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RESUME

La présente thése en sémantique lexicale examine le phénoméne de la polysémie (c.-a-d.
I’existence de multiples emplois inter-reliés pour un méme mot), et ce de deux points de vue :
d’une part, celui du statut de la polysémie dans le lexique, et d’autre part, celui des causes de
la variation de la polysémie entre les langues. Les tenants d’approches par sens multiples — cn
particulier ceux qui travaillent dans le cadre de la Sémantique cognitive — attribuent la
polysémie d’un mot donné a un réseau complexe de sens organisés autour d’un sens
prototypique et concret, ces sens étant reliés par des relations telles que la similarité et la
métaphore. Mais ces approches par sens multiples souffrent d’'un manque de parcimonie
(prolifération des sens, redondances entre connaissances sémantiques et connaissances du
monde, redondances entre les sens individuels), et elles n’offrent pas de moyen adéquat pour

rendre compte des différences de polysémie que 1’on observe d’une langue a 1’autre.

La présente étude se penche sur les verbes déictiques anglais et frangais qui permettent
d’exprimer des situations de ‘mouvement’ (COME, GO, VENIR et ALLER) par le biais de
trois questions : 1) ces verbes ont-ils de multiples sens lexicaux ou un sens lexical unique ; 2)
pourquoi montrent-ils les ressemblances d’emploi que 1’on observe en comparant les deux
langues, et 3) pourquoi montrent-ils les différences d’emploi que 1’on observe ? En utilisant
des données provenant de plusieurs dictionnaires, d’un petit corpus et des intuitions de
locuteurs, nous avons identifié pour chaque verbe un grand ensemble de significations
possibles qui appartiennent a une grande variété de domaines, et nous avons identifié le
contenu sémantique lexical invariant de chacun de ces verbes en les analysant dans le cadre
de 1’approche monosémiste de Bouchard (1995) ainsi que celui de 1’approche néo-
saussuréenne de Bouchard (2002, a paraitre).

Nous montrons que chacun de ces verbes est monosémique au niveau lexical, ne possédant
qu’une seule représentation sémantique abstraite dont les composantes sont ancrées dans des
propriétés de la cognition générale. Plus spécifiquement, COME et VENIR expriment
I’orientation abstraite vers le centre déictique (défini comme un point qui est accessible & un
Sujet de Conscience), tandis que GO et ALLER expriment I’orientation abstraite vers une
relation avec I’anti-centre déictique, le complément du centre déictique. Nous démontrons en
détail comment tous les emplois sémantiques discutés dans cette étude découlent de la
mani¢re dont ces représentations sémantiques indépendantes de tout domaine particulier
interagissent avec des inférences basées sur des connaissances extralinguistiques. Le degré
élevé de polysémie contextuelle de ces éléments découle du caractére trés abstrait de leurs
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composantes sémantiques (‘orientation’, ‘Sujet de Conscience’, ‘accessibilité’, localisation’
et R, une relation combinatoire maximalement générale). Comme il existe de nombreuses
fagons pour un élément d’interagir avec ces composantes (selon la nature des entités
impliquées dans la situation), ces verbes peuvent donner lieu a un nombre pratiquement sans
limites de manifestations différentes en fonction du contexte. Nous montrons par ailleurs que
les ressemblances observées dans ces paires d’équivalents frangais-anglais découlent de leur
contenu sémantique commun, tandis que les nombreuses asymétries que 1’on observe dans les
emplois de ces paires s’expliquent par une seule différence au niveau du sens invariant : les
verbes anglais contiennent une relation de localisation, alors que les verbes frangais
correspondants contiennent la relation combinatoire générale R. Ftant donné que les
représentations sémantiques de ces verbes sont trés abstraites, 1’interaction entre cette petite
différence au niveau du contenu sémantique, d’une part, et les connaissances contextuelles et
les connaissances du monde, d’autre part, donne lieu & d’abondantes différences de surface.
D’autres différences émergent de ’interaction entre ces sens uniques et les différences
grammaticales et lexicales entre 1’anglais et le frangais.

Ainsi, nous démontrons qu’une approche monosémique permet d’offrir une analyse de la
polysémie et de la variation qui est & la fois compréhensive et parcimonieuse. Les résultats
obtenus appuient 1’idée selon laquelle les mots tendent & étre monosémiques au niveau du
lexique ainsi que 1’idée selon laquelle les composantes sémantiques lexicales (a la fois celles
qui sont récurrentes d’une langue et 1’autre et celles qui varient) sont ancrées dans des
propriétés de la cognition générale.

Mots-clés : sémantique lexicale, polysémie, monosémie, variation, verbes de déplacement
déictiques, anglais, frangais



ABSTRACT

The present dissertation in lexical semantics examines the phenomenon of polysemy (i.e. the
existence of multiple, related senses for a single word) from two angles: first, polysemy’s
status in the lexicon, and second, the causes for cross-linguistic variation of polysemy.
Advocates of multiple-meaning approaches — in particular those working in the framework of
Cognitive Semantics — attribute a word’s polysemy to a complex network of meanings
centering around a prototypical, concrete meaning and linked by such relations as similarity
and metaphor. But these multiple-meaning approaches suffer from a lack of parsimony
(proliferation of meanings, redundancies between semantic and world knowledge as well as
between individual meanings), and they provide no adequate means to account for cross-
linguistic differences in polysemy.

The present study focuses on English and French deictic verbs capable of expressing
situations of ‘motion’ (COME, GO, VENIR and ALLER) and pursues three questions: 1) Do
these verbs have multiple or unified lexical meanings?; 2) Why do they show the cross-
linguistic similarities that we observe in their uses?; 3) Why do they show the precise
differences we observe in their uses? Based on data from dictionaries, a small corpus and
speaker intuitions, I identified for each verb a broad set of possible senses spanning across a
wide variety of domains and identified the invariant lexical semantic content of the each of
these verbs by analysing them within the dual framework of Bouchard’s (1995) monosemist
approach and the Sign Theory of Language (Bouchard, 2002, in press).

I show that each of these verbs is lexically monosemous, possessing a single, abstract lexical
semantic representation whose components are rooted in properties of general cognition.
More specifically, COME and VENIR express abstract orientation toward a relation with the
deictic center (defined as a point that is accessible to a Subject of Consciousness), whereas
GO and ALLER express abstract orientation toward a relation with its complement, the anti-
deictic center. I demonstrate in detail how all of the semantic uses discussed in this study
arise from the way these domain-independent semantic representations interact with
inferences based on contextual, background and world knowledge. The high degree of
contextual polysemy of these items follows from the highly abstract character of their
invariant semantic components (‘orientation’, ‘Subject of Consciousness’, ‘accessibility’,
‘localization’, and the maximally general combinatorial relation R). Since there are many
ways in which an element can interact with these components (depending on the nature of the
entities involved in the situation), these verbs can thus take on a virtually limitless number of
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manifestations depending on context. In addition, I show that the sense-similarities observed
in these pairs of cross-linguistic quasi-equivalents follow from their shared semantic content,
while the many cross-linguistic asymmetries observed in the uses of these pairs follow from a
single difference in invariant meaning: the English verbs contain localization (L) as an end-
relation, while their French counterparts contain the maximally general combinatorial relation
R. Because the semantic representations of these verbs are highly abstract, this slight
difference in semantic content interacts with knowledge of context and the world to give rise
to abundant surface differences. Further differences emerge from the way these invariant
meanings interact with the differing English and French grammatical and lexical systems.

I thus demonstrate that a monosemous approach makes it possible to provide an account of
polysemy and variation that is both far-reaching and parsimonious. The results obtained
provide strong support for the idea that words tend to be lexically monosemous and that their
semantic components (both those that recur cross-linguistically and those that vary) are
rooted in properties of general cognition.

Key words: lexical semantics, polysemy, monosemy, cross-linguistic variation, deictic
motion verbs, English, French




INTRODUCTION

The present dissertation is situated in the field of lexical semantics and deals with the subject
of polysemy. More specifically, I will address the problem of the representation of
polysemous words in the lexicon from a cross-linguistic perspective. This study aims to

answer the following questions:

e Do highly polysemous English and French deictic motion verbs such as COME, GO,
VENIR and ALLER have multiple or unified meanings?

¢ Question 2: Why do these verbs show the cross-linguistic similarities that we observe
in their semantic uses?

e Question 3: Why do these verbs show the differences (i.e. cross-linguistic variation)

that we observe in their uses?

1 Background of the problem: the polysemist vs. monosemist debate

The phenomenon of polysemy has been a central concern of lexical semantics for the past
decades. Polysemy is traditionally defined as the existence, for a single lexical form, of
multiple, interrelated semantic uses, also called senses'. The notion of polysemy is often
opposed to homonymy, which is characterized by multiple, unrelated meanings for a single
form (Lyons, 1977; Kleiber, 1999). On the one hand, an oft cited example of a homonymous
word is BANK, which can mean ‘financial institution’ or ‘riverside’, among other things. On
the other hand, an example of a highly polysemous word is BREAK, whose numerous
possible senses include ‘damage’ (He broke the eggs by dropping them), ‘interrupt, stop’
(The campaign aimed to break the cycle of crime) and ‘violate, disobey’ (He broke the law),

! In this text, I will use the terms sense and (semantic) use interchangeably.




used that are related in that they all share the notion of disruption of the continuity or

integrity of some event or entity.

Because polysemy is a widespread phenomenon characterizing the majority of words
(Bogaards, 2001, p. 326), any theory of the representation of word meaning must be able to
account for it. One issue that has divided semanticists in recent decades is the following
question: to what extent is polysemy a reality in the lexicon? That is, to what extent do the
multiple senses of a polysemous word correspond to multiple semantic representations in the

lexicon??

The solutions that scholars have proposed fall along a continuum between two poles that can
be labeled polysemist and monosemist’. Strong polysemist approaches (e.g. Mel’¢uk et al.,
1995; Miller, 1995) treat senses as separate representations in the lexicon. More moderate
polysemist approaches (e.g. Kleiber, 1999, 2008) recognize that at least some senses are
predictable via general rules and therefore derived in context, while nonetheless holding that
many senses are unpredictable and therefore lexically stored. Semanticists working within the
Cognitive Semantics framework (e.g. Lakoff, 1987; Langacker, 1987, 1991; Fillmore and

Atkins, 2000; Evans, 2005) argue that a polysemous word’s senses form a complex network ‘
in which the non-central senses are linked to central senses via relations such as similarity,
metaphor and metonymy. On the one hand, cognitive semanticists argue that polysemy is not
arbitrary but rather motivated via general mechanisms (e.g. metaphor) rooted in general
cognition. On the other hand, however, they view these senses as largely unpredictable and
consider that they must be stored in the network of lexical knowledge (Lakoff, 1987, p. 438).
Sinﬁlarly, while Conceptual Semantics (e.g. Jackendoff, 1990, 2002) postulates shared

? In this study, I will use the term polysemy to refer broadly to the property of having multiple possible
interpretations that are interrelated. Thus, my use of this term is neutral with regard to whether these
interpretations correspond to stored meanings or are produced in context. The term monosemy, on the
other hand, will be used to refer to the existence of a single meaning in the lexicon.

3 The terms used to characterize these tendencies vary. For example, Ruhl (1989) uses the terms
maximalist and minimalist. 1 have chosen to avoid these because of the ambiguity of the latter term in
linguistic theory.




conceptual material for a word’s senses across different domains, it nonetheless considers
that sense-specific information must be stored in order to account for the specific behaviour

of each use.

In contrast, tenants of monosemist approaches argue that if contextual and background
information is taken into account, word senses are largely predictable. They thus consider
that many words have only a single meaning from which all senses are derived in context.
Some monosemists (e.g. Pustejovsky, 1995) propose rich semantic representations that
include much encyclopaedic detail. Others (e.g. Ruhl, 1989; Bouchard, 1995) argue that word
meaning is highly abstract, and that the concrete detail observed in specific word senses
comes from context and/or extra-linguistic knowledge. The latter offer several arguments in
favor of abstract monosemous representations, including: 1) the need to reduce redundancy
between linguistic meaning and world knowledge for reasons of scientific parsimony; 2) the
regular/predictable character of polysemy; 3) blurry sense boundaries; and 4) the

uncontrolled sense proliferation that results from a multiple-meaning approach.

“Particularly compelling evidence in favor of the strong monosemist position is offered by
Bouchard (1995), who shows that even highly polysemous words such as the general French
motion verbs VENIR, ALLER, ARRIVER, PARTIR, ENTRER and SORTIR can be reduced
to a single, abstract meaning. For each verb, he thus proposes a single formal semantic
representation and shows how individual senses result from the interaction of each verb’s
core meaning with the speaker’s knowledge of context and how objects behave in the real
Qorld. Crucially, Bouchard shows that no sense-specific information need be stored in the

lexicon in order to produce these specific interpretations®.

4 This theoretical approach, which will be adopted as a component of the theoretical framework of the
present dissertation, will be discussed in more detail in section 1.2.2.



2 Explaining the cross-linguistic variation of polysemy

One crucial test of a lexical semantic theory is whether it is able to explain not only language-
internal semantic variation (i.e. why a single word can have different senses in different
contexts), but also cross-linguistic variation (i.e. why a given word and its translation
equivalent in another language do not share all of the same senses). Thus, a theory of word
meaning should be able to account for the absence of complete overlap between the uses of
two given translation equivalents. For example, English JUMP and French SAUTER are
rough translation equivalents because they share certain senses, as illustrated in the

following. However, as (1) through (8) show, not all semantic uses are shared.
0)) Marie jumps constantly from one subject to another.
2) Marie saute constamment d’un sujet a ’autre.
3 The man jumped over the fence.
©) L’homme a sauté par-dessus la cloture.
) The nightclub was jumping.
6) *La boite de nuit sautait’.
@) *The bomb jumped.
®) La bombe a saute.

This gives rise to an apparent paradox: on the one hand, from an intra-language perspective,
polysemous word senses appear related and thus suggest the possibility of predictability. On
the other hand, from a cross-linguistic perspective, this sense-relatedness appears random and
unpredictable, since the exact intra-language patterns of relatedness often do not repeat from

one language to another.

5 In the present dissertation, use of the asterisk indicates general unacceptability, regardless of the
cause (semantics, syntax, etc.).



In a strong polysemist approach that views word senses as completely distinct meanings
stored as a list in the lexicon, it is virtually impossible to account for this absence of cross-
linguistic overlap of sense inventories. One can only draw up two lists of senses, point out
that each list has certain members that are absent from the other list, and attribute this to the
fact that languages are free to choose the set of meanings to which they map a given form.

But such a treatment is merely descriptive, not explanatory.

In the Cognitive Semantic apbroach, polysemy is seen as motivated by general cognitive
mechanisms such as metaphor. Cross-linguistic comparisons within this framework argue
that lexical semantic variation stems from differences in the ways specific languages use
these general cognitive devices. In particular, since languages are seen as anchored both in
human experience of the world and culture-specific ways of conceptualizing this experience
(Cruse and Croft, 2004, p. 195), differences in polysemy are attributed in part to the fact that
not all metaphors are universal. However, this assumption leaves several important questions
unanswered. For example, why do two given languages not use the same metaphors, and
when they do, why do they not always manifest them through identical polysemy patterns?
As T will show, such analyses, though perhaps useful in ad hoc descriptions, are not powerful

explanatory tools.

Compared to multi-meaning theorics, monosemist approaches provide a much more
promising framework for going beyond pure description to explanation. From a cross-
linguistic perspective, such an approach has the potential to explain parsimoniously why
translation equivalents (such as French VENIR and English COME) differ with regard to the
set of senses that each can express: if each of these verbs has only a single, abstract meaning,
and the two verbs do not possess exactly the same meaning representation, the interaction of
each of these abstract semantic representations with context and world knowledge will give
rise to multiple surface differences in semantic behaviour. Thus, by comparing the single
meaning of one verb with that of its translation equivalent, we should, in principle, be able to
fully account for the differences in uses (i.e. lack of sense overlap) that these two words

manifest.




As mentioned above, Bouchard’s (1995) monosemous approach is supported by convincing
within-language evidence showing that it offers a powerful explanation of contextually
determined variation of word meaning within a given language. The problem, at present, is
that no monosemist theory (to my knowledge) has been subjected to a rigorous test for its
ability to explain cross-linguistic variation of polysemy. Some preliminary evidence is
offered in Zuercher (2010)°, where I show that all of the observed differences in semantic
behaviour between French VENIR and its rough Malagasy equivalent AVY follow directly
from two simple differences at the level of these verbs’ respective abstract core meanings.
These findings suggest that abstract monosemy can inde;:d provide simple explanations to
multiple surface differences in the semantic behaviour of cross-linguistic lexical counterparts.
Given that this evidence is limited, what is now needed is a more in-depth study pursuing this

problem.

Thus, the present dissertation’s main objective is to test the cross-linguistic explanatory
adequacy of the strong monosemist position through the comparison of the English deictic

motion verbs COME and GO with their main French equivalents VENIR and ALLER.

As the present dissertation aims not only to account for the intra-language variation of a
word’s semantic interpretation but also to explain why this polysemy varies across languages,
I adopt as the second component of my theoretical framework Bouchard’s (2002, in press)
neo-Saussurean Sign Theory of Language, an approach which offers a strong conceptual
basis for the explanation of cross-linguistic variation in general. According to this approach,
language is a set of mappings between two systems (the CI, or conceptual-intentional system,
and the SM, or sensorimotor system), and explanations of linguistic phenomena should
therefore be sought in the properties of these two systems. Grounding his theory in a
Saussurean vision of language as a set of signs (words and combinatorial signs), Bouchard

argues that many (perhaps all) properties of language — including the patterns of language

§ Additional preliminary cross-linguistic evidence is offered in Bouchard’s (1995) brief discussion of
French and English manner-of-movement verbs and transitivity.




variation we observe — can be explained by properties of the CI and SM systems and the

ways they interface.

Crucially, this theory holds that many cases of cross-linguistic variation can be explained
based on properties of these two general systems, properties that are logically anterior to
language. In particular, Bouchard (2002) shows that many types of syntactic variation that
Generative Grammar attributes to putative non-substantive elements of the lexicon are in fact
explicable based on properties of the CI and the SM. For example, he demonstrates that the
precise patterns of variation we observe between languages like French and English for the
structure of the noun phrase (e.g. adjective-noun order, omission of the determiner, omission
of the noun) all follow in a straightforward manner from the way Number is expressed in
these two languages. Language, he argues, offers several different, equally optimal ways to
mark Number and to mark dependency relations between words. Crucially, since all of these
means of expression are arbitrary, languages are free to choose among them, and this gives

rise to the cross-linguistic syntactic variation we observe (Bouchard, 2002, p. 34-40).

I will show in the present study that using the same line of reasoning, we can explain why
polysemous words show precisely the cross-linguistic similarities and differences that we
observe. More specifically, interface properties of the linguistic sign and design properties of
general human cognition are sufficient to account for why polysemous English deictic motion
verbs (e.g. COME, GO) share certain semantic uses with their cross-linguistic equivalents in
French (e.g. VENIR, ALLER), while other uses are possible in one language and impossible

in the other.

Thus, in line with Bouchard’s (1995) monosemist approach, the present study will take
monosemy as the default property of words in the lexicon, and in line with Bouchard’s (2002,
in press) Sign Theory of Language, I will take the Saussurean sign and properties of general

cognition as the basis for inquiry into cross-linguistic variation.



3 Significance of the problem

The research problem being investigated in the present dissertation is motivated not only by
considerations within semantic theory, but also by unsolved problems in fields of inquiry
such as psycholinguistics, second language acquisition and teaching, and natural language

processing.

First, from the perspective of semantics, the present study aims to bring fresh evidence to the
ongoing debate on the lexical status of polysemy by testing a monosemist approach that is
thus far supported by convincing language-internal evidence. In order to determine whether
the monosemist approach to the lexicon has adequate explanatory power, it is necessary to
test its ability to explain cross-linguistic variation, a task which to my knowledge has not yet

been undertaken prior to this dissertation.

The results of this study are also relevant to the question of how word meaning is organized
in the mental lexicon. The insight provided by linguistic studies such as the present one are
all the more crucial given that available experimental findings from psycholinguistics do not
yet provide an unequivocal picture of the psychological reality of word senses. See, for
example, Klein and Murphy (2001), whose results support a multiple-entry view of
polysemous words, and Beretta et al. (2005), who report results supporting a single-
representation approach. Given the variation in the available findings, and given the
methodological limitations of psycholinguistic inquiry into the structure of the lexicon (e.g.
psycholinguistic measures of type of meaning storage may actually reflect not purely lexical
knowledge, but rather the result of the interaction between lexical and extra-linguistic
knowledge), linguistic evidence of the kind provided in the present dissertation is crucial to

provide a complete picture of how word meaning is stored in the lexicon.

In addition, the present study’s research problem is directly relevant to second language
acquisition and pedagogy, for cross-linguistic variation in polysemy poses a challenge to L2
learners (see Bogaards, 2001; Elston-Giittler and Williams, 2008;4 Pavlenko, 2009). By
identifying the underlying causes for cross-linguistic variations in polysemy, we can begin to

shed light on the nature of the task that faces the learner of L2 vocabulary and the possible



causes of certain difficulties L2 learners encounter. The results of the present study may also

help point out problematic assumptions in current models of the bilingual mental lexicon.

Finally, this dissertation’s research problem also bears relevance to the field of natural
language processing, for polysemy poses a significant challenge for automatic tasks like
disambiguation, machine translation and information retrieval (see Victorri and Fuchs, 1999,
p. 17-21, as well as Ravin and Leacock, 2000, p. 23-27). Studies such as the present one,
which contribute to the understanding of the content and nature lexical semantic
representations, can provide insight into the kinds of generalizations to look for when
modelling word meaning from a computational perspective, in the interest of developing

better lexical databases to improve the performance of NLP software.

The present dissertation is structured as follows. Chapter I examines the general problem of
the status of polysemy in the lexicon and how it has been addressed in the literature. In
particulaf, I describe the two opposing general tendencies in the treatment of sense variation
(the polysemist and monosemist perspectives), going on to show the consequences these
approaches have for the analysis of the polysemy of deictic motion verbs and arguing that a
monosemist approach offers greater explanatory potential both within a given language and
from a cross-linguistic perspective. In Chapter II, I turn to the question of cross-linguistic
variation. Here, after presenting the foundations of the Sign Theory of Language (Bouchard,
2002, in press), I identify the consequences this approach has for my own research problem
and formulate my hypotheses based on this approach, concluding with a description of the
methodology adopted to test these hypotheses. In Chapter III, I present a monosemous
analysis of the semantic content of the verbs COME and GO as well as their French
counterparts VENIR and ALLER, identifying the single semantic representation
corresponding to each of these verbs. The remainder of my dissertation (Chapters IV and V)
is devoted to providing a detailed analysis of the senses attested for these verbs. In this
analysis, I demonstrate that each of the particular semantic uses follows directly from the
interaction between the verb’s intrinsic monosemous content and information provided the
surrounding sentential/discourse context as well as by the speaker’s and hearer’s shared
extra-linguistic knowledge. Moreover, I demonstrate that while the highly similar semantic

content of cross-linguistic pairs (COME vs. VENIR, GO vs. ALLER) accounts for the
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numerous uses shared by these verbs, the asymmetries observed in the possible uses of these
verbs follow from a slight difference in intrinsic semantic content as well as from differences

in the grammatical and lexical systems of the two languages.



CHAPTER 1

THE STATUS OF POLYSEMY IN THE LEXICON

The present chapter examines the general problem of the status of polysemy in the lexicon
and its consequences for the study of highly multifunctional items like motion verbs. I first
review the dominant positions (polysemist vs. monosemist) in the debate on the nature of
lexical semantic representations, showing that the arguments in favor of monosemy are more
compelling (section 1.1). Following this (section 1.2), I briefly discuss the existing research
on the semantic representations of polysemous motion verbs, showing that cognitive
semanticists’ assumption of the centrality of space and metai)hor in the lexicon severely
limits the explanatory power of their analyses. I then present Bouchard’s (1995) monosemist
approach to lexical meaning, highlighting the advantages of this approach for the analysis of
motion verbs. Finally, in section 1.3 I compare the multiple-meaning and single-meaning
approaches to polysemy in terms of their adequacy to explain cross-linguistic variation. In
particular, I show that while existing polysemist studies offer no satisfactory means to
explain why pairs of translation equivalents diverge in their polysemy, preliminary evidence
from French and Malagasy (Zuercher, in press) shows that adopting a monosemist approach
allows us to provide a powerful, parsimonious account for these cross-linguistic sense
asymmetries. I conclude this chapter by formulating the preéent dissertation’s research

questions.

1.1 Polysemist vs. monosemist approaches in lexical semantics

The phenomenon of polysemy occupies a central place in contemporary lexical semantic
research. As discussed above, one major problem raised by polysemy is the question of its
lexical status: when a given lexical form (e.g. BREAK) possesses more than one sense (e.g.

‘rupture’, ‘damage’ or ‘interrupt’), to what extent are these multiple semantic uses
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attributable to distinct semantic representations in the lexicon? The diverse answers proposed
by scholars in response to this question can be situated along a continuum between two poles.
On the one hand, polysemist approaches claim that each of a word’s senses corresponds to a
distinct representation in the lexicon, and on the other hand, the monosemist perspective
attributes these multiple uses to a single, unified lexical semantic representation. Thus, for
monosemists, polysemy is (at least to a large extent) a phenomenon of parole rather than a
phenomenon of langue: it is not something encoded in the lexical component of the language

system, but rather a property that arises in contextualized language use.

In the following subsections, I will describe the dominant theoretical approaches to the
lexical status of polysemy, showing that multiple-meaning approaches present several

important disadvantages with respect to single-meaning approaches.

1.1.1  Polysemist approaches

The strong polysemist perspective, embodied most typically by traditional lexicography,
views many words as being associated with a large number of meanings whose boundaries
are clear-cut and which are stored in the lexicon. For example, in the Explanatory and
Combinatorial Lexicology approach (the lexicological branch of the general Meaning Text
Theory, Mel’¢uk et al., 1995), each word sense corresponds to a distinct Jexeme, and the set
of all of a word’s related senses is called 5 vocable. The semantic relations linking the
different lexemes appear as meaning components in the lexemes’ definitions. For example,
the lexicalized meanings of the vocable BUREAU includes the lexemes identified in (9)
through (11), and the relatedness of these lexemes is expressed via the shared sense
component (called a “semantic bridge”) ‘destiné a faire des travaux écrits’, which appears in

the definition of each of these elements (Mel’¢uk et al. 1995, p. 158).
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&) BUREAUI : “’table destinée a faire des travaux écrits dessus’
(10) BUREAUIL: ‘piéce destinée a faire des travaux écrits dedans’
(11) BUREAUIILI : ‘organisme destiné a faire des travaux écrits’

To determine whether or not a given semantic distinction is reflected via separate meanings
in the lexicon, this approach proposes the use of a set of criteria. For example, the Criterion
of Compatible Cooccurrence (also called the Green-Apresjan Criterion) states that if a given
word can be used with two cooccurring elements in the same sentence, where each of these
cooccurring elements evokes a different interpretation of the word in question, then the latter
has only a single lexicalized meaning. For example, in (12), the possibility of using
BOMBARDER simultaneously with AVION (leading us to interpret the verb as meaning
‘lancer des bombes’) and with NAVIRE (calling for the interpretation ‘lancer des obus’)
shows that only a single lexical semantic representation is needed to cover these two
interpretations. In contrast, the unacceptability (i.e. zeugma effect) produced by the
simultaneous use of the verb FLAMBER with GOSIER and VISAGE in sentence (13)
suggests that the verb FLAMBER has at least two lexicalized meanings (p. 64-65).

(12)  Des avions et des navires bombardaient le port inlassablement.
(13)  *Son gosier et son visage flambaient.

The strong polysemist perspective is also often espoused in lexical data bases used in natural
language processing, such as WordNet (Miller, 1995). This data base makes very fine-
grained sense distinctions, resulting in a staggering number of entries for highly
multifunctional items. For example, WordNet (version 3.1) attributes 75 distinct meanings to
the English verb BREAK'. As noted by Ravin and Leacock (2001, p. 21), one disadvantage
of this way of representing word meaning is that it eclipses recurrent trends of sense-

relatedness and thus makes generalizations about polysemy difficult.

7 Version 3.1, http://wordnet.princeton.edu/
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Other scholars adopt a more moderate version of the polysemist pefspective. For example,
Kleiber (e.g. 1999), while insisting on the reality of polysemy as a property in the lexicon,
nonetheless contends that certain word senses are the product of the interaction of a general
lexical meaning with world knowledge about properties of entities involved in the situation.
For example, he notes that COMMENCER, a verb that normally takes an event

complement,as in (14), can also take a complement denoting an object, as in (15).
(14)  Jean a commencé a lire/écrire un livre.
(15)  Jean a commencé un livre.

Since in sentence (15) a commencé un livre is interpreted as ‘started to read/write a book’,
whereas in (14) the verb merely contributes the concept ‘begin’, the verb appears to be
lexically polysemous. However, Kleiber argues that the verb has only a single lexicalized
meaning that is responsible for both uses. He characterizes this meaning as describing an
oriented movement along some dimension of an entity, this movement resulting in the
division of the entity into two (internally homogenous) parts. If the entity in question is an
event (e.g. an A +INF complement as in (14)), the movement is along the dimension of time,
resulting in the event being divided into two parts: one part that is already realized and one
part that has yet to be realized. If instead the complement refers to a concrete object as in
(15), we obtain a reading involving either ‘creation’ (such that the entity is divided into a part
that is already created and a part that is yet to be created) or ‘modification’ (such that the
entity is divided into a part that has been modified and a part that has yet to be modified). In
the case of the complement un livre, the modification of the object is accomplished through
the turning of pages involved in the process of reading (this page-turning progressively
modifying the height of the stack of read pages compared to that of the unread pages). In
other words, the different interpretations attributable to COMMENCER in (14) and (15)
follow from a single lexicalized meaning (1999, p. 200-209)°,

8 As Kleiber points out and as I show below, this analysis contrasts with Pustejovsky’s (1995) analysis
of the polysemy of BEGIN.
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However, Kleiber raises serious doubts about the idea of extending the notion of monosemy

to the lexicon in general:

.y

[L]a quéte d’un amont sémantique pour rendre compte de la diversité des « emplois » d’une unité
lexicale est une opération légitime, qui permet, s’il y a effectivement un tel invariant, de débusquer
les vocables faussement labellisés polysémiques. Ce qui nous semble, par contre, beaucoup moins
légitime, c’est de généraliser la chose et de postuler qu’il en va ainsi de toute unité lexicale, la
polysémie alors n’existant plus du tout. (2008, p. 89, my emphasis)

[Cle que I’on ne saurait refuser, c’est que certaines interprétations multiples ont des propriétés
empiriques particuliéres qui font qu’elles sont linguistiquement pertinentes au niveau de 1’unité
lexicale elle-méme et non plus seulement du discours. (2008, p. 97)

Thus, while acknowledging that some semantic uses are the result of pragmatic mechanisms
interacting with a general lexical meaning, Kleiber nonetheless considers many cases of
multiple uses to be attributable to lexicalized polysemy. For example, he argues that the two
meanings of SOURIS, ‘animal’ and ‘computer peripheral’, cannot be reduced to a sirgle

category and therefore must be encoded as two separate lexical meanings (p. 91).

Other scholars, while attributing polysemy to stored knowledge about specific senses,
nonetheless claim that this lexical knowledge is anchored in general, overarching conceptual
structures spanning across specific conceptual domains. This is the perspective adopted in
Cognitive Semantics’, one of the most prominent theories in current theoretical research on
polysemy. In this theoretical perspective, a given word’s polysemy is generally conceived of
as a complex network of individual meanings built around onc or several base meanings or
prototypes (Lakoff, 1987; Langacker, 1987, 1991; Fillmore and Atkins, 2000; Evans, 2005).
According to Lakoff (1987), polysemy is motivated: on the one hand, the senses of a
polysemous word do not make up an arbitrary grouping, but rather a category of meanings
related through general cognitive principles. On the other hand, scholars such as Lakoff argue
in favor of the hypothesis of “full specification” rather than “minimal specification”:

individual word senses are largely unpredictable and thus must be stored (p. 420-424, p. 438).

® Throughout the present disseration, I use the term “Cognitive Semantics” in a broad sense to refer to
all semantic work carried out within the general Cognitive Linguistic approach.
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In this approach, each word sense is held to correspond to a distinct image schema (a general
schema based on spatial experience but independent of modality) stored in the mind, and
these image schemas are arranged in a radial network branching out from the most central,
prototypical senses to less central senses'® (p. 416-461). One type of relation among senses is
similarity, i.e. the property of having a set of meaning components in common. For example,
in the radial network of senses belonging to the preposition OVER’/, Lakoff (1987)
“distinguishes, amongst others, the two senses in (16) and (17) via two different image schema
representations, given in Figures 1.1 and 1.2, respectively. These image schemas are
distinguished by the presence (example (16)) or absence (example (17)) of contact between
the trajector (roughly, the moving entity conceptualized as a figure) and the landmark
(roughly, the ground relative to which the figure is moving). But these two schemas also
share characteristics, such as the fact that the landmark is both vertical and extended (p. 419-
422). Thus, in Lakoff’s Cognitive Semantic perspective, lexical semantic knowledge is
highly detailed, with a considerable amount of redundancy between separately stored

meanings (i.e. between the multiple image schemas in a polysemous word’s radial network).
(16)  The plane flew over the hill.

(17)  Sam walked over the hill.

' This view of word senses as chained to each other by shared properties is based on Wittgenstein’s
(1953) idea of “family resemblances” (Lakoff, 1987, p. 435). In Wittgenstein’s view, although the
multiple senses of a word are related to each other (like the members of a family), there is not
necessarily a single set of features that is common to all the senses.

' Lakoff’s discussion is based on Brugman’s (1981) image schema analysis of the polysemy of
OVER.



17

Figure 1.1 Schema 1.VX.NC (Lakoff, 1987, Fig. 3, p. 421)
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Figure 1.2 Schema 1.X.C (Lakoff, 1987, fig. 5, p. 422)

In the Cognitive Semantic framework, accounts of polysemy rely heavily on the mechanism
of metaphor'?, conceived of as an asymmetrical mapping between two conceptual domains
(i.e. semantic fields), the source domain and target domain. When we use a given metaphor,
we attribute the characteristics of the source domain to the entities of the target domain.

Conceptual metaphors, which are purely conceptual structures and which do not have a form,

12 While scholars like Lakoff (1987) assign a central role to metaphor in the structuring of polysemy
and of language in general, Talmy (2000) proposes instead the notion of fictivity, which he claims is
more general and better adapted to describing both linguistic and non-linguistic cognition (p. 168). In
particular, he proposes to handle extended uses of movement expressions through the notion of fictive
motion (p. 99-175). Crucially, both types of approaches (metaphor and fictivity) attribute a central role
to space in semantics.
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are manifested through linguistic metaphors, which are words or expressions of a specific
language (Croft and Cruse, 2004, p. 195-197). For example, Lakoff (1987, p. 439) argues that
the sense of over in (18) is a linguistic metaphor based on the spatial sense in (17) and two
conceptual metaphors: 1) OBSTACLES ARE VERTICAL LANDMARKS and 2) LIFE IS A
JOURNEY. In other words, in this example “the divorce is an obstacle (metaphorically, a
vertical extended landmark) on the path defined by life’s journey”. Here, the concept of
motion from the source domain of space is used to characterize an event occurring in the

abstract target domain ‘life’.
(18)  Harry still hasn’t gotten over his divorce.

Cognitive Semantic research on polysemy has focused largely on prepositions (see
Vandeloise, 1986, Brugman and Lakoff, 1988; Tyler and Evans, 2003; Meex, 2004).
However, other studies have dealt with verbs, in particular verbs of position/posture (see
Gibbs, 2002; Lemmens, 2002; Newman and Rice, 2004), perception (e.g. Johnson, 1999;
Sjostrom, 1999; Lien, 2005) and motion (see Radden, 1996; Di Meola, 1994, 2003; Shen,
1996; Yin, 2002; Da Silva, 2003; Sivonen, 2005; Fernandez Jaen, 2006)".

The Cognitive Semantic approach to polysemy has a marked advantage over traditional
polysemist approaches: rather than treating word senses as lists of definitions, it views them
as schematic conceptual representations whose relations are motivated by principles rooted in
general cognition. Thus, senses are treated not simply as a list of distinct meaning
representations within the lexicon (and therefore separated from extra-linguistic knowledge),

but rather as connected to each other and to non-linguistic knowledge via general structures.

However, this approach has several important weaknesses. First, the idea of motivation raises
a serious problem: if the relations structuring the network of senses for a given polysemous

word (founded on cognitive mechanisms such as metaphor, metonymy, etc.) can be identified

13 Given the present dissertation’s focus on deictic motion verbs, I return to the latter group below in
section 1.2.
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but not predicted, the value of these relations is ad hoc and descriptive, not predictive or

explanatory.

Second, as in strong polysemist approaches, the Cognitive Semantic assumption that senses
are largely conventional and unpredictable necessarily leads to extremely complex
knowledge associated with lexical items, as well as a great deal of inter-sense redundancy.
For example, the two senses illustrated in examples (16) and (17) above differ only with
respect to the property of ‘contact’ and share all of their other characteristics (e.g. movement
above and across a landmark, the vertical and extended character of this landmark). This type
of inter-sense redundancy arises frequently in analyses within this approach, and it leads to
the necessity of postulating a highly complex network of schemas for a single word, such as
the partial network of meanings proposed in Lakoff (1987, p. 436) for the preposition OVER,
reproduced here as Figure 1.3. In this network, each node represents a distinct sense
(corresponding to its own image schema), and the letters and numbers represent the specific

semantic properties of each sense'*.

" Langacker (1987) argues, however, that individual nodes should not be seen as “discrete containers,
each holding a separate body of ‘content’, but rather that the nodes share conceptual material, each
node “structurfing] and organiz[ing] this content in its own way, combining it with additional
specifications not appropriate for all the others” (378).
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Figure 1.3 Network of meanings for the preposition OVER (Lakoff, 1987, fig. 27, p. 436)

A third problem lies in the imprecise character of image schemas. According to Lakoff,
image schemas are more abstract than mental images of specific situations, and thus they can
only be given an approximate formal representation (1987, p. 453). But as Kleiber (1999)
argues in his criticism of Langacker’s analysis of the polysemy of the verb BEGIN, the use of
an image schema approach to representing word senses amounts to representing surface
effects' rather than the actual lexical meaning of a word. This, he argues, makes it difficult to
limit the number of possible senses attributed to a given word, leading to an undesirable
proliferation of semantic representations: “Une telle conception de la polysémie verbale

devient vite incontrdlable et aboutit & une multiplication des sens que 1’on peut estimer

excessive.” (p. 163).

Lv.C
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A final problematic feature of this approach lies in the assumption that space plays a central
role in language. Cognitive semanticists argue that language, which occurs in the body, is
heavily influenced by spatial experiences. Thus, concrete, spatial senses are seen as the
central, prototypical meanings around which abstract, “extended” senses are organized (see
" the analysis of OVER in Brugman and Lakoff, 1988). But such a spatio-centric view of
language rests on dubious assumptions: as Bouchard (1995, p. 47-52) points out, spatial uses
are easier to describe than abstract uses, yielding the illusion that they are more basic and

central in the lexicon.

Another prominent semantic theory which proposes a “moderate” polysemist approach to the
lexical status of polysemy is Jackendoff’s (e.g. 1990, 2002) Conceptual Semantics. Unlike
cognitive semanticists, Jackendoff acknowledges that non-spatial senses of polysemous
words are not necessarily derived from spatial senses. Thus, he points out that unlike
Cognitive Semantics, which views word senses as being derived (via mechanisms like
metaphor) from a prototypical meaning, in Conceptual Semantics such senses are “parallel
instantiations of a more abstract schema”. For example, while TO can be used to express
space, possession, ascription of properties or change of schedule (examples (19) through
(22)), these different uses are manifestations of a single, “field-neutral” function describing
the notion ‘path’ (2002, p. 356-359).

(19)  The messenger went from Paris to Istanbul.

(20)  The inheritance went to Fred.

(21)  The light went/changed from green to red.

(22)  The meeting was changed from Tuesday to Monday.

However, while acknowledging the existence of a domain-independent concept behind the
different senses of a given word, Jackendoff nonetheless claims that specific senses show
unpredictable properties and constraints. For example, although the verb GO, like the
preposition TO, can be used in the domains of space, possession, and ascription of properties,
it differs from TO’s use in (22) in that it cannot be used to talk of a change of schedule: *The

meeting went from Tuesday to Monday. Jackendoff thus argues in favor of the storage of
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these senses in the lexicon: “All these little details have to be learned; they cannot be part of
the general mapping that relates these fields to each other. This means that each word must
specify in which fields it appears and what peculiar properties it has in each” (Jackendoff,
2002, p. 359)"°. Consequently, although Conceptual Semantics does not adopt the
derivational, spatio-centric view of polysemy adopted by Cognitive Semantics, both
theoretical approaches consider sense-specific information to be (at least in part)

unpredictable and thus lexically stored.

1.1.2 Monosemist approaches

Proponents of the monosemist perspective argue that polysemist approaches like those
discussed above present several important disadvantages. First, as several scholars (e.g.
Vandeloise, 1986; Ruhl, 1989; Bouchard, 1995; Sperber & Wilsoﬁ, 1995; Levinson, 2000)
have pointed out, communication relies on a great deal of contextual/background knowledge
and inference. Crucially, it would be highly uneconomical and redundant to store this
abundant extra-linguistic knowledge in the lexicon. For example, Ruhl (1989, p. 7) observes
that some dictionaries devote a distinct definition to the semantic use in vs;hich BREAK
describes the rupturing of a blood vessel resulting in blood flowing (as in break an artery).
Ruhl argues that this interpretation is the result of highly specific world knowledge (about

arteries, blood, etc.) interacting with a highly general lexical meaning. To place such

'3 Similarly, while the cognitivist Langacker (1987), argues on the one hand in favor of overarching,
abstract concepts, pointing out the “effective equivalence, for purposes of linguistic expression, of
physical motion, perceptual motion, and the abstract motion of processes like counting or reciting the
alphabet” (p. 176). On the other hand, he argues in favor of the storage of multiple sense nodes in a
network. Moreover, he considers that while some such networks contain “a single ‘superschema’ fully
compatible with all other members of the category,” such an overarching representation is not always

present (p. 378-381).
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information in the lexicon is to deny the role of world knowledge and pragmatics in

generating interpretations for words in context'®.

Second, as Pustejovsky (1995) points out, polysemist approaches lead to the uncontrolled
proliferation of meanings postulated for a given word, since a word can constantly be used in
novel contexts with an unlimited number of possible variations in contextual detail. For
example, the uses of FAST illustrated in (23) and (24) (p. 44-45), would most likely not
appear in a traditional dictionary list of meanings for this word. Similarly, Ruhl (1989, p.
115) shows that while the verb HIT prototypically describes impact involving elements like a
hand or a bullet (as reflected in traditional dictionary definitions), the possibilities are in fact
much broader: the element involved can by anything from a hammer, as in (25), to a voice, as
in (26). Crucially, if separate meanings were to be attributed to capture such situational
details as those illustrated here, the result would be an explosion in the number of meanings

postulated for the words in question'’.
(23)  The Autobahn is the fastest motorway in Germany.
(24)  Ineed a fast garage for my car, since we leave on Saturday.

(25)  Barbara did the carpentry. You should hear her swear when she hits her thumb.
(Robert Heinlein, as cited by Ruhl, 1989, p. 115)

(26)  Always hit the message-bearing words firmly.

Third, both Ruhl and Pustejovsky further point out that polysemist approaches are
undermined by the fact that sense boundaries are often fuzzy and indeterminate (see
Pustejovsky’s notion of the “permeability of word senses”). For example, Ruhl (1989, p. 114)

observes that although sentences like (27) and (28) are highly similar in the semantic use of

'8 Moreover, as shown in my discussion of Lakoff’s analysis of OVER above, the inclusion of such
world knowledge in lexical meaning also leads to redundancy between senses: storing individual
senses would inevitably require that we repeatedly store whatever semantic content they have in
common. ’

' In addition, Pustejovsky (1995) points out that same sense can often correspond to multiple syntactic
categories, leading to an even greater proliferation of meanings.
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the verb HIT, the notion of physical contact is more clearly involved in (27) than in (28),
where AIR is used metonymically for ‘be heard’ or ‘be realized’.

(27)  Steam emerging from scores of safety valves turned into vapor as soon as it hit
the cold air. (Joseph Kraft, as cited by Ruhl, 1989, p. 115)

(28)  But the man who creates music is hearing something else, is dealing with a roar
rising from the void and imposing order on it as it hits the air. (James Baldwin,

as cited by Ruhl, 1989, p. 115)
For these reasons, Ruhl (1989, p. 3-5) argues that it is preferable to adopt a “monosemic
bias”, i.e. the default hypothesis that a given word has only a single meaning. Only after
having carried out a minute examination of a large set of occurrences of the word in highly
diversified contexts, and only when it proves impossible to reduce these uses to a single

meaning can we conclude that these uses are due to distinct meanings in the lexicon.

Monosemist analyses vary both in the nature of the content attributed to a word’s single
lexical meaning and in the way in which word senses are obtained from this meaning. Some
scholars postulate that a word’s single lexical meaning corresponds directly to one of its
senses, the remaining senses deriving from this meaning in context. This is the case for
Picoche (e.g. 1986, 1994, 1995), who adopts the Psychomécanique du langage framework
(see Guillaume et Valin, 1971) and seeks for each word a single signifié de puissance, an
underlying meaning that is responsible for the word’s various semantic uses. The latter, it is
claimed, are derived via “movements of thought” by which the speaker progressively
enriches or subtracts from the word’s underlying conceptual content. A major weakness of
this type of approach is that, as Picoche herself acknowledges, it does not adopt a strict
formalism and the resulting semantic descriptions are not falsifiable, for the exact method of
description adopted for one word cannot be reproduced for another word (1995, p. 124-125).
For this reason, although the approach provides a certain description of the underlying unity

behind a word’s multiple senses, it does not make it possible to predict for a given word
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precisely which senses are acceptable and which are impossible and to measure the predictive

strength of this approach against competing theories'.

Victorri and Fuchs (1996) also adopt a monosemist perspective, arguing that a word’s various
uses emerge in context. These authors explore the semantics of the French adverb ENCORE,
describing this word’s core meaning via a schema corresponding to the basic temporal use
(e.g. Je suis bien jeune encore); the other senses are claimed to be derived from this schema
by the variation of elements such as the domain in which the contextualized word is
interpreted. Thus, encore has a temporal use when interpreted in the domain of time, but the
result is a non-temporal interpretation when context brings us to apply the word’s schema to
“another domain on which a cognitive activity of the subject is exércised”. For example, in a
sentence like Un pinguoin, c’est encore un oiseau, the schema is applied to a set of classes,

and the sentence thus receives a “notional” rather than a temporal construal (p. 115-116).

Another approach proposing to derive a word’s polysemy in context from a single lexicalized
meaning is Pustejovsky’s (1995) Generative Lexicon theory. Pustejovsky devotes much
attention to the phenomenon of regular or systematic polysemy (also explored, e.g., by
Apresjan, 1974, and Nunberg, 1995), arguing that if certain repeated patterns of polysemy
prove to be predictable, they must not be attributed to multiple meanings in the lexicon.
Instead, this scholar proposes a single semantic entry containing several layers of
information, including what he calls a “qualia” structure. There are four types of qualia: 1)
constitutive (e.g. for the word HAND, the part-whole relation with a body), 2) formal (e.g. for
the word MAN, the property ‘male’, which distinguishes a man within the class of humans),

'8 An approach that shows similarities with that of Picoche is the one adopted by Desclés (e.g. 2005;
see also Deslcés et al., 1998; Desclés and Guentcheva, 2005), who combines aspects of the polysemist
and monosemist perspectives. On the one hand, as in mainstream Cognitive Semantic analyses,
Desclés describes word senses as forming a network of interrelated senses (in his terms, semantico-
cognitive schemas). On the other hand, as in the monosemist perspective, this scholar proposes to
factor out the differences between individual senses in order to arrive at a common denominator, an
abstract “semantico-cognitive archetype” which he claims functions as the “root” of the word’s
semantic network. As Desclés et al. (1998, p. 31) point out, this element is comparable to the
Guillaumian signifié de puissance observed in Picoche’s work.
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3) telic (e.g. for the word BOOK, the fact that a book has the function of being read), and 4)
agentive (e.g. for BOOK, the fact that the object is brought into being through the act of

writing).

In addition, Pustejovsky proposes a limited number of general mechanisms serving to derive
new senses from a single lexical meaning. One such mechanism, #ype coercion, accounts for
the semantic use of BEGIN observed in (29) below, paraphrasable as (30). According to
Pustejovsky, the verb BEGIN selects an argument that is an event. Since BOOK is not of the
type ‘event’ but does contain an event in its qualia (the telic property ‘read’), the type of the
complement is “coerced”, and the argument is interpreted as an event, i.e. ‘reading a book’
(p. 115-117). In other words, type coercion generates a new interpretation for BOOK based
on the intrinsic semantic properties of BEGIN and BOOK.

(29)  John began a book.
(30)  Johw began reading a book.

One weakness of Pustejovsky’s Generative Lexicon approach lies in the complexity of its
lexical entries and the precise nature of the information they contain. For example,
Pustejovsky’s entry for BOOK contains the agentive specification that a book is created
through the event ‘writing’. However, knowledge about how books come into being belongs
to our encyclopedic knowledge of the way entities work in the real world. Hence, if we were
to imagine a situation (for example, in a moVie) in which a book were caused to appear
magically (and thus without having been written by anyone), this manner of creation would
not prevent us from calling the object in question a book. Crucially, this inclusion of
encyclopedic information in a lexical entry leads to redundancy with respect to world

knowledge, which constitutes a problem from the perspective of parsimony.

In contrast to the above proposals, semanticists who adopt a stronger monosemist perspective
argue that word senses are not derived or generated from a base sense, but rather obtained
from a highly abstract meaning which is not identical to any of the word’s specific senses.
This abstract core meaning combines compositionally with pragmatic, extralinguistic
knowledge in order to produce the word’s individual contextualized interpretations. That is,

strong monosemists seek to show how a word’s different senses can be calculated based on
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the nature of the elements in the sentence environment and based on contextual knowledge
(lexical and grammatical environment, nature of arguments) as well as the speaker’s and

hearer’s shared knowledge of the world".

For example, Piron (2006) offers an abstract monosemous account of the French verb
ENTENDRE, claiming the verb’s semantic core is a schema composed of a succession of
five parts (p. 124-125): Only the first component (‘emission’) is obligatory, and the others
can be “deployed” successively. Hence, while the semantic use shown in (31) (which the
author calls ‘émission d’un accord collusoire”) involves only the ‘emission’ component of the
verb’s meaning (p. 301-306), the prototypical ‘auditory’ use of ENTENDRE illustrated in
(32) involves the full deployment of all of the facets of ENTENDRE’s meaning (p. 148-207).

(31)  IIs ne sont pas parvenus a s’entendre sur ce dossier.
(32)  J’ai entendu du bruit dans le bureau d’a cété.

Crucially, according to Piron, contrary to what our intuition may suggest, the most concrete,
percept-based sense of ENTENDRE (that of auditory perception) does not correspond to the
verb’s meaning in the lexicon; rather, the verb’s meaning is much more abstract and contains

no intrinsic notion of perception.

Ruhl (1989), too, adopts a strong monosemist approach to lexical meaning, In his analysis of
highly multifunctional English words such as BREAK, HIT and TAKE, he shows that each

of these words possesses numerous possible uses but only a single, highly abstract lexical

1% 1t should be noted that certain scholars go so far as to reject the existence of a definite lexical
meaning altogether. For example, Cruse (2000) affirms that “it is not possible in general to adequately
specify the semantic properties of words in a context-free form” (2000, p. 30), deeming that “there is
no such thing as the ‘meaning of a word’ in isolation from particular contexts” (2000, p. 51). However,
as Kleiber points out in his criticism of what he calls the « radical constructivism » perspective, « [o]n
ne peut construire avec rien et donc I’existence de morceaux sémantiques stables ou sens
conventionnel est nécessaire au fonctionnement interprétatif. Ce n’est pas parce que le sens d’un
énoncé est quelque chose de construit discursivement que tout ce qui méne & cette interprétation est
également du construit durant I’échange [...] [S]ans sens conventionnel ou stable, il n’est guére de
construction sémantique possible » (Kleiber, 1999, p. 35). Like Kleiber, I reject the notion of unstable
meaning, assuming instead that each word in the lexicon must be describable by at least one stable
representation.
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meaning. This meaning, he claims, is inaccessible to conscious observation; moreover, he
argues that conscious thought distorts this meaning by focussing narrowly on specific, often
prototypical situations and referents. Ruhl postulates pragmatic mechanisms responsible for
the specific interpretations we attribute to words in context. For example, the use of BREAK
in break an artery is obtained via the mechanism of pragmatic metonymy: based on our
knowledge of the real-world properties of blood vessels and blood, we derive from BREAK’s
highly general meaning the notion of the wall of an artery being ruptured, and from this we
infer the result of that event (i.e. blood flowing). Another such mechanism, which Ruhl calls
pragmatic specialization, consists in the enrichment and consequent narrowing down of a
word’s meaning. This is what we find in a sentence like The thief took the jewels, where the
highly general meaning of the verb TAKE is used to describe the specific concept of
‘stealing’. Crucially, the verb itself contains no notion of theft; rather, this information is
inferred from contextual and world knowledge (in this case, knowledge about what thieves

typically do) (p.6-7).

In the present section, I.have offered a review of the major theoretical positions on the status
of polysemy in the lexicon, first describing theoretical approaches that view polysemy as the
existence of multiple meanings in the lexicon, and then describing those which view words as
generally having only a single meaning (either a base sense or a highly abstract core) from
which all senses are derived in context using extra-linguistic knowledge. As I have shown,
the former perspective presents several important weaknesses which the latter allows us to

overcome. |

1.2 The semantics of polysemous deictic motion verbs

In the preceding section, I discussed the major differences between polysemist and
monosemist approaches, showing that oﬁ the basis of general considerations such as
theoretical parsimony, a (strong) monosemist perspective is preferable to a polysemist
approach. As this dissertation deals specifically with the polysemy of deictic motion verbs,
the present section is devoted to the consequences that these contrasting visions of word

meaning have for the study of deictic motion verbs. The first subsection examines the
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consequences of a multi-meaning approach, pointing out several important weaknesses. The
second section then examines a monosemist approach that overcomes these theoretical

shortcomings.

1.2.1 Deictic motion verb polysemy in the Cognitive Semantic perspective

Although verbs expressing motion®® have received abundant attention in the lexical semantic
literature, the majority of such studies are limited to the description and analysis of spétial
uses of these verbs. The existing studies that do attempt to account for the polysemy of
motion verbs have predominantly been carried out in the Cognitive Semantics framework?'.
Although a few studies deal with non-deictic verbs (see Da Silva, 2003, on Portuguese
DEIXAR ‘leave, let’; Desclés, 2005, on French AVANCER; Desclés and Guentcheva, 2005,
on French MONTER and its Bulgarian equivalents; Sivonen, 2005, on Finnish KIERTAA
‘circle, go around’), most have focused on motion verbs with deictic properties, i.e. verbs
which can describe motion relative to the speaker or the situation of utterance (see Radden,
1996, for English COME and GO; Shen, 1996, for Mandarin LAI ‘come’; Viberg, 1999,
2003, for Swedish KOMMA and GA; Yin, 2002, for Japanese KURU ‘come’; Di Meola,
1994, 2003, for German KOMMEN ‘come’ and GEHEN ‘go’; Fenyvesi-Jobbagy, 2003, for
Danish KOMME ‘come’; Matsumoto, 2010, on English GO).

In this framework, scholars typically seek to explain the different senses of the motion verb

by proposing space-based schematic representations to describe the verb’s prototypical

% As Boons (1987) points out, the French term mouvement (like the English term movement) is in fact
vague, since it can apply not only to motion along a path (i.e. change of location) but also to changes in
position that do not involve change of location. To avoid confusion, he proposes the term verbe de
déplacement to describe the class of verbs involving change of location. Accordingly, throughout the
present dissertation, I use the term motion verb rather than movement verb, because only the former
exclusively applies to change of location. Outside of this term, the words movement and motion will be
used interchangeably.

! One exception is Jackdendoff (e.g. 1990), who deals with non-movement uses of motion verbs (e.g.
change of possession, extension in space) as involving the same conceptual function GO as in the
movement use. However, this author does not (to my knowledge) ever offer a far-reaching
examination of the full range of these verbs’ possible senses.
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motion sense(s). In the network of the verb’s polysemy, the different (central and non-
central) spatial senses share many of the same general features in their schemas, but vary
through properties such as the profiling of particular zones of the schema. In addition, non-
spatial senses are considered to be related to spatial senses via extensions based on

mechanisms such as metaphor.

One work that is representative of this approach is Radden’s (1996) study of the English
deictic verbs COME and GO. Radden claims that our embodied experience of space makes
the domain of space (and the more specific domain of motion) central to our understanding of
the world, and that consequently the multiple meanings of verbs such as COME and GO are
organized around the spatial senses. He thus proposes to account for the abstract senses of
these verbs as metaphorical extensions from the spatial senses. Abstract senses, it is argued,
consist in the characterization of non-spatial situations in terms of the spatial domain. For
example, Radden argues that the temporal sense in (33) is based on the conceptual metaphor
TIME PASSING IS MOTION: “time moves toward the observer from the future and, after
passing him, moves on to the past”. Likewise, for GO, the ‘future’ sense in (34) is the result
of a metaphoric extension based on the conceptual metaphor TIME PASSING IS MOTION
OVER A LANDSCAPE. In both cases, time (the target domain) is described in terms of
motion (the source domain). The sense illustrated in (35) is claimed to be the result of a
metaphoric extension from COME’s spatial “termination” schema illustrated in Figure 1.4,
which describes motion from the perspective of the end of the path, via the conceptual
metaphor ACHIEVING A PURPOSEFUL CHANGE IS REACHING A DESTINATION. In
addition, Radden proposes that the sense of GO in (36) is a metaphorical extension of GO’s
‘diversion’ motion schema in (given in figure 1.5) in which a moving object is caused to
divert from its original path; this extension occurs via the conceptual metaphor
UNEXPECTED CHANGE IS DIVERSION.
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(33)  this coming weekend
(34) 1am going to be a lawyer.

(35)  We have come to a conclusion/agreement.

Figure 1.4 COME: termination schema (adapted from Radden, 1996, p. 43, figure 3)

(36)  John went mad.

(37) GO3: diversion

g

Figure 1.5 GO3: diversion schema (adapted from Radden, 1996, p. 43, figure 3)

This type of analysis of motion verb polysemy poses several important problems. First, such
analyses are founded on a dubious inversion of the conceptual hierarchy between change and
motion. Change is a general concept, and motion is a type of change, but this approach
assumes that change is conceptualized (at least linguistically) in terms of motion (Radden
1996, p. 425). Since languages abound with words that lack any spatial senses at all (see
Evans’, 2005, analysis of the radial network of the word TIME), it is clear that language is
not fully dependent on space and motion in its representation of abstract phenomena.
Moreover, since abstract concepts such as ‘time’ and ‘change’ exist independently of space in
language, it is questionable to assume to that these concepts are somehow less basic than

motion.
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Another problem with the Cognitive Semantic approach to motion verb polysemy is its heavy
reliance on lists of conceptual metaphors. While some of the metaphors used in Radden’s
analysis come from other studies, he proposes a list of seven concei)tual metaphors (all
submetaphors of CHANGE IS MOTION) which were “discovered” through the analysis of
COME and GO; in other words, the latter are proposed in an ad hoc fashion to accommodate
senses not covered by known metaphors, opening the door to a virtually unlimited
proliferation of conceptual metaphors as other words and other senses are analysed in future
studies. Crucially, in addition to the complexity of the networks of word-specific knowledge
assumed by Cognitive Semantic analyses (see the discussion of OVER above), the Cognitive
Semantic approach adopted by Radden also requires that we assume the existence of a
complex system of metaphorical knowledge to support many of the inter-sense connections
in these networks. This is clearly disadvantageous from the point of view of theoretical

parsimony.

To my knowledge, the only existing study to offer an in-depth, quasi-exhaustive analysis of
the polysemy of deictic motion verbs like COME and GO is Di Meola’s (1994, 2003) study
of the German verbs KOMMEN and GEHEN. Like Radden, Di Meola’s study is rooted in
the Cognitive Semantic framework and thus considers that each of these verbs has as its base
meaning a prototypical motion sense (for GEHEN, movement away from the observer, and
for KOMMEN, movement toward the observer). Di Meola (1994, p. 42) represents these
meanings via the schemas in Figures 1.6 and 1.7, where O represents the viewpoint (or

deictic Origo)*.

%21 return to the notion of origo (i.e. deictic center) in section 3.2.
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SOURCE GOAL
I > 1
0 PATH

Figure 1.6 Base meaning of GEHEN (Di Meola, 1994, p. 42)

SOURCE GOAL
I > 1
PATH 0

Figure 1.7 Base meaning of KOMMEN (Di Meola, 1994, p. 42)

The other senses (deictic senses involving a non-prototypical interpretation of the deictic
center, non-deictic motion senses, abstract senses) are derivationally linked to this base
meaning and thus form a network of meanings. As the author points out, in one extended use
KOMMEN can describe motion that is restricted by an obstacle, as illustrated in sentence
(38).
(38)  Sie hatten Miihe, zu ihren Pldtzen zu kommen. (ex. 22, 2003, p. 48)
‘They had trouble getting to their places.’

This use, he claims, is derived first by passing from the notion of viewpoint to the notion of
focus, and then by inferring from the latter the notion of restriction. Although he claims this
derivational relation is based originally on inference, he nonetheless treats this semantic use

as a distinct, conventionalized meaning:
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With the first step the place where the (deictic) observer was positioned now becomes the place
the (non-deictic) attention is focused on [...] The second step leads from focus to restriction [...] In
the case of the verb kommen we know that the trajector has reached the GOAL. On the basis of
conversational implicature (which becomes conventional) the speaker/hearer argues as follows: if
we focus on the GOAL, the fact of reaching it must be relevant (non-obvious); therefore an
external force must have influenced the movement (hindering the trajector[...]) (Di Meola, 2003, p.
55-56, my emphasis).
In the case of abstract uses these deictic verbs, Di Meola (1994), like other cognitive
semanticists, has recourse to the mechanism of metaphor. For example, to account for the
‘news as an abstract object in movement’ sense illustrated in (39), the author claims that
transfer of information is presented as movement based on the conceptual metaphor
MEANINGS ARE OBIJECTS (p. 90). Similarly, in the case of the ‘intellect as origo’ use
shown in (40), he argues that mental change is presented as movement, via the metaphor
CHANGES ARE MOVEMENTS INTO OR OUT OF BOUNDED REGIONS (p. 113).

(39)  Fast tdglich kommen aus den Labors neue Geriichte.
‘Nearly each day, new rumors are coming from the laboratories.” (my translation)

(40)  Die Albernheit seines (...) Planes kam ihm zum Bewusstsein.

Lit. ‘The foolishness of his plan came him into consciousness.’

‘He became aware of the foolishness of his plan.” (my translation)
Crucially, in keeping with other Cognitive Semantic analyses, the full array of senses
examined in Di Meola’s work are considered to be part of lexical knowledge. Thus, although
this study of KOMMEN/GEHEN is exemplary in that it takes into account an exceptionally
wide range of ‘semantic uses and provides a fine-grained description of these éenses, it
nonetheless presents the same basic shortcomings inherent in the other Cognitive Semantic
analyses of polysemy: multiple storage of the same information, heavy reliance on metaphor,

lack of predictive power and lack of parsimony.

1.22 A monosemist approach to motion verb polysemy

I have shown in the preceding sections that a single-meaning approach to polysemy is
preferable to multiple-meaning approaches (section 1.1 ) and I have shown, in particular, that
the dominant approach to the polysemy of motion verbs (Cognitive Semantics) fails to

provide an adequate, economical means of explanation of the polysemy of motion verbs
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(section 1.2.1). A question therefore arises: is it possible, by adopting a strict monosemous
perspective and thus avoiding reliance on rich metaphorical knowledge and complex
networks of lexical semantic knowledge, to provide a more powerful account of the great

diversity of senses observed for deictic motion verbs like COME and GO?

In the present section, I show that a strong monosemist perspective, in particular the approach
proposed by Bouchard (1995), does indeed provide a framework which is both more
parsimonious and more powerful than a polysemist theory like Cognitive Semantics. I first
identify the basic theoretical assumptions and principles of this theory (which I adopt as a
component of the theoretical framework of the present dissertation) and then summarize
Bouchard’s analysis of French motion verbs, showing that this analysis overcomes the

weaknesses inherent in multiple-meaning theories of the lexicon.

1.2.2.1 Basic assumptions of the theory

The present dissertation’s analysis will be carried out in the framework proposed by
Bouchard (1995), a strong monosemist approach which adopts the default hypothesis that a
word possessing multiple, interrelated semantic senses has only a single lexical meaning (see
Ruhl’s “monosemic bias”). In order to eliminate all redundancy between semantic
representations and extralinguistic knowledge (i.e. contextual and encyclopaedic knowledge
shared by speaker and hearer), Bouchard proposes simple, highly abstract lexical entries that
are emptied of all situational information. Thus a verb’s senses, rather than being stored in
the lexicon, are calculated compositionally by combining the stable, abstract semantic

representation with extra-linguistic knowledge®.

One significant advantage of this approach lies in the fact that it proposes formal
representations for the core meaning of a word, making it possible to illustrate clearly and

explicitly how the different senses of a word can be calculated in context. Crucially, this

2 For an alternative analysis of general motion verbs such as VENIR and ALLER that also proposes
abstract lexical semantic representations, see Lamarche (1998).
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formalization enables us to rigorously test the validity of the postulated meaning for a given

word and thereby to test the strong monosemist view in general.

In order to account for correspondences between semantics and syntax, Bouchard postulates a
level of representation called grammatical semantics (G-Semantics) containing only the
information relevant to grammar. He distinguishes this level from information belonging to
situational semantics (S-Semantics), i.e. elements of background knowledge that belong to
the specific situation in which a word is used. Bouchard argues that lexical semantic
representations contain only those properties that are relevant to G-Semantics. Thus, he
rejects the assumption (defended, e.g., by tenants of Cognitive Semantics) of the centrality of
space in word meaning. The invariant lexical meaning of a verb like French VENIR, he
claims, does not contain any spatial information at all: it is highly abstract, and all of the
word’s semantic uses (both concrete and abstract) are calculated from this representation

rather than being derived from one of the verb’s concrete senses.

1.2.2.2 Analysis of French motion verbs

Bouchard (1995) illustrates his approach through a detailed case study of six French verbs
(VENIR, ALLER, ARRIVER, PARTIR, ENTRER and SORTIR), identifying for each verb a
single semantic representation. He emphasizes that these verbs do not intrinsieally express
motion, insisting inste;;ld that each verb’s semantic representation expresses the abstract
notion of orientation. The latter is claimed to be an “organizing concept” that the human
mind imposes on experience rather than an objective relation belonging to a specific domain

of external reality, such as space or time (p. 67-68).

Thus, the meaning of the verb VENIR is represented by the tree structure in Figure 1.8,

which can be rewritten as the bracketed form in (41)**. '

2 Adapted from Bouchard (1995, p. 202).
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A”

X1 A’

X2 Y

Figure 1.8 Semantic representation of VENIR (Bouchard, 1995, p. 121)

(41)  VENIR: [X, COPULA [X, COPULA o]]

This tree structure consists of one copula relation embedded within another. The lower part,
[X; copula o], expresses that the variable X, is in a relation with the deictic center o, defined
as ‘me-here-now’. The upper tier of the representation expresses that the variable X; relates
to the lower relation. Bouchard claims that the tree structure itself has meaning: given
properties of dominance inherent to the tree structure formalism, the tree expresses that X is
oriented toward the relation [X, copula o]. Since the upper variable X; binds the lower
variable X,, the resulting meaning of the structure as a whole is: ‘X is oriented toward its

being in a relation with the deictic center’ (p. 121).

Extra-linguistic knowledge about the nature of the arguments in the sentence plays a crucial
role in calculating the specific situation to which the sentence refers. For example, in the
sentence Max vient de Paris demain, the fact that the word Max typically refers to a human —
a concrete, animate entity — brings us to interpret the deictic center in terms of its spatial facet
‘here’. The most natural way for a human (a concrete entity with volition) to realize an
orientation towards the spatial point ‘here’ is to undergo motion (p. 127-128). For the
sentence Cette route vient de Montréal, our encyclopaedic knowledge of the spatial
properties of bridges and cities brings us to interpret this orientation once again in the domain

of space, but this time as a static extension in space rather than as motion (p. 138). In
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contrast, in a sentence such as Max vient de partir, where the complement of VENIR is a
verb (i.e. a tense-bearing elément) describing an event; this leads us to interpret VENIR s
orientation and the deictic center temporally (the latter thus being construed according to its
temporal facet ‘now’) (p. 139-144). In the case of a sentence like Ce mot vient du grec, both
the generic tense and the lexical elements in the sentence bring us to interpret the deictic
center in its abstract ‘me’ facet (construed generically as a “self in the set of all selves™), with

the complement du grec expressing a permanent property of the entity ce mot (p. 136-137).

Bouchard argues that other general motion verbs in French have similar tree structures,
differing from VENIR only with respect to the nature of the lower argument (the deictic
center o, the anti-deictic center o, or a variable y) or the presence of negatjon on the lower
relation, as shown in the semantic representations (given here in bracket form) in (42)

through (46) (adapted from Bouchard, 1995, p. 202).
(42) ~ ALLER: [X; COPULA [X, COPULA o]]
(43) ARRIVER: [X; COPULA [X, COPULA y]]
(44) PARTIR: [X; COPULA [X,; NOT-COPULA y]]
(45) ENTRER: [X; COPULA [X, DANS y]]
(46)  SORTIR: [X; COPULA [X; NOT-DANS y]]

Bouchard is thus able to account for numerous similarities and differences between the sense
inventories of these verbs based on minimal differences in intrinsic content. For example, the
core meaning proposed for ALLER differs from that of VENIR by only a single element: in
the case of ALLER; the orientation is towards a relation with the constant ®, the anti-deictic
center. The latter is defined as the complement of the deictic center o, that is, any point other
than the ‘me-here-now’ (p. 150). This minimal difference in content is sufficient to explain
why the uses of ALLER (‘motion’, ‘spatial extension’, ‘time’, etc.) differ from the

corresponding uses of VENIR, and why certain uses are possible for one verb and not the
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other (e.g. VENIR expresses both ‘future’ and ‘past’, whereas ALLER can express only
‘future’) *.

Thus, Bouchard’s monosemous analysis of French motion verbs demonstrates that highly
multi-functional verbs need not have multiple lexical meanings: rather, each verb is shown to
have only a single, abstract meaning from which specific senses are derived based on extra-
linguistic knowledge. The semantic representations proposed for these verbs not only account
for the multitude of senses that are possible for a given verb; they also account for the
differences in semantic behaviour from one verb to the next, surface differences that result
from very slight differences in each verb’s respective invariant content. Crucially, by
adopting the assumption that such verbs have no spatial content at all and by taking into
account the contribution of extralinguistic knowledge, Bouchard’s approach provides a more
powerful explanation for the polysemy of motion verbs than the spatio-centric, metaphor-

based analyses discussed in section 1.2.1 above.

1.3 Cross-linguistic variation of motion verb polysemy

The present section examines the consequences of the polysemist and monosemist
perspectives for the problem of explaining why motion verbs vary cross-linguistically in
terms of their polysemy (i.e. why translation equivalents share some, but not all of the same
semantic uses). First, in section 1.3.1 I examine the consequences of the multiple-meaning
view of polysemy, focusing on the Cognitive Semantics approach and showing why this
perspective does not provide adequate means to explain why motion verbs’ sense inventories
differ cross-linguistically. Then, in section 1.3.2 I present preliminary evidence showing that
the monosemist approach provides the necessary tools to explain cross-linguistic variation of

polysemy through minimal differences in lexical semantic content.

% As I will show in the analysis of the present dissertation (Chapters III-V), the same holds for cross-
linguistic comparisons: very slight differences between the meaning representations of a cross-
linguistic translation pair like VENIR and COME account for numerous differences in the senses
inventories of these verbs.




40

1.3.1 Limitations of multiple-meaning approaches

As shown above (sections 1.1 and 1.2), theories which postulate multiple meanings in the
lexicon suffer both from lack of parsimony and from explanatory inadequacy from a
language-internal perspective. As I will show in this section, a multiple-meaning approach
also proves inadequate for the task of explaining why polysemy varies from one language to

the next.

As has been pointed out by several scholars, motion verbs (in particular deictic motion verbs
like COME and GO).do not necessarily have identical semantic content from one language to
the next. Several studies (Wilkins and Hill, 1995, on Mpamtwe Arremte and Longgu; Botne,
2005, on Chindali; Choi-Jonin and Sarda, 2007, on Korean and French; Antonopoulou and
Nikiforidou, 2002, on Greek) provide strong evidence that the cross-linguistic equivalents of
verbs like COME and GO, while satisfactory as approximate translations in certain contexts,
differ in many of their uses. Crucially, however, these studies focus solely on motion uses of
these verbs and thus do not attempt to provide an explanation for the variation in these verbs’

full polysemy.

As mentioned above (section 1.2.1), studies that attempt to account for the bolysemy of
deictic motion verbs have predominantly been carried out in the Cognitive Semantics
framework. One problem that this approach encounters in the context of cross-linguistic
variation of polysemy is the lack of constraints on image schemas. In an image schema
approach, different spatial senses can be accounted for by variations regarding which
elements of the schema are profiled (i.e. given special prominence with respect to the rest of
the schema, see Langacker, 1987, 1991). For example, Shen (1996) and Yin (2002) observe
that Mandarin LAI and Japanese KURU, respectively, can be; used to describe the beginning
part of the motion event, as illustrated in (47) and (48). According to these authors, this ‘start-
to-come’ sense results from the profiling of the first part of the path in the image schema.
That is, while in the prototypical use of these verbs, the whole path is profiled (as in Figure
1.9), in the ‘start-to-come’ use, only the first part is profiled (as i‘n Figure 1.10).
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(47)  Tayijing lai le, xianzai zheng zai lu-shang ne
he already come PERF now PROG at way-on (LOC) PRT
‘He has left for here already, and he is on the way right now.” (Shen, 1996, p.
510)

(48)  Kare wa Nihon e kuru tochuu datta ga kaetta
he TOP Japan to come halfway past but go back-PAST
‘He began coming to Japan, but he went back halfway.” (Yin, 2002, p. 70)

Im2 Iml

Figure 1.9 Image schema of LAI’s prototypical use (adapted from Shen, 1996, p. 509)

v

o}

Im2 Iml

Figure 1.10 Image schema of LAI’s “start-to-come’ use (adapted from Shen 1996, p. 511)
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However, as Shen points out, English COME does not possess this sense, as shown by the
unacceptability of sentence (49). Crucially, Shen’s analysis does not allow us to explain the
presence of this sense for Chinese LAI and its absence for English COME. That is, assuming
that the prototypical use of English COME is describable by an image schema similar to
Figure 1.9 above, there is no reason why the path in COME’s representation should not be
able to undergo the same partial profiling as in the schemas of its Chinese and Japanese
counterparts. Thus, explanations of sense differences through variations in profiling offer no
means to explain and predict such cross-linguistic differences in spatial uses as the one

illustrated here.
(49)  *He has come already, and he is on the way right now. (Shen, 2002, p. 510)

Aside from problems arising from the use of profiling of different parts of image schemas,
another important obstacle for cross-linguistic explanation in a Cognitive Semantic
perspective concerns the use of metaphor as an explanatory device. Given the Cognitive
Linguistic view that languages are anchored not only in human experience of the world, but
also in the specific ways in which each culture conceptualizes this experience, certain
metaphors are argued to belon;g to specific cultures and to the corresponding languages
(Cruse and Croft 2004, p. 195). Thus, some cross-linguistic similarities and differences in
polysemy can presumably be attributed to similarities and differences in metaphor. For
example, on the one hand, Deignan ef al. (1997) argue that the conceptual metaphor
HUMAN RELATIONSHIPS ARE BUILDINGS is present both in English and in Polish, and
that is it in manifested in the same way in both languages in the polysemy of the words
CEMENT and CEMENTOWAC, both of which can be used not only concretely but also
metaphorically in expressions such as cement a relationship. On the other hand, as Csabi
(2004, p. 250) points out, even when two languages do share the same conceptual metaphor,
the latter will not necessarily always be manifested in the same linguistic patterns. Thus,
Deignan et al. (1997, p. 354) posit that the metaphor IDEAS ARE FOOD is present in both
English and in Polish but that it is not manifested in the same linguistic expressions in both:
an incoherent idea is characterized in Polish by the adjective NIEDOJRZALE ‘not ripe’,
while in English it is characterized as HALF-BAKED.
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Crucially, there is no way to reliably predict which metaphoric extensions will be allowed
from one language to the next. This problem can be illustrated for deictic motion verb
polysemy with an example from Shen’s (1996) analysis of the Chinese verb LAI ‘come’. To
account for the existence of the ‘mental intention’ sense shown in (50), Shen argues that this
sense is derived from the verb’s prototypical spatial use (shown in Figure 1.9 above) via a
metaphoric shift from the spatial domain to the mental domain, with the subject’s referent
(e.g. ‘he’) being viewed as moving toward the future event (e.g. ‘buy a gift’). Since the shift
is to the mental domain, the movement is interpreted as an intention, whence the notion of
intended future occurrence (p. 531-532). In contrast, Shen cites Langacker (1991) as claiming
that in English, the existence of the future use of the verb GO (illustrated in (51)) is due to a
metaphoric shift from the spatial domain to the temporal domain, with focus thus being
placed on future occurrence rather than on intention. According to Shen, the fact that the
future use is obtained via different metaphorical shifts in these two languages (i.e. shift to the
mental domain in Chinese and to the temporal domain in English) explains why future GO is
completely unacceptable with the future marker WILL (as in (52)), while LAI is marginally
acceptable with the future marker HUI, as in (53). Crucially, this sort of account, which
attributes cross-linguistic differences in polysemy to differences in the particular metaphoric
shifts that are allowed in each language, offers little predictive power and thus constitutes a
mere ad hoc déscription.
(50) Talai mailiwu

he come buy gift
‘He’s gonna [sic] buy a/the gift.’(Shen, 1996, p. 528)

(51)  Heis going to buy a gift. -
(52)  *I’ll be gonna hold the door. (Shen, 1996, p. 532)

(53)  ??Wo hui lai xi wan, ni zuo beide ba.
I will come wash dish you do other PRT
‘Il wash the dishes, and you take care of other things.’
(Shen, 1996, p. 529)
Another example of the weaknesses of the Cognitive Semantic, metaphor-based approach in
explaining cross-linguistic variation in the polysemy of deictic motion verbs comes from Di

Meola’s (1994) examination of differences between German, English and Italian deictic
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motion verbs with respect to a limited set of senses. Di Meola points out that these three
languages all allow extension of the deictic center (normally the physical location of the
speaker) to apply to an abstract part of the speaker, i.e. the intellect, as show in examples (54)
through (56). In contrast, he observes that while German KOMMEN and English COME
cannot be used in extended uses to describe changes in the observer’s emotions and body,
Italian VENIRE can, as shown in (57) through (59) (p. 121-122).

(54)  Ihm kam eine ldee.

(55) Anidea came to him.

(56)  Gli venne un’idea.

(57)  Miviene un desiderio irrefrenabile di mangiare cioccoloata.

Lit. “‘An irresistible urge to eat chocolate comes to me’.
(58)  Gli viene fame/sete/stanchezza/etc.

Lit. ‘Hunger/thirst/fatigue/etc. comes to him’.

(59)  Gli a venuto mal di testa.
‘A headache came to him’.
Di Meola claims that this cross-linguistic difference in polysemy is due to a differing
restriction on the deictic center: in German and English the deictic center can only be
extended to the mental domain, while in Italian it can apply to the whole body (and thus also
to the mind and emotions). He further explains this difference in restriction by claiming that
the languages in question use different folk models (p. 123). Once again, this type of

explanation is merely ad hoc and has no independent motivation™.

Thus, in addition to the problems with language-internal explanatory adequacy identified

above (sections 1.1.1 and 1.2.1), Cognitive Semantic analyses face another problem: they do

% Another example of a cross-linguistic comparison of deictic motion verbs is Viberg (1999, 2003)
who examines the similarities and differences between Swedish KOMMA and GA and with respect to
their cross-linguistic equivalents from languages like English. Like Di Meola (1994), however, this
study does not provide a far-reaching, principled explanation for the sense divergences between these
languages.
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not offer adequate means to explain and predict between-language variation of polysemy.
Relying on mechanisms like image schema profiling and metaphor to account for sense
relations, they do not allow us to go beyond ad hoc descriptions of cross-linguistic
asymmetries to explain why the members of a given pair of cross-linguistic' translation
equivalents (in particular, deictic motion verbs) typically are not identical in their respective

ranges of possible semantic uses.

1.3.2  Explaining cross-linguistic sense variation via monosemy: preliminary evidence

As shown above, from a language-internal perspective, there are several reasons in favor of
adopting the strong monosemist view, which postulates a highly abstract core meaning that
combines with extralinguistic knowledge to generate specific interpretations in context. In
particular, I showed that Bouchard’s (1995) monosemist approach provides one of the most
powerful explanatory frameworks. However, while Bouchard demonstrates the adequacy of
his theory to explain language-internal polysemy patterns, demonstrating how abstract
monosemy accounts for the semantic behaviour of six French motion verbs (VENIR,
ALLER, ARRIVER, PARTIR, ENTRER, and SORTIR), he does not attempt to explain why

the corresponding verbs in other languages do not have the same sense inventories?’.

In order to fully test this approach, we must examine not only its language-internal validity,
but also its ability to account )for variation between languages. To my knowledge, only one
study has tested the cross-linguistic explanatory power of a strong monosemist approach by
systematically comparing the sense inventories of a pair of translation equivalents. In order to
compare Bouchard’s analysis of French with data from a language that is both typologically
and genealogically very different from French (and thus to test the universal validity of the

monosemist approach), Zuercher (2010) examines the verb AVY ‘come’ from Malagasy (an

%7 This author does offer preliminary evidence of the cross-linguistic explanatory power of his
monosemist approach, e.g. in his comparison of English and French (dealing with the interpretational
properties of manner-of-movement verbs and with the possibility or impossibility of certain motion
verbs to be used transitively). However, he does not attempt to account for the full array of sense
differences between a given pair of translation equivalents.
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Austronesian language of the Malayo-Polynesian branch). In this study, I identify the
different senses of AVY, propose a single semantic representation (shown in (61)), and show
how slight differences between this core meaning and that of VENIR (represented in (60))

explain the various surface differences in these verbs’ semantic behaviour.

(60) %

(61) X

0] >

Just like VENIR, AVY’s meaning is abstract and contains no concept of movement or space.
Consequently, both verbs can be used not only in the spatial domain (to describe situations
like movement) but also in abstract domains like time and origin. However, they are not
identical: whereas VENIR means ‘X is oriented toward being at the deictic center’, AVY
means ‘X is oriented from being at the anti-deictic center’. It should be noted that these
schematic representations are simplifications of the relations expressed in the tree structure
used by Bouchard (1995), and that this formalism is used here only for ease of presentation.
Crucially, unlike the image schemas used in Cognitive Semantics, this representation

expresses no spatial information at all’®,

Thus, these two verbs differ only with respect to two aspects of their meaning: the nature of
the constant and the role played by this constant within the representation. First, for VENIR
the constant is the deictic center o, while in the case of AVY the constant is the anti-deictic
center @, that is, any point other than the deictic center. Second, for VENIR, the constant
plays the role of goal of the orientation, while in AVY’s meaning the constant corresponds to

the origin of the orientation.

—_

2 1t should also be noted that the analysis of Malagasy presented here is much less fine-grained than
the present dissertation’s analysis of COME, GO, VENIR and ALLER (Chapters III through V), where
I propose more detailed representations accounting for a much wider array of senses than those
considered here. Moreover, unlike Zuercher (2010), which directly adopts the meaning proposed by
Bouchard for VENIR, the present dissertation’s analysis shows that modifications must be made to this
representation in order to account for the full range of VENIR’s uses.
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A first consequence of this difference in meaning is that although both verbs can describe a
movement in space, their spatial uses are not identical. For both verbs, a locative complement
is interpreted as giving further specification to the reference of the constant. But the
difference in role played by the constant in the two representations (endpoint for VENIR and
origin for AVY) affects the interpretation of a directionally neutral locative complement: for
VENIR, it is interpreted as the destination of movement (62), and for AVY, it is interpreted

as the origin of the movement (63)%.
(62)  Jean est venu au bureau.

(63)  Avy (t)any amin’ny birao Jaona.

come (PAST-)there PREP-DET office Jean

‘Jean comes/came from the office.” (and not: ‘Jean comes/came to the office’)
A second consequence is that while VENIR requires that the destination of motion be ‘here’
(normally the location of the speaker), in the case of AVY the destination can be anywhere —
‘here’ or ‘there’. This is because VENIR’s meaning indicates orientation toward o, the deictic
center, while AVY’s meaning specifies no destination at all. Moreover, the origin — the
constant @ — is extremely general, allowing for a broad range of possible trajectories.
Consequently, (64) is vague: the destination can be either ‘here’ or some point located in the

‘not-here,

* An exception to this generalization is that in the future and imperative, the locative complement is
interpreted as referring to the goal of movement rather than to the source of movement. I argue in
Zuercher (2010) that this is due to the interaction of AVY’s meaning with the Malagasy tense and
aspect system.

%0 Note, however, when this sentence is heard out of context, the most natural interpretation for a
Malagasy speaker is that the destination is identical with the speaker’s location. I show that this is due
to an inference based on the fact that AVY’s meaning specifies orientation from an origin that is ‘not
here’.
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(64)  Ho avy izy rahampitso.
FUT come 3SG tomorrow
‘He will come tomorrow.’

A third surface difference is the presence/absence of a preposition. Because VENIR’s
representation contains no element corresponding to the origin of the orientation, in order for
VENIR to take a complement expressing source of motion, a source-preposition (i.e. DE) is
needed (65). This is not the case for AVY: since the latter’s complement links to a constant
occupying the position of source of the orientation in AVY’s serﬁantics, a source complement
need not be introduced by a source preposition (66).This structural difference holds not only
for the spatial domain, but across these verbs’ different senses, including the recent past
construction in (68). This same underlying difference explains an additional surface
difference: AVY (unlike VENIR) can itself function as a FROM-preposition when it follows

another verb in a serial constructiori, as shown in (69).
(65)  Jean vient *(de) Montréal.

(66) Avy g any Montreal Jaona.
come there Montreal John
‘John comes/is coming from Montreal.’

(67)  Jean vient de manger.

(68)  Avy O nisakafo Jaona.
come PAST-eat John
‘John has just eaten.’

(69)  Tonga avy tany Fianarantsoa izy.
arrive come PAST-there Fianarantsoa 3SG
‘He arrived from Fianarantsoa.’ (lit. ‘He arrived coming from Fianarantsoa.”)
Another surface surface difference involves AVY'’s and VENIR’s ability to express
anteriority with respect to the present, as in (67) and (68) above. In VENIR’s representation
the endpoint of the orientation is the deictic center, whose temporal interpretation is ‘now’;
thus, when VENIR describes a relation of anteriority, it can do so only with respect to the

moment ‘now’. In contrast, AVY’s representation places no constraint on the destination of
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the orientation, so it can express anteriority with respect to a non-present event described in
the main clause®’.
(70)  Nony avy n-ilalao izy dia n-ody.

when come PAST-play 3SG CONJ PAST-go-home
‘When he had played, he went home.’

(71)  *Quand il vint/venait de jouer, il rentra/rentrait.

Finally, while VENIR can express that an event has an impact on the speaker, AVY cannot,
“because AVY’s meaning does not intrinsically express orientation toward a deictic center

construable as the affected ‘me’.
(72)  Ne viens pas me dire que tu as faim!
(73)  *4za avy miteny amiko hoe noana ianao!

NEG come PRES-tell PREP-1SG that hungry 2SG

lit. ‘Don’t come and tell me that you are hungry!’

These findings reveal a crucial advantage of a monosemous approach in explaining cross-
linguistic meaning variation: a set of numerous and seemingly disparate surface differences
can be explained through a very slight difference in the underlying meaning representation.
Because these representations are abstract and therefore independent of contextualized,
situation-specific details, even the slightest of variations in meaning at this level can give rise

to important differences at the surface level.

The results of Zuercher (2010) therefore offer preliminary evidence in support of the
monosemist approach’s potential to not only explain language-internal polysemy patterns, but
also to explain differences between a given word’s range of polysemy and that of its cross-
linguistic equivalent. However, this study of Malagasy focuses on a relatively limited number
of senses and does not involve fine-grained sense distinctions brought about, for example, by
slight variations in the nature of the referents of the verb’s arguments, or variations in the

speaker/hearer’s background knowledge. Consequently, in order to thoroughly test this

*! Construction noted by Rajaona (1972, p. 315), from whom this Malagasy example was borrowed.
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monosemist approach’s cross-linguistic explanatory power, a much more exhaustive, fine-
grained analysis of cross-linguistic sense similarities and differences in deictic motion verbs

is necessary.

The goal of the present dissertation is thus to carry out what is to my knowledge the first
thorough, far-reaching test of a monosemist approach’s ability to provide a principled
account of the variation of polysemy between languages. This will be done through the
comparative analysis of the general English deictic motion verbs COME and GO and their
French counterparts VENIR and ALLER. The research questions of the present dissertation
are the following:

(74)  Question 1: Are English and French deictic motion verbs lexically
monosemous?

(75)  Question 2: Why do these verbs show the cross-linguistic similarities that we
observe in their uses?

(76)  Question 3: Why do these verbs show differences that we observe in their uses?

This comparative study will allow me not only to further test Bouchard’s (1995) language-
internal analysis of the French verbs, but also — crucially — to show that abstract, unified
semantic representations provide the key to explaining why the deictic motion verbs of two
given languages do not fully share their sets of possible senses. Thus, I will show that the
abstract monosemist view of word meaning provides a more powerful, parsimonious account
of cross-linguistic asymmetries of polysemy than spatio-centric approaches that assume

multiple lexicalized meanings.




CHAPTER II

CROSS-LINGUISTIC VARIATION OF POLYSEMY IN A NEO-SAUSSUREAN
PERSPECTIVE

Given this dissertation’s main objective of providing an explanation for the cross-linguistic
variation of polysemy, a theory is needed that provides the appropriate conceptual tools to
explain cross-linguistic variation in general. As I show in the present chapter, Bouchard’s
(2002, in press) neo-Saussurean Sign Theory of Language provides the needed theoretical
foundations for this undertaking and will thus serve as the second major component of my
theoretical framework. From.this theory, I adopt the fundamental assumption that cross-
linguistic variation can' be explained based on properties of the Saussurean sign and the
logically anterior properties of the two systems (CI and SM) involved in language. That is, by
looking at the substances from which language is built, we can show why language varies,

and why it varies the way it does.

First, in section 2.1 I discuss the theory’s fundamental assumptions, focusing on how it
proposes to explain variation across languages. Then, in section 2.2, I show the logical
consequences of this theory for the problem of the variation of polysemy, examining this
dissertation’s research questions in light of the theory and showing how my hypotheses
follow from its assumptions and principles. Finally, in section 2.3 I describe the methodology

adopted to verify these hypotheses.

2.1 Variation in a neo-Saussurean approach to language

Bouchard’s (2002, in press) neo-Saussurean Sign Theory of Language is founded on
Saussure’s conception of language as a set of signs, i.e. binary associations between a form

and a concept, or signifiant and signifié (Saussure, 1916). Bouchard applies the notion of sign



52

not only to words — which he calls unit signs (or U-signs) — but also to syntax, which is
composea of combinatorial signs (or C-signs) (in press, p. 123). Thus, on the one hand the
word STAR consists of a relation between a concept (the type ‘star’) and a percept (the
acoustic image /sta:r/), each of these purely linguistic elements being itself linked to a piece
of extra-linguistic material (a chunk of extra-linguistic cognition linked to the word’s
meaning and sound waves linked to the word’s form), as illustrated in Figure 2.1. On the
other hand, a combinatorial sign like the one in the phrase little star also consists of a link
between a signifié and a signifiant. As shown in Figure 2.2., the signifié consists of a
conceptual relation and the signifiant of this combinatorial sign consists of the formal mark
of this relation, in this case juxtaposition. That is, in liftle star, the semantic relation of
modification that holds between the words LITTLE and STAR is conveyed by the physical
juxtaposition of these two words, and the association between these two relations (one

conceptual and one perceptual) constitutes a sign (in press, p. 121-122).
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chunk of cognition
| (signifi¢)
[TYPE: STAR]
|
/sta:x/
| (signifiant)
particular sound waves

Figure 2.1 Illustration of the U-sign STAR (adapted from Bouchard, in press, p. 103)

chunk of cognition chunk of cognition
n —R(CD) — n
[Property LITTLE] [TYPE: STAR]
| |
MtV /sta:x/
|| ==—R(SM) == n
sound waves sound waves

Figure 2.2 Illustration of the C-sign of modification in /ittle star (adapted from Bouchard, in
press, p. 121-122)
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As a set of associations between forms and meanings, language interfaces with two systems:
the sensorimotor system (SM) and the conceptual-intentional system (CI), i.e. general
cognition. Bouchard argues that since signs are made up of two substances — percepts and
concepts — observations from the sciences which study these two systems are logically
anterior to linguistics (Bouchard, 2002, p. 2). Crucially, he argues that we should expect
many (if not all) properties of language to derive from general properties of those two
systems, and that linguists should seek explanations for linguistic phenomena which are
externally motivated, i.e. founded on properties of the two interfaces, before postulating
properties unique to the faculty of language. This is expressed in his Substantive Hypothesis:
“The most explanatory linguistic theory is one that minimizes the elements (ideally to zero).
that do not have an external motivation in the prior properties of the perceptual and
conceptual substances of language” (Bouchard, in press, p. 120). The absence of such
external motivation, he claims, has been a major weakness contributing to the failure of many
analyses proposed by theories such as generative grammar. The latter seeks to explain many
syntactic phenomena by proposing formal elements (e.g. functional categories,
uninterpretable features) that merely reformulate the explananda rather than seeking

explanations in logically anterior properties (Bouchard, 2002, p. 27-33).

Crucially for the present study, Bouchard’s neo-Saussurean approach shows that by taking
into account the properties of the Saussurean sign and properties of the two systems on which
language is based, we can explain why languages vary in precisely the ways they do. Because
the signifiants and signifiés of linguistic signs are made of radically different substances
(percepts on the one hand and concepts on the other), the link between them has no logical
motivation, i.e. it is arbitrary in the Saussurean sense (Saussure 1916, p. 155-156; Bouchard,
in press, p. 103-104). Moreover, the signifiants and signifiés themselves are arbitrary, in that
the SM offers several different possible means to provide a form for a given concept, and the
CI often offers several di\fferent ways to conceptualize the same reality. Finally, there are
several different possible ways to relate a concept to a perceptual form. Crucially, since the
forms, meanings and form-meaning mappings made possible by the SM and CI are equally
optimal, different languages make different choices among these options, giving rise to the

variation observed across languages (Bouchard, 2002, p. 34-40). However, languages also
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vary within certain bounds: the possibilities of cross-linguistic variation are channelled by
properties of the two systems with which language interfaces, and this gives rise to recurrent

cross-linguistic patterns and structural regularities (Bouchard, 2002, p. 36).

Bouchard (2002) applies this reasoning to explain variation of syntactic phenomena across
languages. For example, he points out that given the properties of the CI-SM interface,
language offers several different ways to mark Number, all of which are equally optimal
(given Saussurean arbitrariness). This arbitrariness gives rise to variation: English marks
Number on the noun, while French marks it on the determiner. This single difference in turn
gives rise to a multitude of syntactic differences. For example, since both languages use
Number as a means to narrow the set of individuals to which a noun can refer (i.e. to
“atomize” the noun’s meaning), the Number-bearing element is typically required in the NP.
Hence, omission of the noun from the NP is acceptable in French, while omission of the

determiner is acceptable in English.

Bouchard also shows that this difference in the marking of Number accounts for cross-
linguistic differences in adjectival modification. As the author points out, both English and
French establish the relation of ADJ-N modification through juxtaposition of the ADJ and N.
Moreover, both are head-first languages, so the N should precede the ADJ within the NP.
However, the difference in Number-marking brings about a cross-linguistic difference in the
relative order of adjective and noun. Since French expresses Number on the Det, a postposed
ADJ is free to apply directly to the whole meaning of the N, as in (77) below; when it is
preposed, it is interpreted as applying to a subpart of the N’s meaning, as in (78), where
ANCIEN applies to the component specifying at what time the N property holds true. In
other words, the two word orders that are logically possible under the linearity imposed by
the oral modality of the SM (N-ADJ and ADJ-N) are signifiants for two types of semantic
relations between adjective and noun (modification of the whole network of meaning or of a
subpart). English, on the other hand, specifies Number directly on N, so a postposed ADJ
combines with N+Number and thus with a noun whose meaning is already atomized. In order
for the ADJ to apply solely to the N’s meaning, it must therefore be preposed (i.e. placed in

the only other position allowed by linearity). Hence, unlike French, a preposed ADJ (as in
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(79)) is ambiguous between an interpretation involving modification N’s global meaning (80)

vs. a subpart of the N’s meaning (81).
(77)  une église ancienne
‘an old church’
(78)  une ancienne église
‘a former church’
(79)  anoldfriend
(80)  Interpretation 1: ‘a friend who is aged’
(81)  Interpretation 2: ‘a friend for a long time’

In addition to demonstrating that the neo-Saussurean approach provides a powerful means of
accounting for cross-linguistic variation based on logically anterior properties of the
substances from which language is formed, this analysis of the compositional semantics of
adjectival modification shows that the theory is well adapted to the study of polysemy. That
is, by showing that the polysemy of French adjectives results in a predictable way from the
noun’s and adjective’s single lexical meaning and the semantic relation that links them (i.e.
the signifié of the combinatorial sign), Bouchard’s analysis stands as evidence of this theory’s
ability to explain how a monosemous word interacts with its sentential environment to yield

multiple, specific interpretations.

Thus, in my analysis I adopt the neo-Saussurean Sign Theory of Language as a conceptual
framework to explain why polysemy varies, and why it varies in precisely the way it does. In
keeping with this theory, the present dissertation adopts the assumption that given the
Saussurean arbitrariness of the linguistic sign and its components, cross-linguistic variation
follows from the fact that individual languages make different choices among the equally
optimal elements made available by the two logically anterior systems with which language
interfaces. More specifically, since the present study focuses on lexical semantic content, I
assume that causes for variation are to be sought in the fact that the same extra-linguistic
situation (e.g. motion) can be expressed via several different conceptual elements made

available by the CI, i.e. general cognition.
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2.2 Hypotheses

The theoretical framework of the present dissertation consists of Bouchard’s (1995)
monosemist approach to word meaning and Bouchard’s (2002, in press) Sign Theory of
Language. In line with the former, this study will adopt the default view that words tend to
have only a single meaning in the lexicon. In line with the latter, I will take the Saussurean
sign as a starting point for inquiry into cross-linguistic variation (more specifically, lexical
semantic variation). In the present s‘ection, I discuss this study’s research questions in light of

the theoretical assumptions laid out above, showing the hypotheses that follow from them.

2.2.1 Question 1: Are English and French deictic motion verbs monosemous?

We saw that there are several general reasons to adopt the default assumption that a multi-
sense word has only a single, highly abstract meaning in the lexicon. The most important of

these are the following:

¢ Monosemy provides a way to explain regular polysemy, i.e. patterns of polysemy
relations that occur from one word to the next and from one language to the next.

e Fuzzy boundaries between the various senses of the same word suggest that these
senses are not lexicalized entities.

o The polysemist view leads to the risk of uncontrolled proliferation of postulated
lexicalized meanings.

e Abstract monosemy eliminates redundancy between lexical meaning and world
knowledge, as well as between the various senses of the same word, a desirable

outcome from the standpoint of representational economy.

In addition to these arguments, within a neo-Saussurean perspective there are at least two
major reasons to expect multifunctional words such as deictic motion verbs to be
monosemous. First, the association between the signifiant and the signifié is necessarily

arbitary, and thus each sign presumably constitutes a greater burden for long-term associative
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memory than a motivated association. It follows that optimal language design would involve
the smallest possible number of such arbitrary associations®’. Thus, the arbitrariness of the
linguistic sign (following from the disparity between CI and SM) leads to the prediction that
each word form will be linked to a single meaning, and that such meanings will tend to be

highly abstract, as in the strong monosemist view.

Second, abstract monosemy is the logical extension of a fundamental property of the
linguistic sign and its components: independence with respect to context. Unlike the units of
animal communication, the human linguistic sign is not rooted in a specific situation: it can
change referents and be used in absentia. According to Saussure, while a word’s
pronunciation is subject to constant variation from one utterance to another, the underlying
signifiant is a stable, abstract representation in the mind, an “acoustic image” rather than an
actual string of sounds (1916, p. 98). Crucially, the same reasoning applies to the signifié: just
as a stable, abstract signifiant gives rise to an infinite number of different acoustic
manifestations, a stable signifié can give rise to a potentially infinite number of surface
manifestations, i.e. senses, as surrounding context varies. Moreover, just as the signifiant is
inaccessible to direct observation, we can expect the signifié to also be inaccessible to such
observation. This concords with Ruhl’s (1989, p. 132-135) claim that lexical meaning is not
accessible to consciousness, and that conscious reflection actually distorts lexical meaning.
Bouchard’s model of the linguistic sign insists on this invariant character, distinguishing
between the lexical meaning proper and the chunk of conceptual material to which the
signifié corresponds in a given contextualized use of the sign (see the illustration of the signs
STAR and LITTLE in Figures 2.1 and 2.2 above).

These considerations lead to the following hypothesis in response to my first research

question.

*2 See also Bouchard’s (manuscript) discussion of mutual exclusivity and the tendency toward the
formation of one-to-one mappings in the system of signs.
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(82) Hypothesis 1: General English and French deictic motion verbs (e.g. COME,
GO, VENIR, ALLER) are monosemous; all of the senses of each verb are the
contextual product of a single, abstract lexical semantic representation.

2.2.2  Question 2: Why do these verbs show cross-linguistic sense similarities?

This second question emerges from the observation that despite their multiple differences,
polysemous translation equivalents nonetheless often share not one, but several senses. For
example, English COME, French VENIR and Malagasy AVY can all be used to express not

only motion, but also abstract origin:
(83)  This word comes from French.
(84)  Cemot vient de I’anglais.

(85)  Avy amin’ny teny frantsay izany teny izany.
venir PREP-DET langue frangais ce mot ce
‘Ce mot vient du frangais.’
As shown above, according to the Sign Theory of Language, cross-linguistic regularities and
universals result from properties of the two systems with which language interfaces. As
Bouchard points out, the signifiés of signs tend to be formed around categories present in

general cognition:

We form a category on the basis of various sensory inputs. Given the ubiquity and centrality of
categories in our cognitive system, it is not surprising that signifiés converge on them: these
categories already organize our conceptual space and determine concentration points for some
signifiés which capture the categorical unifications (Bouchard, in press: 219).

Thus, pre-linguistic concepts determine the general contours of lexical semantics, making
certain parts of conceptual space privileged candidates to be part of the signifiés of signs. It
follows that explanations for cross-linguistic regularities in the semantic phenomenon of

polysemy should be sought in universal properties of general cognition.

Given this tendency of signifiés to converge on recurrent conceptual categories, and given the
assumption that the content of motion verbs’ meanings is highly abstract and results from the
combination of a small number of components (see Bouchard, 1995, and Hypothesis 1

above), we can expect the cross-linguistic variation in the content of deictic motion verbs to
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be quite limited. This expectation is supported by the evidence about the Malagasy verb AVY
presented above (section 1.3.2): despite the important typological and genealogical distance
separating Malagasy from French, both verbs were shown to be quite similar in the structure
of their meaning. These observations lead to the following hypothesis.

(86)  Hypothesis 2: Variation of the polysemy of deictic motion verbs is channelled
by design properties of general cognition, giving rise to the semantic

commonalities observed in deictic motion verbs across languages such as English
and French.

2.2.3  Question 3: Why do these verbs show differences in their uses?

In this subsection, I discuss three possible sources for the cross-linguistic variation of deictic
motion verb polysemy: 1) the interaction between Saussurean arbitrariness and properties of
general cognition; 2) the abstractness of the monosemous signifié; and 3) cross-linguistic

variation in grammar and lexicon.

2.2.3.1 Arbitrariness of the sign and properties of general cognition

I hypothesize that some differences in the polysemy of English and French deictic motion
verbs result from the fact that the CI offers more than one way to form an abstract meaning
from which a movement interpretation can be derived, with different languages being free
(due to Saussurean arbitrariness) to make different choices among the various means

provided by the CI.

This hypothesis follows from two observations. On the one hand, Saussurean arbitrariness
applies not only to the association between signifiant and signifié, but also to the signifié
itself: the boundaries of word meanings are neither universal nor fully pre-determined by
thought, so languages are free to vary in how they draw the limits of a given lexical meaning
(Bouchard, in press, p. 109). On the other hand, under the assumptions of the strong
monosemist approach, so-called “motion” verbs (e.g. VENIR and COME) are abstract and
contain no concept of movement or space at all. Thus, there may be more than one way to use
the abstract primitives provided by general cognition to conceptualize or describe the same

concrete, real-world movement situation. This idea receives support from the preliminary
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evidence on Malagasy discussed above. Despite the differences in their intrinsic semantic
content (VENIR expresses orientation foward the deictic center, AVY expresses orientation
from the anti-deictic center), both verbs can be used to describe a situation of movement in
space toward the location of the speaker, as in Jean vient and Avy Jaona, both roughly

translatable as ‘John is coming’.

2.2.3.2 Abstractness

I hypothesize that a second cause for the variation of polysemy lies in abstractness: very
slight differences in the abstract, monosemous meanings of a pair of translation equivalents
can have remarkable surface effects. That is, the interaction of a word’s abstract meaning
with extra-linguistic information gives rise to a multitude of disparate, seemingly random
surface differences with respect to its cross-linguistic counterpart, making these two
translation equivalents appear more radically different in meaning than they actually are. This
hypothesis, like the preceding one, receives support from the results obtained for Malagasy
AVY: two slight differences in the semantic representations of AVY and VENIR (nature of
the constant, role played by the constant) suffice to explain a whole set of surface semantic

differences.

2.2.3.3 Grammatical and lexical systems

Finally, I hypothesize that another cause for the variation in the polysemy of deictic motion
verbs such as COME/GO and VENIR/ALLER lies in language-specific properties such as
grammar and the network of lexical items available to act as arguments. In the strong
monosemist view, senses, qua contextualized interpretations, do not depend solely on
underlying lexical meaning. Rather, they are the product of the interaction of this meaning
with world knowledge and contextual information. Crucially, context includes both
discursive context and sentential context, and the latter includes both lexical environment
(e.g. the words used as arguments of the verb in a given sentence) and grammatical
environment (i.e. the rules or combinatorial signs governing the combination of words in a

sentence). Thus, a verb’s contextualized sense interpretation is partly determined by the
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meanings of surrounding words (especially arguments) and by the language’s grammatical
system (tense, aspect, etc.). Since languages vary with respect to these two factors (i.e. no
two languages have the same grammar and set of lexical meanings), these factors can be
expected to bring about differences in the sense inventories of two cross-linguistic verbal
equivalents such as COME and VENIR. In other words, certain sense differences between
English and French deictic motion verbs can be expected to be either partially or completely
attributable to differences in grammar or the lexicon. Given the arbitrariness of the linguistic
signifié and the language-specific factors of grammar and lexical environment that interact
with this signifié to produce surface interpretations, the possibilities for variation in polysemy
for a given type of motion verb are presumably quite large. Indeed, in this perspective it
would be an extraordinary coincidence if a highly polysemous word were found to have

exactly the same set of senses as its counterpart in another language.

The above considerations lead to the following hypothesis in response to my third research
question.
(87) Hypothesis 3: English deictic motion verbs differ in sense inventory from their
. French counterparts for three reasons:

o General human cognition offers more than one abstract means to
conceptualize the same real-world movement situation. Since these options
are equally optimal, the choice among them is arbitrary, and therefore two
languages such as French and English do not always choose the same option.

o The underlying meaning of a deictic motion verb is highly abstract, so even a
slight difference in meaning can produce multiple surface differences.

o French and English differ with respect to grammar and set of lexical items
available to serve as arguments; these factors give rise to sense differences

either alone or in interaction with the verb’s underlying meaning.
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2.3 Methodology

In the present section, I describe the methodology used to verify the hypotheses laid out in
the preceding section. I first present the procedure used for data collection (section 2.3.1),

and then I briefly discuss how this data was analyzed (section 2.3.2).

2.3.1 Data collection

As announced above, the present dissertation aims to determine whether general English and
French deictic motion verbs are monosemous as well as to compare the semantics of these
verbs to determine the sources for their cross-linguistic sense similarities and differences.
More specifically, this study focuses on four motion verbs generally considered to be deictic:
the English verbs COME and GO as well as their French quasi-equivalents VENIR and
ALLER®. One reason for choosing these verbs is that they are among the most frequent and
polysemous in these languages; they therefore constitute ideal items with which to test the
monosemist approach. Although VENIR and ALLER are among the items in Bouchard’s
(1995) case study illustrating his monosemist approach, I have included them in my own data
collection and analysis for three reasons. First, although Bouchard’s analysis provides
compelling evidence for the semantic representations he proposes for these items, his analysis
does not take into account as broad a range of senses as I examine in the present study.
Second, as I show in Chapter III, the semantic representations proposed in Bouchard (1995)
present several problems, and these can only be addressed through a more extensive analysis
involving more fine-grained sense distinctions than those involved in his analysis. Finally, in
order to ensure a rigorous comparison of the translation equivalent pairs, it was necessary to

adopt exactly the same data collection and analysis procedure for both languages. Hence, all

% To my knowledge, the only cross-linguistic comparative study focusing on this same set of verbs is
Winston (1988). Crucially, however, the latter focuses solely on the verbs’ ‘motion’ uses and thus
largely ignores these verbs’ polysemy.
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steps of the data collection and analysis were carried out for both English and French in a

parallel fashion.

As scholars like Ruhl (1989) and Pustejovsky (1995) observe, in the analysis of a word’s
semantics, ever more detailed background and contextual information can always be
introduced or modified to create ever finer-grained sense distinctions. Consequently, the
number of possible senses for a given word is potentially infinite, and it is thus
methodologically infeasible to identify and examine all of a given word’s senses. Thus, in

present study I aimed to identify a sufficiently large set to test my hypotheses very explicitly.

In order to obtain as broad a portrait as possible for the semantic uses of each verb, my data
collection involved the consultation of dictionaries, corpora and speakers. As Ruhl (1989)
points out, analyses of word meaning (and in particular, polysemy) need to take into account
as large a sample of uses as possible, and corpora can reveal valid senses that dictionaries
neglect. The first stage of my data collection consisted of dictionary consultation. I consulted
three dictionaries for each language. The dictionaries chosen for English were: 1) Merriam-
Webster's Third New International Dictionary Unabridged, 2) the Oxford Dictionary of
English, and 3) the Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English. The dictionaries used for
French were: 1) the Grand Robert de la langue frangaise, 2) the Trésor de la langue
frangaise, and 3) Lexis : le dictionnaire érudit de la langue frangaise. These particular
dictionaries were chosen for the following reasons: 1) each is widely used and generally
considered to be among the most reliable descriptions of modern English and French; 2) each
is synchronic in perspective (a crucial characteristic for the present study, whose perspective
is a purely synchronic study of the polysemy of the \;erbs in question); 3) their definitions and
sense divisions provide a highly detailed treatment of the words’ semantic potential. The
latter characteristic is of capital importance, since my aim was to carry out a very fine-
grained analysis in order to expose the sources of subtle semantic variations arising from one
context to another. All information about the meaning and usage properties of the verbs was
extracted from the dictionary entries and then used to construct a data base consisting of a
preliminary list of acceptable senses for each verb. In general, in determining sense
boundaries, I maintained the sense division proposed by whichever dictionary made the finest

sense distinction. Senses and constructions that were marked as archaic or regional were
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generally set aside. This was done in order to avoid the inclusion in my analysis of senses
that are subject to inter-speaker variation (due to regional dialect, sociolect, technical

terminology, archaic uses, etc.).

In general, multi-word verbal expressions that were either explicitly marked as idiomatic
expressions in the dictionaries or that I judged to be potential idiomatic expressions were also
set aside and thus excluded from the analysis. Such expressions were numerous, for general,
highly frequent motion verbs like COME and GO enter into a large number of multi-word
verbal expressions (e.g. What is going on?, They have been going out for two months, His
idea didn’t go over very well at the meeting, Go for the gold, Paul doit s’en aller, Ca va de
soi, Il en va de méme pour..., etc.). Expressions like these present a particular challenge for
analysis: in order to be able to determine the limits of what the verb itself (GO, ALLER, etc.)
contributes to the semantics of the whole expression, we need to have an idea of what is
being contributed by the other elements (ON, OUT, OVER, etc.), and often these elements
are themselves highly polysemous. Moreover, the fixed character of these expressions
strongly suggests that they are lexically stored and thus quite possibly semantically non-
compositional, making it methodologically undesirable to include them in an analysis seeking
to identify the productive, core lexicalized meaning of each individual motion. For these
reasons, such potentially non-compositional expressions were excluded from the subsequent

steps of my data collection (i.e. corpus and speaker consultation) as well as the analysis itself.

The next stage of my data collection consisted of corpus consultation. Using the web site
Glossa Net™, I collected a total of 500 occurrences for each of the four verbs from a set of
newspapers published<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>