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Introduction
This paper continues to examine the nature of morpho-semantic processes underlying morphological conversion in English. Some of the results of this study have already been demonstrated in earlier publications (cf. Martsa 1997, 2002, 2006). 
In the first part of the paper, after a few remarks made on productivity, a brief survey will be given of the current interpretations and scope of conversion in English. In the second part, the genesis of conversion will be considered in the light of Lieber’s recent theory of lexical-semantic representation. This theory, especially her relisting hypothesis, offers an alternative approach to the derivational interpretation of conversion that assumes the operation of a zero affix. Also, it will be pointed out that Štekauer’s (1996) onomasiological theory of conversion based on recategorization can be viewed as a precursor of Lieber’s hypothesis. Probably, this is so, because the recategorization of things / animals / humans as actions (e.g., (to) Moulinex, (to) ape, (to) Houdini), or vice versa, actions as events or humans involved in, or related to, the respective actions (e.g., (a) run, (a) cheat, (a) spy), and so on, indeed appear to be conceptual preconditions for syntactic relabelling typical of the word-formation process of conversion.  

In Lieber’s theory two analytical tools are of utmost importance for the lexical-semantic representations of derivation, compounding, and conversion: the ‘skeleton’, a hierarchical arrangement of semantic features and arguments pertaining to these features, and the ‘body’, an encyclopedic or holistic representation of world knowledge. These tools will be briefly presented and, in line with both Lieber’s argument and previous work on conversion (cf. Clark & Clark 1979; Lehrer 1990), the suggestion will be made that the construction of meaning during conversion is guided by the interaction of the lexical-semantic properties of parent lexemes
 and the cognitive-pragmatic aspects of speech events in which converted items are employed. 
1. The state of the art

Most recent research on conversion revolves around the following issues: the almost unlimited productivity of conversion and how it can be accounted for; the possible interpretations of conversion; the scope of conversion, that is to say, which word-formation processes can be subsumed under the scope of conversion; and, finally, the predictability of the meanings of conversion lexemes. Although this paper is mostly concerned with the last issue, semantic predictability, i.e. how meaning is constructed during conversion, the other issues should also be dealt with briefly. 
1.1 Productivity

As is known, conversion is a non-concatenative process where the lexical category of a lexeme like the noun tree changes into another lexical category, say, into a verb (to) tree as in The dog treed the cat, without adding an (overt) affix to it. The result of this process is an output lexeme homophonous and homographic with the input lexeme. Usually the meaning of the latter is intuitively felt to be derivable from that of the former. The meaning of conversion verbs, for erxample, can be productively defined as a compositional function of the meaning of the corresponding nouns. For the representation of this type of conversion Booij (2002: 134-5) postulates the following template:

(1a) [[X]N]V ‘to V, with N playing a role in the action denoted by V’

This template may be easily modified and adjusted to the representations of adjective-to-verb, verb-to-noun, and noun-to-adjective conversions as well. Cp.:


(1b) [[X]A]V ‘to V, with A denoting the state brought about by V’

(1c) [[X]V]N ‘an N, involved in the action or state denoted by V’


(1d) [[X]N]A ‘(being) A, with N denoting a feature characteristic of Y’

As these templates suggest, conversion lexemes are either nouns (e.g., (a) run, (a) cheat, (a) spy) or adjectives (e.g., head [bookkeeper], test [driving], London [taxi]) or, most frequently, verbs. 
Conversion, along with other forms of non-concatenative word-formation like back-formation, clipping, and blending, has become one of, if not, the most frequent and thus the most productive lexeme-forming techniques in English. However, Bauer’s remark that “[c]onversion is a totally free process and any lexeme can undergo conversion into any of the open form classes as need arises” (1983: 226) signals that there is at least one important limitation imposed on the application of conversion: the output of it must be an open class item. Thus, whereas must can be converted into a must, a conversion auxiliary is (as yet) inconceivable.
 Another restriction often mentioned in the corresponding literature is that complex nouns, especially of Germanic origin, undergo conversion to verbs much less frequently than simplex nouns (cf. Bauer ibid.; Don 2005). 

The high productivity of conversion, especially noun-to-verb conversion, as repeatedly has been pointed out, among others, by Marchand (1969), Plag (1999, 2003), and Lieber (2004), is by no means unexpected; it is due to the lack of derivational means of forming verbs from nouns and adjectives in present-day English. The verbalizing suffixes that are still productive to a certain extent are -ize (-ise), -ify (e.g., atomize, grammaticalize; justify, solidify), with -ify occurring mostly in technical uses. The suffixes -ate (e.g., demonstrate, negotiate) and -en (e.g. blacken, sharpen) are moribund or phonologically strongly constrained; the prefixes de- (e.g., debug, defrost), be- (e.g., befriend, belittle), and en- (e.g., endanger, entomb) are not particularly productive and, in addition, they are semantically highly constrained. 
1.2 How to interpret conversion?
Current interpretations of conversion vary according to the assumed underlying morpho-semantic mechanisms.

According to the most widespread interpretation conversion is considered a kind of derivation by means of a zero affix (cf. Marchand 1969; Kastovsky 1969, 1982; Pennanen 1971; Kiparsky 1982; Lipka 1990; Hale and Keyser 2002; Don 2005). The following proportional equation, taken from Marchand (1969) and frequently quoted by other authors dealing with conversion, is intended to prove that suffixation with a zero suffix is just like “real”, overt suffixation: cp. (2)

(2)


legal  :  legal/ize  ::  clean  :  clean/( ‘make it A’
           atom  :  atom/ize  ::  cash   :  cash/( ‘convert into N’

The unsustainability of this view will be discussed in section 2.2.

Other, non-derivational views of conversion include Štekauer’s (1996) onomasiological approach and, in the generative paradigm, Lieber’s (2004) relisting hypothesis and Williams’s (1982) and Jensen’s (1990) rebracketing hypothesis. As for Štekauer’s and Lieber’s views, Martsa (2006) suggests that in specific types of conversion both recategorization and relisting are evoked by different cognitive processes. Finally, Clark & Clark’s classic study on nouns that surface as verbs represents a pragmatic approach to conversion. 

Let us examine each view briefly. Štekauer’s onomasiological theory of conversion seeks to prove that linguistic processes proper are preceded by the conceptual reevaluation of objective reality. Namely, Štekauer states that “[i]t is the conceptual recategorization which provides us with the evidence that conversion cannot be identified with suffixation: conceptual recategorization is necessary for conversion while only possible for suffixation” (ibid., 47). Basic features of conversion in English, relevant for this paper, are (ibid., 46):

i. conceptual recategorization

ii. change of word class

iii. close semantic affinity between conversion pair members

iv. phonematic/orthographic identity of fundamental forms

In (3) a few examples are given for the types of conceptual recategorization identified by Štekauer:


(3)

Substance as Action

(  (to) water
Process as Action

( (to) experiment
Circumstance as Action
( (to) limit
Quality as Action

( (to) feature
Action as Substance

( insert
Action as Person

( (a) cheat
Lieber formulates her relisting hypothesis concerning conversion as follows (Lieber ibid., 90): 

i. The lexicon allows for the addition of new entries.

ii. Conversion occurs when an item already listed in the lexicon is re-entered as an item of a different category.

As suggested earlier, it seems reasonable to suppose that in order for a lexeme to get relisted in the mental lexicon first it must be recategorized, that is to say, recategorization as a mental operation must be treated as a conceptual precondition for relisting. Recategorization in turn may be triggered by metonymic and metaphoric shifts or conceptual integration, also known as blending (cf. Martsa 2006). Below, in (4), conceptual metonymies taken from Kövecses & Radden (1998) are given:


(4)

instrument for action: (to) chain, (to) ski
object involved in the action for the action: (to) blanket (the bed), (to) nose (the rat)
means for an action: (to) butter (a slice of bread), (to) sneeze (the tissue off the table)

(Kövecses & Radden 1998)

Note that Štekauer’s examples mentioned in (3) can as well be taken to be instantiations of conceptual metonymies. Moreover, conversion verbs, e.g., (to) hare (off), (to) squirrel, formed from names for animals seem to have been motivated by the conceptual metaphor animals are humans and submetaphors pertaining to it such as people running fast are hares or people hiding things for later use are squirrels (Martsa 2006).
Conversion is also thought to arise from rebracketing (Williams 1982; Jensen 1990), an alternative way of representing recategorization. For an illustration, in (5) below we  tentatively demonstrate how the conversion of the noun ring to the verb (to) ring takes place through the deletion of internal brackets signaling category boundaries:

(5a) [X]N  (  [[X]N]V  ( [[X]N]V  ( [X]V   
(5b) [ring]N  (  [[ring]N]V  ( [[ring]N]V  ( [ring]V   

Finally, conversion is analyzed by Clark & Clark (1979) as innovative coinage (with its meaning constructed online) based on the pragmatic principle of cooperation labeled as the innovative denominal verb convention (ibid., 787). This is given in (6):


(6)

In using an innovative denominal verb sincerely, the speaker means to denote 

a) a kind of situation 

b) that he has good reason to believe 

c) that on this occasion the listener can readily compute 

d) uniquely 

e) on the basis of their mutual knowledge 

f) in such a way that the parent noun denotes one role in the situation, and the remaining surface arguments of the denominal verb denote other roles in the situation.
We will return to Clark & Clark’s interpretation of conversion and its relevance for Lieber’s lexical-semantic representation theory in section 2.

1.3 The scope of conversion
Below, in (7), a list of conversion patterns is given. The list, being rather broad in scope, is adopted from Quirk et al. (1985) who consider the patterns in boldface marginal. Cp.: 

(7a)

N-to-V:


(to) elbow, (to) man
A-to-V:


(to) better, (to) empty, (to) lower

N (shelf, calf, half)-to-V: 
(involving root allomorphy): ((to) shelve, calve, halve)


Complex N-to-V: 

(to) commission, (to) hostess; (to) streamline
Particle-to-V: 


(to) down, up, thwart
Vtrans -to-Vintrans: 

(to) sell cars, cars sell

Vintrans-to-Vtrans:

(He) runs (every day), (He) runs (a company)
            Nabstract/mass-to-Nconcrete/count: 
conversion (a type of word-formation), a conversion (an instance of converting); tea, a tea
(7b)


N-to-A:


computer (program), head (bookkeeper)

Participle-to-A:
 
(a) written exam, (an) exciting film

Adv-to-A:


(the) then (president), above (suggestion)
(7c)

V-to-N:


(a) run, (a) drive, (a) survey


A-to-N:


(a) given, (a) daily, (the) rich,


P-to-N: 


(the) ins and outs, (the) ups and downs


Adv-to-N: 


(the) whys and wherefores,(the) hereafter


Prefix-to-N: 


(the) pros and cons


Auxiliary-to-N: 

(a) must


Phrase-to-N: 


(the) also-rans, (a) has-been

Due to constraints on space we will not address the question whether or not all processes mentioned in (7) unequivocally exemplify conversion. Most of the authors mentioned in 1.2 explicitly concern themselves only with those cases of conversion where an open class item is converted to another open class item. From the patterns classified as marginal in (7), some, for instance patterns involving changes only in subcategories, are treated by many morphologists as syntactic transposition. Similarly, noun-to-adjective conversion is also held to be the outcome of syntactic transposition (cf. Marchand 1969, Kastovsky 1982).
 We will not pursue this issue here; suffice it to say that usually those category-changes yield conversions which take place in one, more or less clearly identifiable direction. Using this criterion, we can relatively safely distinguish conversion from homonymy (homomorphy) such as down (particle) and down (noun ‘small soft feathers’)
 and multifunctionality or unmarked word-change represented, for instance, by round which can be a preposition as well as an adverb or a noun or a verb. Despite the category-changes and the obvious semantic link between the different uses of round, these words do not qualify for conversions due to the lack of clearly definable directionality (cf. Valera 2004). On the other hand, the underlined word in sentence (8), reportedly produced by George Bush at the G8 summit held in St. Petersburg in 2006, is undoubtedly an instance of conversion from a noun to an adjective (or participle), representing coinage in Clark & Clark’s sense. 


(8)


I’m going to get a shower. I’m just about meeting’d out. 

(Newsweek July 31, 2006; p.31)

If the criterion of directionality is right, Quirk et al.’s above list of conversion patterns in (7) is fully justifiable, since all of them comply with the criterion of directionality. From this follows that in a full account of English conversion the basic patterns mentioned in (1) and (7) and the non-basic patterns listed in (7) should equally be dealt with. In the second part of the paper, however, we will be concerned only with noun-to-verb conversion, which is generally believed to be the most frequent pattern in English. 
2. The semantics of conversion 
2.1 Skeletons and bodies: compounds and derivatives
In her book Morphology and Lexical Semantics (2004) Lieber outlines a lexical-semantic representation theory the main aim of which is to provide justifiable analytical tools to account for the lexical semantic processes underlying derivation, compounding, and conversion. 
In the elaboration of her theory, she relies on previous work done in the field of lexical semantics and word-formation, notably on Jackendoff’s (1990), Pustejovsky’s (1995), Szymanek’s (1985) and Wierzbicka’s (1996) respective works on the lexicon and lexical semantics.  Generally speaking, the main difference between her theory and the theories of others is, she claims, that hers is intended to be cross-categorial in the sense that the semantic features and functions (e.g., [+/–dynamic], [+/–material], [+/–substances]) she manages to identify are applicable to different lexical categories of words, not only to verbs as for instance the semantic primitives Jackendoff makes use of in his work on Lexical Conceptual Structures. However, at the same time, her theory is comparable to other theories in that it, or at least one part of it, is also decompositional.
Lieber’s lexical-semantic representational theory has two components, more precisely, two analytical tools: the ‘skeleton’ and the ‘body’. The skeleton is the decompositional part of the representation and it is a hierarchical arrangement of functions or features and arguments. 
She assumes (ibid., 16) that not only verbs, but other major lexical categories are also argument taking. Following Williams (1981: 86), she claims that nouns take at least one argument, the so-called “R” argument, which can be satisfied either by an overt NP of which it is predicated or by a determiner (see Lieber ibid. and the references therein). “R” stands for ‘referential’, representing the referential function of NPs.  In addition, it is important that the skeleton is meant to specify all and only those aspects of meaning that are projected to syntax. 
This idea has also been anticipated in earlier works on word-formation, notably on conversion. Consider, for example, the pragmatic principle of Clark & Clark mentioned in the first part, especially requirement f) which states that the parent noun and the surface arguments of the denominal verb (i.e. in noun-to-verb conversions) play different roles in the situation designated by the verb. Also, Lehrer (1990), partly drawing on Clark & Clark (1979), classifies conversion verbs according to the semantic (theta) roles the corresponding parent nouns may play in the lexical-semantic representation. Thus, there are, for example, agentive verbs like (to) butcher, (to) father, (to) model whose parent nouns specify the (prototypical) agents of the actions designated by the verbs.  
As we have seen in the introduction, the other part of the representation is the body which, according to Lieber, is the encyclopedic or holistic representation of knowledge underlying the semantics of lexical items, and, unlike the skeleton, it is nondecompositional (ibid., 10).  We will say more about the body later. 

Lieber consciously use an anatomical metaphor in outlining her theory. It is the skeleton, she argues, that “[…] forms the foundation of what we know about morphemes and words.” Also, it is the skeleton that makes it possible to extend the lexicon by means of different word-formation processes. The body, our knowledge of the world, “fleshes out”, as it were, this foundation. As is typical of knowledge in general as well, the body can be fatter or thinner from word to word, “[…] and indeed from the lexical representation of a word in one person’s mental lexicon to the representation of that “same” word in another individual’s mental lexicon.” A living lexical item must have a body and as the life of the lexical item changes, so does its body. In Lieber’s words it can “[…] gain and lose weight”. Unlike bodies, skeletons change to a lesser extent over time. It would be impossible and perhaps unnecessary to go into further details of this theory here, therefore, we finish the introduction of it by looking at some examples. 

First, (9) demonstrates the slightly modified lexical-semantic representations of the skeletons and the bodies of dog and bed and the verb drive adopted from Lieber (ibid., 52, 55). Then, in (10) and (11) respectively, the skeletons of the compound dog bed and the derivative philosophize are given.
(9a)





(9b)

dog 





bed
skeleton
[+material ([   R   ])]

[+material ] ([   R     ])]






body

<natural>


<artifact>



<animate>


<furniture>



<canine>


<horizontal surface>







<for sleeping>

(9c)
drive



skeleton
[+dynamic ([     ], [    ])])]

body

<activity>



<journey>



<transport>

As we can see, dog and bed have similar skeletons, i.e. they have the same semantic feature, in fact both are common count nouns, but they differ in how their “R” arguments are discharged. This difference is also reflected in their bodies: a dog is a natural kind (an animal), whereas a bed is a cultural kind (an artifact). As regards (to) drive, its semantic feature [+dynamic] is discharged by two arguments indicated by the empty slots. As expected in the case of transitive verbs in general, the two arguments projected to the syntax are agent and theme. 
In Lieber’s theory the meaning of complex lexemes is determined by the interaction of the skeletons of bases (=simple lexemes) in compounds, and, on the other hand, skeletons of bases and derivational affixes in derivation. A major tool in the representation of this interaction is co-indexation which is meant to account for the fact that an argument in the skeleton of the head, which is usually the righthand element of a complex lexeme, binds an argument in the skeleton of the respective base or nonhead. This is shown in (10) and (11) (see Lieber ibid., 52, 87):
(10)

dog bed


[+material ([i   R   ])]

[+material ] ([i   R     ])]





dog



bed
(11)

philosophize
[+dynamic([volitional], [i   ]), [–material, ([i  R   ])]]


-ize                       philosophy
We can see in (10) that the “R” arguments of the skeletons are co-indexed, which is necessary for the co-interpretation of the two components of the compound and, eventually, for the specification of the body. As we have seen in (9a) and (9b), the two nouns refer to a natural kind and a cultural kind, an artifact. However, when these nouns are compounded, they can only refer to one thing, to a bed associated with, or prepared for, a dog. This interpretation, stipulated by co-indexation, arises from the fact that bed is both the syntactic and semantic head of the compound and, therefore its semantic characteristics, overriding those of dog, dominate the whole compound. The semantic characteristics of the nonhead, dog, on the other hand, can only modify the head. So, dog bed is a kind of bed, rather than a kind of dog. 

The skeleton of the derived verb philosophize (‘do philosophy’), given in (11), is made up of the suffix skeleton of –ize and a base skeleton of philosophy. Lieber argues that since philosophy is an abstract noun, having the skeletal feature [–material]), its “R” argument is not compatible with the volitional argument of –ize determined by the skeletal feature [+dynamic]. So the only possible indexing is that the “R” argument is co-indexed with the other non-volitional argument of the suffix. This is in compliance with the fact that intransitive verbs have only one free argument to project to the syntax.

Now we can return to conversions and see how this type of lexical semantic representation is applicable to noun-to-verb conversions, and how it can account for meaning construction in conversion. 
2.2 Skeletons and bodies: conversion
Drawing on Marchand (1969), Clark & Clark (1979), Martsa (2002), Plag (2003), and Lieber (2004), Table 1 below presents a selection of semantic categories expressed by both conversion verbs and derived verbs. 
	Semantic categories

(Plag)
	Glosses
(Lieber)
	Expressed by
conversion verbs

(Clark&Clark, Lieber, Martsa)

	Expressed by
derived verbs

(Plag, Marchand)

	locative
	‘put (in)to x’
	bottle, jail 
	containerize, tubify

	ornative
	‘provide with x’
	man, staff
	patinatize, youthify

	causative
	‘make (more) x’
	filthy, pretty
	randomize, humidify

	resultative
	‘make into x’
	bundle, powder
	carbonize, trustify

	inchoative
	‘become x’
	cool, dry
	aerosolize, mucify

	performative
	‘perform/do x’
	counterattack, 
	anthropologize, 

	
	
	waltz
	speechify

	similative
	‘act like/as x’
	chauffeur, pelican
	cannibalize, vampirize

	privative
	‘remove x’
	bark, peel
	debug, defrost

	instrumental
	‘use x’
	hammer, padlock
	(

	stative
	‘be x’
	bay, landmark
	(

	motive
	‘move in x manner’
	cartwheel, fishtail
	(

	
	‘move using x’
	lorry, taxi
	(

	
	‘move on/at a location’
	limehouse, quarterdeck
	(


Table 1 Semantic categories expressed by conversion verbs and derivatives)
First of all it is important to note that while one and the same semantic category can be expressed by conversion verbs as well denominal verb, these two types of verbs at the same time are in complementary distribution. So the claim can be made that parallel forms such as (to) staff and *staffize / *staffify or youthify and *(to) youth are not expected to occur.
 Besides, it is also important that the complementary distribution of conversion verbs and denominal verbs pertaining to the same semantic category seems to provide evidence against the derivational interpretation of conversion. Namely, while it is natural for suffixes to be polysemous, see the different uses of –ify and –ize in Table 1, to postulate zero affixes with multiple meanings would be counterintuitive. Furthermore, to hypostatize zero morphs in inflection is fully legitimate, because they are usually found in some kind of opposition with “real” morphs as for example in distinguishing between the singular and plural forms of nouns. In contrast, to claim that there is some kind of opposition between the assumed zero affixes of conversion verbs and the affixes of derived verbs would imply, for instance, that in bottle and tubify, realizing the semantic category of ‘locative’, some kind of opposition ought to be posited between the zero suffix attached to the noun bottle and –ify attached to the noun tube. This is rather unusual, but it would be even more unusual to claim, as Katamba (1993) observes, that in the case of instrumental, stative, and motive conversion verbs, which have no derivational counterparts, a zero suffix attached to a verb is opposed to a zero element on the noun from which the verb is converted. 
 
In what follows, we will only focus on semantic categories expressed by conversion verbs with no rival derivational patterns. For them Lieber (ibid., 92) postulates the skeletons presented below in Table 2 (see examples in Table 1):
	Semantic categories

(Plag)
	Glosses
(Lieber)


	Proposed skeletons (Lieber)


	instrumental
	‘use x’ 

	[+dynamic ([  ], [   ], with [   ]) <base>]



	stative
	‘be x’
	[-dynamic ([   ], [   ], <base>]


	motive
	‘move in x manner’
	[+dynamic, –IEPS ([   ], [   ], like [   ]), <base>]



	
	‘move using x’
	[+dynamic, +IEPS ([   ], [   ], with [   ]), <base>]



	
	‘move on/at a location’
	[+dynamic, –IEPS ([   ], [   ], [+LOC ([   ])]), <base>]


Table 2 Skeletons of instrumental, stative, and motive denominal verbs
The unspecified semantic feature [dynamic] indicates that these verbs, as all other verbs in Table 1, denote situations; the positive value of it indicates dynamic situations, events and processes, whereas the negative value refers to states. The semantic feature [+/–IEPS] in Lieber’s system stands for ‘Inferable Eventual Position or State’; its positive value indicates a sequence of places/states such that at any point between the initial and final place/state some progression will have taken place towards the final place/state. In simple terms, this means that the verbs in question (e.g., (to) bicycle, (to) lorry) denote oriented movement; the negative value, on the other hand, indicates random movement, that is to say, typically no movement to a final place is not detectable (e.g., (to) limehouse, (to) quarterdeck). The notations like and with are adopted from Jackendoff to signal the semantic primitives ‘manner’ and  ‘instrument’ or ‘means of transport’. The notation <base> in each case stands for the respective conversion verbs.
The best way to see how these skeletons can account for the lexical semantic representations of conversion verbs would be to look at sentences in which these verbs are used. Consider the use of the instrument verb (to) staple in (12)

(12) He stapled the papers together. (OALD)
Informally we can say that this sentence represents a dynamic situation (a telic event) in which the agent, He, does something to the patient, the papers, using an instrument, expressed by the parent noun of the predicate verb. Thus the three arguments indicated in the skeleton are satisfied. Namely, the two arguments pertaining to [+dynamic] are realized by he and the papers, while the argument of with is realized by staple, the parent noun of the converted verb staple. Here we can also see that the skeleton in question really contains only such features that have syntactic relevance. 


In (13) the stative verb (to) landmark is used. Cf.:


(13) It is not necessary to landmark further success. (OED2)

The skeleton in question suggests that (to) landmark is a transitive verb, so it projects two arguments to the syntax: one is patient, realized by further success the other is not expressed, or, more precisely, it can be interpreted as an uncontrolled or arbitrary PRO.


Now we can turn to motive verbs applied in (14) – (16). Consider first (14) with the manner-of-movement conversion verb (to) cartwheel in it:

(14) To prove his skill as an acrobat he cartwheeled gracefully into the room. (CIDE)
Contrary to what the skeleton in Table 2 suggests, in this sentence oriented movement is expressed, so (to) cartwheel must have the skeletal feature [+IEPS] and not [–IEPS]. However, as (to) cartwheel and probably other manner-of-movement can designate both oriented and random movement, it seems to be reasonable to posit for them the skeletal feature [+/–IEPS], rather than [–IEPS] or [+IEPS]. As for the arguments, similarly to (12), they are projected to the syntax. Note, however, that the agent and theme arguments are simultaneously expressed by he, whereas the argument of like, as expected, is discharged by the parent noun of the predicate conversion verb (to) cartwheel.          
In (15) (to) bicycle illustrates the means-of-transport movement verbs. Cf.: 

(15) Tim had bicycled to the village with Gertrud. (COBUILD)

This sentence also denotes a dynamic situation, a process, in which the agent, Tim, moves to a goal, (to the) village, by using a means of transport expressed by the parent noun of the predicate verb. Due to the goal argument and the unexpressed but implied source argument Tim’s movement can be viewed as locomotion from one place to another, just as required by the skeletal feature [+IEPS]. Here the argument of with is also realized by the parent noun of the verb bicycle. The sentence contains an optional comitative argument which, therefore, is not part of the respective skeleton. Note that the skeleton belonging to this semantic category shares with with the skeleton of the instrument category. Perhaps this is the reason why in other studies on conversion verbs (Marchand 1969, Clark & Clark 1979, Lehrer 1990) the former is seen as a subcategory of the latter.
Finally, in (16), we can see the type of skeleton assigned to conversion verbs expressing movement on or at a location:

(16) He continued quarter-decking in the room for a few times in silence. (OED2)
In this sentence, once again denoting a dynamic situation, an atelic event, all the arguments included in the skeleton are discharged; namely, the agent, he, in compliance with [–IEPS] is engaged in a random movement (therefore, no source or goal arguments are present, at a location, (in the) room, satisfying the argument of [+LOC]. Convincing as this analysis seems, one cannot fail to observe that (to) quarterdeck, just like (to) limehouse mentioned in Table 1, can be, or perhaps is a manner-of-movement verb, since quarterdecking, as its definition in OED2 suggests, denotes a special kind of movement, rather than movement on or at a location (not denying, of course, that location is always needed for movement): ‘To walk up and down as on a quarter-deck’. So the case may be that like needs to be added to the skeleton of this semantic category. 
However, the case may as well be, and this is entirely in line with Lieber’s tenets, that this particular information concerning the meaning of quarterdeck is attributable to the body, the other component of lexical-semantic representation. Recall that the body is encyclopedic, holistic and liable to changes over time. Apart from this general characteristics, Lieber does not particularly elaborate on this notion in her book, but she notes that Clark & Clark’s work on innovative coinage with the concomitant theory of information may provide a key to its interpretation. Clark & Clark’s the innovative denominal verb convention, mentioned in (6) and repeated here as (17) is based a principle akin to Grice’s (1975) cooperative principle:

           
(17) 

In using an innovative denominal verb sincerely, the speaker means to denote 

a) a kind of situation 

b) that he has good reason to believe 

c) that on this occasion the listener can readily compute 

d) uniquely 

e) on the basis of their mutual knowledge 

f) in such a way that the parent noun denotes one role in the situation, and the remaining surface arguments of the denominal verb denote other roles in the situation.
We have already seen in 1.2 that f) roughly contains what Lieber calls the skeleton; on the other hand, a) to e), as Clark & Clark argue, must be determined by world knowledge and mutual knowledge. World knowledge in turn comprises what they call generic and particular knowledge. In what follows, only a brief description of these types of knowledge can be given to see what role they play in fleshing out the aforesaid skeletons (cf. Clark & Clark ibid., 386 et passim).

Generic knowledge is what people implicitly know about time and space, physical laws, natural kinds, artifacts and their functions. So it is generic knowledge that a great number of things are, or potentially can be, used as instruments. For these things to be used as instruments they need to be physically present or otherwise available. On the other hand, it is particular knowledge what exactly things can be used for as instruments; so vehicles are basically used for transportation, or staples for keeping lists of paper firmly together. It is also particular knowledge that hammering or brushing or paddling can as well be carried out by using a piece of rock or one’s hands as makeshift hammers, brushes or paddles, respectively (see Kiparsky 1982, Jensen 1990). Furthermore, that vehicles can be used as barricades it can also be seen as particular knowledge, similarly to bottles which are occasionally used not for keeping wine in them, but, say, throwing them at people as in Clark & Clark’s example We were stoned and bottled by the spectators as we marched down the street. Finally, needless to say that cartwheeling as such is not a typical or generic form of moving ahead, but, as evidenced by (14), this is by no means inconceivable. We may, therefore, consider this another instance of particular knowledge.

Generic knowledge about locations also concerns their basic functions as places or the activities that are typically related to, or characteristic of, these places. So kennels are places where dogs are placed or kept (cf. (to) kennel the dog), or books are stored on shelves (cf. (to) shelve the books). Particular knowledge relevant for locations can be illustrated by the example mentioned earlier The dog treed the cat where tree appears as a place, in fact a goal, functioning as a haven for cats from angry dogs.


Ideally, generic and particular knowledge should be mutual knowledge as well shared by speakers belonging to the same community. Mutual knowledge is a must for effective communication, especially when for example proper names are used as conversion verbs. So, it is assumed that the sentences in (18) are only understandable if the speaker and the hearer mutually know who Houdini was and why he was famous (the examples are adopted from Clark & Clark (1979) and Aronoff & Fudeman (2005):

(18)
Joe was Houdini’d and died.

My sister Houdini’d her way out of the locked closet.

I would love to Houdini those ESP experiments

Finally, it goes without saying that the body, as it is understood here, is crucial to the construction of meaning in conversion and evidently in other types of word-formation as well. 
This, then, entails, among other things, that the figurative senses of conversion verbs, traceable above in (13), (16), and (18), are also underlain by this component of the lexical-semantic representation. 
Concluding remarks
In this paper we set ourselves the goal to examine how meaning is constructed during the process of morphological conversion in English. To this end, first we surveyed the possible interpretations and the scope of conversion as a word-formation process. On the basis of this survey it seems that more or less all the interpretations that were taken into account concern themselves with the issue how the meaning of conversion lexemes are inferable from the meaning of parent lexemes.  

In the second part, we analyzed Lieber’s lexical-semantic representation theory with a view to showing how the meaning of conversion verbs can be accounted for. In Lieber’s theory the analytical tools, the skeleton and the body are of great importance. The former is decompositional and includes hierarchically arranged semantic features and those arguments that pertain to these features and which are projected to the syntax. The latter encompasses encyclopedic or holistic knowledge related to the semantics of lexemes. It has been found that in the case of conversion verbs these analytical tools really contribute to the understanding of the process of meaning construction. However, further research is necessary to see whether Lieber’s theory of lexical-semantic representation is equally applicable to conversion nouns and adjectives as well.
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� The term ’parent lexeme’ is a notational version of ’parent noun’ suggested by Clark & Clark (1979) to designate nouns underlying conversion verbs.


� For more on this and similar types of restriction see Jovanović (2003).


� Other features, not mentioned here, are ’unanalyzable onomasiological  level’ and ’change of system-level (paradigmatic) and speech-level (syntagmatic) relations.


� István Kenesei expressed the same opinion at HUSSE/8 conference. For an opposite view see Štekauer (1996).


� The definition is taken from COBUILD.


� For a diachronic survey of the parallel uses of verbs formed from nouns and adjectives by means of conversion or affixes en-, be-, -ate, -ify, -ize see Biese (1941: Chapter XVII).


� For another view of innovative coinage see Aronoff (1980).





PAGE  
14

