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Let ussupposethat thematicroles,or somethingvery muchlike them,areneeded
to describelexical andsemanticpatternsin thebehavior of verbalpredicates.But
whataboutnouns?Is thereevidenceindependentof verbalconstructionsmotivating
a systemof nominalthematicrelations?Beginningwith theanalysisof relational
nounsin Barker (1991),we go on to suggestthat thegeneralproblemof argument
selectiondoesin fact motivatea set of quintessentiallynominal thematicproto-
roles which we call Proto-Part andProto-Whole. Thesenominalproto-rolesare
parallelto but distinctfrom theverbalproto-rolesof Proto-AgentandProto-Patient
proposedby Dowty (1991)to accountfor argumentselectionin verbalpredicates.
The resultingtheoryof nominalargumentselectionis properlysemantic,that is,
it distinguishesbetweenargumentpositionspurely on the basisof the semantic
entailmentsof the predicatesinvolved. Furthermore,it is non-dynamic,that is,
it describesstaticpatternsof lexicalizationwithout hypothesizingany productive
grammaticalprocessthatmapssemanticargumentsto syntacticargumentsduring
thederivationof a sentence.
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If therearenominalthematicproto-rolesdistinct in someimportantway from ver-
bal ones,how could their existencehave remainedobscurefor so long? Only a
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relatively smallportionof thevastliteratureon thematicrelationsconsidersthesta-
tusof thematicrelationsspecificallywith respectto nominalpredicates.Chomsky
(1970),Rappaport(1983),Dowty (1989),Grimshaw (1990),andHoeksema(1992)
area few notableexamples.However, theseworksgenerallytake for grantedthat
whateverthematicpropertiesanounmighthavearederivedfrom thoseof somever-
bal counterpart.For instance,thestandardassumptionwould bethatany thematic
rolesinvolved in a nominalsuchas the destruction of the city by the Romans are
simplyasubsetof thethematicrolesbelongingto theverbdestroy. Thisassumption
reflectsthe fact thatmostof theseauthorsconcentrateprimarily on nounsderived
from verbs./

If we hopeto discovernominalthematicroles,then,we shouldconcentrate
(at leastatfirst) onnounswhichareasnon-verbalaspossible.At theveryleast,this
meansthosenounswhich areleastplausiblyderived from verbs,andthosewhich
denoteobjectsratherthan events. Somenounsthat we considerto be relatively
non-verbalappearastheheadsof thenounphrasesin (1).

(1) anuncleof John a chapterof thatbook theheartof Texas
thewife of themayor theforeleg of thathorse anedgeof thetable
aguestof thestate thecoastlineof Panama thepoint of my story
theking of thecountry thefriendof apainter abirthdayof Mary
anenemyof peace thecaptainof theship thetip of theiceberg

At the end of the paperwe will return briefly to nounswhich are not so ultra-
nominal,thatis, to deverbalnounsandnounswhichdenoteevents.
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Therearemany syntacticandsemanticphenomenawhich aresupposedto involve
thematicrelations.Thephenomenonthatwe will beinvestigatinghereis theprob-
lem of argumentselection. In the verbaldomain,theoriesof argumentselection
attemptto explain which of several argumentsof a verbal predicatewill be ex-
pressedas the subject,versuswhich will be expressedasthe direct object,or as
someothergrammaticalrelation. In particular, we will adoptandextendthe ap-
proachto argumentselectionproposedin Dowty (1991), in which the argument
selectionpropertiesof a verbarepredictedby examiningthesemanticentailments
of therelationdenotedby thatverb.

Of course,argumentselectionis only an issuefor predicateswhich have
more thanoneargument. This meansthat in addition to concentratingprimarily
on ultra-nominalnouns,we will furtherrestrictour attentionto thosenounswhich
have morethanoneargument,that is, to
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. For instance,we

/ Althoughphilosophersandlogiciansseemto have alwaysbeenawarethat
somenon-derived nounsmustbe treatedassemanticallyrelational(see,e.g., the
discussionof stranger in Thomason1970:164),it hasonly beenquiterecentlythat
naturallanguagesemanticistshave begun to seriouslyconsiderhow to treatrela-
tional nounsin a compositionalsemantics.Someof the moredetailedproposals
includedeBruin andScha(1988),Dekker (1990),andBarker (1991),thoughalso
seePartee(1982,1984,1989)andthediscussionin Loebner(1985).
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will assumethatalthoughthenounperson simplydenotesasetof entities,thenoun
friend is relational:it denotesthesetof pairs GIHKJML8N suchthat H is thefriendof L .

(2) a. O O person P PRQ@STHVU H is apersonW
b. O O friend P PRQ�SXGIHKJML8NYU H is thefriendof LZW

In general,a relationalnounis onesuchthatanentity qualifiesfor membershipin
theextensionof thenounonlybyvirtueof therebeingaspecificsecondentitywhich
standsin aparticularrelationto thefirst,andwherethatrelationis determinedsolely
by thenoun’s lexical meaning.

It is importantto keepin mind thatour criterion for therelationalstatusof
a nounis purelysemantic.Fortunately, however, almostexactly this semantically-
definedclassof nounscanbepickedoutby asimplesyntactically-basedtest: if the
nounin questioncantake a so-calledgenitive of -phrase,andif the of -phrasecan
alsobeparaphrasedby aprenominalpossessive,thenwecangenerallyassumethat
nounhasan appropriaterelationalsense.For instance,notethat the mostnatural
readingof John’s friend hasessentiallythesamedescriptive contentasthe friend
of John.[

We requirethe possessive paraphrasetestaswell asthe acceptabilityof a
post-nominalgenitiveof phrasein orderto helpdistinguishthetruegenitiveof con-
structionfrom someof themany otherusesof postnominalof in Englishwhichdo
notexpresstherelationallexical meaningof thenounthey modify. A few examples
of theseothertypesof of modifiersappearin (3).

(3) a. Constitution: thering of gold ( \Q thegold’s ring)
b. Groupmembership: thebunchof grapes
c. Naturalmeasure: theherdof cattle
d. Partitive: two of themen
e. Affiliation: Mr. Jonesof Suffolk County
f. Temporalpredication: themessageof yesterday

For instance,notethat the ring of gold cannotbe paraphrasedas the gold’s ring.
This showsthatring doesnotdenotea relationbetweena ring entity andthequan-
tity of matterwhichmakesit up. Wedonotmeanto suggestthatthereis noseman-
tically importantrelationholding of the ring andthe gold it is madeof, only that
this relationis not anintrinsicpartof thelexical meaningof thenounring.]

[ Notethatit is cruciallyimportantherewhenconsideringexpressionsinvolv-
ing genitive of -phrasesto avoid headlesspossessivessuchasthe friend of John’s,
sincethis constructionhasquite a different distribution than the genitive-of fol-
lowed by a non-possessive NP. For instance,even thougha stick of Mary’s is ac-
ceptableonanownershipreading,it is theunacceptabilityof *a stick of Mary which
is relevantfor arguingthatstick is nota relationalnoun.] Althoughgroupnounssuchasbunch, committee, andsoonarenotrelational
in senserequiredhere(witnessthenon-equivalenceof the committee of the men and
?the men’s committee), therecertainlyareproperly relationalnounswhich entail
that the argumentof the prepositionof refer to a groupentity, asin the members
of the committee Q the committee’s members. SeeBarker (1992) for a detailed
proposalon which therelationthatholdsbetweena groupnounandthesumof its
membersis not a lexical relation.
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Note that the nounsin (1), in additionto beingultra-nominal,areall rela-
tional nounswhosesecondargumentcanbe expressedby the appropriatesort of
postnominalof phrase(asillustrated),andwhich alsohave theappropriatesortof
prenominalpossessive paraphrase.In otherwords,our operationalsyntactictests
supportour claim that the nounsin (1) areexamplesof nounswhich are indeed
relationalaccordingto our semanticcriterion.

To make the problemof argumentselectionmore concrete,considerthe
two-placerelationdefinedin (4).

(4) ^ / Q_S`GIH*JaL8NYU L is theoffspringof H*W
Thereareat leasttwo possiblenounsexpressinga relationwhich is equivalentto^ / , whichwe cancall N / andN [ .

(5) a. O O an N / of John P P = an H suchthatJohnis theoffspringof H
b. O O an N [ of John P P = an H suchthat H is theoffspringof John

As it happens,in Englishtherearetwo nounswhosecoremeaningsexpresssome-
thing verycloseto N / andN [ , namely, parent andchild.

(6) a. N / = parent: O O a parent of John P P = (5a)
b. N [ = child: O O a child of John P P = (5b)

Thuswecansaythatthedenotationsof parent andchild areinversesof eachother,
asnotatedin (7).

(7) O O parent P PRQ�SXGbH*JML8NcU ^ /Ed H*JML8efWO O child P P:Q@S`GIH*JaL8NYU ^ /�d LRJMHRegW
However, not all relationsareequallylikely to have lexicalizedinverses.Consider
asecondrelationasdefinedin (8).

(8) ^ [ Q_S`GIH*JaL8NYU L is a regionof H suchthatnootherregionof H is above LZW
Thenountop expresses(roughly)onepermutationof therelation ^ [ , but thereis no
relationalnounwhich expressestheexactinverse.

(9) a. O O top P P:Q@SXGbH*JML8NcU ^ [ d H*JaLhefW
b. ?? Q�SXGbH*JML8NcU ^ [ d LZJaHZefW

Thusalthoughwehaveexpressionslike the top of the table, thereis nocorrespond-
ing inverselike the ?? of the top which,for any givensalienttop,wouldpick outthe
objectwhich thattop is apartof. This is despitethefactthatthiswouldbea sensi-
ble thing to want to say, asshown by theperfectlygoodrelative clauseparaphrase
the object which the top is a part of.i

Thegeneralproblemof argumentselection,then,is theproblemof explain-
ing systematicgapsin the lexical distribution of logically possibleargumentper-
mutations. Put anotherway, is it purely accidentalthat parent hasa lexicalized
inverse(namely, child) but top doesnot? And for thosenounswhosedenotations

i Notealsothatthe possessor of the top is marginally acceptableasadescrip-
tion of anobjectwhichhasatopthatis salientfor somereason.However, possessor
is hardlyagoodcandidatefor anoundenotinga relationwhich is theexactinverse
of therelationdenotedby top, sinceentitiespossessmany thingsbesidestheir tops.
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fail to have lexicalizedinverses(suchas top), canwe predictreliably whetherthe
argumentswill belexicalizedin oneconfigurationinsteadof theother?
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Sincetheexplanationwe have in mind for nominalargumentselectioncloselyre-
semblesthe analysisgiven in Dowty (1991)for verbalargumentselection,it will
behelpful to sketchDowty’sproposalhere.Dowty’s theorydependsoncomparing
argumentpositionsaccordingto how many Proto-Agentor Proto-Patientproperties
theverbentailsfor eachargument,wherethemainProto-AgentandProto-Patient
propertiesgivenby Dowty (1991:572)appearin (10)and(11).

(10) Proto-Agententailments:
a. volitional involvementin theevent(or state)
b. sentienceand/orperception
c. causinganeventor changeof statein anotherparticipant
d. movement(relative to thepositionof anotherparticipant)

(11) Proto-Patiententailments:
a. undergoeschangeof state
b. incrementaltheme
c. causallyaffectedby anotherparticipant
d. stationaryrelative to movementof anotherparticipant

Thesecriteriapredictverbalargumentselectionasspecifiedin (12).

(12) VerbalArgumentSelectionPrinciple(Dowty (1991:576)):

In predicateswith grammaticalsubjectandobject,theargumentfor
which thepredicateentailsthegreatestnumberof Proto-Agentprop-
ertieswill belexicalizedasthesubjectof thepredicate;theargument
having thegreatestnumberof Proto-Patiententailmentswill belexi-
calizedasthedirectobject.

To seehow this principleworks,considerthetwo-placerelationgivenin (13).

(13) ^ ] Q@S`GIH*JaL8NYU H closesH ’s mouthforcefully uponsomeproperpartof LZW
Clearly, the H argumentis entailedto satisfymoreProto-AgentpropertiesthantheL argument. For instance,only the H argumentis necessarilyentailedto causean
eventor to bring abouta changeof statein theotherargument.ThereforeDowty
correctlypredictsthat the H argumentcanbe lexicalizedasthe subject,andthe L
argumentcanbelexicalizedasthedirectobject,asin (14a).

(14) a. Mary bit John.
b. John??Mary. (cf. Johnwasbittenby Mary)

Dowty alsocorrectlypredictsthat thereis no basiclexical verb which meansthe
exactinverseof bite, althoughthenon-lexicalizedrelationcanbeparaphrasedby a
passive.

Now considerthetwo-placerelationdescribedin (15).



��� 	
��������	
 "!#	$����%'&(�*)"��%'&+��,+�.-

(15) ^ i Q@S`GIH*JaL8NYU H is awareof propertiesof L whichmake H happy W
In this case,thetwo argumentssatisfyanequalnumberof Proto-Agentive aswell
asProto-Patiententailments.Thereforethe verbalargumentselectionprinciple is
consistentwith theexistenceof verbswhichexpresseitherpermutationof therela-
tion.

(16) a. ThestorypleasesMary.
b. Mary likesthestory.

And in fact, as (16) shows, thereare two basiclexical verbs,eachexpressinga
differentpermutationof therelation,since(16a)entails(16b),andviceversa.

Note that it is a featureof Dowty’s (1991) theory, andalsoof the theory
advancedhere,that if an argumentselectionprinciple fails to predictasymmetric
lexicalizationof aparticularrelation,thennothingpreventsmultiple lexicalizations
which differ with respectto argumentselection,asfor like andplease, or seethe
discussionof buy versussell in Dowty (1991).However, nothingrequiresthatthere
bemultiple lexicalizationseither, andweshouldnaturallyexpectto find accidental
gaps;seeespeciallythediscussionof kinshiptermsin (20)below.

This view of rolessuggeststheremany not be a needfor ‘argumentstruc-
ture’ asa distinct level of linguistic representationfrom d-structure(or othersyn-
tactic structure)or for ‘linking rules’ to connectone to the other, as theseexist
in the currentlymorecommonviews of Grimshaw (1990)andotherworks cited
there. For if semanticargumentsof verbsdo not fall into disjoint categorieslike
traditionalAgent,Theme,Goal,etc.but arefine-grainedto anindefinitelyspecific
degree,andif thedistributionof averb’ssemanticargumentsamongits subcatego-
rizedNPsis reallyonly partiallypredictableonsuchsemanticgroundsat all (i.e. is
to anextentidiosyncraticto theindividualverb),thenthemosta priori straightfor-
wardtheoreticalarchitectureis onein which theassociationof semanticarguments
with syntacticonesis trivial andaseparateargumentstructurelevel is not invoked:
semanticargumentscanjust aswell be indexedsolelyby thegrammaticalrole the
verb’s lexical entry associateswith them,not in termsof Agent, Goal, etc. Gen-
eralizationsof linking or argumentselectionprinciplescanbesimply staticpartial
generalizationsin the lexicon aboutmeaningandsubcategorizedNPs; this is the
view assumedby Dowty (1991)andtheview wewill alsoassumein ouraccountof
nominalrolesbelow. To besure,theproto-rolehypothesisis not really incompati-
blewith themorecomplex view of argumentstructure;it only suggestsit mayneed
moremotivationand/orrethinking.
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Canthetheoryof verbalargumentselectionjustsketched(or rather, aspresentedin
muchmoredetail in Dowty 1991)makeappropriatepredictionsfor nominalpredi-
cateswithout furthermodification?Considertherelationdenotedby thenountop
againas specifiedin (8). Neither participantin this relation is any more Proto-
Agentive or moreProto-patient-like thantheother. Thereforetheverbalargument
selectionprincipledoesnotapply, andwewould predictthatit is purelyaccidental
thattop hasno lexicalizedinverse.Thispredictionis notsotroublingwhenconsid-
eredin isolation;but inspectionof theexamplesin (1) will show thatby andlarge,
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theverbalproto-rolecriteriasimply don’t applyto ultra-nominals.This wouldnat-
urally leadusto look for inversesfor at leastsomeof them.However, we will see
shortlythattherearebroadclassesof nouns,oneof which includestop, which sys-
tematicallylacklexicalizedinverses.In otherwords,weclaimthatverbalprinciples
of argumentselectionarenotadequatefor describingargumentselectionin nouns.

In order to explain the systematicpatternsin nominal lexicalization, we
proposethat thereis indeeda setof proto-roleswhich arerelevant for predicting
nominalargumentselection,but they areseparateanddistinctfrom theverbalproto-
roles. What could suchroles be like? Note that if L is the top of H , then it is
necessarilytrue that H containsL asa properpart. We suggest,therefore,that the
complementarynotionsof PartandWholecouldserveasnucleifor semanticproto-
categoriesthatmaygovernnominalargumentselection.We offer onespecificset
of argumentpropertiesfor characterizingtheseproto-rolesin (17)and(18).w

(17) Proto-Part entailments:
a. locatedat or definesaboundaryof theotherrelatum
b. is apropertyof theotherrelatum

(18) Proto-Wholeentailments:
a. entirelycontainstheotherrelatumasaproperpart
b. is aconcreteentity

Our nominalargumentselectionprinciple will be very much like the verbalone
aftermakingcertainchanges,asspelledout in (19). First,however, we mustintro-
ducea bit of terminologyconcerningnominalargumentpositions.By assumption,
a relationalnounhastwo semanticargumentpositions.We have seenthatoneof
theseargumentscantypically beexpressedsyntacticallyastheobjectof theprepo-
sition of, asin thenounphrasethe table in the top of the table or asa prenominal
possessor, asin the table’s top. But thereis no commonlyacceptedway of talking
aboutthe otherargument,the argumentcorrespondingto the entity describedby
thenounphraseasa whole. We will (somewhatarbitrarily) call this argumentthe� !��"%x��	.45����!6���

, sinceit is syntacticallyinseparablefrom theheadnounof the
nounphrase.

(19) NominalArgumentSelectionPrinciple:

In (ultra-nominal)relationalnouns,theargumentfor which thepred-
icatedenotedby thenounentailsthegreatestnumberof Proto-Whole

w It might seemsurprisingthat we nominateProto-Part/Proto-Wholeas the
fundamentaloppositionuponwhichnominalthematicrelationsarebuilt ratherthan
morefamiliarnominalrelations,suchasownershipor possession,asin John’s pen-
cil or John’s dog. But notethat thesepossessive constructionsdo not necessarily
expressa relationwhich is partof thelexical meaningof theheadnoun.Thatis, an
objectdoesnotneedto bepossessedin orderto qualify asapencil,noris adogobli-
gatorilyownedby someone(cf. pet). Thereforethesenounsarenot relational.This
observationis in accordwith theparaphrasabilitytestintroducedin section2, since
any attemptto useapostnominalgenitiveof -phraseis awkward,if notungrammat-
ical: ?*the pencil of John or ?*the dog of John. Oncewe eliminatecaseswhich
do not involve truerelationalnouns,Proto-Part/Proto-Wholeemergesasdominant
over possession.SeeBarker (1991)for further discussionof the interpretationof
thoseprenominalpossessiveswhich donotexpresslexical relations.
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propertieswill belexicalizedastheobjectof theprepositionof or as
theprenominalpossessor;theargumenthaving thegreatestnumber
of Proto-Part entailmentswill belexicalizedastheheadargument.

Sincetherelationdenotedby thenountop entailsthatoneof its argumentscontains
the other, andalsothat the headargumentis locatedat the boundaryof the first,
theprinciplein (19)correctlypredictswhichargumentis expressedastheobjectof
theprepositionof, aswell asthefact that thenountop doesnot have a lexicalized
inverse.

Now we are readyto consideronceagainthe pair of nounsgiven above
which wereexact inversesof oneanother, namely, parent andchild. In this case,
neitherargumentof the underlyingrelation (i.e. ^ / as specifiedin (4)) satisfies
moreof theProto-Part or of theProto-Wholecriteria.This meansthatthenominal
argumentselectionprinciple is consistentwith theexistenceof a nounexpressing
eitherpermutationof thepredicate.And in fact,all kinshiptermsarepredictedto at
leastpotentiallyhavelexicalizedinverses,andmany of themdohaveexactinverses
or nearinverses,asweseein (20).

(20) Exactinverses: parent/child, grandparent/grandchild,
ancestor/descendant,husband/wife,etc.

Nearinverses: father/daughter, aunt/nephew, etc.

Pairs which are near-inverses,suchas aunt and nephew, generallyfail to be ex-
act inversesby virtue of a genderentailmentwhich holdsfor onebut not theother
participantin the relation. That is, a womancanbe theauntof eithera maleor a
female,but a mancannotbe theauntof anyone. As far aswe know, if a nominal
predicatehasmorespecificentailmentsfor oneof its arguments,the extra entail-
mentswill alwaysbeassociatedwith theheadargument,asin aunt andtheseother
kinshipterms.Wedonotbelievethatthisshouldbepartof atheoryof how thematic
relationsgovernargumentselection,but ratherfollow from moregeneralprinciples
of how nominals,especiallythoseheadedby relationalnouns,areusedin discourse
to convey information. It would berathertoo muchof a digressionfrom our main
point to discussthis pointhere,however.

As farasweknow, kinshipnounsaretheonly classof ultra-nominalswhich
have lexicalized inverses. All other (ultra-nominal)relationalnounsseemto be
asymmetricwith respectto argumentsection,that is, they fail to have lexicalized
inverses.And, in accordwith our hypothesis,many if not all of theseasymmetric
nounsarealsostronglyasymmetricwith respectto Proto-Part/Proto-Wholeentail-
ments.

(21) Body partnouns: hand head nose heart leg
whisker root paw feather etc.

Otherpartnouns: wheel dashboard middle side top
cap chapter trigger handle etc.

Boundarynouns: inside outside limit surface corner
outline profile border boundary etc.

Thesenounsareall correctlypredictednot to have lexicalizedinverses,by virtue
of the fact that oneargumentcontainsthe other(e.g.heart, as in the heart of the
region), or that the otherargumentis locatedat or definesa boundaryof the first
(e.g.surface, asin the surface of the pond).
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Anotherimportantclassof nounsfor which we predictasymmetricallexi-
calizationsincludethoserelationalnounswhichdenoteabstractpropertiesor char-
acteristicsof objects.

(22) Characteristics: shape color speed property etc.
De-adjectival nouns: length width redness roundness etc.

Furthermore,if we considerde-adjectival nounsasbeingsufficiently non-verbalto
countasultra-nominal,thenthey patternwith thecharacteristicsnouns.Thatis, the
length of book denotesanabstractpropertywhich(partially)characterizesthebook
in questionin thesamewayasthenon-adjectival nounshape doesin, e.g.the shape
of the book.

Thesebroadclassesof ultra-nominalrelationalnouns,then—namely, kin-
ship nouns,body part nouns,otherpart nouns,boundarynouns,nounsdenoting
abstractcharacteristics,andde-adjectival nouns—serve to illustrate the corepre-
dictionsof our hypothesis.

Therearea numberof importantquestionsthat we have not attemptedto
answerhere. Note that by identifying the notion protorole mnemonicallywithn6	1���
�"�.-�n6!

in the senseof RoschandMervis (1975),we are implicitly claim-
ing that thesetsof entailmentsin (17) and(18) arenot reducibleto singlecriterial
definitions.But we mayneverthelessaskwhethertheProto-Part/Proto-Wholeop-
positionhasa “deepersource”,in the senseof speculatingaboutan earlier, more
course-grained,stageof conceptualandlinguisticdevelopmentthatantedatesthese
particularentailmentsets.This would parallelDowty’s (1991)suggestionthat the
Proto-Agent/Proto-Patientoppositionmight beseenasa reflectionof themoreba-
sic oppositionbetweencausesandtheir effects.On a somewhatrelatedissue,why
shouldProto-Wholemaponto thegenitive argumentandProto-Part onto thehead
argumentpositionratherthantheotherwayaround?Is thereanexplanationfor this
mappingin termsof typicaldiscoursestructure,in thesamewaythatwecanunder-
standtheaffinity of Proto-Agentsfor subjectsin termsof thegeneralalignmentof
subjectpositionwith topic? We have constructedwhat we hopeareplausiblean-
swersto eachof thesequestions,but regretthatwecannotfit anadequatediscussion
into this shortpaper.
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We now turn to the questionof argumentselectionin nounswhich areostensibly
derived from verbsand nounsreferring to events. We will considerthreemain
hypotheses,beginningwith themostobvious.

(23) HypothesisI: GrammaticalCategory is theonly factorwhich deter-
mineswhich type of role is relevant: “Verbal” thematicproto-roles
determineargumentselectionfor verbs,“Nominal” thematicproto-
rolesdetermineit for nouns.

We must reject this as it stands,however, becauseof derived nominalsreferring
to events. As is well-known, thegrammaticalmarkingof thesyntacticarguments
of suchnominalsis directly determinedby propertiesof the correspondingverb.
For instance,theNP correspondingto theverb’s objectis typically markedby of,
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andtheNPcorrespondingtheverb’ssubjectis typically markedby by if theverbis
transitive(suchasthe destruction of the city by the Romans), or by of if it is not(the
death of the man), andsoon. Sincetheargumentselectionof suchnounsclearly
dependson propertiesof thecorrespondingverb,nominalproto-rolespresumably
arenot operative in suchcases(althoughit is not clearthatour nominalargument
selectionprinciple makes any predictionswhich are in direct conflict with such
examples).

Wearethusled to considermodifyinghypothesisI asin Ia:

(24) HypothesisIa. Grammaticalcategory, including derivational mor-
phology, determineswhich kind of proto-rolesare relevant for ar-
gumentselection: “Verbal” proto-rolesare relevant for verbsand
nounsderived from verbs, “Nominal” proto-rolesare relevant for
othernouns.

Notethatthishypothesis(aswell asthetwo otherhypothesesdiscussedbelow) ex-
plicitly contemplatesthepossibilitythatargumentselectionin certainnounsmight
begovernedby Proto-Agent/Proto-Patiententailments.Oneseriousdifficulty with
thishypothesisis thatthealignmentof Proto-AgentsandProto-Patientswith partic-
ularnominalargumentsis by nomeansconsistentacrossthefull rangeof examples.
Theproblemis perhapsmostvivid with zero-deriveddeverbalnouns.

(25) a. John’s deposit wasnot receivedin time to cover theoverdraft.
b. Mary’s recent purchase lay on thetable.
c. Johnspilledhis drink on therug.

(26) a. theteam’scoach
b. theship’spilot
c. thepatient’snurse

The derived nominalsin (25) refer to somethingthat correspondsto the Proto-
Patient argumentof the sourceverb (as in “the money which Johndeposited”),
while thosein (26) correspondto Proto-Agentarguments(as in “the one who
coachesthe team”). Yet the meaningsof all of the verbsinvolved herehave a
strongasymmetryin Proto-Agent/Proto-Patiententailments.If the nominalargu-
mentalignmentweresimply mappedover from the verbalsourcein a consistent
manner, thenwewouldexpectthatonly onetypewouldexist, notboth.

If we want to maintainHypothesisIa, then,we arefacedeitherwith aban-
doningthetheoryof verbalargumentselectionproposedby Dowty (1991)(or any
strongertheory),or wemustconcludethatit is notpossibleto predictfrom any gen-
eralsemanticprincipleshow theargumentsof averbwill mapontoderivednominal
arguments.A derivednounmight denotea Proto-Patient-typeargumentasin (25)
or anProto-Agent-typeargumentasin (26).

Themostobviousandlikelyexplanationfor thisdilemmaappealsto thefact
thatEnglishderivationalmorphology—includingzero-derivation—isonly partially
productiveandhighly idiosyncratic.If so,thentheseexamplesaresimply thezero-
derivationcounterpartsof theovertsuffixes-ee and-er.

(27) Thecity employs thearchitect.
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(28) a. theemployeeof thecity
b. theemployerof thearchitect

In (27), thesubjectclearlyoutranksthedirectobjectin Proto-Agentproperties,in
perfectagreementwith the verbalargumentselectionprinciple. Whenwe form a
deverbalnounthroughsuffixationwith -ee asin (28a),theProto-Agentiveargument
appearsas the objectof the of -phrase,and the moreProto-Patient-like argument
appearsastheheadargument.But in (28b),whenthederivationalsuffix is -er, the
patternis reversed:theProto-Agentiveargumentappearsastheheadargument,and
themoreProto-Patient-likeargumentappearsastheobjectof of.|

If weassumethateachderivationalsuffix or derivationalprocessspecifiesa
alignmentof verbalproto-roleswith nominalargumentpositions,thenwe canun-
derstandHypothesisIa assuggestingthat theargumentselectionof derivednouns
is predictedby verbalproto-rolesin combinationwith themappingrelationdeter-
minedby theparticularderivationalprocessinvolved.And if we assumethatthere
aretwo abstractzero-derivationprocessesderiving nounsfrom verbs,thenProto-
Agent-denotingnominalswould be derived from oneprocess,andProto-Patient-
denotingnominalsfrom theother.

In theabsenceof asyetundiscoveredtestswhichwouldreliablydistinguish
onesortof zero-derivationfrom theother, thenetresultof this line of thoughtsug-
geststhat theargumentselectionof zero-derivednounsis basicallyunpredictable.
And in fact, many additionalexamplesillustrating the non-productive natureof
derivation from verbsto nounsandvice versacanbe found in traditionalexhaus-
tivestudiesof Englishderivationalmorphology, e.g.Marchand(1969:376).Wesee
no reasonat this point not to acceptthis explanation,althoughthereremainsmuch
interestingwork in describingthe regularitiesin the effect of variousderivational
processesonargumentselectionmapping.}

If derivationalmorphologyis soirregular, arethereany systematicpatterns
in theargumentselectionof deverbalnounsthatneedto becaptured?We believe
thatthereare,especiallyif wepayattentionto somesemanticdistinctionsin nouns
derived from verbs. It hasoften beenobserved that many derived nominalsare
ambiguousbetweenasensedenotinganeventandonedenotingsomeparticipantin
thatevent,e.g.Mary’s gift mustdenoteaneventof giving in (29a)but candenote
only anobjectthathasbeengivenin (30a)(andsimilarly for (29b)versus(30b)).

(29) a. Mary’s gift of abookto Johnsurprisedhim.
b. John’screationof theartwork tooka long time.

| For averydifferentanalysisof thesemanticsof theseparticularsuffixes,see
KeenanandFaltz (1985:223–4).} Incidentally, deverbalnominalssuchaspurchase and sale serve ascoun-
terexamplestoDowty’s(1989)conjecturethatsyntacticargumentmarkingin nouns,
asopposedto that in verbs,dependssolelyon thesemanticentailmentsassociated
with the arguments. It is reasonableto supposethat the verbspurchase and sell
refer to thesameevent type,which is to saythat their entailmentswith respectto
their thematically-correspondingargumentsarethesame.However, in thenominal
the purchase by John, theby-phraserefersto thebuyer, while in the sale by John it
refersto theseller;thisshowsthatgrammaticalmarkingof argumentsin suchnom-
inals cannotbe predictedwithout knowing which specificverb the nominal was
derivedfrom.
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(30) a. Mary’s gift lay on thetable.
b. Mary dislikesJohn’s latestcreation.

A closelyrelateddistinctionto note,which is evident in thesesameexamples,is
that betweena nominal that actually refersto events, like the nominalsin (29),
versusanominalthatrefersto concreteobjectsbut doessovia indirectreferenceto
anentailedevent,like thosein (30). True,anobjectqualifiesasagift if andonly if
someappropriatesortof giving eventhastakenplace,sothata useof (30a)entails
the existenceof a particularevent; but this entailedevent is not oneof the relata
predicatedover by thedenotationof theheadnoun.Thusin (30a),thenoungift is
a relationbetweenagiverandanobject,andany evententity is merelyimplicit. ~

Theseobservationsleadusto hypothesisII:

(31) HypothesisII: Theontologicaltypesof therelatadenotedby a pred-
icatedeterminewhich kind of proto-rolesarerelevant for its argu-
ment selection. If one of the relataof the denotationis an event,
then“Verbal” proto-rolesgovern its argumentselection.Otherwise,
“Nominal” proto-rolesgovernits argument-selection.

Thusfor (29), wherethenoundenotesa trueevent,theverbalproto-rolesarerele-
vant;but for thosenominalswhosedenotationmerelyindirectly refersto anevent,
asin (25), (26),and(30),only nominalproto-rolesarerelevant.

As it stands,anumberof detailsmustbeworkedoutto makethishypothesis
aviablecandidate.For onething,notethattherearerelationalnounsfor whichboth
relatacanor mustdenoteevents,asin (32).

(32) a. theend(of thewar)
b. thestart(of thepresidentialcampaign)
c. theorigin (of thepractice)

Accordingto HypothesisII, wewouldexpecttheverbalproto-rolesystemto govern
argumentselectionfor thesecases.However, our intuition is that the relationship
betweenthe endof a war andthe war itself aremuchcloserin spirit to a Proto-
Part/Proto-Wholerelation than an Proto-Agent/Proto-Patient relation. It may be
that HypothesisII shouldbe modifiedso that verbalargumentselectiongoverns
only thosepredicateswhich ‘mix’ levels,thatis, whichrelateconcreteentitieswith
events. Sinceboth relataare eventsin (32), nominal argumentselectionprinci-
pleswould apply. Why suchan exceptionwould exist would be ratherpuzzling,
however.

A final hypothesiswhich is also capableof explaining this intuition and
whichwebelieve is worthyof furtherinvestigationis givenin (33).

~ Thesamedistinctioncanbeappliedto non-derivednouns.Nounssuchas
edge, leg, color etc.donotplausiblydenoteevents,nordo they entailtheexistence
of any specificevent locatedin spaceor time. Nounssuchas victim, bride, or
groom, however, althoughthey donotdenoteeventsdirectly, doentailtheexistence
of a specificevent. That is, a personis a brideonly by virtue of participatingin an
instanceof acertaintypeof event.Also, seethediscussionof thenominalsin (32),
whichplausiblydenoteeventsdirectly.
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(33) HypothesisIII: If thedenotationof a relationalpredicatehasany en-
tailmentsof the Proto-Agentor Proto-Patient sets,then the verbal
proto-rolesystemgovernsits argumentselection,and if it hasany
entailmentsof the Proto-Part or Proto-Wholeset, then the nominal
systemis relevant.

Theideais to let eachproto-rolesystemgovernany lexical itemto whichits criteria
applynon-vacuously. This hypothesisdispensesentirelywith a dependenceon on-
tologyof therelata.Thishypothesisnotonly allowsfor verbalproto-rolesto govern
nominalargumentselection,it alsocontemplatesthepossibilitythatnominalproto-
rolesmightgovernargumentselectionin someverbalpredicates.In supportof this
hypothesis,wemerelynotethatstativeverbalpredicatessuchascontain, surround,
and enclose exist which entail a Proto-Part/Proto-Wholerelation of a consistent
orientation,and(tentatively) thatwe haveobservedno clearconversecasesamong
stative transitiveverbs.�

Thislastsectionhasbeenmorespeculative,only afirst steptowardaserious
investigation.It is importantto note,however, thatwhichever of thesehypotheses
(or which mixtureof hypotheses)ultimatelyturnsout to bethemostpromisingfor
eventnouns,they areall consistentwith ourmainresultdescribingargumentselec-
tion for ultra-nominalnouns.Thatis, theremainingproblemsof argumentselection
in deverbalnounsdo not impingein any way uponour main claim, which is that
the traditionalconceptionof verbal thematicroles is not adequatefor describing
thebehavior of ultra-nominalnouns,andthatweneedto recognizequintessentially
nominalthematicproto-rolessuchasProto-Part andProto-Whole.

D�!6{V!6	
!6��91!#�

Barker, Chris(1991)Possessive Descriptions, PhDdissertation,Universityof Cal-
ifornia, SantaCruz.

Barker, Chris(1992)‘Grouptermsin English:representinggroupsasatoms’,Jour-
nal of Semantics 9.1:69–93.

deBruin, J.andR. Scha(1988)‘The interpretationof relationalnouns’,in thePro-
ceedingsof the 26th Annual Meetingof the Associationfor Computational
Linguistics(Buffalo),25–32.

Chomsky, Noam(1970) ‘Remarkson Nominalization’, in Readings in Transfor-
mational Grammar, RoderickJacobsandPeterRosenbaum,eds.,Waltham,
Massachusetts,184–221.Also in NoamChomsky (1972)Studies on Seman-
tics in Generative Grammar, Mouton,TheHague,11–61.

Cresswell,M. (1992)‘Relationalnouns’,manuscript,Universityof Massachusetts,
Amherst.

Dekker, P. (1990)‘ExistentialDisclosure:Implicit Argumentsin DynamicSeman-
tics’, Instituut voor Taal, Logica en Informatie (ITLI) preprintnumberLP-
90-17.

� It is alsoconceivable that therewill be predicatesfor which both setsof
proto-rolesapplynon-vacuously. Theverbsenter/exit andswallow/emit areinter-
estingin this regard; however, it is not completelyclearwhetherthe event types
describedby thesepredicatescanor shouldsatisfyProto-Partentailmentsor Proto-
Wholeentailments.



��� 	
��������	
 "!#	$����%'&(�*)"��%'&+��,+�.-

Dowty, David (1989)‘On theSemanticContentof theNotionof ‘ThematicRole’’,
in GennaroChierchia,BarbaraH. Partee,andRaymondTurner, eds.,Proper-
ties, Types, and Meaning II, Kluwer, Dordrecht,69–129.

Dowty, David (1991) ‘Thematic proto-rolesand argumentselection’,Language
67.3:547–619.

Grimshaw, Jane(1990)Argument Structure, MIT Press,Cambridge,Massachusetts.
Hoeksema,Jack(1992) ‘Categorial Morphology and the Valency of Nouns’, in

M. Aronoff, ed.,Morphology Now, SUNY Press,Albany, 83–106[text], 198–
203[references].

Keenan,EdwardandLeonardM. Faltz (1985)Boolean Semantics for Natural Lan-
guage, SyntheseLanguageLibrary volume23,Reidel,Dordrecht.

Kratzer, Angelika(1989)‘Stage-level andindividual level predicates’,ms.,Univer-
sity of Massachusetts,Amherst.

Loebner, S.(1985)‘Definites’, Journal of Semantics, 4:279–326.
Marchand,Hans(1969)The Categories and Types of Present-Day English Word-

Formation (first edition publishedin 1960), C. H. Beck’scheVerlagsbuch-
handlung,Munich.

Partee,Barbara(1982)‘Compositionality’,2 Septembertalk handout.
Partee,Barbara(1984) ‘Compositionality’, in FredLandmanandFrankVeltman,

eds.,Varieties of Formal Semantics, Groningen-AmsterdamStudiesin Se-
manticsvolume3, Foris,Dordrecht,281–311.

Partee,Barbara(1989),‘Binding Implicit Variablesin QuantifiedContexts’, CLS
25.

Rappaport,Malka (1983)‘On theNatureof DerivedNominals’,Papers in Lexical
Functional Grammar, L. Levin, M. Rappaport,andA. Zaenen,eds.,Indiana
UniversityLinguisticsClub,Bloomington.

Rosch,Elaenor, andCarolynB. Mervis (1975) ‘Family resemblances:Studiesin
theinternalstructureof categories’,Cognitive Psychology 8:382–439.

Thomason,Richmond(1970)Symbolic Logic: An Introduction, Macmillan,Lon-
don.

ChrisBarker
Centerfor CognitiveScience
208Ohio StadiumEast
1961TuttleParkPlace
Columbus,OH 43210
barker@ling.ohio-state.edu

David Dowty
Departmentof Linguistics
222Oxley Hall
1712Neil Avenue
Columbus,OH 43210
dowty@ling.ohio-state.edu


