  kic k i s a  binar y relation,  an d therefor e mus t  hav e tw o 

an d onl y tw o complements ,  excep t  i n Th e hors e kick s i n 

whic h i t  i s  unary ,  an d therefor e ha s on e complement ,  an d 

excep t  i n Jo e kicke d B o b th e footbal l  i n whic h i t  i s  ternar y 

and therefor e ha s thre e complements . 

A constructiona l  apjsxjac h t o argumen t  structur e 

allow s u s t o avoi d th e circularit y o f  arguin g tha t  a  ver b i s 

an n-ar y predicat e an d "therefore "  ha s n  complement s 

when an d onl y whe n i t  ha s n  complements .  Instead ,  th e 

ternar y relation  fo r  example ,  ca n b e directl y associate d 

wit h th e skeleta l  ditransitiv e construction ,  an d w e ca n 

understan d tha t  relation  t o b e impose d o n kic k whe n kic k 

occur s wit h tha t  particula r  construction .  Thi s ide a i s dis -

cusse d mor e full y below . 

2.2 .  Sententia l  Effect s 

Anothw ^  difficult y wit h lexica l  rul e approache s i s tha t  i t  i s 

ofte n no t  possibl e t o determin e whethe r  a  give n argumen t 

structur e ca n b e use d o n th e basi s o f  th e ver b alone .  Fo t 

example ,  holdin g th e ver b constant ,  th e followin g a )  sen -

tence s ar e bette r  tha n th e ccxrespondin g b )  sentences : 

9a.  ? T V i s watched . 

9b .  T V i s watche d a n averag e o f  si x hour s pe r  day . 

10a .  *Sh e sen t  th e countrysid e a  package . 

10b .  Sh e sen t  th e Countes s a  package . 

Thes e effect s ar e wel l  known ,  bu t  ther e i s n o natura l 
w ay t o captur e thes e type s o f  constraint s i n th e lexica l 
semantic s o f  th e mai n verb .  O n a  constructiona l  account , 
however ,  i t  i s  possibl e t o associat e constraint s o n th e sub -
ject ,  direc t  object ,  o r  o n th e overal l  interpretatio n o f  th e 
expressio n directl y t o th e construction .  Intuitivel y i t 
makes sens e t o ascrib e constraint s tha t  occu r  onl y wit h 
particula r  argumen t  structure s directl y t o thos e argumen t 
structures ,  instea d o f  postulatin g n e w ver b sense s fo r  eac h 
of  th e verb s an d the n needin g t o stipulat e tha t  thes e partic -
ula r  sense s onl y occu r  i n th e particula r  argumen t  struc -
ture .  Fo t  example ,  th e constrain t  tha t  th e first  objec t  mus t 
be animat e w h e n verb s ar e use d wit h th e ditransitiv e con -
structio n (cf .  exs .  1  la-b )  ca n b e understoo d a s a  constrain t 
on th e construction ;  i t  shoul d no t  b e take n t o impl y tha t 

ther e i s a  specia l  ver b sens e send !  whic h constraint s it s 
goa l  t o b e animate .  I f  a  ne w ver b sens e wer e postulated , 
we woul d als o hav e t o als o posi t  a n a d ho c stipulatio n tha t 
thi s sens e coul d onl y occu r  i n th e ditransitiv e valence . 
Notic e w e canno t  readil y clai m tha t  th e ditransitiv e synta x 
i s determine d b y genera l  linkin g rules ,  becaus e verb s 
whic h d o lexicall y constrai n thei r  goal s t o b e animate -
e.g. ,  verb s suc h a s giv e o r  hand -  retain  th e constrain t 
when the y ar e use d wit h othe r  valences . 

2 3 .  Implausibl e Ver b Sense s 

Anothe r  seriou s proble m wit h th e typ e o f  entirel y 
botlom-u p analysi s o f  th e lexica l  rul e approac h i s tha t  i t 
encounter s problem s whe n face d wit h example s suc h as : 

12.  H e sneeze d th e napki n of f  th e table . 

13.  Sh e bake d hi m a  cake . 

14.  D a n talke d himsel f  blu e i n th e face . 

I n non e o f  thes e case s doe s th e ver b intuitivel y 
requir e th e direc t  objec t  complemen t  T o accoun t  fo r  12 , 
fo r  example ,  w e woul d hav e t o sa y tha t  sneeze ,  a  parad e 
exampl e o f  a n intransitiv e verb ,  actuall y ha s a  three -
argumen t  sense ,  "t o laug h i n suc h a  wa y a s t o caus e 
motion. "  T o accoun t  fo r  13 ,  w e woul d nee d t o clai m tha t 
ther e exist s a  specia l  sens e o f  bak e tha t  ha s thre e argu -
ments ,  a n agent ,  a  theme ,  an d a n intende d recipient .  Thi s 
i n effec t  argue s tha t  bak e ha s a  sens e whic h involve s 
somethin g lik e "inten d t o caus e t o have. "  T o accoun t  fo r 
14 ,  w e woul d nee d t o postulat e a  specia l  sens e o f  talk ,  "t o 
tal k i n suc h a  wa y a s t o effec t  a  chang e i n th e talker. " 

On a  constructiona l  approach ,  w e ca n understan d 
aspect s o f  th e final  interpretatio n involvin g cause d 
motion ,  intende d transfer ,  o r  cause d resul t  t o b e conui -
bute d b y th e respectiv e constructions .  Tha t  is ,  w e ca n 
understan d skeleta l  valenc e construction s t o b e cjq)abl e o f 
contributin g arguments .  Fo r  example ,  w e ca n defin e th e 
ditransitiv e constructio n t o b e associate d directl y wit h th e 
semanti c role s o f  agent ,  patien t  an d recipient ,  an d i n addi -
tio n associat e th e clas s o f  verb s o f  creatio n wit h th e 
ditransitiv e construction .  W e d o no t  nee d t o stipulat e a 
specifi c  sens e o f  bak e uniqu e t o thi s construction .  I n gen -
era l  w e ca n understan d th e direc t  object s foun d i n th e 
abov e example s t o b e licensed ,  no t  directl y a s a n argu -
ment  o f  th e verb ,  bu t  b y th e particula r  constructions . 

2.4 .  Lac k o f  Explanatio n 

I n additio n t o thes e problems ,  ther e i s reaso n t o doub t  th e 
explanator y natur e o f  lexica l  rul e accounts .  I t  i s  well -
know n tha t  ther e ar e case s whic h mee t  th e structura l 
descriptio n o f  a  particula r  alternation ,  bu t  whic h d o no t 
alternate .  Fo r  example ,  i n th e cas e o f  th e ditransitive ,  w e 
find  donate ,  explain ,  an d choos e whic h d o no t  appea r 
ditransitively ;  i n th e cas e o f  th e locativ e alternation ,  w e 
find  pour ,  drip ,  an d coi l  whic h d o no t  occu r  i n th e Sh e 
loade d th e wago n wit h ha y frame .  Becaus e o f  thes e cases , 
m a ny theorist s hav e sough t  t o ad d constraint s t o th e 
relevant  structura l  descriptions .  Attempt s i n thi s directio n 
ca n b e foun d throughou t  th e literature .  However ,  t o date , 
no genera l  constraint s hav e bee n discovere d whic h distin -
guis h th e verb s whic h allo w certai n alternation s fro m 
thos e tha t  d o no t  (se e Pinke r  198 9 fo r  a  ful l  discussio n o f 
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th e failur e t o find  adequat e way s t o constrain ,  i n a  genera l 
way,  th e applicatio n o f  particula r  alternations) .  Mos t 
theorie s solv e thi s ixx)ble m b y positin g som e typ e o f 
designatio n o n eithe r  th e verb s whic h allo w th e alternatio n 
OT o n th e verb s whic h d o no L 

Complementar y classe s o f  case s ar e als o recognize d 
t o exis t  Tlies e ar e case s whic h hav e th e "output "  struc -
ture .  Bu t  no t  th e "input "  structure .  Fo r  exampl e fo r  th e 
ditransitive ,  envy ,  forgive ,  cos t  appea r  ditransitively .  bu t 
not  wit h prepositiona l  paraphrases .  I n th e cas e o f  th e 
locative ,  fill,  cover ,  inundate ,  adorn ,  etc. ,  canno t  occu r 
wit h directiona l  phrases ,  bu t  d o occu r  i n th e wit h variant . 

Thes e tw o classe s o f  cases ,  tha t  th e rule s d o no t 
appl y t o al l  verb s wit h th e correc t  structura l  description , 
and tha t  no t  al l  expression s wit h th e "output "  structur e 
hav e th e sam e "input "  structure ,  cas t  doub t  o n th e expla -
nator y valu e o f  th e alternatio n accoun t  Th e alternatio n 
canno t  b e state d a s a n implicatio n i n eithe r  direction . 
Instead ,  th e statemen t  o f  th e alternatio n ca n onl y say : 
some verb s wit h argumen t  structur e X  als o hav e argumen t 
structur e Y .  Thi s i s true ,  bu t  i t  tell s  u s nothin g abou t 
eithe r  o f  th e argumen t  structure s or  abou t  th e particula r 
verbs ;  i t  simpl y describe s th e fac t  tha t  ther e i s som e over -
la p betwee n th e se t  o f  verb s associate d wit h tw o distinc t 
valences . 

2.5 .  Generalization s ar e Obscure d 

Furthe r  underminin g th e explanator y valu e o f  alternatio n 
account s i s th e fac t  tha t  they ,  b y thei r  nature ,  obscur e cer -
tai n generalizations .  Becaus e th e rule s ar e writte n wit h 
referenc e t o on e particula r  basi c argumen t  structure ,  othe r 
rule s wit h th e sam e outpu t  bu t  a  differen t  inpu t  structur e 
ar e postulate d a s independen t  rules .  E.g .  I n th e cas e o f  th e 
ditransitive ,  alternatio n account s o f  th e constructio n typi -
call y assum e th e existenc e o f  tw o distinc t  constructions : 
th e "ro-dative "  an d th e "for -  dative" ,  becaus e o f  th e fac t 
tha t  tw o differen t  "input "  argumen t  structure s ar e 
involved .  I n thi s wa y th e alternatio n account s typicall y 
ignor e th e fac t  tha t  ro-dative s an d /or-dative s ar e inti -
matel y relate d bot h syntacticall y an d semanticall y (fo r 
discussion ,  se e e.g. ,  Goldber g 1989) .  A  relate d proble m i s 
tha t  th e clas s o f  expression s tha t  shar e th e sam e outpu t 
argumen t  structure ,  bu t  tha t  d o no t  hav e an y othe r  relevan t 
argumen t  structur e ar e ofte n no t  accounte d fo r  i n an y sys -
temati c way .  Instead ,  case s suc h a s 

15.  H e gav e he r  a n idea . 

16.  Th e musi c len t  th e part y a  festiv e air . 

ar e sai d t o b e idiomatic ,  an d ar e ofte n ignored . 

I n th e cas e o f  th e locativ e alternation ,  simila r  gen -
eralization s hav e bee n overlooked .  Account s o f  "loca -
tive "  verb s hav e bee n systematicall y delimite d t o thos e 
case s whic h alternate ,  o r  i n som e case s (e.g .  RappapcH t 
and Levi n ms. .  Pinke r  1989 )  t o thos e case s whic h ar e o f 
th e sam e genera l  kin d a s thos e whic h alternate .  However , 
motio n verb s suc h as :  push ,  move ,  run .  throw ,  an d meta -
phorica l  case s ar e al l  exclude d fro m analysis .  (Talm y 
198 0 an d Jackendof f  198 5 ar e notabl e exception s t o thi s 
generalizatio n i n examinin g al l  type s o f  verb s o f  motio n 
as a  class .  However ,  perhap s tellingly ,  thei r  discussion s 
ar e no t  mad e i n th e framewor k of  describin g alternations) . 

A broade r  perspectiv e o f  th e constructio n a s a n 
entit y i n it s o w n right  lead s t o interestin g generalizations . 
For  example ,  th e expressions : 

17 .  Th e win d ble w th e shi p of f  course . 

18 .  Sh e force d hi m int o th e room . 

ca n b e assimilate d int o a n accoun t  o f  a  constructio n 
involvin g caused-motion ,  althoug h the y ar e no t  a t  al l 
relevan t  l o th e "locative "  wit h variant .  Similarly ,  w e ca n 
accoun t  fo r  th e metaphorica l  extensions : 

19.  H e drov e he r  int o a  stat e o f  madness . 

20 .  H e force d th e ide a ou t  o f  hi s mind . 

whic h ar e eve n mor e remove d fro m th e wit h variant ,  a s 
metaphorica l  extension s o f  th e construction . 

2 ^ .  AssiunpUon s o f  A s y m m e t r y 

Alternatio n account s generall y assum e a n asymmetr y 
betwee n th e tw o argumen t  structure s (Pink w 198 9 i s a n 
excq>tio n i n allowin g lexica l  rule s t o operat e i n bot h 
directions) .  I n a  fe w case s thi s i s desired ,  a s i t  i s  m a y b e 
meant  t o captur e a  differenc e i n markednes s betwee n th e 
tw o argumen t  structures .  Fo r  example ,  havin g a  lexica l 
rul e whic h transform s a n activ e argumen t  structur e int o a 
passiv e argumen t  strucuu- e capture s th e ide a tha t  th e 
activ e argumen t  structur e i s i n som e sens e mor e basi c or 
les s marked .  However ,  active/passiv e pair s represen t 
I)erh£4) s th e cleares t  cas e o f  a n asymmetrica l  relation .  I n 
m a ny othe r  cases ,  th e asymmetr y i s no t  warrante d an d 
ofte n i s no t  defended . 

I n th e cas e o f  th e ditransitive .  H e gav e th e boo k t o 
her  i s usuall y suppose d t o b e mor e basi c tha n H e gav e he r 
th e book ,  (however ,  decision s a s t o whic h i s mor e basi c 
ar e no t  unanimous ,  se e Drye r  198 6 fo r  th e opposit e 
analysis) .  A  typica l  reaso n tha t  i s give n i s tha t  th e verb s 
whic h allo w ditransitive s ar e a  prope r  subse t  o f  thos e tha t 
allo w prepositiona l  paraphrases .  However ,  thi s i s no t 
actuall y s o sinc e refuse ,  an d den y d o no t  hav e paraphrase s 
wit h t o o x for ,  an d neithe r  d o m a n y metaphorica l  expres -
sions ,  fo r  example : 

2 1 a Sh e gav e m e a  headache/ a kiss/a n idea . 

2Ib .  *Sh e gav e a  headache/ a kiss/a n ide a t o m e . 

C)ehrle(1976) ,  moreover ,  ha s argue d tha t  ther e i s n o prin -
ciple d w a y t o distinguis h thos e case s whic h hav e preposi -
tiona l  paraphrase s fro m thos e tha t  d o not . 

Developmenta l  dat a (Grope n e t  al .  1989 )  show s tha t 
th e ditransitiv e an d prepositiona l  paraphrase s occu r  a t 
roughl y th e sam e tim e i n children' s speech ,  neithe r  con -
structio n reliabl y precedin g th e other ,  s o tha t  evidenc e fo r 
an asymmetr y canno t  b e grounde d i n evidenc e fro m 
children' s acquisitio n o f  th e forms . 

Th e asymmetr y implici t  i n alternatio n account s i s 
eve n mor e difficul t  t o defen d i n th e cas e o f  th e locativ e 
alternation .  I n general ,  th e valenc e associate d wit h H e 
loade d ha y ont o th e wago n i s suppose d t o b e mor e basi c 
tha n H e loade d th e wago n wit h hay .  However ,  whe n dif -
feren t  verb s ar e examined ,  thi s asymmetr y i s clearl y 
unwarranted .  So ,  althoug h stac k an d plaste r  al l  allo w 
bot h argximen t  strucuires ,  ther e i s n o inmitio n tha t  th e int o 
varian t  i s  mor e basi c tha n th e wit h variant .  Tha t  is ,  th e 
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followin g appea r  t o hav e equa l  statu s i n term s o f  bein g 
basi c o r  unmarked : 

22a .  H e stacke d th e shelve s wit h boxes . 

22b .  H e stacke d boxe s ont o th e shelves . 

23a .  H e plastere d th e wal l  wit h posters . 

23b .  H e plastere d poster s ont o th e wall . 

Moreover ,  adorn ,  blanket ,  block ,  cover ,  dam ,  enrich ,  fill, 
dirty ,  litter ,  smother ,  soil ,  trim ,  endow ,  garnish ,  imbue , 
pave ,  riddle ,  saturat e t o n a m e a  few ,  onl y occu r  wit h th e 
wit h variant .  I n fac t  i n a  detaile d stud y o f  locativ e verbs , 
Rappapor t  an d Levin(ms )  foun d tha t  ou t  o f  14 2 verb s stu -
died ,  onl y 3 4 alternate . 

On a  constructiona l  account ,  w e nee d no t  assum e a n 
asymmetrica l  relationshi p betwee n tw o construction s tha t 
ar e foun d t o b e related .  Instead ,  w e ca n describ e 
instance s o f  partial-overl ^  o f  syntax ,  semantics ,  o r  prag -
matic s a s such ,  withou t  necessaril y  assumin g tha t  on e ( V 
th e othe r  i s basic ,  th e othe r  derived .  So ,  fo r  exampl e w e 
ca n stat e tha t  th e semantic s associate d wit h th e ditransi -
tiv e constructio n i s relate d t o th e semantic s o f  th e para -
phras e wit h to ;  w e d o no t  nee d t o assum e th e primac y o f 
on e ove r  th e other .  Likewise ,  w e ca n describ e th e rela -
tionshi p betwee n paraphrase s wit h t o an d th e cause d 
motio n construction . 

3.  T h e Interactio n o f  Ve r b an d Constructiona l  Seman -
tic s 

A constructiona l  £^proac h t o argumen t  structur e allow s u s 
t o avoi d m a n y o f  th e problem s discusse d above .  A t  th e 
same time ,  w e shoul d no t  assum e tha t  al l  o f  th e analysi s i s 
top-down ,  tha t  construction s simpl y impos e thei r  meanin g 
on unsuspectin g verbs .  I n poin t  o f  fact ,  ther e ar e reason s 
t o thin k tha t  th e analysi s mus t  b e bot h top-dow n an d 
bottom-up .  Tha t  is ,  th e meaning s o f  construction s an d 
verb s ca n b e see n t o interac t  i n non-trivia l  ways ,  an d som e 
cros s referenc e betwee n verb s an d argumen t  structure s 
wil l  b e necessary . 

Minima l  entrie s f w verb s wil l  nee d t o mak e refer -
enc e to : 

l)idiosyncrati c facts(althoug h typicall y motivate d b y 2 ) 
abou t  it s  syntax ,  semantics ,  an d use ,  an d 

2)fram e semanti c knowledg e o f  th e concep t  associate d 
wit h th e verb . 

Kick' s syntacti c iMt)pertie s ar e no t  idiosyncratic ,  s o n o 
syntacti c propertie s wil l  hav e t o b e liste d i n thi s case ;  an y 
idiosyncrati c semanti c o r  pragmati c propertie s tha t  kic k 
m ay hav e ar e no t  immediatel y relevant ,  s o I  wil l  fo r  n o w 
avoi d discussio n o f  them .  Th e fram e semanti c knowledg e 
of  kic k mus t  includ e somethin g t o th e effec t 

kickin g involve s a n abrup t  forcefu l  motio n o f  th e 
le g suc h tha t  th e le g i s though t  awa y fro m th e bod y 
an d the n returned . 

Argumen t  structur e construction s wil l  nee d t o refer 
t o particula r  ver b classes .  Thus ,  f w example ,  th e ditransi -
tiv e constructio n wil l  nee d t o m a k e referenc e t o verb s o f 
ballisti c  motion ,  verb s o f  creation ,  verb s o f  futur e having , 
verb s o f  refusal ,  etc .  (se e Gree n 1974 ,  Oehrl e 1976 , 
Wierzbick a 1988 ,  Pinke r  1989 ,  an d Goldber g t o appear . 

fo r  discussion s o f  suc h classes) .  Th e caused-motio n con -

structio n wil l  mak e referenc e t o verb s o f  motion ,  verb s o f 

directe d force ,  verb s o f  manner ,  verb s o f  instrument ,  etc . 
(se e Talm y 1976 ,  Jackendof f  1985 ,  Shibatan i  1976 , 
Pinke r  198 9 fo r  discussio n o f  suc h classes) . 

Conside r  agai n kick ,  t o tak e a  particula r  case .  Th e 
ditransitiv e consuiictio n wil l  mak e referenc e t o th e fac t 
tha t  i t  ca n occu r  wit h verb s whic h ca n caus e ballisti c 
motion .  Th e fac t  tha t  kic k i s suc h a  ver b wil l  b e inferre d 
firom  it s fram e semantics ,  i.e .  fro m th e fac t  tha t  i t  kickin g 
ca n b e use d t o caus e a n objec t  t o m o v e b y a n abrup t 
motio n o f  th e leg .  W e d o no t  nee d t o clai m tha t  th e 
semantic s o f  kic k undergoe s an y chang e whe n use d 
ditransidvely . 

Th e fac t  tha t  kic k ca n b e use d wit h th e caused -
motio n constructio n a s in : 

24 .  Sh e kicke d th e bal l  int o th e en d zone . 

ca n b e accounte d fo r  b y th e fac t  tha t  th e caused-motio n 
constructio n wil l  mak e referenc e t o verb s o f  forcefu l 
directe d action ,  an d i t  wil l  b e inferre d fro m th e fram e 
semantic s o f  kic k tha t  i t  i s  suc h a  verb . 

Th e fac t  tha t  kic k ca n appea r  i n th e transitiv e con -
structio n wil l  follo w fro m th e fac t  tha t  th e U-ansitiv e con -
structio n wil l  mak e referenc e t o verb s o f  contact ,  an d 
again ,  th e fac t  tha t  kic k ca n b e interprete d a s a  ver b o f 
contac t  wil l  b e inferre d fro m it s frame  semantics . 

I n thi s way ,  w e d o no t  nee d t o postulat e differen t 
sense s o f  kic k becaus e o f  it s  differen t  valenc e possibili -
ties.  Instea d w e ca n understan d th e sententia l  interpreta -
tion  t o aris e from a  combinatio n o f  ver b an d construc -
tional  semantics .  Valenc e construction s wil l  b e associate d 
wit h on e o r  mor e abstrac t  semanti c representations ,  an d 
wil l  mak e referenc e t o classe s o f  verbs .  Whethe r  kic k 
fall s  int o th e appropriat e classe s wil l  b e determine d b y 
genera l  inference s m a d e o n th e basi s o f  th e frame-
semanti c representatio n o f  kick .  Tha t  is ,  th e semanti c 
representatio n o f  th e ver b m a y underdetermin e argumen t 
structur e expression . 

A benefi t  t o assignin g th e skeleta l  semantic s some -
times  describe d a s th e "syntacticall y relevant "  aspec t  o f 
ver b meanin g directl y t o argumen t  structur e constructions , 
i s  tha t  Pinker' s (1989 )  observatio n tha t  th e syntacticall y 
relevan t  aspect s o f  ver b meanin g ar e lik e Uia t  o f  close d 
clas s element s i s predicte d sinc e argumen t  structur e con -
struction s ar e close d clas s elements . 

4.  Issue s 

Th e suggestio n bein g mad e her e bring s severa l  trick y 
question s t o th e fore .  I f  argumen t  structur e expression s 
ar e viewe d a s constructions ,  an d w e wis h t o clai m tha t 
essentiall y  th e sam e ver b i s involve d i n mor e tha n on e 
argumen t  structur e expression ,  w e nee d t o dea l  wit h 
severa l  issues .  Exactl y h o w i s th e ver b represente d i f  no t 
by som e direc t  representation  o f  a n argumen t  structure ? 
Anothe r  questio n tha t  arise s is ,  whe n an d w h y doe s th e 
same ver b occu r  wit h mor e tha n on e argumen t  structur e 
construction ? A n d finally,  i f  th e ver b doe s no t  expliciti y 
specif y th e correc t  numbe r  an d typ e o f  arguments ,  ho w 
the n d o w e preven t  th e generatio n of : 
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25.  *Jo e touche d B o b a  cupcake . 

26.  *Jo e murdere d 

I.e .  h o w doe s thi s approac h accomplis h wha t  wa s sup -
pose d t o b e accomplishe d b y principle s suc h a s Projectio n 
Principl e o f  G B o r  th e Completenes s an d Coherenc e Prin -
ciple s o f  L F G ? 

However  i t  shoul d b e m a d e clea r  tha t  thes e prob -
lem s ar e not  create d b y a  constructiona l  approach .  I n fact , 
althoug h thes e issue s ar e somewha t  obscure d b y th e 
mechanism s o f  traditiona l  theories ,  the y ar e b y n o mean s 
solve d b y thos e theories .  Fo r  example ,  th e questio n o f 
ho w t o captur e th e meanin g o f  a  v w b independentl y o f  th e 
particula r  argumen t  structure s i n whic h i t  appear s ha s it s 
direc t  analo g i n mor e traditiona l  accounts :  th e questio n 
tha t  require s explanatio n is ,  i n wha t  w a y ar e th e lexica l 
item s create d b y lexica l  rul e relate d t o eac h other ? O n e 
non-answe r  t o thi s questio n woul d b e t o stipulat e tha t  th e 
meaning s ar e no t  relate d semantically ,  tha t  eac h i s a n 
independen t  lexica l  entry .  A n o t h ^  unint^estin g answe r 
woul d b e tha t  th e meanin g o f  th e ver b ste m i s a  disjunc -
tio n o f  al l  o f  it s  argumen t  structures :  thi s woul d no t 
answe r  th e questio n o f  h o w th e disjunct s ar e relate d t o 
eachother . 

I t  m a y b e suggeste d tha t  th e lexica l  rul e itsel f 
explain s th e relationshi p betwee n tw o argumen t  struc -
tures .  Fo r  example ,  i n th e cas e o f  th e causativ e lexica l 
rule ,  on e migh t  argu e tha t  tha t  th e relationshi p i s capture d 
becaus e th e semanti c decompositio n o f  a n inchoativ e 
predicat e i s containe d i n th e semanti c decompositio n o f  a 
causativ e predicate .  Tha t  is ,  th e predicate s m a y b e sai d t o 
be relate d b y a  containmen t  relation .  However ,  i t  i s  clea r 
tha t  simpl y statin g tha t  on e representatio n properl y con -
tain s another ,  doe s no t  explai n th e relationshi p betwee n 
th e two .  Moreover ,  no t  al l  containmen t  relationship s for m 
th e basi s o f  potentia l  lexica l  rules ,  an d conversely ,  th e 
relationship  tha t  i s  intende d t o b e capture d b y lexica l  rul e 
i s ofte n no t  on e o f  containment .  Typically ,  th e lexica l 
rul e merel y stipulate s tha t  ther e i s a  relationship ,  i t  doe s 
not  she d ligh t  o n wha t  tha t  relationshi p is . 

Th e secon d questio n a s t o whe n an d w h y a  particu -
la r  ver b ste m ca n occu r  i n mor e tha n on e argumen t  struc -
ture ,  i s  als o no t  explaine d b y alternatio n accounts .  A s wa s 
discusse d above ,  alternatio n rule s simpl y say :  som e verb s 
wit h argumen t  structur e X  als o hav e argumen t  structur e 
Y.  Thi s doe s no t  a t  al l  accoun t  fo r  w h y a  ver b ste m 
occur s i n both ,  i t  simpl y stipulate s tha t  i t  does . 

Finally ,  concernin g th e questio n o f  disallowin g th e 
followin g i n a  principle d way : 

27 .  *Jo e touche d B o b th e cupcake . 

28 .  *Bo b murdered . 

As ha s bee n noted ,  appealin g t o th e fac t  tha t  a  ver b ha s n 
number  o f  argument s an d therefor e mus t  hav e exactl y n 
complement s beg s th e question ,  sinc e th e w a y n  i s deter -
mine d i s b y considerin g h o w m a n y complement s th e ver b 
actuall y doe s occu r  with . 

I  tak e i t  t o b e a  valuabl e outcom e o f  th e construc -
tiona l  approac h tha t  thes e issue s ar e m a d e clear .  Furthe r 
researc h wil l  b e necessar y t o full y  addres s thes e issues . 

however .  Fo r  example ,  w e wil l  nee d inte r  an d intr a 

linguisti c studie s t o determin e whic h ver b classe s ten d t o 
be associate d wit h whic h constructions ,  h o w construction s 
ar e related  t o eachother ,  an d th e exac t  w a y i n whic h ver -
bal ,  an d mor e generally ,  lexica l  meanin g i s t o b e 
represented.  W h a t  w e stan d t o gai n fro m suc h studie s i s a 
deepe r  understandin g o f  th e natur e o f  argumen t  structur e 
tha n ha s heretofor e bee n proposed . 
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