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Let us supposehatthematicroles,or somethingvery muchlike them,areneeded
to describdexical andsemantigpatternsn the behaior of verbalpredicates But
whataboutnouns?s thereevidenceindependenof verbalconstructionsnotivating
a systemof nominalthematicrelations?Beginning with the analysisof relational
nounsin Barker (1991),we go on to suggesthatthe generalproblemof agument
selectiondoesin fact motivate a set of quintessentiallynominal thematicproto-
roles which we call Proto-Rart and Proto-Whole. Thesenominal proto-rolesare
parallelto but distinctfrom the verbalproto-rolesof Proto-AgentandProto-Ritient
proposedoy Dowty (1991)to accountfor agumentselectionin verbalpredicates.
The resultingtheory of nominalargumentselectionis properly semanticthatis,
it distinguishesbetweenargumentpositionspurely on the basisof the semantic
entailmentsof the predicatesnvolved. Furthermore,it is non-dynamic,that is,
it describesstatic patternsof lexicalization without hypothesizingarny productve
grammaticalprocesghat mapssemanticargumentsto syntacticagumentsduring
thedervationof a sentence.

1. ULTRA-NOMINAL NOUNS

If therearenominalthematicproto-rolesdistinctin someimportantway from ver
bal ones,how could their existencehave remainedobscurefor solong? Only a
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relatively smallportionof thevastliteratureonthematicrelationsconsiderghesta-
tus of thematicrelationsspecificallywith respecto nominalpredicates Chomsky
(1970),Rappapor{1983),Dowty (1989),Grimshav (1990),andHoeksemd1992)
areafew notableexamples.However, theseworks generallytake for grantedthat
whateverthematicpropertiesanounmighthave arederivedfrom thoseof somever-
bal counterpart.For instance the standardassumptiorwould be thatany thematic
rolesinvolvedin a nominalsuchasthe destruction of the city by the Romans are
simply asubsebf thethematicrolesbelongingto theverbdestroy. Thisassumption
reflectstrtljefactthatmostof theseauthorsconcentratgorimarily on nounsderived
from verbs!

If we hopeto discover nominalthematicroles,then,we shouldconcentrate
(atleastatfirst) on nounswhich areasnon-\erbalaspossible At theveryleast this
meanghosenounswhich areleastplausiblyderived from verbs,andthosewhich
denoteobjectsratherthan events. Somenounsthat we considerto be relatively
non-werbalappeamasthe headsof thenounphrasesn (1).

(1) anuncleof John achapterof thatbook theheartof Texas
thewife of themayor  theforeleg of thathorse anedgeof thetable
aguestof thestate thecoastlineof Panama thepointof my story
theking of thecountry thefriend of apainter abirthdayof Mary
anenemyof peace thecaptainof theship  thetip of theicebep

At the end of the paperwe will return briefly to nounswhich are not so ultra-
nominal,thatis, to deverbalnounsandnounswhich denoteevents.

2. ARGUMENT SELECTION

Therearemary syntacticandsemantiqgghenomenavhich are supposedo involve

thematicrelations.The phenomenoihatwe will beinvestigatinghereis the prob-
lem of agumentselection. In the verbal domain,theoriesof agumentselection
attemptto explain which of several agumentsof a verbal predicatewill be ex-

pressedas the subject,versuswhich will be expressedasthe direct object, or as
someothergrammaticalrelation. In particular we will adoptand extendthe ap-

proachto agumentselectionproposedn Dowty (1991),in which the agument
selectionpropertiesof a verbare predictedby examiningthe semanticentailments
of therelationdenotedoy thatverh

Of course,agumentselectionis only anissuefor predicateswvhich have
morethan one argument. This meansthatin additionto concentratingorimarily
on ultra-nominalnouns,we will furtherrestrictour attentionto thosenounswhich
hase morethanoneargument,thatis, to RELATIONAL NOUNS. For instancewe

1 Although philosophersandlogiciansseemto have alwaysbeenawarethat
somenon-derved nounsmustbe treatedas semanticallyrelational(see,e.g., the
discussiorof stranger in Thomasorl970:164)jt hasonly beenquite recentlythat
naturallanguagesemanticistiave begun to seriouslyconsiderhow to treatrela-
tional nounsin a compositionalsemantics.Someof the more detailedproposals
includede Bruin andScha(1988),Dekker (1990),andBarker (1991),thoughalso
seePartee(1982,1984,1989)andthe discussionn Loebner(1985).
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will assumehatalthoughthe nounperson simply denotesa setof entities,thenoun
friend is relational:it denoteghe setof pairs(z,y) suchthatz is thefriend of 4.

(2) a. [person]={z|zisaperson
b. [friend] = {(z,y)|x is thefriend of y}

In generalarelationalnounis onesuchthatan entity qualifiesfor membershipn
theextensionof thenounonly by virtue of therebeingaspecificsecondentity which
standsn apatrticularrelationto thefirst, andwherethatrelationis determinedolely
by thenoun’s lexical meaning.

It is importantto keepin mind thatour criterionfor therelationalstatusof
anounis purely semantic.Fortunately however, almostexactly this semantically-
definedclassof nounscanbe pickedout by a simplesyntactically-basetest:if the
nounin questioncantake a so-calledgenitive of -phraseandif the of -phrasecan
alsobe paraphrasetly aprenominapossessie, thenwe cangenerallyassumehat
nounhasan appropriaterelationalsense.For instance note that the mostnatural
readingof John’s friend hasessentiallythe samedescriptve contentasthe friend
of John.2

We requirethe possessie paraphraseéestaswell asthe acceptabilityof a
post-nominagenitveof phrasen orderto helpdistinguishthetruegenitiveof con-
structionfrom someof the mary otherusesof postnominabf in Englishwhichdo
notexpresgherelationallexical meaningof thenounthey modify. A few examples
of theseothertypesof of modifiersappeain (3).

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

For instance notethatthe ring of gold cannotbe paraphrasedsthe gold's ring.
This shonvsthatring doesnot denotea relationbetweenraring entity andthe quan-
tity of matterwhich makesit up. We do not meanto suggesthatthereis noseman-
tically importantrelationholding of the ring andthe gold it is madeof, only that
thisrelationis notanintrinsic partof the lexical meaningof thenounring.?

2 Notethatit is cruciallyimportantherewhenconsideringexpressionsnvolv-
ing genitive of -phrasego avoid headlespossessiessuchasthe friend of John’s,
sincethis constructionhasquite a different distribution than the genitive-of fol-
lowed by a non-possesge NP. For instance eventhougha stick of Mary's is ac-
ceptableonanownershipreadingit is theunacceptabilityf *a stick of Mary which
is relevantfor armguingthatstick is notarelationalnoun.

3 Althoughgroupnounssuchasbunch, committee, andsoonarenotrelational
in senseequiredhere(witnessthenon-equvalenceof the committee of the men and
2the men’s committee), therecertainly are properly relationalnounswhich entail
that the agumentof the prepositionof referto a groupentity, asin the members
of the committee = the committee’s members. SeeBarker (1992) for a detailed
proposalon which therelationthatholdsbetweera groupnounandthe sumof its
memberss not alexical relation.
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Note thatthe nounsin (1), in additionto beingultra-nominal,areall rela-
tional nounswhosesecondargumentcanbe expressedy the appropriatesort of
postnominabf phrase(asillustrated),andwhich alsohave the appropriatesort of
prenominalpossessie paraphraseln otherwords, our operationalsyntactictests
supportour claim that the nounsin (1) are examplesof nounswhich are indeed
relationalaccordingto our semanticcriterion.

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

(4) Ry = {{z,y)|ly istheoffspringof z}

Thereare at leasttwo possiblenounsexpressinga relationwhich is equivalentto
Ry, whichwe cancall N; andNs,.

(5) a. [anN; of John] = anz suchthatJohnis theoffspringof «
b. [an N, of John] = anz suchthatz is the offspring of John

As it happensin Englishtherearetwo nounswhosecoremeaningexpresssome-
thing very closeto N; andN,, namely parent andchild.

(6) a. N,;=parent:[aparent of John] = (5a)
b. N, = child: [a child of John] = (5b)

Thuswe cansaythatthe denotation®f parent andchild areinversesf eachother
asnotatedn (7).

(7)  [parent] = {(z,y)|Ri(w,y)}
[child] = {(z, y)|R1(y, )}

However, not all relationsareequallylik ely to have lexicalizedinverses.Consider
asecondelationasdefinedin (8).

(8) R, = {{(z,y)|ly isaregion of z suchthatno otherregion of z is above y}

Thenountop expressegroughly)onepermutatiorof therelationR,, but thereis no
relationalnounwhich expresseshe exactinverse.

(9) a. [top] = {(z,9)|Ra(z,y)}
b.  ??={{z,y)|R2(y, 2)}

Thusalthoughwe have expressiondik e the top of the table, thereis no correspond-
ing inversedlik ethe ?? of the top which, for ary givensalienttop, would pick outthe
objectwhichthattopis a partof. Thisis despitethefactthatthis would bea sensi-
ble thing to wantto say asshown by the perfectlygoodrelative clauseparaphrase
the object which the top is a part of.*

Thegeneralproblemof agumentselectionthen,is the problemof 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

4 Notealsothatthe possessor of the top is marginally acceptabl@sadescrip-
tion of anobjectwhichhasatopthatis salientfor somereason However, possessor
is hardlya goodcandidatdor a noundenotingarelationwhichis the exactinverse
of therelationdenotedy top, sinceentitiespossesmary thingsbesidegheirtops.
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fail to have lexicalizedinverseg(suchastop), canwe predictreliably whetherthe
argumentswill belexicalizedin oneconfigurationnsteadof the other?

3. VERBAL THEMATIC PROTO-ROLES: PROTO-AGENT & PROTO-PATIENT

Sincethe explanationwe have in mind for nominalargumentselectioncloselyre-
sembleghe analysisgivenin Dowty (1991)for verbalagumentselection,it will
be helpfulto sketchDowty’s proposahere.Dowty’s theorydepend®n comparing
argumentpositionsaccordingto how mary Proto-Agenior Proto-Ritientproperties
the verbentailsfor eachagument,wherethe main Proto-Agentand Proto-Ratient
propertieggivenby Dowty (1991:572)appeaiin (10) and(11).

(10) Proto-Agententailments:

volitional involvementin the event(or state)
sentienceand/orperception

causinganeventor changeof statein anothemparticipant
movement(relative to the positionof anotherparticipant)

coop

(11) Proto-Ritiententailments:
a. undegoeschangeof state
b. incrementatheme
c. causallyaffectedby anothermparticipant
d. stationaryrelatve to movementof anotherparticipant

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

In predicatesvith grammaticakubjectandobject,the agumentfor

whichthe predicatesntailsthe greateshumberof Proto-Agentprop-
ertieswill belexicalizedasthe subjectof the predicatetheargument
having the greateshumberof Proto-Ritiententailmentswill belexi-

calizedasthedirectobject.

To seehow this principleworks, considerthe two-placerelationgivenin (13).
(13) Rz = {{z,y)|z closesz’s mouthforcefully uponsomeproperpartof y}

Clearly, the » agumentis entailedto satisfymore Proto-Agentpropertieghanthe
y argument. For instance pnly the » argumentis necessarilyentailedto causean
eventor to bring abouta changeof statein the otherargument. ThereforeDowty
correctly predictsthat the 2 algumentcan be lexicalized asthe subject,andthe y
argumentcanbelexicalizedasthe directobject,asin (14a).

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

Dowty alsocorrectly predictsthat thereis no basiclexical verb which meansthe
exactinverseof bite, althoughthe non-lexicalizedrelationcanbe paraphrasety a
passve.

Now considerthetwo-placerelationdescribedn (15).
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(15) R4 = {{=z,y)|x is awareof propertieof y which make = happy}

In this case the two amgumentssatisfyan equalnumberof Proto-Agentve aswell
asProto-Ritiententailments.Thereforethe verbalamgumentselectionprinciple is
consistentvith the existenceof verbswhich expresseitherpermutatiorof therela-
tion.

(16) a. Thestorypleasesviary.
b. Mary likesthestory

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

Note thatit is a featureof Dowty’s (1991)theory andalso of the theory
adwancedhere,thatif anargumentselectionprinciple fails to predictasymmetric
lexicalizationof a particularrelation,thennothingpreventsmultiple lexicalizations
which differ with respectto argumentselection,asfor like and please, or seethe
discussiorof buy versussell in Dowty (1991).However, nothingrequireghatthere
bemultiple lexicalizationseither andwe shouldnaturallyexpectto find accidental
gaps;seeespeciallythediscussiorof kinshiptermsin (20) below.

This view of rolessuggestsheremary not be a needfor ‘argumentstruc-
ture’ asa distinctlevel of linguistic representatiofrom d-structure(or othersyn-
tactic structure)or for ‘linking rules’ to connectoneto the other astheseexist
in the currently more commonviews of Grimshav (1990) and otherworks cited
there. For if semanticargumentsof verbsdo not fall into disjoint cateyorieslike
traditional Agent, Theme,Goal, etc. but arefine-grainedo anindefinitely specific
degree,andif thedistribution of a verb’s semantiargumentsaamongits subcatgo-
rizedNPsis really only partially predictableon suchsemantiggroundsatall (i.e. is
to anextentidiosyncraticto the individual verb),thenthe mosta priori straightfor
wardtheoreticalarchitecturas onein which theassociatiorof semantiarguments
with syntacticonesis trivial anda separatargumentstructurelevel is notinvoked:
semantiamgumentscanjust aswell beindexedsolely by the grammaticatole the
verb’s lexical entry associatesvith them, not in termsof Agent, Goal, etc. Gen-
eralizationof linking or agumentselectionprinciplescanbe simply staticpartial
generalizationsn the lexicon aboutmeaningand subcatgorizedNPs; this is the
view assumedby Dowty (1991)andtheview we will alsoassumen our accountof
nominalrolesbelon. To be sure,the proto-rolehypothesidgs not really incompati-
ble with themorecomplex view of agumentstructurejt only suggest# mayneed
moremotivationand/orrethinking.

4. NOMINAL THEMATIC PROTO-ROLES: PROTO-PART & PROTO-WHOLE

Canthetheoryof verbalargumentselectionust sketchedor rather aspresentedn

muchmoredetailin Dowty 1991)make appropriateredictionsfor nominalpredi-
cateswithout further modification? Considerthe relationdenotedoy the nountop

againas specifiedin (8). Neither participantin this relationis any more Proto-
Agentive or more Proto-patient-like thanthe other Thereforethe verbalargument
selectionprinciple doesnot apply, andwe would predictthatit is purelyaccidental
thattop hasnolexicalizedinverse.This predictionis not sotroublingwhenconsid-
eredin isolation;but inspectionof the examplesin (1) will shav thatby andlarge,
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theverbalproto-rolecriteriasimply don't applyto ultra-nominals.This would nat-
urally leadusto look for inversedor atleastsomeof them. However, we will see
shortlythattherearebroadclasse®f nouns,oneof which includestop, which sys-
tematicallylacklexicalizedinversesln otherwords,we claimthatverbalprinciples
of amgumentselectionarenot adequatdor describingargumentselectionin nouns.

In orderto explain the systematicpatternsin nominal lexicalization, we
proposethat thereis indeeda setof proto-roleswhich arerelevantfor predicting
nominalagumentselectionput they areseparatanddistinctfrom theverbalproto-
roles. What could suchroles be like? Note thatif y is the top of z, thenit is
necessariltrue that z containsy asa properpart. We suggesttherefore thatthe
complementaryiotionsof PartandWholecouldsene asnucleifor semantigroto-
categyoriesthat may governnominalargumentselection.We offer onespecificset
of agumentpropertiedor characterizingheseproto-rolesin (17) and(18)?

(17) Proto-Rirtentailments:
a. locatedator definesaboundaryof the otherrelatum
b. isapropertyof theotherrelatum

(18) Proto-Wholeentailments:
a. entirelycontaingheotherrelatumasa properpart
b. isaconcreteentity

Our nominal agumentselectionprinciple will be very muchlike the verbalone
aftermakingcertainchangesasspelledoutin (19). First, however, we mustintro-
duceabit of terminologyconcerninghominalargumentpositions.By assumption,
a relationalnounhastwo semanticargumentpositions. We have seenthat one of
theseargumentscantypically be expresseadyntacticallyasthe objectof the prepo-
sition of, asin the nounphrasethe table in the top of the table or asa prenominal
possesso@asin the table' s top. But thereis no commonlyacceptedvay of talking
aboutthe otherargument,the agumentcorrespondingo the entity describedoy
the nounphraseasa whole. We will (someavhatarbitrarily) call this agumentthe
HEAD ARGUMENT, Sinceit is syntacticallyinseparabldrom the headnounof the
nounphrase.

(19) Nominal ArgumentSelectionPrinciple:

In (ultra-nominal)relationalnouns the argumentfor which the pred-
icatedenotedyy thenounentailsthegreateshumberof Proto-Whole

5 It might seemsurprisingthat we nominateProto-Rart/Proto-Wholeasthe
fundamentabppositionuponwhich nominalthematicrelationsarebuilt ratherthan
morefamiliarnominalrelations suchasownershipor possessiorgsin John’s pen-
cil or John's dog. But notethatthesepossessie constructionslo not necessarily
expressarelationwhichis partof thelexical meaningof the headnoun. Thatis, an
objectdoesnotneedto bepossesseith orderto qualify asapencil,noris adogobli-
gatorily ownedby someonécf. pet). Thereforethesenounsarenotrelational. This
obsenationis in accordwith the paraphrasabilityestintroducedn section2, since
ary attemptto usea postnominabenitive of -phraseas awkward,if notungrammat-
ical: ?*the pencil of John or ?*the dog of John. Oncewe eliminatecaseswhich
do notinvolve truerelationalnouns,Proto-Rart/Proto-Wholeemegesasdominant
over possessionSeeBarker (1991)for further discussiorof the interpretationof
thoseprenominalpossessieswhich do not expresdexical relations.
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propertieswill belexicalizedasthe objectof the prepositionof or as
the prenominalpossessorthe agumenthaving the greateshumber
of Proto-Rart entailmentswill belexicalizedasthe headargument.

Sincetherelationdenotedy the nountop entailsthatoneof its agumentsontains
the other andalsothat the headargumentis locatedat the boundaryof the first,

theprinciplein (19) correctlypredictswhich agumentis expressedstheobjectof

the prepositionof, aswell asthe factthatthe nountop doesnot have a lexicalized
inverse.

Now we are readyto consideronce againthe pair of nounsgiven above
which were exactinversesof oneanother namely parent andchild. In this case,
neitherargumentof the underlyingrelation (i.e. R, as specifiedin (4)) satisfies
moreof the Proto-Rart or of the Proto-Wholecriteria. This meanghatthe nominal
argumentselectionprinciple is consistentwith the existenceof a nounexpressing
eitherpermutatiorof the predicate And in fact,all kinshiptermsarepredictedo at
leastpotentiallyhave lexicalizedinversesandmary of themdo have exactinverses
or nearinversesaswe seein (20).

(20) Exactinverses: parent/child, grandparent/grandchild,
ancestor/descendant,husband/wifeetc.
Nearinverses: father/daughter aunt/nephw, etc.

Pairs which are nearinverses,suchas aunt and nephew, generallyfail to be ex-
actinversedy virtue of a genderentailmentwhich holdsfor onebut not the other
participantin therelation. Thatis, a womancanbe the auntof eithera maleor a
female,but a mancannotbe the auntof anyone. As far aswe know, if a nominal
predicatehasmore specificentailmentdor one of its algumentsthe extra entail-
mentswill alwaysbeassociateavith the headargument,asin aunt andtheseother
kinshipterms.We do notbelievethatthis shouldbepartof atheoryof how thematic
relationsgovernargumentselection put ratherfollow from moregenerabprinciples
of how nominals especiallythoseheadedy relationalnouns areusedin discourse
to corvey information. It would be rathertoo muchof a digressionfrom our main
pointto discusghis pointhere,however.

As faraswe know, kinshipnounsarethe only classof ultra-nominalsvhich
have lexicalized inverses. All other (ultra-nominal)relationalnounsseemto be
asymmetriowith respectto algumentsection,thatis, they fail to have lexicalized
inverses.And, in accordwith our hypothesismary if not all of theseasymmetric
nounsarealsostronglyasymmetriovith respecto Proto-Rirt/Proto-Wholeentail-
ments.

(21) Bodypartnouns: hand head nose heart leg
whisker root pav 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 correctly predictednot to have lexicalizedinversesby virtue
of the fact that one argumentcontainsthe other (e.g. heart, asin the heart of the
region), or thatthe otherargumentis locatedat or definesa boundaryof the first
(e.g.surface, asin the surface of the pond).
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Anotherimportantclassof nounsfor which we predictasymmetricalexi-
calizationsincludethoserelationalnounswhich denoteabstracpropertiesor char
acteristicof objects.

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

Furthermoreif we considerde-adjectral nounsasbeingsuficiently non-verbalto
countasultra-nominal thenthey patternwith thecharacteristiceaouns.Thatis, the
length of book denotesanabstracpropertywhich (partially) characterizethe book
in questionn thesameway asthenon-adjectral nounshape doesin, e.g.the shape
of the book.

Thesebroadclassef ultra-nominalrelationalnouns,then—namelykin-
ship nouns,body part nouns,other part nouns,boundarynouns,nounsdenoting
abstractcharacteristicsand de-adjectral nouns—sere to illustrate the core pre-
dictionsof our hypothesis.

Thereare a numberof importantquestionghat we have not attemptedo
answerhere. Note that by identifying the notion protorole mnemonicallywith
PROTOTYPE in the senseof Roschand Mervis (1975), we are implicitly claim-
ing thatthe setsof entailmentsn (17) and(18) arenot reducibleto singlecriterial
definitions. But we may neverthelessaskwhetherthe Proto-Rart/Proto-Wholeop-
positionhasa “deepersource”,in the senseof speculatingaboutan earlief more
course-grainedstageof conceptuahndlinguistic developmenthatantedatethese
particularentailmentsets. This would parallelDowty’s (1991) suggestiorthatthe
Proto-Agent/Proto-&ientoppositionmight be seenasa reflectionof the moreba-
sic oppositionbetweercausesandtheir effects. On a someavhatrelatedissue why
shouldProto-Wholemap onto the genitive agumentand Proto-Rart onto the head
argumentpositionratherthanthe otherway around?s thereanexplanationfor this
mappingin termsof typical discoursestructurejn thesameway thatwe canunder
standthe affinity of Proto-Agentdor subjectan termsof the generalalignmentof
subjectpositionwith topic? We have constructedvhat we hopeare plausiblean-
swersto eachof thesequestionsbut regretthatwe cannoffit anadequateliscussion
into this shortpaper

5. THE DoOMAIN OF NOMINAL VS. VERBAL PROTO-ROLES

We now turn to the questionof argumentselectionin nounswhich are ostensibly
derived from verbsand nounsreferring to events. We will considerthree main
hypothesesyaginningwith the mostobvious.

(23) Hypothesid: GrammaticalCateyory is the only factorwhich deter
mineswhich type of role is relevant: “Verbal” thematicproto-roles
determineargumentselectionfor verbs,“Nominal” thematicproto-
rolesdetermindt for nouns.

We mustrejectthis asit standshowever, becauseof derved nominalsreferring
to events. As is well-known, the grammaticaimarking of the syntacticaguments
of suchnominalsis directly determinedoy propertiesof the correspondingrerh
For instance the NP correspondindo the verb’s objectis typically marked by of,
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andthe NP correspondingheverb’s subjectis 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), andso on. Sincethe agumentselectionof suchnounsclearly
dependson propertiesof the correspondingerb, nominal proto-rolespresumably
arenot operatve in suchcasegalthoughit is not clearthatour nominalargument
selectionprinciple makes ary predictionswhich are in direct conflict with such
examples).

We arethusled to considemmodifying hypothesid asin la:

(24) Hypothesisla. 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.

Notethatthis hypothesigaswell asthetwo otherhypothesesliscussedbelon) ex-

plicitly contemplateshe possibilitythatargumentselectionin certainnounsmight
be governedby Proto-Agent/Proto-&iententailments Oneseriouddifficulty with

this hypothesiss thatthealignmentof Proto-AgentandProto-Ritientswith partic-
ularnominalargumentss by no meansonsistenacrosghefull rangeof examples.
Theproblemis perhapsnostvivid with zero-deweddeverbalnouns.

(25) a. John'sdeposit wasnotrecevedin timeto covertheoverdraft.
. Mary’srecent purchase lay onthetable.
c. Johnspilledhisdrink ontherug.

theteam coach
theship’s pilot
c. thepatientsnurse

(26)

o

The derived nominalsin (25) refer to somethingthat correspondgo the Proto-

Patientagumentof the sourceverb (asin “the moneg/ which Johndeposited”),
while thosein (26) correspondio Proto-Agentarguments(as in “the one who

coacheghe team”). Yet the meaningsof all of the verbsinvolved here have a

strongasymmetryin Proto-Agent/Proto-&iententailments.If the nominalargu-

mentalignmentwere simply mappedover from the verbal sourcein a consistent
manneythenwe would expectthatonly onetypewould exist, not both.

If we wantto maintainHypothesida, then,we arefacedeitherwith aban-
doningthetheoryof verbalagumentselectionproposedy Dowty (1991)(or any
strongettheory),or we mustconcludethatit is notpossibleto predictfrom ary gen-
eralsemantiqrincipleshow theamgumentof averbwill mapontodervednominal
arguments.A derived nounmight denotea Proto-Ritient-typeargumentasin (25)
or anProto-Agent-typargumentasin (26).

Themostobviousandlik ely explanationfor this dilemmaappealdo thefact
thatEnglishderivationalmorphology—includingzero-denation—isonly partially
productve andhighly idiosyncratic.If so,thentheseexamplesaresimplythezero-
derivationcounterpart®f the overt suffixes-ee and-er.

(27) Thecity employsthearchitect.
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(28) a. theemploeeof thecity
b. theemployerof thearchitect

In (27), the subjectclearly outranksthe directobjectin Proto-Agentpropertiesjn

perfectagreementvith the verbalargumentselectionprinciple. Whenwe form a
deverbalnounthroughsuffixationwith -ee asin (28a),the Proto-Agentve argument
appearsasthe objectof the of -phrase and the more Proto-Ritient-like algument
appearsasthe headagument.But in (28b),whenthe derivationalsuffix is -er, the
patternis reverseditheProto-Agentve agumentappearastheheadargument,and
the moreProto-Ritient-like algumentappearssthe objectof of.6

If we assumehateachderivationalsuffix or derivationalprocesspecifiesa
alignmentof verbalproto-roleswith nominalargumentpositions,thenwe canun-
derstandHypothesida assuggestinghat the agumentselectionof derved nouns
is predictedby verbalproto-rolesin combinationwith the mappingrelationdeter
minedby the particularderivationalprocessnvolved. And if we assumehatthere
aretwo abstractzero-dewation processesleriving nounsfrom verbs,then Proto-
Agent-denotinghominalswould be derived from one processand Proto-Ritient-
denotingnominalsfrom the othet

In theabsencef asyetundiscweredtestswhichwould reliably distinguish
onesortof zero-denationfrom the other the netresultof this line of thoughtsug-
geststhatthe argumentselectionof zero-denwed nounsis basicallyunpredictable.
And in fact, mary additional examplesillustrating the non-productre nature of
derivation from verbsto nounsandvice versacanbe foundin traditionalexhaus-
tive studiesof Englishderivationalmorphology e.g.Marchand1969:376) We see
no reasorat this point not to acceptthis explanation althoughthereremainsmuch
interestingwork in describingthe regularitiesin the effect of variousderivational
processesn argumentselectionrmapping’

If derivationalmorphologyis soirregular, arethereary systematigatterns
in the agumentselectionof deverbalnounsthat needto be captured\We believe
thatthereare,especiallyif we payattentionto somesemantialistinctionsin nouns
derived from verbs. It hasoften beenobsened that mary derived nominalsare
ambiguoudbetweera sensalenotinganeventandonedenotingsomeparticipantn
thatevent, e.g.Mary's gift mustdenotean eventof giving in (29a)but candenote
only anobjectthathasbeengivenin (30a)(andsimilarly for (29b)versug30b)).

(29) a. Mary’sqift of abookto Johnsurprisechim.
b. Johnscreationof theartwork took alongtime.

6 For averydifferentanalysisof thesemantic®f theseparticularsuffixes,see
KeenamandFaltz (1985:223-4).

" Incidentally deverbalnominalssuchas purchase and sale serne ascoun-
terexamplego Dowty’s(1989)conjecturghatsyntacticagumentmarkingin nounsj
asopposedo thatin verbs,dependsolely on the semantientailmentsassociated
with the aguments. It is reasonabléo supposehat the verbspurchase and sell
referto the sameeventtype, which is to saythattheir entailmentswith respecto
theirthematically-correspondinggumentsarethe same However, in thenominal
the purchase by John, the by-phraserefersto the buyer, while in the sale by John it
refersto the seller;this shavsthatgrammaticamarkingof agumentsn suchnom-
inals cannotbe predictedwithout knowing which specificverb the nominalwas
derivedfrom.
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(30) a. Mary'sgift lay onthetable.
b. Mary dislikesJohns latestcreation.

A closelyrelateddistinctionto note, which is evidentin thesesameexamples,is
that betweena nominal that actually refersto events,like the nominalsin (29),
versusanominalthatrefersto concreteobjectsbut doessovia indirectreferenceo

anentailedevent,likethosein (30). True,anobjectqualifiesasa gift if andonly if

someappropriatesortof giving eventhastakenplace,sothata useof (30a)entails
the existenceof a particularevent; but this entailedeventis not one of the relata
predicatedbver by the denotationof the headnoun. Thusin (30a),the noungift is
arelationbetweera giverandanobject,andary evententity is merelyimplicit.®

Theseobsenationsleadusto hypothesidl:

(31) Hypothesidl: Theontologicaltypesof therelatadenotedoy a pred-
icate determinewhich kind of proto-rolesare relevant for its argu-
ment selection. If one of the relataof the denotationis an event,
then“Verbal” proto-rolesgovernits agumentselection.Otherwise,
“Nominal” proto-rolesgovernits algument-selection.

Thusfor (29), wherethe noundenotesa true event, the verbalproto-rolesarerele-
vant; but for thosenominalswhosedenotatiormerelyindirectly refersto anevent,
asin (25), (26),and(30),only nominalproto-rolesarerelevant.

As it standsanumberof detailsmustbeworkedoutto makethishypothesis
aviablecandidate For onething, notethattherearerelationalnounsfor which both
relatacanor mustdenoteevents,asin (32).

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

Accordingto Hypothesidl, wewould expecttheverbalproto-rolesystento govern
argumentselectionfor thesecases.However, our intuition is thatthe relationship
betweenthe end of a war andthe war itself are muchcloserin spirit to a Proto-
Part/Proto-Wholerelation than an Proto-Agent/Proto-&ientrelation. It may be
that Hypothesisll shouldbe modified so that verbal amgumentselectiongoverns
only thosepredicatesvhich ‘mix’ levels,thatis, which relateconcreteentitieswith

events. Sinceboth relataare eventsin (32), nominal agumentselectionprinci-

pleswould apply. Why suchan exceptionwould exist would be ratherpuzzling,
however.

A final hypothesiswhich is also capableof explaining this intuition and
which we believe is worthy of furtherinvestigations givenin (33).

8 The samedistinctioncanbe appliedto non-derved nouns. Nounssuchas
edge, leg, color etc.do not plausiblydenoteevents,nor do they entailthe existence
of ary specificeventlocatedin spaceor time. Nounssuchasvictim, bride, or
groom, however, althoughthey do notdenoteeventsdirectly, do entailtheexistence
of aspecificevent. Thatis, a personis a bride only by virtue of participatingin an
instanceof a certaintype of event. Also, seethediscussiorof thenominalsin (32),
which plausiblydenoteeventsdirectly.
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(33) Hypothesidll: If thedenotatiorof arelationalpredicatehasary en-
tailmentsof the Proto-Agentor Proto-Ritient sets,then the verbal
proto-role systemgovernsits argumentselection,andif it hasary
entailmentsof the Proto-Rart or Proto-Wholeset, thenthe nominal
systemis relevant.

Theideais to let eachproto-rolesystemgovernary lexical itemto whichits criteria
applynon-vacuously This hypothesiglispensegntirelywith a dependencen on-
tology of therelata. This hypothesisiotonly allowsfor verbalproto-rolego govern
nominalargumentselectionjt alsocontemplatethepossibilitythathnominalproto-
rolesmightgovernargumentselectionin someverbalpredicatesin supportof this
hypothesisywe merelynotethatstative verbalpredicatesuchascontain, surround,
and enclose exist which entail a Proto-Rart/Proto-Wholerelation of a consistent
orientation,and(tentatvely) thatwe have obseredno clearcornversecasesamong
stative transitve verbs?

Thislastsectionhasbeenmorespeculatie,only afirst steptowardaserious
investigation.It is importantto note, however, thatwhichever of thesehypotheses
(or which mixture of hypothesesiiltimatelyturnsoutto bethe mostpromisingfor
eventnouns they areall consistentvith our mainresultdescribingargumentselec-
tion for ultra-nominainouns.Thatis, theremainingproblemsof algumentselection
in deverbalnounsdo not impingein ary way uponour main claim, which is that
the traditional conceptionof verbalthematicrolesis not adequatdor describing
thebehaior of ultra-nominalnouns andthatwe needto recognizeguintessentially
nominalthematicproto-rolessuchasProto-Rart andProto-Whole.
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