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1 Preliminaries1 

1.1 Research situation 

The past two decades have witnessed rapidly growing interest in the creative aspect of the 
lexicon. The idea that the lexicon should be modeled as a creative faculty on a par with syntax 
dates somewhat earlier and was already present in the early 1970's, long before the boom of 
cognitive linguistics and the increasing lexical-semantic orientation of syntactic research in 
the 1980's. For instance, Kooij (1971: 140), criticized the generative syntax theory of those 
days with the remark that it is strange that a theory which has always put so much emphasis 
on creativity, stressing the ability of speakers not just to repeat input utterances but to build an 
infinite number of new sentences, had been supplemented by a static semantic theory which 
"views the formation of the content of a sentence as a process in which ready-made senses 
with ready-made selectional restrictions are selected and combined in ready-made 
grammatical frameworks". 

Times are changing. Today, it is good form to say that the once predominant concept of 
the lexicon as a repository of idiosyncrasies is misleading. In particular, the study of 
systematic and recurrent relations between senses and productive sense extensions, reinforced 
by such influential works as Apresjan (1974), Nunberg (1978, 1979), Lakoff/Johnson (1980), 
Bierwisch (1983) etc. has become one of the most important issues in almost all linguistic 
theories. This development is marked by  

(a) a proliferation of terms such as "regular"/"derived"/"logical"/"local"/"systematic" 
polysemy (cf. Apresjan 1974; Deane 1984; Norrick 1981; Pustejovsky 1991; Nunberg 
1978; Copestake/Briscoe 1995) or "regular"/"logical"/"conventional" metonymy (cf. 
Norrick ibid., Pustejovsky ibid; Copestake/Briscoe ibid.), allosemy (Deane 1984); 
"conceptual shift"2 , "contextual modulation" (Cruse 1986) etc.; 

(b) a large amount of proposals concerning different subsets of data and connected to 
different frameworks and research interests such as pragmatic or cognitive foundation, 
lexical or syntactic subregularities, yet often illustrated on few standard examples (cf. 
for instance, the analysis of the noun window, as associated with the senses 'window-

                                                 
1 I am grateful to Nicholas Evans and Hans-Jürgen Sasse for their helpful comments on the preliminary version 
of this paper. 
2 The German term "konzeptuelle Verschiebung" is normally translated as "conceptual shift" (cf. for instance, 
Pause et al. 1995). 
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glass', 'window opening', 'whole window', in Nunberg (1979), Deane (1984), Cruse 
(1986), Lakoff (1987), Pustejovsky/Anick (1988), Pustejovsky (1991), or the analysis of 
the noun newspaper, as associated with the senses 'physical copy', 'abstract text', 
'publishing organization', in Lakoff/Johnson (1980), Deane (ibid.), Lehrer (1990), 
Nunberg (1979, 1995), Copestake/Briscoe (ibid).  

With the ever growing number of theoretical proposals, there is an increasing demand for 
theoretical evaluation and methodological clarification: How can we properly define the 
phenomenological range of systematic sense variations showing basic similarities? Are there 
crucial differences among superficially similar cases of systematic polysemies which should 
be taken into account representationally? What are the general merits and drawbacks of 
competing proposals? Is it possible to bridge the gap between approaches which take a 
perspective on sense alternation from the logical representation of sentences on the one hand 
and those which come with the aim of systematization of dictionary-like lexical entries? Or is 
there any chance to reconcile approaches interested only in systematic polysemies showing 
syntactic correlates with approaches dealing with subtle semantic differences but without 
explicitly addressing the issue of syntactic correlation?  

James Pustejovsky is probably the leading specialist in the field of systematic 
polysemy, enjoying a high reputation among adherents of different persuasions both in 
theoretical and computational linguistics. For many years, he has been in quest of answers to 
all the questions mentioned, striving for a methodologically adequate generalization and 
addressing fundamental issues of linguistics such as compositionality and the interaction 
between semantic and syntactic variation on different compositional levels (cf. Pustejovsky 
1989; 1991; 1993b, c; Pustejovsky/Anick 1988).  

Thus, it comes as no surprise that linguists working in the relevant field were eagerly 
anticipating the book reviewed in this article. And in fact, this work is a very important 
contribution to linguistics. As the title suggests, it offers a model of natural language in the 
spirit of generative linguistics, probably the first comprehensive model accounting for the 
problems mentioned by Kooij almost 30 years ago. Furthermore, it is a highly stimulating 
work, even for those linguists not in agreement on every detail of his argumentation and 
analysis of data.  

Since the "Generative Lexicon" is a very ambitious enterprise, it seems important to 
deal generally with chances and risks of such an endeavor, and I emphasize that some of the 
critical remarks that follow will go beyond the specific problems posed by this work alone.  

This review is structured in the following way. First, I will give a short summary of the 
content of the book. The main part of the review is devoted to the discussion of four issues: 
basic assumptions, data, argumentation and representation. In the section on basic 
assumptions, I will deal with the author's theoretical background and motivation for 
developing his model. Then, the data presented in the book will be examined with respect to 
the question of how well they support the author's linguistic argumentation and how 
adequately they are captured by the representational apparatus. After that, I will consider 
Pustejovsky's argumentation concerning the linguistic problem of systematic polysemy. 
Finally, I will discuss two representational devices in the author's model, namely "dot objects" 
and "type coercion". 
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1.2 Summary 

The book begins with a short introductory chapter dealing with the basic assumptions and 
goals of the author. In the second chapter, Pustejovsky outlines his theoretical background, 
describing the basic conditions for his model and pointing out the most important problems 
prevailing under such conditions in current linguistic practice. This chapter also contains a list 
of the relevant types of data which led the author to develop the idea of a lexicon in which 
senses in context can be flexibly derived on the basis of a rich multilevel representation and 
generative devices. These data, which are repeatedly analyzed in the course of the book, 
include: systematic verbal alternations such as those investigated by Levin (1993), further 
verbal alternations in which different syntactic realizations of a verb may correspond with 
different semantic interpretations (e.g., forget with factive and non-factive interpretation), 
systematic nominal alternations such as the MASS/COUNT alternation, lexical items 
contributing to a phrasal interpretation that is reconstructed by recovering a "missing event" 
depending on the local context (e.g., modifying adjectives such as easy in easy class ('a class 
which is easy to teach', 'a class which is easy to take', etc.). These cases of semantic and/or 
syntactic variations are considered by Pustejovsky as "logical polysemy", a term which he 
tries to delimit from other types of polysemy with reference to an older distinction of 
Weinreich (1964) between "contrastive" and "complementary" polysemy.  

The third and fourth chapters center around the question of how to represent "logical 
polysemy". Here, Pustejovsky adduces arguments against a representational technique that he 
calls "sense enumerative strategy", i.e., a strategy of lexical encoding by which the related 
senses of a logically polysemous item would be represented either as distinct and entirely 
independent lexical entries or as distinct subentries distinguished by sense-identification 
number. The arguments presented here are often repeated in the following chapters and can be 
seen as a kind of leitmotif motivating his generative lexicon approach.  

In the following three chapters (5-7), we are taught the basic ingredients of the model 
and how it works. These are four levels of lexical representations (argument structure, event 
structure, qualia structure, and lexical inheritance structure) and a set of generative devices 
which make use of the information encoded on these levels and generate "senses in context", 
i.e., they provide for the derivation of the correct semantic type of a phrase headed by a 
logically polysemous item, depending on the local context in the sentence and without 
representing these heads in the form of distinct lexical entries. Concerning the four 
representational levels, two of them are characterized by particularly novel ideas, at least in 
the current linguistic landscape, and are described and illustrated in a more detailed fashion: 
event structure (chapter 5) and qualia structure (chapter 6). Instead of assuming an atomic 
view of event structure, Pustejovsky develops a theory of event structures with structured 
subevents and parametrizing events according to the headedness of their subevents. This 
offers him a way of dealing with verbal alternations, for instance with causative/inchoative 
alternations in contrast to lexically determined causatives or inchoatives. The qualia structure, 
inspired by Aristotle's modes of explanation, incorporates information about objects, such as 
constituent parts, purpose and function, mode of creation, etc. To put it in Pustejovsky's own 
words, the qualia structure contains, in some sense, "that set of properties or events associated 
with a lexical item which best explain what the word means" (p. 77). Compared to 
representational models reducing meaning to sortal information, this characterization is quite 
apposite. Not surprisingly, qualia structure is thus the most important representational level 
for the application of the generative devices since it supplies them with the necessary lexical 
information. Probably the most interesting chapter is chapter 7 in which the author explains 
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the differences between his generative devices (type coercion, co-composition, and selective 
binding) by pointing out some phenomenological differences in the domain investigated. At 
the same time, this chapter could turn out to be the most controversial chapter, as we shall see 
later.  

In chapters 8 and 9, Pustejovsky deals with some well-known problems in the nominal 
and verbal domain, demonstrating his own solutions in the generative lexicon framework. In 
the nominal domain, he also addresses nominalizations, i.e., the question of sense variation of 
nominalizations (e.g., process vs. result senses), differences and similarities between different 
nominalization types (e.g., -ing-nominalization vs. -ion-nominalizations and others) and - last 
but not least - the general issue of the difference between an event represented as a sentence, 
and an event represented as an NP. He then tries to explain causativity, unaccusativity and 
aspect in terms of event headedness and - in this way - to provide a general solution for 
different types of syntactic-semantic alternation (e.g., both for causative/inchoative 
alternation in the case of verbs such as break or sink and ACTIVITY/ACCOMPLISHMENT 
alternations in general).  

In the last chapter, we are given an outlook on further applications of the model. For 
instance, we are told which topics were deliberately ignored and which ones could be good 
candidates for a treatment analogous to those cases presented in the book. Here, Pustejovsky 
gives a brief description of the relation of the generative lexicon to other linguistic 
components and knowledge sources such as discourse, rhetoric and common-sense 
knowledge. 

2 Systematic Polysemy and the Generative Lexicon 

2.1 Basic assumptions and motivation for the Generative Lexicon  

James Pustejovsky has a twofold theoretical background: computational linguistics and 
theoretical linguistics. He understands the latter to be a combination of formal semantics and 
generative syntax inasmuch as this syntax theory commonly constitutes the foundation for 
computational models. It is important to keep in mind while reading the book that it is 
precisely this theoretical tradition which Pustejovsky means when he talks about "standard 
approaches to lexical semantics" (p. 49) and criticizes "the current view on how to represent 
lexical ambiguity" (p. 1). In other words, the "sense enumerative lexicon" against which he 
contrasts his own approach reflects a representational strategy and a view of polysemy 
predominant in computational models, in formal semantics and - at least until the mid 1980's - 
in GB, LFG, GPSG, etc., but does not hold for lexical semantics approaches outside of this 
domain, i.e., for lexical semantics in the style of Cruse or for cognitive and prototype 
approaches such as that of Lakoff, Langacker, Taylor, Wierzbicka, Geeraerts, etc.3 Strictly 
speaking, the state of affairs which Pustejovsky labels as "sense enumeration strategy" does 
not even apply to the common practice of real dictionaries. Before illustrating this point, we 
have to introduce some general claims of the author.  

                                                 
3 There are several points in the book where Pustejovsky explicitly says that his statements are confined to the 
practice in computational linguistics and formal semantics. This is not to say that he disregards approaches 
outside of computational linguistics and formal semantics. The target of his polemics, however, is just the lexical 
semantic tradition in this area of linguistics. 
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Pustejovsky emphasizes that he does not distinguish between the goals of computational 
linguistics and those of theoretical linguistics (p. 40). This means that he connects the 
prototypical but not necessarily concomitant goals of these disciplines. For instance, he 
demands predictiveness in a strong sense. It has to be kept in mind, though, that 
predictiveness in linguistic description is, of course, an imperative goal in computational 
linguistics, while it is not considered (any longer) as desirable in non-computational linguistic 
theories. According to this joint orientation to computational linguistics and theoretical 
linguistics, he regards adequate classification of lexical items into classes which are 
predictive of their syntactic and semantic expression as the central goal of any lexical 
semantic theory (p. 8). In addition to this, i.e., to descriptive adequacy, he requires cognitive 
adequacy. For instance, he states "that the meanings of words should reflect the deeper 
conceptual structures in the cognitive system" (p. 6). This is, in turn, not a necessary demand 
in computational models.  

In accordance with the majority of the formal semanticists, Pustejovsky makes a strong 
distinction between (a) linguistic knowledge including lexical-semantic knowledge and 
knowledge about rules of composition and (b) common-sense knowledge or knowledge about 
organizing discourse. Although he notes that this issue is controversial and can only be 
decided empirically, he adheres to this distinction on "methodological grounds" (p. 4, 6). 
Such an assumption helps narrow the focus "on what is important for lexical semantic 
descriptions" (p. 6) and allows him to make a corresponding distinction between two basic 
types of creative polysemy, namely between polysemy exhibiting regularity and systematicity 
in a specific language and across languages on the one hand and pragmatically or 
metaphorically motivated polysemy on the other. Pustejovsky confines himself to 
investigating the first type of polysemy, obviously considering the second one as not having 
the feature of systematicity. Indeed, the difference between "regular polysemy" (including 
metonymical sense relations and other types of sense relations which are all attested as being 
morphologically expressed in some languages) and metaphorical polysemy is conspicuous 
with respect to features such as language-specific recurrence, cross-linguistic similarity, and, 
above all, the ease with which we can describe them as predictable phenomena with the 
linguistic means currently available (cf. Apresjan 1974).  

Furthermore, Pustejovsky makes the following claim about the usefulness of semantic 
representation and lexical encoding of semantic information:  

"A semantic representation is only useful if it facilitates a logical inference or interpretation. Furthermore, 
such information can be attributed to a specific lexical item only if it can be argued that the interpretive 
process is driven by language-specific representations or constraints rather than logical inference alone." 
(p. 87) 

This claim is not at all self-evident since language diversity and the question of whether two 
different uses of a lexical item are lexically established or related by a process of logical 
inference in a specific language are independent issues. Logical inferences may apply under 
different linguistic conditions and do not need to be universally represented in a uniform 
fashion. That is, the very fact that a certain type of logical inference applies, which governs 
different uses of single lexical items, can be seen as a language-specific property, unless we 
can demonstrate that no language has distinct expressions (distinct morphemes or distinct 
constructions) marking the respective uses. In general, such an assumption is somewhat risky 
and certainly not tenable for most of the sense relations investigated by Pustejovsky. Ignoring 
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this objection, the most important point in the quotation is this: Traditionally, logical 
representation on the sentence level reflects only selected aspects of utterance meaning. 
Consequently, under the principle of strict compositionality, only selected aspects of lexical 
meaning are considered as linguistically relevant, i.e., as contributing to aspects of utterance 
meaning worth being accounted for and - for this reason - as itself worth being captured in the 
lexicon. Membership in an ontological category, i.e., the ontological "type" of a lexical 
element, is just such a piece of relevant information, as Pustejovsky himself notes: 

"Within the tradition of formal semantics, the most fundamental aspect of a word's meaning is perhaps its 
semantic type. On this view, categorial or type information determines not only how a word behaves 
syntactically, but also what the elements of the category refer to." (p. 8) 

Current type systems with typed feature structures and inheritance structure are in the 
tradition of primitive-based inferencing techniques developed in AI in the 1970's. In a sense, 
they share the same underlying assumption with all other taxonomic classifications developed 
in linguistics, namely, that language and world are structured in a parallel way. It is worth 
noting that Pustejovsky traces the concept of type logic even back to the decompositional 
approach used in the 1960's in the generative tradition, pointing out that "[W]here selectional 
features were seen as conditions on lexical insertion in previous theories, sortal specification 
is viewed in terms of type satisfaction within an interpreted model." (p. 19). Among others, 
there is, of course, one crucial difference between good old selectional restrictions and the 
currently used type constraints, which results from the well-known postulate about 
isomorphism between syntactic and semantic categories. Selectional restrictions were not 
connected to the idea of syntactic and semantic isomorphism. Therefore, they were not 
determined by considerations about alternative syntactic realizations of the same argument. 
That is, selectional restrictions were simply considered as semantic restrictions within a 
particular syntactic form, independent of the question of whether or not this syntactic form 
alternates with other ones. 

Here we have arrived at the two fundamental ideas constituting the starting point of 
Pustejovsky's model: the idea of monomorphism (i.e., the idea of lexical elements having 
exactly one literal meaning) and the idea of isomorphism between semantic and syntactic 
structure. This leads to a strategy of singling out all non-idiosyncratic cases of deviations of 
the idealized one-to-one relation between lexical form and meaning or between meaning and 
syntax. The varying semantic or syntactic entities are then called "word senses". Presumably, 
the use of the term "word sense" here is directed by the following underlying assumption: 
"word senses", as commonly understood (for instance, by lexicographers), are usually 
represented as distinct entries or subentries in the dictionary; it would thus be perfectly 
adequate to label distinct entries or feature structures in linguistic models with the same term.  

Thus far, this is clearly a representational concept of polysemy, i.e., a concept based on 
representational considerations with respect to the number of entries, rather than on 
epistemological considerations about the phenomenon of "meaning difference". Note, 
however, that it does not follow from this that real dictionaries would actually apply the 
criticized "sense enumeration strategy" in all the cases discussed by Pustejovsky. In fact, a 
substantial part of the relevant examples are not recognized by lexicographers as 
"polysemous" and so coded in distinct entries or subentries. Likewise, several of the 
representational "word senses" presented by Pustejovsky are not considered as potential 
instances of polysemy by those lexical semanticists working outside the constraints of formal 
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semantics mentioned above and chiefly interested in subtle semantic differences on the 
borderline between generality and ambiguity. Not surprisingly, this holds true for earlier 
approaches in the generative tradition as well (i.e., "Aspects"-like approaches), in which 
valency information and selectional restrictions were lexically coded. Here, varying 
subcategorizations were normally collapsed into single frames indicating optionality, 
mutually exclusive structures, etc., just as semantic differences in selectional restrictions 
within the same syntactic category were normally collapsed into the next higher semantic 
type. Even when systematically varying syntactic structures such as those of raising verbs 
were represented in the lexicon by distinct entries, they were certainly not considered as 
manifestations of "word senses" in the common sense of this term, that is as correlates of 
semantically distinct entities.  

2.2 Data  

Let us demonstrate this with a collection of examples ((1) - (12)) cited by Pustejovsky in 
order to illustrate logical polysemy and the "sense enumeration strategy". The first line in 
these examples (with the exception of (6)) indicate the difference between the related "word 
senses" as given by Pustejovsky himself. The relevant difference is expressed either by 
different values for certain features, which would automatically give rise to a distinct 
representation in a "sense enumeration lexicon" according to Pustejovsky, or by different 
paraphrases. In cases where Pustejovsky stresses the fact that, with each occurrence, the 
respective phrases show a slightly different meaning, the intended interpretations are put in 
brackets behind the examples.4  

(1) [CAT = count_noun, GENUS = animal], [CAT = mass_noun, GENUS = meat] 
a. The lamb is running in the field. 
b. John ate lamb for breakfast. (p. 37) 

(2) [ARG1 = animate_ind], [ARG1 = interval] 
a. a sad man 
b. a sad day (p. 49, 127) 

(3) [GENUS = aperture], [CAT = GENUS = physical_obj] 
a. John crawled through the window. 
b. The window is closed.; The window is rotting. (p. 28, 48) 

(4) 'to move quickly', 'to perform some act quickly', 'to do something that takes little time' 
a. fast typist, fast driver ('a person, who types quickly', 'a person, who drives quickly') 
b. fast decision ('an act that takes little time') 

                                                 
4 Here and later in this review, I use Pustejovsky's own abbreviations: 
CAT = syntactic category; GENUS = genus term; ARG = argument; 

subclassifying features for complement types: [tns] = "tensed" complement, i.e. containing an inflected verb; 
[prg] = complement containing a verb realized as an -ing-form; [inf] = complement containing a verb realized as 
an infinitive; 

semantic features: ind = individual, info = information, physical_obj = physical object  
Pustejovsky does not spell out these abbreviations. Most of them are, of course, self-explaining or highly 
conventionalized in the literature. Nevertheless, it should be noted that he does not use the same abbreviation 
consistently. For instance, the semantic type "physical object" is abbreviated as (a) "physical_obj" (p. 48), (b) 
"phys-obj" (p. 95), (c) "physobj" (p. 116, 120), etc. 
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c. fast book, fast game ('an object that takes little time to read', 'an object that takes 
little time to play') 

d. fast road, fast garage ('an object that takes little time to traverse', 'a place where it 
takes little time to repair something' (p. 44-45, 127) 

(5) [ARG2 = vp [+inf]] [ARG2 = np], [ARG2 = s [+ inf]] 
a. John wants to have a car until next week. 
b. John wants a car until next week. (p. 109-110)  
c. John wants Peter to have a car until next week.  

(6) a. Mary wants another cigarette. ('to smoke another cigarette') 
b. Bill wants a beer. ('to drink a beer') 
c. Mary wants a job. ('to have a job') (p. 45, 109) 

(7) [ARG2 = s [+tns]], [ARG2 = s [+inf]], [ARG2 = np]] 
John believes that Mary is honest / Mary to be honest / Mary / the book. (p. 108, 118)  

(8) [ARG2 = vp [+inf]], [ARG2 = vp [+prg]], [ARG2 = np], [ARG2 = s [+inf]], [ARG2 = s 
[+tns]] 
Mary likes to watch movies / watching movies / movies / (for) John to watch movies 
with her / that John watches movies with her / it that John watches movies with her. (p. 
115, 135) 

(9) [ARG2 = vp [+prg]], [ARG2 = np]5  
Mary enjoys watching movies /movies ... (p. 115, 135) 

(10) [ARG1 = vp [+prg]]6, [ARG1 = np]  
Driving a car in Boston / Driving / John's driving frightens me., Cars frighten me. (p. 
53) 

(11) [ARG2 = vp [+inf]], [ARG2 = vp [+prg]], [ARG2 = np]] 
a. Mary began to read the novel / reading the novel / the novel.  
b. Mary began the book / ? the dictionary. (p. 32, 41, 115) 

(12) forget: [ARG2 = s [+tns], SEM = +factive], [ARG2 = vp [+inf], SEM = -factive], [ARG2 = 
np]] 
remember: [ARG2 = s [+tns]], [ARG2 = vp [+inf]], [ARG2 = np]] 
a. John forgot (factive) / remembered (factive) that he locked the door. 
b. John forgot (non-factive) / remembered (factive) to lock the door. (p. 25-26, 51) 
c. John forgot / remembered Maria. 

The first example ((1)) illustrates the well-known MASS/COUNT alternation. In an ordinary 
dictionary, we normally find two conditions under which alternating lexical forms are listed 
as distinct subentries: First, there is a clear correspondence between the grammatical variance 
and a variance of the ontological category independent of the grammatical variance (i.e., 

                                                 
5 Here too, the structure "[ARG2 = s [+tns]]" is possible. 
6 Pustejovsky does not address the traditional problem of the syntactic analysis for the -ing-form. That is, he 
does not mention that this form and consequently the whole phrase should be given different syntactic status 
depending on the internal structure ("noun-like", "verb-like" or "hybrid") and the external syntactic position 
(subject, object, etc.). An explicit syntactic specification in syntactic terms is given by him only for the different 
structures of enjoy, as indicated in the first line of example (9). However, I guess that he would not make any 
difference between driving a car used as realization of the first and the second argument.  
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observable also in grammatically neutral contexts). Second, the MASS or COUNT partner has a 
very specific and conventionalized meaning that cannot be entirely predicted. Thus, in the 
case of alternation found in the semantic field of animals, we usually find two distinct 
subentries, all the more since both meanings can be intended in certain sentences such as that 
in (13). For the MATERIAL/ARTIFACT alternation, it is sometimes the existence of 
unpredictable meanings which makes separate listings necessary in a dictionary context (see 
silver, interpreted as 'medal', just as gold, but also as 'coin' and as 'table article'). Interestingly, 
however, I have never seen dictionaries that would establish two separate subentries for milk 
or apple just because they can systematically occur both in MASS and COUNT phrases as 
shown in (14). In other words, the semantic change evoked by the change of the grammatical 
context alone, without additional semantic change, is not seen as a sufficient condition for 
lexicographic "word senses". 

(13) We paid a lot of money for that lamb. (i.e., for an animal of for a meal in a restaurant) 

(14) a. Can I have some milk, please?, Two milks, please. 
b. I put an apple / apple into the salad. 

A distinction between these two types of MASS/COUNT alternation (i.e., between the "lamb"-
type and the "apple"-type) is not typical of theoretically oriented lexical-semantic research. 
All in all, the MASS/COUNT variants are tentatively considered as word senses in the relevant 
literature, i.e., as systematically related semantic (!) variants of lexical forms rather than 
different grammatical instances (cf. Allan 1980; Lehrer 1990, Nunberg 1979).  

In general, dictionaries opt for separate listings in the case of sad as well (cf. (2) above). 
This, however, is not simply due to the fact that the nouns this adjective can modify are 
sortally distinct, as suggested by Pustejovsky to a certain extent. Rather, the representational 
difference is also motivated by the fact that sad is characterized by a causative component in 
some uses in contrast to others. This causative use (in LONGMAN, for instance, paraphrased as 
"sth that makes you sad") is automatically selected in the environment of EVENT-denoting 
nouns (such as day), but it also occurs as predicate of INDIVIDUAL-denoting nouns. That is, a 
sad person can also be interpreted as 'a person that "you feel sorry for" (LONGMAN) and so 
makes you sad'. In this case, which is certainly not exceptional, a systematic binary sense 
difference seems to crosscut sortal partitioning resulting in an overlapping distribution which 
in turn may give rise to different interpretations on the sentence level as demonstrated in (15).  

(15) Carla is a sad girl (i.e., an unhappy girl or a girl with a hard life causing people to feel 
sorry for her). 

There is a further factor connected with causativity which motivates the assumption of 
systematically related, yet distinct word senses in the case of adjectives such as sad in lexical-
semantic research. Lehrer (1990), for instance, made the following observation: English 
adjectives which can be characterized as "emotion and personality descriptors" (sad, happy, 
melancholy, angry, enthusiastic, sarcastic) can be divided into two groups according to their 
behavior when modifying so-called "text nouns" such as book. Adjectives in the first group 
(sad, happy, melancholy) evoke the respective feeling in the reader (i.e., a sad book is a book 
which evokes sadness), whereas those in the second group (angry, enthusiastic, sarcastic) can 
only express the author's feeling (i.e., an angry book does not cause anger, rather, it is a book 
written by an angry author). That is, only adjectives in the first group participate in the 
CAUSE/EFFECT alternation allowing both interpretations. 
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At first glance, comparing dictionaries regarding the representation of FIGURE/GROUND 
nouns seem to confirm Pustejovsky's and others' suggestion about the arbitrariness of the 
"sense enumeration technique" in general. Metaphorical uses not considered, I found four 
different sense configurations (i.e., configurations of distinct subentries) for window in five 
dictionaries: (a) one sense referring to 'the opening' together with the frame and 'the panes of 
glass' (LONGMAN); (b) the same as in (a) with an additional sense for 'the window pane' alone 
(WEBSTER, OALD); (c) the same as in (b) with an additional sense for 'the opening' alone 
(RANDOM); (d) three senses like in (c), but instead of a general sense one which excludes 'the 
opening' and makes reference only to 'frame' and 'the pane' (i.e., to the FIGURE) (COLLINS). It 
is worth noting that these divergencies between dictionaries should not be confused with 
effects known as "infinite polysemy", i.e., an endless number of senses due to maximizing 
semantic and/or pragmatic differences in the use of lexical forms. Such effects can only be 
observed for metaphorical extensions and extensions to different subject fields (computers, 
geology, pharmacy, etc.), where the number of senses ranges from a single figurative sense 
("any opening resembling a window in function or appearance") to extensive listings. In 
contrast to this, the possibilities of different microstructural organizations are almost 
exhausted with the four PART/WHOLE configurations ((a) - (d)) actually observed in 
dictionaries. 

It is not by chance that window and door have become some of the most favored 
examples in lexical-semantic research (cf. (3) above). They give the first impression of 
exemplifying a process of highlighting where, depending on context, either the parts of a 
complex object or the whole object are focused on and where the best analysis seems to be the 
assumption of one general sense open to contextual modulation. A closer look shows, 
however, that these nouns do not fit the expected properties of "proper" generality. 

On the one hand, we can easily construct sentences in which lexical items biasing 
different interpretations are brought together without yielding zeugmatic effects. For 
Pustejovsky, it is the lack of zeugma in sentences such as (16) that constitutes the main 
evidence in the case of FIGURE/GROUND nouns for the general hypothesis that the two 
logically related senses, namely 'aperture' and 'physical object' are manifestations of the same 
core meaning.  

(16) John crawled through the broken window. (p. 48) 

He is not very informative about the precise denotational range and referential potential of 
such occurrences where the respective senses "are embodied in the use of the word", 
compared, for instance, with sentences which contain no biasing information at all. Is this 
"embodiment of senses" an instance of neutralization in which the differentiating properties 
are disregarded or a case of joining the denotational range of the two senses (i.e., the PARTS of 
the WHOLE) in order to make reference to the whole object? Sentences without biasing lexical 
elements can sometimes be conceived of as utterances referring to the whole object and 
sometimes as utterances where speakers leave open whether they refer to the 'opening', to the 
'frame and pane' or to both.  

On the other hand, we can find (global) contexts in which joining lexical elements 
associated with the respective senses complementarily (i.e., each associated with different 
senses) results in zeugma. This was pointed out by Cruse (1986). Contrasting the non-
zeugmatic sentence (17 a.) with the zeugmatic sentence (17 b.), Cruse notes that there is an 
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"antagonism" between the senses 'opening' and 'panel' of door, which, however, becomes 
evident only in such situations in which PART does not entail WHOLE. That is, the semantic 
relation of contiguity allowing the use of the same expression for PARTS and WHOLE and free 
changes between the corresponding interpretations holds only as long as the functional unity 
of the referred objects in the world is maintained.  

(17) a. The door was smashed in so often that it had to be bricked up. 
b. ? We took the door off its hinges and then walked through it. (Cruse 1986: 65) 

The interesting point is that, with respect to naming, the issue of functional unity does not 
play a role. If we separate the respective PARTS from the WHOLE and carry them away, they 
are still known by the same name as the whole complex object, i.e., window or door. 
Sentences such as (18) help to make this point clear.  

(18) Peter repaired the car / the vacuum cleaner... 

There are a lot of CHANGE verbs taking ARTIFACT arguments (as repair) for which it can be 
left unspecified whether the whole object is affected or only a part of it, and if a part, which 
one. But here, we never use the same expressions for the affected parts after separating them 
in an isolated context, for instance, the noun car for referring to the wheels only. Moreover, 
we can find even stronger hints to the existence of ambiguity, at least in German. The 
predicate durch die Tür schauen can be interpreted either as 'looking through the opening' or 
as 'looking through the panel'. When thinking of a situation in which the door is made out of 
wood, it can be easily seen that the sentence in (19) is really ambiguous. Peter's opportunity to 
look through the doorway and his magical ability to see through non-transparent material are 
connected to different truth conditions and the difference is also strongly discourse relevant. 
Thus, applying ambiguity tests (i.e., the test proving crossed interpretations and the negation 
test) to this sentence yields a positive result. In a lexical-semantic theory, we should probably 
explain also the fact that, in German, people like to make jokes where sentences like (20) are 
deliberately misunderstood ignoring all Gricean conventions, i.e., are understood as a request 
to paint the whole window including the panes. 

(19) Peter kann durch die Tür schauen. 
'Peter can look through the door (i.e., through the doorway or the door-panel).'  

(20) Würden Sie bitte das Fenster streichen?7 
'Could you paint the window, please?'  

In Pustejovsky's book, the English adjective/adverb fast serves to illustrate two kinds of 
multiple senses associated with a single form (cf. (4) above).  

(a) First, connected with a noun (as syntactic attribute or predicate), fast can be 
systematically used as a (semantic) predicate of both EVENT-denoting nouns and 
INDIVIDUAL-denoting nouns. When this noun is a nominalization, they get a 
straightforward interpretation as semantic predicates of EVENT-denoting nouns, both in 

                                                 
7 In German, this is a normal way of asking someone to paint the frame. Interestingly, some American speakers 
reported that they could interpret the English sentence only (!) as a request to paint the window-glass rather than 
the frame. 
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the case of Nomina acti/actionis and Nomina agentis. When the noun denotes a movable 
INDIVIDUAL, i.e., either a Nomen agentis like typist or a simplex noun like girl, fast may 
obtain a sort of dispositional interpretation expressing a characteristic property of the 
respective noun without explicitly specifying a certain EVENT. In this way, phrases 
headed by a Nomen agentis and containing fast in the modifier position, exhibit both 
interpretations mentioned. The clue in Pustejovsky's analysis is showing that fast can be 
understood as an EVENT predicate for non-movable simplex nouns such as book or road 
as well: In this case, the relevant EVENT is one which is typically associated with the 
respective nouns (reading for book, playing for game, etc.), i.e., it is coded in the qualia 
structure of these nouns in his model.  

(b) The second kind of sense variation addressed by Pustejovsky is the semantic variation 
in phrasal level resulting simply from the differences between morphologically 
expressed EVENTS in nominalizations or between the reconstructed events (i.e., the 
varying sorts of fastness as connected with typists and drivers or with books and 
games). Pustejovsky is certainly right in remarking that the sense difference between 'to 
perform some act quickly' and 'to do something that takes little time', as made by some 
dictionaries, is not very conclusive. Probably, it follows directly from the choice of the 
argument occupied by the noun in question: the first argument (yielding the first 
paraphrase as in the case of driver) or the second argument (yielding the second 
paraphrase as in the case of decision). I suspect, however, that it would be difficult to 
find dictionaries that regularly establish distinct entries for this kind of sense difference. 
This point is important since Pustejovsky uses fast as one of the few examples to 
illustrate the problem of "infinite polysemy" and here, he refers just to these subtle 
semantic differences, rather than to the systematic ambiguity mentioned under (a). 

There are only a few senses of fast which are listed as separate subentries in dictionaries due 
to conventionalization and which Pustejovsky would probably treat as derived. Two of them, 
namely the use of fast in photography and in sports, shed light upon a general problem of 
using a derivational strategy for representing senses without addressing the issue of 
conventionalization. LONGMAN gives wonderful definitions for these uses (cf. (21)), making 
them transparent for the reader and providing exactly that sort of semantic reconstruction that 
Pustejovsky would use to "productively" derive the respective sense.  

(21) a. fast in photography: 'a film or lens that can be used when there is little light, or when 
photographing something that is moving very quickly' 

b. fast in sports: 'a fast surface is one on which a ball moves very quickly' 

The problem is, however, that the specific interpretations of fast in these subject fields are not 
really transparent anymore, at least not for all speakers and not for all lexicographers. Thus, 
some speakers' supposition that fast used for the surface of a tennis court and the like when 
made out of a hard substance is more likely associated with another meaning of fast than with 
'quick(ly)', namely with the meaning 'firmly tied or fixed, unchangeable'. A similar suggestion 
is made in some (other) dictionaries as well, especially in bilingual dictionaries. Presumably, 
Pustejovsky would consider these two basic meanings ('quick' and 'fixed') as homonymous 
since he emphasizes the irrelevance of historical relatedness "for purposes of lexicon 
construction and the synchronic study of meaning" (p. 27-28). But then, we must ask how to 
deal with cases in which semantic interpretations could be analyzed as variants of more than 
one historically related, but synchronically separated "core meaning". This is, of course, a 
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classical problem of the concept of "core meaning": how valid are arguments in favor of the 
existence of "core meanings" that are based on the fact that linguists (both those interested in 
synchronic studies and historical linguists) are able to build paraphrases illuminating the 
motivation of usualized sense extensions? 

With one exception, it holds true for all other examples cited in the beginning of this 
section (i.e., for (5) - (12)) that the indicated syntactic or semantic differences would not 
commonly count as manifestations of "word senses" in the traditional use of this term, that is, 
neither in dictionaries nor in linguistic approaches which are not based on the assumption of a 
rigid isomorphism between syntactic and semantic categories and do not claim that polysemy 
can be reduced to a representational issue without approaching the question of meaning. The 
exception is the well-known correspondence between the syntactic type of the complement 
and the semantic interpretation as factive or non-factive in the case of the verb forget (cf. 
(12)). In particular, the status of "polysemy" is usually not assigned to the following 
variations, in contrast to the treatment of forget and to the treatment of syntactic-semantic 
correlations (for instance, transitivity alternations such as the CAUSATIVE/INCHOATIVE 
alternation):  

1. syntactic variations in complement types as observed for verbs that may constitute the 
head of "complex predicates" with co-referential "subjects" (i.e., for modal verbs such 
as want, other verbs of "desire" such as like, "aspectual" verbs such as begin, etc.):  
i) variation between "tensed" and "non-tensed" complements, i.e., constructions 

with finite and with non-finite verbal expressions (cf. (11) above); 
ii) variation between different "non-tensed" complements such as infinitive, -ing-

form, nominalization, etc. (cf. (8), (11) above);  
iii) variation between complements containing a verbal expression (infinitive, etc.) 

and construed without a verbal expression and for this reason analyzed as 
elliptical by Pustejovsky (cf. want to have a car vs. want a car; cf. (5)); 

2. syntactic variations in complement types such as described in 1. i) and ii) in the case of 
verbs allowed to occur in other sorts of "equi" constructions or "raising" constructions, 
e.g., "object raising", etc. (cf. verbs such as believe; cf. (5), (7), (8) above); 

3. syntactic variations in complement types such as described in 1. ii) and iii) and semantic 
variation within NP-complements (EVENT vs. ¬EVENT) in the case of "experiencer 
verbs" such as enjoy and frighten (cf. (9), (10) above); 

4. semantic variations of verbal phrases containing a verb such as described in 1. or 3. 
with a NP-complement based on a noun denoting INDIVIDUALS or PHYSICAL OBJECTS; 
here, the variation concerns the differences between the "missing EVENTS" which can be 
reconstructed for verbal phrases based on the same main verb and different NPs, for 
instance, the difference between enjoy a beer (< drinking) and enjoy a cigarette (< 
smoking) (cf. (6) above).  

Of course, I would not claim that this linguistic area has normally been considered as "free of 
polysemy". However, I think that there is a good reason for the fact that in most of the cases 
in which verbs in this area are treated as "polysemous", i.e., listed with distinct subentries in 
dictionaries or discussed with respect to meaning differences in the literature, the supposed 
semantic differences do not exhibit one-to-one correspondences with syntactic differences. 
Rather, the hypothetical senses typically crosscut syntactic subcategorization and semantic 
typing in that, for instance, they are connected to overlapping sets of syntactic structures or to 
overlapping argument types, or they are distinguished for one syntactic structure according to 
other kinds of semantic criteria. A typical example for polysemy in this sense is the 
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distinction between volitional and deontic uses of the verb want. Note that both uses are 
compatible with infinitives and nouns denoting human individuals, at least in certain 
grammatical environments in British English. Consequently, we have to expect sentences 
such as (22) that have clearly distinct interpretations according to these two uses: 

(22) You want to go to the doctor / to the party... ('You have the intention of going to the 
doctor / to the party...' vs. 'You ought to go to the doctor / to the party...'  

There is also some discussion in lexical-semantic literature about the hypothetical polysemy 
of the verb like when combined with nouns of different sorts: Do we talk about the same kind 
of feeling when we like beer and like a friend? Verbs with arguments of a broad ontological 
range display a puzzling behavior with respect to the zeugma test as noted by Cruse (1982, 
1986), Geeraerts (1993: 245), and others: For like, it is possible to coordinate nouns with 
ontological changes under a certain threshold (for instance, cars and clothes) without 
zeugmatic tension. In this way, we can move to and fro along the whole ontological spectrum 
changing one of the coordinated nouns each time in a series of ambiguity tests and obtain a 
negative result. Normally, however, there is a clear effect of oddness when end-items of the 
ontological spectrum (blondes and marshmallows) are yoked together.  

In contrast to such considerations based on ambiguity tests and other semantic factors, 
there has been a clear preference for leaving the selectional restrictions of verbs such as like 
unspecified in syntactic studies in the past. After all, this is quite understandable since the 
main function of selectional restrictions consisted in constraining lexical insertion rather than 
indicating semantic nuances. The same holds true for experiencer verbs such as frighten and 
enjoy. Interestingly, Pustejovsky makes a crucial distinction between verbs exemplified by 
like and verbs exemplified by frighten and enjoy, later in chapter 7. Here, he claims that the 
former select any semantic type while the latter only select EVENTS so that NPs of any other 
semantic type realizing the relevant (subject or object) arguments should be coerced during 
sentence processing to the required EVENT argument. We shall come back to this point 
somewhat later in this paper. 

2.3 Argumentation and the real problem of polysemy 

Given the circumstances outlined in the preceding section, I imagine that some readers might 
be puzzled about Pustejovsky's argumentation against the "sense enumeration lexicon". One 
is inclined to ask whether it is really necessary first to suggest that syntactic variations par 
excellence such as raising or those semantic variations commonly interpreted as lacking 
selectional restrictions were usually treated as lexical sense differences and then to say that 
these variations were, in fact, manifestations of the same basic meaning of words as they 
occur in different contexts. Now and then there is a sneaking suspicion that the "sense 
enumeration strategy" is a kind of straw man helping Pustejovsky to reduce all those 
linguistic phenomena to a common denominator which he is able to account for.  

In my opinion, Pustejovsky's argumentation suffers from the general tendency in 
modern linguistics to conflate technical aspects of representation and epistemological aspects 
of scientific finding instead of keeping them apart. Especially in the first part of the book, we 
do not always understand where exactly he sees the real problem of polysemy: on the 
technical side, on the phenomenological side, prior to the technical issue, or on both. Let us 
make this point somewhat clearer: Thinking of possible correspondences between syntactic 
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and semantic variations, we can distinguish, at least, between three possibilities, disregarding 
complex many-to-many correspondences: 

1. there is a clear correspondence between syntactic and semantic variation, and this 
correspondence applies without exception or with few exceptions due to neutral 
syntactic environnments; 

2. the semantic variation has no clear syntactic correlates; 
3. the syntactic variation has no clear semantic correlates. 

For all of these three types of variation, there is basically a choice between different 
respresentational strategies, namely between (a) listing the variants in the lexicon for every 
single item, (b) coding the variation as a class property with no basic variant, or (c) 
productively deriving the variants except for the lexically specified basic one, when these 
variations occur recurrently in a restricted area of the lexicon (i.e., either in an arbitrary 
lexical class or in a semantically coherent class). In other words, the issue of the most 
adequate representational strategy is orthogonal to the issue of correlation between syntax and 
semantics. It is an empirical question which of the mentioned representational strategies is in 
which case superior, depending on a set of several factors such as the size of the relevant 
lexical class, directionality, probability of pragmatic interference and tendency toward 
conventionalization, uniform applicability of derivational devices both for usualized cases and 
loan words or nonsense words, exhibiting no variations at the time of testing, etc. Moreover, 
there is no a priori reason for the assumption that they have to apply mutually exclusively. To 
my knowledge, a serious empirical justification for this hypothesis has never been presented, 
neither with respect to the global economy of computational models nor with respect to actual 
modalities of mental processing (cf. Langacker (1987: 29, 42) with respect to "rule/list 
fallacy").  

In any case, there are two possible interpretations of the claim that the same linguistic 
problem of "sense enumeration" is manifested by the listing of alternating feature structures in 
the examples cited above ((5) - (12)), i.e., both the listing of alternating subcategorization for 
raising verbs and, for instance, the listing of the subcategories MASS and COUNT for ANIMAL-
denoting nouns: First, it can be interpreted as a concession to an approach in which there is no 
such thing as syntactic variation without corresponding semantic variation; rather, different 
syntactic structures in which lexical items occur, in principle, signal different semantic 
interpretations. Accordingly, the occurrence of the verb believe with "tensed" and "non-
tensed" complements is an instance of variation type 1 (syntactic and semantic variation) just 
like the MASS/COUNT alternation, so that, as in the case of "grinder effects" Pelletier (1975), 
some semantic effects accompanying the structural variation have to be expected. On another 
possible interpretation, only the MASS/COUNT alternation is an instance of variation type 1, 
whereas the syntactic variation of believe is an instance of variation type 3 (only syntactic 
variation). Accordingly, they manifest basically different phenomena except for the fact that 
both of them could be treated by derivational instead of listing strategies. Here, the term 
"sense" in "sense enumeration" appears to be a label for lexically listed entries or feature 
structures and does not presuppose the existence of semantic differences (variation types 1 
and 2) but is also used for pure syntactic differences (variation type 3). 

For several chapters, Pustejovsky's comments leave a degree of uncertainty about which 
of the two interpretations he exactly has in mind. On the one hand, he puts much emphasis on 
the "methodological point" that "[there] is no way in which meaning can be completely 
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divorced from the structure that carries it" (p. 5). In this way, his arguments sometimes give 
the impression that he would favor an approach which provides a unified account both for 
issues of former transformational grammar and for all kinds of "systematic polysemies". On 
the other hand, he remarks that "[a] single word sense can have multiple syntactic realization" 
(p. 39) and considers this as one of the most striking properties against the "sense enumerative 
lexicon".  

Later, it becomes gradually clear that the author's major goal is, in fact, the development 
of a language model in which two principles of formal semantics, that of isomorphism 
between syntactic and semantic categories and that of monomorphism, are abandoned in their 
rigid form (p. 105, 59) and replaced by more flexible interactions between syntax and 
semantics. This certainly has consequences for a theory of polysemy. However, it is not the 
foremost task of Pustejovsky's project to give answers to traditional conceptual and 
methodological problems in the study of polysemy such as the following: How is the identity 
of senses to be determined? How can we distinguish between generality and polysemy and 
between different types of polysemy? After having read the book, the phenomenologically 
oriented discussion on "the logical problem of polysemy" in chapter 3 appears to me to be the 
most vulnerable part. This is really a pity since the argumentation here does not even fit very 
well with the sophisticated representational apparatus presented later and, generally, to the 
high level of discussions characteristic for the second part of the book.  

Especially, it turns out that the attempt to explain "logical polysemy" with reference to 
Weinreich's (1964) distinction between "contrastive" and "complementary" polysemy is more 
confusing than helpful. It is important to keep in mind the conditions under which Weinreich 
made his proposal for distinguishing between these two types of polysemy. At that time, in 
the early 1960's, rich lexical representation - nowadays an important goal and strived for by 
Pustejovsky too - was not at issue. Ideally, "the lexicon investigated by linguists" should have 
- in contrast to real dictionaries - "the smallest number of possible entries" (cf. Weinreich 
1966: 450). In addition to this, also the entries themselves should "be of minimal size" (cf. 
Weinreich ibid.). One of Weinreich's major goals was to introduce the structuralist methods 
applied in phonology to the domain of lexicology. He thought that using the same 
distributional techniques would help in arriving at a linguistically adequate "minimal" lexicon 
by simplifying the entries of book dictionaries such as "Webster" ("Webster's Third"). The 
distinction between contrastive and complementary polysemy was considered by him to be an 
important factor worth taking into account in constructing dictionaries and in classifying 
sense differences, but certainly not as a distinction intended to replace all other ones such as 
the distinction between semantically related and non-related senses or the one between senses 
occurring recurrently and non-recurrently within the same lexical form. Not without good 
reason, he illustrated these two types of polysemy on the basis of the same lexical form and 
with examples in which the senses of the respective sense pairs were semantically related and 
the relation was transparent in both cases (cf. (23)). In other words, he used linguistic 
examples in which it could not be decided solely on the basis of (simple) semantic 
considerations whether or not they are variants of the same core meaning. With the term 
"contrastive polysemy", Weinreich designated cases where the hypothetical lexical senses 
may cause, at least in one sentence, different semantic interpretations (cf. (23 a.)). With the 
term "complementary polysemy", he referred to the fact that the semantic types of the 
complements lexically associated with the hypothetical senses are mutually exclusive (cf. (23 
b.)). According to his assumption, no sentence ambiguity would arise here due to the mutual 
exclusiveness of the contexts. 
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(23) a. This is the man who turned the figurine. ('the man who rotated the figurine' vs. 'the 
man who shaped the figurine') 

b. He turned a crank. vs. He turned a somersault.  

It should be noted that Weinreich was aware of the difficulties posed by the analogy between 
phonology and semantics, since, in semantics, "the number of basic elements is very large and 
the contexts are difficult to classify" (1964: 406). Nevertheless, he insisted on this distinction 
hoping that it would be a necessary first step in systematizing data in "descriptive semantics". 
Here, it is important to notice the fact that Weinreich did not indicate how many distinct 
senses are instantiated in the two sentences in (23): three (namely two in (23 a.) and one in 
(23 b.)) or only two (where one of the a.-senses is identical with the b.-sense)? This reinforces 
the suspicion that he probably knew that "contrastivity" and "complementarity" in semantics 
are not mutually exclusive properties providing a basis for final determination of senses. 

Pustejovsky has reinterpreted Weinreich's distinction in more than one respect. First, he 
adds sense relatedness to the distinguishing factors. According to this, he defines "contrastive 
polysemy" as a kind of synchronic homonymy including non-transparent relations between 
senses, i.e., a case "where a lexical item accidentally carries two distinct and unrelated 
meanings (i.e., homonymy)" (p. 27). "Complementary polysemy", in turn, is understood by 
him as the case where "lexical meanings" (sic!) are "manifestations of the same basic meaning 
as it occurs in different contexts" (p. 28). A second change with respect to Weinreich's 
original distinction concerns the issue of complementarity: For Pustejovsky, the mutual 
exclusiveness of indicative contexts seems no longer to be an essential property of 
"complementary polysemy". On the contrary, he actually characterizes this type of polysemy 
as a kind of "overlapping polysemy" focusing on the existence of non-indicative contexts in 
which the related senses can be simultaneously activated. It is probably such an overlapping 
situation with semantic neutralization which he has in mind when he describes a further 
difference: It would be true only for contrastive polysemy that "contextual priming and 
discourse setting helps disambiguate contrastive senses", while, for complementary polysemy, 
the disambiguating capacity of context would be "irrelevant to the issue of determining the 
senses" (p. 32). After that, it is said that the subject of investigation, namely "logical 
polysemy", is a subtype of "complementary polysemy", showing all of its properties 
mentioned but excluding variations between "cross-categorial senses" (i.e., ones between 
major lexical categories such as the N/V conversion).  

Now, when we consider the data used by Pustejovsky to illustrate "logical polysemy" 
and cited in this paper above (cf. p. 3 and especially the examples (1) - (4)), it will be evident 
that the author's argumentation about "logical polysemy" must be incoherent at some point. 
Above all, it is conspicuous that sentence ambiguity is not at all excluded in this 
phenomenological area. This is a well-known observation which has been made again and 
again in the literature (cf. Nunberg 1995). Above, we have presented some examples 
supposedly passing ambiguity tests (cf. (13), (15), (19), (20), (22)). Here, we can see two 
more examples (cf. (24)) containing a lexical form whose senses stand in a relation of "logical 
polysemy" according to Pustejovsky. In both cases, the resulting sentence interpretations are 
such that they would not tolerate cross-interpretation in a "so-AUX"-construction and would 
pass the negation test. In other words, they would clearly manifest instances of "contrastive 
ambiguity" in the sense of Weinreich.  
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(24) a. Maria has heard a lot about that strange church. (i.e., 'about that strange building' vs. 
'about that religious organization') 

b. Peter has sold the "Spiegel" and got a lot of money for it. (i.e., one, probably very 
rare, edition of the newspaper "Spiegel"' vs. 'the publishing company "Spiegel"') 

Do these nouns represent instances of "complementary" or "contrastive" polysemy? In my 
opinion, this (seeming) contradiction reflects a coincidence of more than one methodological 
problem which is latent not only in Pustejovsky's work, but in linguistic literature in general. 
For this reason, it is worth pointing out the most important problems.  

1. In lexical semantics it is not reasonable to define complementarity, understood as 
complementarity of lexically associated contexts, and contrastivity, understood as 
sentence ambiguity, as mutually exclusive options of linguistic organization. 
Weinreich's suspicion that the analogy between phonology and semantics could turn out 
to be problematic in some respect was quite correct. First of all, overlapping distribution 
is the rule rather than the exception in lexical microstructure. Only for a part of the 
lexicon does the principle of complementarity provide an applicable methodological 
device. These are, first, relational elements with an obligatory complement (e.g., verbs 
or prepositions). Only if an obligatory complement carries the discriminating 
information is there a guarantee that no sentence ambiguity will arise, except for cases 
in which the sentence contains further ambiguous elements. All other elements (e.g., 
nouns) may occur in lexical environments non-indicative of the semantic variation in 
question and, actually, they do this quite often. So, there are a lot of predicates which do 
not bias any of the senses of a "logically polysemous" form occurring in the subject 
position. The second group of lexical elements potentially suitable for this kind of 
distributional reasoning are those exhibiting correlations between senses and 
grammatical categories. But here too, neutral environments are not exceptional at all, 
since not every category relevant for the lexicon is defined with mutually exclusive 
distributions for the respective values. A well-known example for this is the 
MASS/COUNT distinction. 

In cases in which contextual information can help select the intended 
interpretation, the type of the distribution of discriminative contexts is not indicative of 
the issue of semantic relatedness between senses, i.e., for the existence or for the lack of 
a shared "core meaning". Contexts disambiguating unrelated senses of genuine 
homonyms can be distributed in a complementary or an overlapping fashion, just in the 
same way as discriminative contexts for metaphorically related senses or for 
metonymically related (i.e., "logically polysemous") senses. The difference is parallel to 
the traditional difference between homonymy and polysemy: In the case of homonyms, 
complementary distribution is an accidental fact8, in the case of metaphors and 
metonymies, it is motivated and reflects the way sense extension typically happens.9 

                                                 
8 This is a further difference between phonology and lexical semantics. In phonology, accidental 
complementarity is not very common and hence - in contrast to lexical semantics - of no serious consequence. 
Probably, we can consider phonetically unrelated (i.e., unrelated with respect to parameters of articulation) and 
complementarily distributed phones as a non-motivated case of complementary distribution. 
9 For this reason, arguments referring to complementary distribution alone demonstrating that multiple senses of 
a lexical form are variants of a shared "core meaning" have a tautological flavor. We can use such arguments 
only if we already know that the senses in question have a motivated semantic relation. The vast majority of 
linguists would not argue in the case of genuine homonyms with complementary distributed disambiguating 
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When we consider sentences which contain (a) classical homonyms on the one hand and 
lexical forms with metaphorically or metonymically related senses on the other, and (b) 
contextual information for each, biasing the respective senses, we have difficulties 
discovering any difference between these different types of lexical ambiguity with 
respect to the function of context. Let us compare the sentence pairs given by 
Pustejovsky himself in order to illustrate "contrastive polysemy" ((25)) and 
"complementary polysemy" ((26)). I cannot see the reason why contextual priming 
should help access the interpretation intended by the speaker only in the case of 
unrelated senses (i.e., in (25)) and should be irrelevant in the case of related senses 
((25)) as suggested by Pustejovsky. Unfortunately, he does not give us hints about the 
empirical foundation of this hypothesis. Is there, for instance, any psycholinguistic 
evidence that would support it? 

(25) a. Mary walked along the bank of the river. 
b. Harbor Bank is the richest bank in the city. (p. 27) 

(26) a. The bank raised its interest rates yesterday.  
b. The store is next to the newly constructed bank. (p. 28) 

2. A further reason why the transfer of structuralist methodology from the domain of 
phonology into the domain of lexical semantics is problematic concerns the 
interpretability of "contrast". In phonology, it is relatively easy to determine whether or 
not two distinct phones occurring in the same environment are contrastive in the sense 
that they have the capacity of distinguishing words of a language. Native speakers seem 
to have direct intuition about whether or not phonetic manipulation affects meaning, 
i.e., whether it results in the "same" or a "different" meaning. Presumably, the reason 
for this is that there is no fuzzy boundary between these two cases and "different" 
meanings due to contrastive phones (phonemes) are always fairly distinct. Difficult 
cases where, for instance, subphonemic variation correlates with subtle meaning 
differences in certain cases is not a priori impossible but probably very rare. The 
situation is rather different when native speakers have to decide whether or not a 
compositionally complex string (e.g., a sentence) that contains a potentially ambiguous 
element and no clues for selecting its (tentative) senses has two (or more) "contrastive" 
interpretations. Judging contrastivity here means estimating the linguistic relevance of a 
given semantic distinction as it can be clarified by different paraphrases. This is 
extremely difficult and can obviously not be done directly without supplementary 
devices. That is why we need ambiguity tests. In other words, it seems to be impossible 
to say by just looking at sentences such as (27) whether or not the semantic distinctions 
indicated by the paraphrases can be maximized in some discourse situation as a relevant 
contrast; and it seems to be likewise impossible to determine without a negation test and 
other devices whether or not the semantic distinctions in question have consequences 
for the interpretation of sentences as true or false.  

(27) a. Mary has a child. ('Mary has a son (male child).' vs. 'Mary has a daughter 
(female child).') 

                                                                                                                                                         

contexts that the complementary distribution provides evidence for the semantic unity; nor would they state in 
the case of transparent polysemy that the lack of complementary distribution of indicative contexts is evidence 
for the semantic independence of senses. 
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b. John and Mary are married. ('John and Mary are married to each other.' vs. 
'John and Mary are married, each to another person.') 

c. The bowl contains five green apples. ('The bowl contains five unripe apples.' 
vs. 'The bowl contains five apples of green color.') 

d. This newspaper supported the regime. ('The publishing organization has 
supported the regime, for instance with money but not with pro-regime 
articles.' vs. 'Pro-regime articles were published in the newspaper but apart 
from that the publishing organization has done nothing in favor of the regime.') 

e. Peter likes Sandy Thompson very much. ('Peter likes the scientific work of 
Sandy Thompson very much.' vs. 'Peter likes the person Sandy Thompson very 
much.'). 

Note that the semantic distinction in (27 a.) is a classical example of generality, actually 
failing all ambiguity tests. In (27 b.) and (27 c.), one of the interpretations entails the 
other (the reciprocal interpretation entails the general one in the case of be married and 
the metaphorical interpretation the non-metaphorical one in the case of green); in spite 
of this fact, it is possible to test this distinction for ambiguity under certain conditions, 
and then, positive results show that the distinction can be maximized as a relevant 
contrast (for discussion of this problem cf. Zwicky/Sadock 1975; Behrens 1998). Using 
the Lakoff-style identity tests (cf. Lakoff 1970) and the negation test, we may obtain 
positive results for the sentences (27 d.) and (27 e.) too, although the systematic 
PRODUCT-PRODUCER polysemy for newspaper and proper nouns referring to authors and 
the like does not necessarily produce oddness when tested by the zeugma test. That is, 
speakers do not readily tolerate cross-sense interpretations in the case of (28 a.) and (28 
b.). Without doubt, the sentences uttered by A in (28 c.) and (28 d.) can be 
simultaneously true with their negated counterparts uttered by B. On the other hand, (28 
e.) and (28 f.) lack a clear zeugmatic flavor. 

(28) a. This newspaper supported the regime, so did The Times. 
b. Peter likes Sandy Thompson very much, so does John. 
c. A: This newspaper supported the regime.; B: This newspaper did not supported 

the regime. 
d. A: Peter likes Sandy Thompson very much.; B: Peter does not like Sandy 

Thompson. 
e. I don't subscribe to the newspaper because it won't hire me. (cf. Deane 1988: 

338-339) 
f. Sandy Thompson is American and widely read.  

Now we have come back to our initial objection against a binary classification into a 
"contrastive" and a "complementary" type. If we understand "contrastivity" in the sense of 
semantic effects in context, then we have to use tests for measuring these effects and, finally, 
we have to accept the following obvious conclusion: The existence of "shared and dependent 
meaning", for Pustejovsky a definitional condition for "complementary polysemy", may well 
be compatible with contrastive uses of senses causing sentence ambiguity. The lack of shared 
semantic components in the case of traditional homonymy and strongly conventionalized 
polysemy entails contrastive selection of senses, if the lexical form in question is used in 
neutral environments. The reverse, however, is not true. Multiple senses of lexical forms that 
share a common "core meaning" from lexical perspective can be used contrastively as well, if 
they are not restricted to complementary contexts. Moreover, contrastive uses can be 
observed both for unique relations between senses (i.e., metaphorical relations) and for 
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recurrent relations giving rise to creative sense extensions. The opposite of contrastive uses 
are not senses which can be reduced to a lexical "core meaning" but senses which are actually 
used unspecifically in particular contexts with respect to particular semantic distinctions, i.e., 
are used in a manner in which speaker and hearer do not decide between two possible 
semantic interpretations. I call these cases "unspecific uses in context" in contrast to 
"unspecific lexical representation". However, as has been pointed out, for instance, by Pinkal 
(1985: 69), not even the following two options are mutually exclusive for some lexical forms 
with multiple senses when these are used in a (lexically and/or grammatically) neutral 
environment in the sentence: (a) the necessity of evoking contrastive interpretations; (b) the 
necessity to be uttered and understood with a specific interpretation. There are lexical forms 
associated with multiple senses which allow contrastive uses in some situational contexts and 
tolerate unspecific uses in other ones. This explains why different kinds of ambiguity tests 
may yield seemingly contradictory results (cf. Geeraerts 1993), i.e., why ambiguity tests 
applied to sentences without sense-biasing elements (e.g., the Lakoff-style test and the 
negation test) may yield different results in different situations and why, sometimes, results of 
such tests do not coincide with the results of the zeugma test, which is, in turn, applied to 
sentences which contain more than one antagonistic sense-biasing element.  

At the end of his book, Pustejovsky notes that "polysemy is not a single monolithic 
phenomenon" (p. 236). Since this holds true for systematic (i.e., "logical") polysemy as well, 
one wonders why he tries to simplify the phenomenological spectrum in the first part of the 
book. Why does he go back to structuralist arguments and employ them in a linguistic model 
in which important aspects of their original motivation are no longer relevant and which are 
not even based on strong distributionalism? Why does he use arguments against polysemy 
which are justified for "metaphorical and pragmatic sense extensions" in the first place, 
although he does not deal with such sense extensions and does not consider them in the 
classification of lexical ambiguity? Why does he suggest that logical polysemy would be 
generally characterized by "unspecific uses in neutral contexts"? The most characteristic 
feature of the phenomenological domain he deals with is neither complementarity (in the 
sense of Weinreich) nor "unspecific uses in context". Rather, it is a different lexical feature 
whose importance has been emphasized by Cruse (1986) and others, namely "recurrence" 
constituting systematic patterns for the lexicon and allowing creative sense extensions by 
analogy. Since recurrent sense alternation a priori presupposes a common meaning, shared 
"core meaning" is, trivially, a further characteristic feature of the subject domain in question. 
Beyond this, there are considerable and significant differences among different types of 
systematic polysemy depending on factors such as the type of contiguity relation holding 
between the senses, the ontological distance between the senses, the whole issue of 
[a]symmetry and directionality, etc. As mentioned, these differences concern the question of 
(a) what happens in lexically and grammatically neutral environments and (b) what happens 
when lexical and grammatical elements biasing different senses are combined. In the latter 
case, we can observe (i) effects of oddness, (ii) semantic neutralization with disregarding the 
differentiating properties, (iii) transition between senses perceived as distinct but without 
effects of oddness, (iv) the same as in (iii) but with additional constraints, for instance, with 
respect to the order of senses combined or with respect to the situational context, etc. (for 
different types of systematic polysemy cf. Deane 1984; Nunberg 1979, 1995; Behrens 1998). 
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2.4 Representation 

2.4.1 Dot objects  

I can find only one reason for the problematic definition of "logical polysemy" mentioned in 
the preceding section. The arguments presented in the first part of the book serve the purpose 
of supporting a particular representational concept presented in the second part, namely the 
concept of "dot objects". Dot objects are complex semantic types founded on the idea that a 
great number of lexical forms associated with more than one semantic type do not 
accidentally inherit the functional behavior of all their types but, rather, are conceptualized in 
a way that different aspects of meaning, as reflected by different types, belong necessarily 
together forming a complex meaning. Or, putting it in Pustejovsky's own words: "The dot 
object is a type which necessarily incorporates the meanings (i.e., types) of its simple types 
into the complex object." (p. 149). Dot objects are intended to be used in the representation of 
lexical items with the following types of sense alternation:  

• alternation between the interpretations 'opening' and 'physical object filling the opening' 
as in the case of window and door; 

• alternation between the interpretation 'content of a text' and 'realization of this text as 
physical object as in the case of book or newspaper; 

• alternation between the interpretations 'product' and 'producer' as in the case of 
newspaper; 

• alternation between the interpretations 'process' and 'result of process' as in the case of 
nominalizations and some simplex nouns such as lunch. 

Thus, window and door are represented by the dot object "phys_obj.aperture", which 
incorporates the simple types "phys_obj" and "aperture", book by the dot object 
"print_matter", which incorporates the simple types "phys_obj" and "info[rmation]", etc. 
Since recursivity is allowed, dot objects may be constructed from complex types, too. For 
instance, newspaper is represented by a dot object that incorporates the simple (?) type 
"org[anization]" and the dot object "print_matter". That is, dot objects appear in different 
hierarchical levels. Pustejovsky strongly emphasizes that dot objects are not simply unified 
types, i.e., the result of a feature unification operation where the respective types within a 
lattice have a unique "greatest lower bound" (p. 94). He characterizes dot objects as the 
Cartesian product of n types, "with a particularly restricted interpretation". This is motivated 
by the author's linguistic observation that the internal structure of the lexical concepts 
represented as dot objects plays a very important role; he considers as especially significant 
the specific relation between the component types and the manner of how the component 
semantic types interact with other kinds of information stored in the qualia structure.  

The qualia structure provides lexical information on four levels, namely (a) the "formal" 
level, defining the basic properties which distinguish objects in larger domains, (b) the 
"constitutive" level, specifying the relation between objects and their parts, (c) the "telic" 
level, containing information about the purpose and function of objects, and (d) the "agentive" 
level, determining the factors relevant for the origin of objects (p. 86-87). In the case of 
simple typing the FORMAL role is identical to the sortal typing as defined in the argument 
structure; in the case of dotted typing, the relation between the component types listed in the 
argument structure is defined in FORMAL quale (p. 96, 146): 
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(29) Simple typing:                  Dotted typing: 
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Based on the idea that the "logically" related types of a dot object constitute a kind of "lexical 
conceptual paradigm" ("lcp"), Pustejovsky introduces the type constructor "lcp". Each type of 
dot object is connected with a corresponding type constructor which creates a type cluster, 
i.e., a cluster of exactly those semantic types which can be activated for the lexical form in 
question in different contexts by virtue of their membership in the lexical conceptual 
paradigm. For instance, the type constructor of dot objects for nouns such as window and door 
creates the following cluster of types: 

(30) phys_obj.aperture_lcp = {phys_obj.aperture, phys_obj, aperture} 

As indicated in (29), it is the name of the type constructor that is coded in the FORMAL quale 
of lexical items. Here, the interesting fact is that the type cluster does not consist of two types 
reflecting two context dependent senses but of three types. With the third type 
(phys_obj.aperture), reference is made to a sense which is in the same way "unspecified" as 
the lexical dot object itself. Actually, Pustejovsky repeatedly stresses that "there are in fact 
three senses associated" (p. 170) with nouns he intends to represent as dot objects. According 
to the current model, it is this third sense that is automatically chosen for the final semantic 
representation if (a) there is no indicative local context in the sentence unequivocally forcing 
one of the two other alternative senses, or (b) the local context forces both alternative senses 
without zeugmatic effects. All other possible cases mentioned above are not taken into 
consideration, such as the simple possibility that the speaker just uses a so-called "established 
sense" (cf. Cruse 1986) or a sense relevant for the actual discourse exclusively in a neutral 
sentential environment. Since dot objects are a sort of computational prototype for a specific 
type of logical polysemy, this is surely not a fundamental problem. It has to be borne in mind 
that Pustejovsky presents a new, very innovative approach. It is therefore understandable that 
he first concentrates on those configurations which are significant for the phenomenological 
area in question and, at the same time, largely ignored in computational semantics. It should 
also be noted that he points to a number of specific questions explicitly mentioning that they 
are still open to further investigation. All in all, it should be borne in mind that the exposition 
of "the logical problem of polysemy" as presented in this book is not yet an exhaustive theory 
of lexical ambiguity. 

In this connection, it is worth mentioning that Pustejovsky is able to provide a very 
interesting solution to a classical puzzle by showing the coincidence of ambiguity effects in 
the sentence and in systematic lexical patterns. According to the traditional premise (i.e., the 
principle of compositionality), sentences which are clearly ambiguous must contain at least 
one ambiguous linguistic item, i.e., either an ambiguous lexical element, or an ambiguous 
syntactic structure, or an instance of morphological syncretism, etc. However, there are 
sentences such as (31 a.) - and probably (31 b.) too - which pose a special problem here. On 
the one hand, they are without doubt ambiguous. On the other hand, the ambiguity has no 
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structural source, nor are the lexical elements polysemous in the usual sense, at least not in 
the case of (31 a.)10. 

(31) a. I have a red pencil. (i.e., 'a pencil painted red' vs. 'a pencil which writes red') 
b. I met an old friend (i.e., 'a friend that I have had for a long time' vs. 'a friend who is 

no longer young').  

The basic intuition is that the ambiguity in these sentences is located in the semantic relation 
between the modifiers (red, old) and the head nouns (pencil, friend). The COLOR-denoting 
adjective red refers to two different aspects of the ARTIFACT-denoting noun pencil. In the first 
reading, it refers to its perceptual feature, in the second, to its functional feature, namely to 
the EVENT (writing) which is associated with this artifact as its typical function. Similarly, the 
adjective old, which would have been analyzed as an instance of "contrastive polysemy" by 
Weinreich, has two semantic aspects of the noun in its scope: On the one hand, it is the 
individual which is modified by old, which acts as an intersective adjective here and 
expresses one of the constitutive properties of human beings; on the other hand, old specifies 
the duration of the EVENT (i.e., STATE)11 'being-in-friendship' as a non-intersective adjective. 
These two types of information correspond with two representational levels of the qualia 
structure, the FORMAL and the TELIC quale. In particular, the TELIC quale of the noun friend 
takes the EVENT value "friend_state (e, x, y)", just as the TELIC quale of the nominalization 
typist takes the EVENT value "type/typing (e, x)", and the simple nouns book and newspaper 
the value "read/reading (e, x, y)". By means of the phrase old friend, Pustejovsky illustrates 
(a) that the EVENT specification of the TELIC value allows us generating the phrasal reading 'a 
friend for a long time' by "selectively binding" the TELIC quale of the head instead of its 
FORMAL quale, and (b) that the simultaneous selection of two different qualia makes possible 
two different representations depending on the ambiguity (p. 130-131). As mentioned above, 
one of the special features of dot objects is the indication of the interaction between semantic 
types as given in the argument structure and other kinds of information stored in the qualia 
structure. Here, too, use is made of the fact that distinct qualia may have distinct binding 
potential; for instance, the AGENTIVE role of newspaper makes reference to the dot element 
denoting the producer, and the TELIC quale refers to the product (ARG1 = x: org[anization], 
AGENTIVE = publish (e1, x, y); ARG2 = y: info[rmation].phys_obj, TELIC = read (e2, w, y)) (p. 
155-156).  

It is easy to see that the same mechanism based on different qualia values is 
successfully applicable to red pencil as well, and to a number of similar cases such as NPs 
taking a Nomen agentis as their head. It has to be emphasized that the ambiguity found in red 
pencil, old friend, etc. is a special kind of "systematic ambiguity". It is lexically constrained 
and recurrent. The ambiguity arises when both constituting elements fulfill certain lexical 
specifications. In addition, the fact that the individual combination of the respective elements 
may cause phrasal ambiguity is a recurrent pattern of the lexicon-syntax interaction. This calls 
for a revision of the above-mentioned premise about inferring the lexical or syntactic 
ambiguity from the ambiguity of the whole sentence. 

                                                 
10 The problem of red pencil is discussed by Cruse (1986: 68). He makes the proposal to characterize such cases 
as "quasi-syntactic" ambiguity. 
11 In Pustejovsky's terminology EVENTS represent the top node in the aspectual hierarchy including STATES and 
PROCESSES. 
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2.4.2 Type coercion  

Pustejovsky characterizes type coercion as a semantic operation "where a lexical item or 
phrase is coerced to a semantic interpretation by a governing item in the phrase, without 
change of its semantic type" (p. 61). Type coercion is probably the most important one among 
the generating devices providing for context-dependent semantic interpretation. At least, this 
is how this type shifting operation is assessed by Pustejovsky himself (p. 58). This is also the 
mechanism which has the strongest "generative flavor" reflecting classical ideas and 
terminology from the generative tradition. Although all three "generative devices" (i.e., 
selective binding and co-composition in addition to type coercion) are said to be "semantic 
transformations" (p. 58, 86, 105), it is only type coercion where the concept of "deep 
semantics" plays a crucial role. That is, here we encounter the idea that we can distinguish 
between two kinds of semantic interpretation actually found in sentences, namely (a) a 
semantic interpretation which is in accordance with the "true" conceptualization of the 
constituting lexical elements and (b) an ephemeral semantic interpretation which is forced by 
superficial syntactic realization and has to be reconstructed in terms of "deep semantic 
selection". Or to put it from another angle, type coercion incorporates the linguistic 
hypothesis that corresponding structures within a certain semantic base are best analyzed in 
unidirectional fashion in that one of the members in the relation is assigned a primary status, 
while the other is derived with the same or with a similar meaning.  

First and foremost, type coercion is employed by Pustejovsky for those data for which I 
have tried to show above that they are not usually analyzed in terms of polysemy (cf. the 
types of data under 1.-4. on page 13). These are verbal data that include syntactic variation of 
complement types or semantic variation within NP-complements resulting from the 
reconstruction of "missing" events. Pustejovsky emphasizes the fact that type coercion allows 
him a treatment of such verbs with varying complements (i.e., "with multiple 
subcategorizations") where the governing element (i.e., the verb itself) does not undergo 
semantic type shifting; rather, what semantically changes in each case is the complement 
shifting from a type canonically associated with the actual syntactic type to a semantic type 
representing the "deep type" of the argument in question (p. 111). At the same time, he claims 
that the "polysemous behavior" of verbs taking multiple subcategorizations could be 
explained this way (p. 198). Considering, however, multiple subcategorizations without 
semantic correlates, listing of syntactically different complements can be considered as 
"polysemy" of the governing element only under a very restricted usage of this term; 
normally, the very fact of listing in this case only means that the specific set of syntactic 
complements is considered for every verb as unpredictable. Thus, it is probably more correct 
to say that type coercion may account for the reasonable hypothesis that the set of well-
formed syntactic complements is not entirely idiosyncratic. According to a further claim of 
the author, type coercion, just like selective binding and co-composition, should be regarded 
as a device for generating "extended senses" (p. 2). Before going into the question of how this 
claim is to be understood, a brief discussion of some of the basic ingredients of the whole 
representational approach may be in order. 

For Pustejovsky, there exists "a unique canonical syntactic form" (csf) for every 
semantic type, and, conversely, every distinct syntactic form for complements is canonically 
associated with a unique semantic type as shown under (32 a.) (with respect to (32 b.) and (32 
c.) see below) (p. 134-136). 
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(32) a. [event]    [ind[ividual]]  [prop[osition]]  [factive] 
    ↓      ↓           ↓            ↓ 
  vp [+prg]  np          s [+inf]       s [+tns] 

b. [ind[ividual]]  [prop[osition]] 
   ↓           ↓ 
  np          s [+inf]/s [+tns] = s 

c. [ind[ividual]]  [prop[osition]]   ??? (cf. footnote 13) 
   ↓           ↓          ↓ 
  np          s [+inf]        vp [+inf] 

For most verbs, arguments are lexically confined to a unique "deep" semantic type. For 
instance, the "deep" semantic type of the second argument of want and believe is PROPOSITION 
(p. 112, 118), that of forget and remember is FACTIVE (p. 52), that of enjoy is EVENT (p. 137), 
and likewise, the first argument of frighten is EVENT as well. When a verb selects a special 
("deep") semantic type, the realization of the arguments in question by a canonically 
associated syntactic form is viewed as a direct satisfaction of the "deep" semantic type (p. 
118). In all other cases, i.e., whenever arguments are realized by non-canonical syntactic 
forms, type coercion applies: The verb coerces the semantic type associated with the actual 
syntactic form to match the type required by the typing restrictions on its arguments (p. 112). 
That is, the type of an NP-complement12, for instance, is coerced by the verbs want and 
believe to PROPOSITION (e.g., a car in He wants a car, Mary in He believes Mary), by the verb 
enjoy to EVENT (e.g., movies in He enjoys movies), etc. (cf. the examples (5) - (12) above). 
Type coercion is lexically conditioned in that it applies only if the QUALIA structure of the 
lexical head of the complement makes reference to a semantic type required by the verb; for 
instance, the conversion of the NPs movies and the book in the complement position of enjoy 
is licensed by the fact that the default EVENTS watching and reading are stored in the TELIC 
quale of the respective nouns. In that sense, the semantic typing of verbs and the lexical 
constraints on nouns encoded in the QUALIA structure together are considered by Pustejovsky 
as well-formedness conditions on type combinations. Semantic types which neither match the 
"deep" types of verb arguments nor can be reconstructed by information available through the 
qualia structure count as type error. The set of syntactical types which are permitted for 
particular semantic types by virtue of being canonical or coerceable syntactic types are called 
phrasal paradigms (p. 134). 

When comparing examples illustrating type coercion, it turns out that the determination 
of what counts as a "unique syntactic form" must somehow depend on the particular verb 
class (or on other factors not explicitly mentioned?). In some cases, the feature of 
"tensedness" (i.e., "[inf]" vs. "[tns]") is a distinguishing factor for two distinct syntactic forms 
within sentential complements, so that "s [inf]" and "s [tns]" are canonically associated with 
distinct semantic types, namely with PROPOSITION and FACTIVE (cf. (32 a.)). This holds for the 
verbs forget and remember which are characterized by the semantic variation between factive 

                                                 
12 In fact, type coercion for NP-complements to EVENT only applies if the NP is headed by an INDIVIDUAL-
denoting noun. In the case of NPs based on nominalizations or simple nouns such as party, Pustejovsky assumes 
"direct event selection" (p. 205) as we learn at the end of the book. Here, I refer to the way of how Pustejovsky 
himself describes type coercion as a general mechanism (see (32 a.)). Considering the possibilities for 
expressing EVENTS, not even a canonical one-to-one association between semantic type and syntactic form 
seems to be feasible.  
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and non-factive interpretation. In other cases, e.g., in the case of verbs such as believe, it is 
the syntactic form "s" irrespective of the distinction between finite and non-finite verbs which 
is said to constitute a "unique syntactic form" in opposition to nominal phrases (cf. (32 b.) 
above). Consequently, both tensed sentential and non-tensed sentential complements of the 
verb believe are considered as direct satisfaction of its type requirement (PROPOSITION) (p. 
118). In the case of modal verbs such as want, it is again the more specific syntactic form ("s 
[+inf]") which is considered as the canonical realization of the "deep" semantic type, while 
the syntactic form "vp [inf]" is only permitted under successful type coercion (p. 112) (cf. (32 
c.) above).  

Here, the following crucial questions arise: What is the appropriate methodology for 
determining a particular syntactic form as the "expected" (canonical) realization for a 
particular semantic type? And, on what methodological basis should we identify a particular 
semantic type as the result of "deep selection"? To what extent are these two issues dependent 
on each other? And to what extent should decisions be made on the basis of language-specific 
behavior as opposed to hypotheses about universal structures and universal 
conceptualizations?  

In the current model, the unmarked construction with a VP-complement for the verb 
want (e.g., I want to go home) requires the application of type coercion, in opposition to the 
marked construction with distinct non-coreferential subjects (e.g., I want Peter to go home) 
(cf. (5) above). Problems surfacing with this solution are reminiscent to those discussed 30 
years ago in connection with syntactic transformations. It thus seems to me unnecessary to 
repeat them here. In any case, what type coercion does here is hardly to be considered as 
"sense extension". Its application follows simply from a controversial syntactic analysis (VP 
vs. S) and a similarly controversial assignment of the two constructions to different semantic 
types.13  

Experiencer verbs manifest a much more intricate case (cf. the examples (7) - (10) 
above). On the one hand, some of the explanations Pustejovsky gives for the application of 
type coercion sound fairly plausible. For instance, there is a certain plausibility for the 
hypothesis that, in the object position of the verb believe, an NP which usually refers to 
individuals such as John (as in Mary believes John) is semantically reconstructed as a 
communicative act: "[w]hat John utters, typically or on this one occasion, is believed by 
Mary" (p. 121). As such, we may regard this communicative act as a proposition, i.e., as 
precisely that semantic type which is said to be required by the verb believe. Similarly, it 
seems reasonable to accept the assumption that the verb enjoy combined with NPs such as the 
beer or the cigarette is normally understood in terms of the default purpose of the lexical head 
of such nouns, i.e., as enjoy drinking a beer and enjoy smoking a cigarette. On the other hand, 
for several examples, it seems to be doubtful that all linguists would share the same intuition 
about the existence of a unique "deep" semantic type and about type coercion following from 
this choice. For instance, it presents something of a puzzle of how to deal with cases in which 
the object-NP of enjoy is such that it is normally used for making reference to human beings 
(i.e., lexically headed by a proper noun or by a HUMAN-denoting noun). Since human beings 
have no special purpose, it is not easy to see how information in the TELIC quale should 

                                                 
13 Unfortunately, Pustejovsky does not explicitly specify the semantic type of VP-complement before it 
undergoes type coercion. I suppose that it would be EVENT.  
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support the reconstruction of an EVENT interpretation.14 For instance, there are several 
possibilities of interpreting the sentence (33 a.): What the speaker has enjoyed may be Peter's 
company (i.e., being together with Peter), Peter's talk, Peter's playing guitar, etc. I am even 
skeptical about finding direct evidence for the hypothesis that, according to the "deeper 
conceptual structure" of this sentence, the target of enjoyment is an EVENT, rather than, in 
fact, the person Peter.15 In the case of causative "psych-verbs" such as frighten, it is even 
more doubtful whether it is generally adequate to coerce the semantics of NPs with an 
INDIVIDUAL-denoting head into EVENTS. Why should we assume that, in (33 b.), it is Peter's 
doing something that frightens, rather than Peter as a first-order entity? Because of sentences 
such as (33 c.) in English or because of universal hypotheses about the conceptualization of 
causative "psych-verbs"?  

(33) a. Yesterday, I enjoyed Peter very much. 
b. Peter frightens me. 
c. Peter's driving frightens me. 

Since Pustejovsky is sparing in giving methodological instructions, let us briefly discuss the 
consequences of two possible strategies:  

(a) We could, for instance, consider the language-specific fact that a particular argument of 
a particular verb may be realized as a sentential complement as a sufficient condition 
for assigning second-order or third-order type (EVENT, PROPOSITION, FACT[IVE]) to this 
argument. This would have the consequence that type coercion had to apply for a huge 
number of verbs occurring with NPs normally analyzed as individual-referring. At any 
rate, this would also hold for perception verbs such as see (cf. (34 a.) vs. (34 b.)). 
Indeed, one could argue in defense of this analysis that during the process of seeing we 
primarily perceive situations, while picking out individuals is rather the result of a more 
complex cognitive process. The risk of an analysis of this degree of abstractness, 
however, seems to be self-evident. 

(34) a. I saw Peter. 
b. I saw Peter coming / washing his car ... 

(b) According to a second strategy, we would postulate particular argument types for 
particular semantic types of verbs regardless of language-specific facts. For instance, 
we would postulate for verbs causing a mental state that their STIMULUS-argument must 
be of EVENT type. Among other things, we would then have the problem of accounting 
for verbs such as hurt which systematically display both an interpretation 'affect an 
object mentally' and an interpretation 'affect an object physically' (cf. (35)). Should we 
assign an "underlying " EVENT-type to the subject-argument only under the first reading 

                                                 
14 Unfortunately, Pustejovsky leaves this question open. 
15 There is a lexicalized interpretation for enjoy combined with INDIVIDUAL denoting nouns: it refers to sexual 
pleasure. For most native speakers, this is the preferred reading of (33 a.). But in addition to this interpretation, 
enjoy followed by an NP with and INDIVIDUAL-denoting head can also be used without referring to a specific 
"hidden" EVENT. For instance, the British National Corpus contains several examples for such "unspecific" uses:  
He enjoyed and admired his rector. 
Note that in this example, enjoy is coordinated with a so-called "attitude verb" (admire) (cf. the discussion about 
the difference between like and enjoy below). 
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(i.e., in (35 b.), as in the case of frighten, but not in (35 c.)), despite the fact that the 
possibilities of explicitly expressing the EVENT are in both cases the same? In other 
words, it is hard to see why one should analyze Peter in the subject position in one case 
as a shorthand expression for the entire causing event (split into subject and adverbial) 
and in another case as a genuine individual.  

(35) a. Peter hurt Maria.  
b. Peter hurt Maria by forgetting her birthday. 
c. Peter hurt Maria by chaining her hands and feet. 

Moreover, systematic alternation between different constructional types and different 
causation types such as "agent causation", "causing-event causation", "instrument 
causation", etc. can be observed in English in the entire domain of causation as pointed 
out by Talmy (1985: 79). That is, the alternation observed for verbs such as frighten 
also holds for verbs such as break as illustrated by the sentences in (36) quoted from 
Talmy (ibid.).  

(36) a. I broke the vase by rolling a ball into it. ("agent causation") 
b. A ball's rolling into it broke the vase. ("causing-event causation") 
c. A ball broke the vase (in rolling into it). ("instrument causation") 

According to Pustejovsky, type coercion is a device for accounting for systematically 
related complement types in terms of a common underlying meaning and an expected 
construction. If type coercion is applied to frighten on the basis of this reasoning, it 
must also be applied to all causative verbs due to the necessary conclusion that the 
"deep" semantics of causation is, in principle, "causing-event causation". Unless we 
employ further methodological means, it is not possible to avoid the far-reaching 
consequences of such highly abstract analyses.  

It is my impression that Pustejovsky prefers the strategy described under (b), but I am not sure 
that he would agree with the rather negative consequences just mentioned. This impression is 
supported by the fact that he allows verbs having arguments which are not lexically restricted 
to a unique semantic type. For instance, he argues that, in contrast to verbs such as enjoy, 
"attitude verbs" such as like select "for an attitude towards any type" (p. 136). He represents 
this as the top most type including EVENT, PROP[OSITION], IND[IVIDUAL], FACTIVE. For the 
same reason, the object argument of like is said to have no unique canonical syntactic form .16 

While experiencer verbs illustrate the problem of the arbitrariness of selecting one 
semantic type as "deep" and another as "derived" in the case of semantic types of equal 
weight, the verbs forget and remember beg a rather different problem. Once strongly related 
variants of a "core meaning" can be conventionalized and thus lexically established. So, there 

                                                 
16 The discussion of the difference between enjoy and like contains one of the few hints to diagnostic means. 
According to Pustejovsky, the different semantic selection (EVENT vs. "attitude") may be reflected in certain 
discourse situations. For instance, the sentence But you never use it! would only be a legitimate response to the 
sentence But I enjoy that chair but not to the sentence But I like that chair, exactly by virtue of the postulated 
difference. I am not sure that this diagnostic test would really work. If like selects the top most type, it 
automatically also selects EVENT. And liking ARTIFACTS means, under normal conditions, that we have a positive 
attitude toward these ARTIFACTS due to our experience of using them. 
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is generally a risk that the semantic types assumed as the "deep" meaning of a verb and its 
argument, reflect a historical state, rather than its actual synchronic behavior. Pustejovsky 
claims that verbs with multiple subcategorization such as forget and remember have a 
"common underlying meaning" which is manifested in all their occurrences irrespective of the 
types of complement they take (sentential complements with an infinitive or -ing-form and 
with an finite verb, including "embedded questions", and NP-complements). According to this 
"core meaning", the second argument of both verbs is specified as FACTIVE; as such, it is 
realized directly with tensed sentential complements and is coerced with the other 
complement types.  

Let us put forth the hypothesis that both verbs have at least one further lexically 
established sense which is characterized by selecting another semantic type than FACTIVE, 
namely EVENT, as suggested by dictionaries (cf. the (b) senses in (37)). Let us further assume 
that a specialized use of the event-sense of forget ('forget to take s.th. with one' < 'forget to do 
s.th.'; cf. the (c)-sense in (37)) is lexicalized as well.  

(37) a. remember: (a) 'to recall a fact to mind' (FACTIVE), (b) 'to keep a particular task or 
duty in mind' (EVENT) 

b. forget: (a) 'to be unable to recall a fact' (direct antonym of the (a)-sense of remember) 
(FACTIVE), (b) 'to be unable to keep a particular task or duty in mind' (direct antonym 
of the (b)-sense of remember) (EVENT), (c) 'to leave behind unintentionally' 
(PHYSICAL OBJECT, INDIVIDUAL) 

Pustejovsky tries to justify the assumption that "the complement of forget is always factive in 
some respect" (p. 52) with distributional observations. He points out that there is a certain 
group of contexts, let us call them "negative polarity contexts", which seem to systematically 
block the factive interpretation of certain constructions, for instance, the factive interpretation 
of non-tensed sentential complements. Thus, the factive interpretation of an infinitival 
complement of the "negative" verb forget is blocked in contrast to the respective complement 
of a "positive" verb such as remember. Obviously, he interprets this as sufficient evidence for 
the semantic unity of the factive and non-factive interpretations of forget on the basis of the 
structuralist principle of complementarity. Even if we accept this reasoning in the case of 
sentential complements, we have not explained why forget shows two different interpretations 
with NP-complements, namely a factive interpretation (normally characterized as "concealed 
question") and a non-factive interpretation (characterized by Pustejovsky as "ellipsed"). A 
structuralist would say that this can be explained by the principle of complementarity as well, 
since the choice between factive and non-factive interpretation heavily depends on the 
context; ARTIFACT-denoting nouns such as key trigger the non-factive interpretation (as in I 
forgot my key), while INFORMATION-denoting nouns such as text or password trigger the 
factive interpretation (as in I forgot my password). What about ambiguous sentences, 
however, such as shown in (38)? The noun dissertation is represented as a dot object in the 
model of Pustejovsky. As such, it should take an unspecified sense (i.e., 
"phys_obj.info[rmation]") in non-ambiguous neutral contexts. Where does, then, the sentence 
ambiguity come from, when both forget and dissertation take a specific sense only when 
unambiguously biased by a specific context? In my opinion, it becomes apparent precisely in 
such contexts that forget actually has the conventionalized sense 'to leave behind' (the (c)-
sense in (37 b.)).  
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(38) I forgot my dissertation. ('I cannot remember the content of my dissertation.' vs. 'I left 
the book containing my dissertation at home.') 

Whereas in the case of forget, the tentative senses 'forget a fact' ((a)-sense) and 'forget to do 
s.th.' ((b)-sense) seem to correlate nicely with different sentential complements and the 
interpretations Pustejovsky calls "factive" and "non-factive" ('forget a fact'/complement with 
finite verb/"factive interpretation" vs. 'forget to do s.th.'/complement with infinitive/"non-
factive interpretation"), a special problem arises in the case of remember. According to 
Pustejovsky's assessment, both (39 a.) and (39 b.) have a "factive" interpretation, i.e., also 
verbal phrases in which remember is combined with a "to-infinitive" are considered by him to 
be "factive" - in contrast to corresponding verbal phrases containing forget. However, 
sentence (39 a.) displays our tentative sense 'remember a fact' ((a)-sense), whereas sentence 
(39 b.) shows our tentative sense 'remember to do s.th.' ((b)-sense). Interestingly, the 
sentential complement with an -ing-form ((39 b.)) has the same semantic effect as the 
"tensed" complement, i.e., it entails the interpretation 'remember a fact', rather than 'remember 
to do s.th.'. This difference, signaled by the choice of finite verb and -ing-form on the one 
hand and the choice of to-infinitive on the other hand, is quite important, also having 
consequences for the truth conditions. For instance, the (b)-sentence in (39) does not entail 
the (c)-sentence and (d)-sentence but can be simultaneously true with the (e)-sentence. In 
other words, it is possible that the neighbor did his duty but cannot remember this anymore. If 
I correctly understand Pustejovsky, this state of affairs is entirely obscured by the type 
coercion since semantic types of complements with an -ing-form and with a to-infinitive are 
equally coerced to an undifferentiated semantic type FACTIVE.  

(39) a. John probably won't remember that he already fed the dog.  
b. The neighbor remembered to feed the dog. (p. 52) 
c. The neighbor remembered feeding the dog. 
d. The neighbor remembered that he fed the dog. 
e. The neighbor won't remember that he already fed the dog. 

The methodological problems raised by type coercion lie at the core of generative theories of 
language. In a sense, they are reminiscent of those problems surfacing both in phonology / 
morphology / syntax and in semantics ("generative semantics") which, ultimately, led to 
successively abandoning syntactic transformations in the mainstream version of the model, to 
giving up "generative semantics", and to developing alternative models such as "natural 
phonology", "natural morphology", monostratal syntax models, and new semantic and 
pragmatic approaches outside the generative tradition. Varying a famous title of Kiparsky 
(1968), the question remains: How abstract is semantics? And what are the appropriate 
methods to prove hypotheses about abstract semantic structures? I stress this point for the 
following reason. Retrospectively, it was not the lack of theoretical appeal of transformations 
and processual rules connecting hidden and non-hidden structures which caused much 
comment. Rather, it was the lack of generally accepted methodological constraints in 
analyzing empirical data in a way that the results would be publicly verifiable and as such, 
independent of the constantly changing descriptive facilities. Part of this problem was that the 
earlier methods, i.e., structuralist discovery procedures, were not replaced or complemented 
by new ones but survived and remained as the only epistemological guides for analyzing 
complex data. It was clear, though, from the very beginning that once a theory marks 
particular contexts and particular structures as "normal" or "primary" it has left the true 
domain of distributionalism (cf. Lyons 1991: 17; cf. also the discussion in 2.3 above). My 
guess is that the success of the Generative Lexicon approach in the future will depend on how 
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far Pustejovsky succeeds in avoiding previous problems of generative linguistics. The 
prospects are very good, since Pustejovsky has presented, in the book reviewed here, a fine-
grained and, all things considered, very sophisticated model open to further improvement and 
methodological underpinning. 

3 Conclusion 

In this review article, I have concentrated on the issue of argumentation and methodology. To 
discuss further interesting details of topical interest in contemporary linguistics, such as 
Pustejovsky's proposal concerning the relation between causativity, unaccusativity and aspect, 
would go beyond the scope of the present review. My critical remarks are not intended to 
suggest that Pustejovsky's basic approach is inappropriate. On the contrary, I am convinced 
that his insights about the lexicon as a creative linguistic faculty with a rich internal structure 
are fundamentally adequate, and I appreciate his innovation as a very important step in 
modern linguistics. As mentioned in the beginning, many of my critical remarks go beyond 
the specific problems posed by this work alone and pertain to problems rooted in a very 
complicated theoretical tradition. For this reason, one cannot overemphasize the importance 
of Pustejovsky's efforts in reconciling the goals and insights of different linguistic disciplines 
such as computational linguistics and theoretical linguistics, sentence-level semantics and 
lexical semantics, etc. For everybody who is interested in the fascinating questions of 
interdisciplinary linguistic development, this book is definitely compulsory reading. And, of 
course, it is one of the most important publications in recent years for researchers working on 
systematic polysemy. I eagerly look forward to the stimulating discussions about 
Pustejovsky's "Generative Lexicon" which I am sure will ensue. 
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