ARGUMENT STRUCTURE AND THE LEXICON/SYNTAX INTERFACE

A Dissertation Presented
by

EVA JUARROS DAUSSA

Submitted to the Graduate School of the
University of Massachusetts Amherst in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

September 2003

Linguistics



i

© Copyright by Eva Juarros 2003

All Rights Reserved



ARGUMENT STRUCTURE AND THE LEXICON/SYNTAX INTERFACE

A Dissertation Presented
by

EVA JUARROS

Approved as to style and content by:

Margaret Speas, Chair

Ellen Woolford, Member

Chisato Kitagawa, Member

John Kingston, Department Head
Department of Linguistics

il



v

DEDICATION

To my parents Maria José and Victor



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The writing of these last pages of my dissertation is something I have been
looking forward for many years. I have rehearsed this section in my head a hundred
times since I started the self-inflicted obligation to write a dissertation —in so many bus
trips while caught in traffic, after so many meetings with professors, colleagues and
occasional interlocutors, during so many conferences in which I would meet yet
another linguist who took his or her work seriously, after so many nice evenings with
my friends, or while victim of a fit of melancholy in which memories of people, places
and events from the past would plague my mind and heart... Yet now that the moment
has finally come to write the real thing, I'm just blank with what to say, short of that I
am thankful to all of those whose help, guidance, support, ideas, patience and interest |
have received all these years, without which I would not have been able to complete
my PhD.

I will start with thanking the members of my committee: Peggy Speas, Ellen
Woolford and Chisato Kitagawa. Peggy has been the most important source of
inspiration, support, and help since the moment I entered the Department of
Linguistics at UMass. I especially admire her ability to find the flaws in any
reasoning, even when it falls out of her favorite topics. Her open-mindedness with
respect to linguistics and other topics of life have also shaped the perfect environment
of critical thought, freedom and commitment for me to thrive as a researcher. I feel

immensely privileged to have become a linguist under her guidance. I also love the



way she manages to be a warm, interesting, generous person in the professional sphere
as well as the personal one. Ellen has also been a wonderful person to interact with.
Her talent for clarity, order and systemmaticity has taught me to write as American
academia likes it, which obviously is one of the most important abilities I could have
learned in graduate school. I appreciate her intelligent interest in my research, even
when it derived into terrains that she herself might not have felt so excited about. I
also appreciate her down-to-earth advice in all emergencies of life, such as job talks,
interviews and diplomatic ressolution of academic situations. Chisato was a precious
discovery for me in my second year at UMass, and he has remained an invaluable
source of inspiration since then. His interest and expertise in the lexicon has provided
me with the present of many exciting conversations, all of which would inspire me to
retake the work with doubled energy. I admire his generosity and warmth and hope to
enjoy many more conversations with him.

Tom Roeper was a member of my dissertation committee until the airplane
industry sabotaged his participation in the latter stages of the dissertation. Officially,
he ended up as a consultant, but the truth of his generous, unconditional help during
most of my stay at UMass, and certainly during the gestation and writing of this
dissertation, should be acknoledged. He is the fourth musketeer in my three-member
committee. I am thankful for his ability to quickly find the right example (either
supporting or challenging a statement), for his daring to speculate about new ideas,

and for his pleasure on six-hundred-hours conversations.

vi



Many other linguists have been crucial in my having reached this moment. A
major role in my formation was played by Michel DeGraff, whom I met in The
University of Michigan, and who converted me to the generativist mode of thinking
and ideas (and insisted on the need to read the newspaper daily). The year I spent
under his guidance was one of the most important years in my evolution as a linguist,
as an intellectual and as a person. I also benefited from his energy, warmth,
enthusiasm and friendship in a moment, my first year in the U.S.A., which wasn’t
always easy for me. Ken Hale was an inspiring example of the ideal linguist, who
combines a love for data with a pleasure in theoretical design; I feel privileged to have
had the opportunity to discuss my work with him in a few instances, and will be
forever grateful that he accepted to be an external member in my dissertation
committee, before his tragic death in October of 2001 frustrated these plans. Other
linguists in Amherst have also helped me in many ways: Angelika Kratzer has been
invariably inspiring in almost any word that she speaks, and always had a warm smile
for me; Lyn Frazier was generous, supportive and reliable in moments of crisis, be
they professional or personal; Barbara Partee listened to me and offered me her advice
and guidance when I needed it; Kyle Johnson made the first years at UMass less scary
with his sense of humor; John Kingston was a wonderful chair for my general papers,
and offered invaluable advice on teaching and beyond; John McCarthy was an
admirable teacher and a witty presence, and I admired him from the dark; Lisa Selkrik
always offered her support and smile to me; and Roger Higgins and Emmon Bach also

helped me as the most senior members of the department. Finally, Bob Rothstein,

vii



Vladimir Borschev, Joe Pater, Lisa Matthewson and Orin Percus, with whom I had
more limited contact, also invariably smiled to me. All those smiles certainly made my
life much more pleasant in those moments when I was fighting with the insecurities
and frustations of graduate school. Equally pleasant are the long non-linguistic
conversations with Kathy Adamczyk, Lynne Ballard and Tom Maxfield in the main
office of the Department.

I am also thankful for the support and good treatment I received at The
University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. I keep fond memories of Karen Van Hoek, Pam
Beddor, Lesley Milroy, Peter Hook, Jeff Heath, Teresa Satterfield and the rest of
faculty there. I was lucky enough to meet Sam Epstein just before he moved to Ann
Arbor, and my conversations with him have remained one of the most inspiring events
of my graduate times. I thank him for his enthusiasm, patience and generosity. I was
also blessed with the teachings and friendship of Andrew Carnie during the year he
spent in Michigan; he was a wonderful teacher and an admirable linguist —plus, he is a
graceful folk dancer and was born the same day I was.

I also received the help and support of many professors in Barcelona, before
coming to the U.S.A., many of which became my friends. Above all, Javier de la
Fuente and Fernando Gabucio, from the Psychology Department of the Universitat de
Barcelona, were about the first academics to believe in me. They adopted me and
generously introduced me to the mysteries of experiment design and analysis. I
remember the many hours spent struggling with the results of the research we

conducted as my first experience of academic work. The admiration, respect and

viii



grattitude I feel for them are immense. The group they form with Modesta Pousada
and Beni Gomez is one I look forward to meeting the most in my trips to Barcelona.

At conferences and other linguistic meetings, I had the opportunity to meet
many lingusts with whom to either discuss work or have a good time. I especially
thank Mark Baker, Cedric Boeckx, Maria Josep Cuenca, Richard Kayne, George
Lakoftf, Beth Levin, Richard Larson, Luisa Marti, David Samuels and Randy Sharp for
inspiration at different moments.

Beyond academic life, although in some instances not totally independent from
it, are the numerous friends I have been blessed with. My friends in Amherst,
especially Ana Arregui, Elena Benedicto, Mako Hirotani, Caroline Jones, Ji-yung
Kim, Paula Menéndez-Benito, Elliott Moreton, Maribel Romero, Jennifer Smith, Mike
Terry, Pius Tamanji and Elisabeth Villalta, my classmates Jan Bell, Paul DeLacy,
Nancy Hall, Meredith Landman, Marcin Morczycki and Anita Nowak Panlilio, the
people I shared experiences with at the MSPCA in Springfield, especially Madeline
Nagy, the volunteer coordinator, and in guitar classes and sculpture classes at the
Amberst Leissure Center, especially my sculpture teacher, Amaryllis. The friends I
met in Michigan, especially Linda Bailey, Zeuler Lima, Stephanie Lindemann and
Annemarie Toebosch, with whom I spent one of the most fun years of my life, as well
as my classmates Aman Kumar, Chutamanee Onsuwan, Mieko Ueno, Stephanie
Harves, JP Villanueva, and my best roommate and friend Ayse Noyaner. Finally, my
friends in Barcelona: Mar Garachana, Angels Gomez, Sara Gonzélez, Joe Hilferty,

Maria Josep Jarque, Natalia Picd, Carme Sassi, Maite Serra, Javier Valenzuela, Oscar

X



Vilarroya, the group of the “monis” and the group of the “ecos”, and my friends at
Sant Pere Claver, especially Josep Maria Pafiella, Maria Luisa, Carmen, and everyone
in Arrels, especially Josep Maria Gaja. All of those that I don’t mention here, probably
due of an unfortunate lapse in my time-pressured memory, but that surely occupy a
place in my heart, thank you for your friendship, support, and for enriching my life.

I don’t know why it is customary to leave for the end the thanks to family
members, when I feel the most thankful to them. I heartly thank my parents, Victor
Juarros and Maria José Daussa, to whom I owe life and a sense of freedom and
tolerance that has helped me to carry it; my brother Sergi and my sister Diana, and all
those they share life with: Paqui, Laura and Victor, and Carlos and Anne-Sophie; and
my grandparents, aunts, uncles, and cousins (especially Pere and Lluis). Finally, my
life has reached a permanent state of happiness since I met Tilman Lanz, my partner in
life, best friend, lover and father of my daughter Sandra. Sandra had the good sense to
be born two weeks early (today three weeks ago) so that I could recover and finish my
dissertation in time for filing. Tilman and Sandra, together with our dog Piccolo, form
my beloved new family, and the single most important source of happines, inspiration

and satisfaction of my life. I thank them for their existence, and for sharing it with me.

Universtity of Massachusetts Amherst

Tuesday, August 26, 2003



ABSTRACT
ARGUMENT STRUCTURE AND THE LEXICON/SYNTAX INTERFACE
SEPTEMBER 20003
EVA JUARROS, B.A., UNIVERSITAT DE BARCELONA
M.A., THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN, ANN ARBOR
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor Margaret Speas

This dissertation addresses two questions: (a) how do we explain the limited
set of argument structure types?; and b) how do lexical structures relate to syntactic
structures? My work is situated within the approach of Hale and Keyser (2002,
henceforth H&K), whose purpose is to ascertain the role that structural factors play in
the behavior of lexical items.

As for the first question, H&K argue that argument structures are restricted by
the combination of primitive lexical categories defined solely by structural properties.
I point out that the restrictive power of this theory is undermined by allowing
unrestricted recursive combination of such primitive units. By restricting this type of
lexical recursion, this problem disappears.

As for the second question, I argue that two adicity-changing processes,
transitivization and detransitivization, are key to understanding the relation between
lexical and syntactic structures. I investigate these processes in Catalan and Spanish. I
argue that there are two types of verbal affixes: one plays no role in the argument

structure of the verb (but refers instead to its aspectual properties), while the other is

Xi



responsible for the aforementioned processes. I argue that the affixes of the second
type correspond to a functional category that bridges over from lexical to syntactic
structures. After identifying these two types of affixes, I re-analyze some data (from
O’odham, Navajo, Miskitu, Ulwa, and Yaqui) that H&K find problematic.

Finally, I address an important extension of H&K’s theory, the “manner
index”. Such index is either proximate (bound by the internal argument), or obviative
(bound by other than the internal argument.) In H&K’s theory, the type of index
associated with the root determines a particular structure, which in turn determines the
behavior of the corresponding verb. By breaking the determination relation between
index and structure, I derive two typologies. First, I obtain a four-way paradigm by
combining the structural type (“put”/“get”) and the index type (obviative/proximate).
Spanish prepositional verbs present the predicted patterns. Second, I account for two
alternations: unergative-unaccusative in Italian, and unergative-transitive in English.
Given the explanatory power of the obviative/proximate index, I conclude that it is a

welcome addition.
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