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0. Introduction

Consider the following sentences.

[S—
fo¥)

. John’s knowledge of French is great.
b. *John’s two hours of knowledge of French is great.
c. *John’s three knowledges of French is great.

2 a. The destruction of the city was incomplete.
b. (?) There was destruction of the city for two hours.

c. *There were three destructions of the city.

3 a. The discussion of the presidential voting was sufficient.
b. There were two hours of discussion of the presidential voting.

c. There were seventeen discussions of the presidential voting.

There is a gradation of the grammaticality among the underlined derived nominals. The
(a)-examples show that derived nominals can be modified by degree modifiers. The (b)-
examples show that the derived nominals are measured by the duration of time. The (c)-
examples show that the derived nominals are counted by numerals. Regarding (2c),
while it is acceptable if ‘city’ is taken to be an abstract political entity that can be
instantiated (or rebuilt) at different places and times, a concrete city (with buildings and
houses) cannot be destroyed more than once. I assure, tentatively, that this latter fact is
reflected in the meaning of ‘city’ and ‘destroy’. Depending on the kind of derived
nominals, the grammaticality changes.

The central purpose of this paper is to explore the underlying hierarchy that would

give rise to these facts. In this paper, I will argue that :

"In this paper, derived nominals refer to the type whose relevant nominalizing morphemes are “~tion” or
“-y”. T am not going to discuss gerund or mixed type (poss —ing of ); e.g., John’s refusing of the offer.



4 Derived nominals have internal dimensions and those dimensions are structural.
5 Each dimension in derived nominals corresponds to state/process/individuation of
event.

I claim that the eventualities --- state/process/individuation of event --- are
hierarchical in derived nominals. More precisely, if a relevant derived nominal is
countable, this derived nominal consists of event/process/state. If a relevant derived
nominal is not countable, but can be modified by durational phrase, this derived nominal
consists of process/state. If a relevant derived nominal is not countable and cannot be
modified by a durational phrase, it only consists of state.

6 Hierarchical eventualities can be converted by classifiers, measure words, and
argument structure.

7 Derived nominals have inherent properties (mass vs. count). I claim that the

transformational approach to derived nominals (van Haut and Roeper 1998) is incorrect

since it cannot capture this inherent property of derived nominals.

This study also attempts to show that there is a parallelism between clausal and nominal
levels with respect to indication of eventualities. In the clausal level, small verbs indicate
the complex events, and in the derived nominals, numeral classifiers and mass words do.
This paper is structured as follows. Section 1 will examine the traditional
treatment of events as an argument structure in noun phrases. Section 2 will investigate
how derived nominals are formed, and how much this approach can capture the
properties of derived nominals. Section 3 will introduce a dimensional view of noun
phrases, which is advocated by Muromatsu (1998). Section 4 reveals how many and
what kind of properties derived nominals have. I will depart from Muromatsu’s theory in
one respect: Dimensions of derived nominals are converted not only by classifiers and
measure words, but also by argument structures. In section 5, I also show the support of
dimensional views to derived nominals with respect to adjectival modification.
Section 6 will discuss the parallelism between derived nominals and clauses with respect

to indications of events.



1. Eventish Argument Structure in Noun Phrases
As mentioned in the introduction, I claim that there are, at least, two ways in which
events are implicated in the semantics of natural languages; event as an argument
structure” and internal events. We will discuss the first of these.

Davidson (1967) claims that event variable e is an argument structure, in addition
to the canonical argument structures. The general form of the verb is @ (e,x,y), where it
reads that there is an event @ of y by x. This approach is shown nicely in the inference

patterns below:

8 a. Brutus stabbed Caesar in the back with a knife.
b. Brutus stabbed Caesar in the back.
c. Brutus stabbed Caesar with a knife.
d. Brutus stabbed Caesar.
(Parsons 1990:13)

The entailment goes through from (a) to (b) and (c), and from (b) or (c) to (d), not vice

99 ¢

versa. As the relevant logical forms show, “subject”, “object”, and adjuncts like “in the

back” or “with a knife” are participants of the event e, which is a “stabbing”.

9 a. e [stabbing (e) " sub (e, Brutus) * obj (e, Caesar) " in (e, back) " with (e,k)]
b. e [stabbing (e) " sub (e, Brutus) * obj (e, Caesar) " in (e, back)]
c. e [stabbing (e) " sub (e, Brutus) * obj (e, Caesar) " with (e,k)]
d. e [stabbing (e) * sub (e, Brutus) * obj (e, Caesar)]
(Parsons 1990:14)

More generally, the relation between the sentence and the modifiers are shown as

follows:

10 [©(exy) * P(e)] —D(e.x.y)

? See Davidson (1967), Higginbotham (1985)(2000), Larson (1995)(1999), Larson and Segal (1995),
Parsons (1990), Pietroski (1998a,b)(2000), Rappaport Havov and Levin (1992), among others.



“®@ (e,x,y)” indicates the predicate together with its arguments, and “¥(e)” is an adjunct.
In this picture, adjuncts are one-place event predicates. In this view, modifiers are
conjuncts of the event description. Because the adjuncts are conjuncts of event
descriptions, the entailment pattern from (a) to (b) and (c), and from (b) or (c) to (d) is
straightforward; the inferences are instances of conjunction reduction (in the scope of
existential quantifiers).

Extending this view to noun phrases, Larson (1995,1999) and Larson and Segal
(1995) argue that nouns (especially, -er nominals in their examples) are semantically
decomposed into event and argument. Thus, the following sentence is ambiguous

between individual modification and event modification.

11 Olga is a beautiful dancer.

The relevant interpretations are as follows:

12 a. Olga is a dancer and Olga is beautiful.
b. Olga is beautiful as a dancer/Olga dances beautifully.

Larson (1995,1999) and Larson and Segal (1995) claim that the ambiguity can be

explained by decomposing the relevant nouns into event and argument.

13 dancer (x) iff e[dancing (e) " agent (e,x)] 3

As a further step, Larson considers adjectives as one-place predicates, which is the same

as adjuncts at the clausal level.

14 beautiful (e/x)

As a last step, Larson specifies the semantics of adjoined AP, given (11) has two

readings.

* This notation is different from Larson’s. I use this form for simplicity.



15 a. NP[N (e,x) * AP (x)]— Individual modification
b. NP[N (e,x) * AP (e)]— Event modification

16 NP
A‘P ‘N
A N
Beautiful dancer

This view requires that we assume quantification over events in noun phrases, as in the
case of clausal levels.

Based on Larson and Larson and Segal’s work, it is plausible to consider derived
nominals in the event semantics view. For instance, the derived nominals in (1) to (3)

can be represented as follows:

17 e[e is John’s knowledge of French] iff e[knowledge (e) * Subject (John,e) "
Object (French, e)]

18 e[e is destruction of the house] iff e[destruction (e) * Object (the house, e)]

19 e[e is a discussion of the presidential voting] iff e[discussion (e) * Object (the

presidential voting, €)]

In this view, derived nominals and argument structures are taken as the participants of the
relevant events.
However, if event e is an argument, it is plausible to expect it somewhere in

syntax. It is not clear where argument e resides in this picture.* In addition, although

4 Rappaport Havov and Levin (1992) specify the event position in NP syntax with respect to derived and —
er nominals. According to them, an event variable is lexically saturated under N for —er nominals and e is
at N’ for derived nominals, where adverbials can be a conjunct of e. However, there are problems in their
approach. First, if e is lexically saturated under N for —er nominals, their theory cannot explain why the



event position in logical form can nicely account for entailment patterns or ambiguity in
adjectival modifications, this theory is not concerned with the kind of property the
relevant verbs or nouns have. For instance, intuitively, “knowledge” means some kind of
state, but “discussion” means some kind of event’. From the syntactic perspective, both
of the derived nominals are categorically nouns, but there is a difference between them.
While “discussion” is countable, “destruction” is not. This observation correlates with
the inherent properties of common nouns such as “water” or “desk”. Semantically, mass
nouns imply substance, and count nouns do individuation. Now, the question is whether
or not mass/count properties can correlate with eventualities in derived nominals. In
other words, do mass noun type derived nominals possess certain eventualities while
count type derived nominals do others? Treating event as an argument structure does not
tell us anything about the kind of eventualities in derived nominals.

This treatment of event as an argument structure and kind of event is similar to
the situation between atoms and sub-atomic particles. Atoms are called so because they
were not considered to have parts. So, as long as atoms are concatenated with other
atoms to form other objects, everything is fine. However, atoms have internal properties:
sub-atomic particles. Then, several questions arise: How many sub-atomic particles
exist? What properties do they have? How are they distributed?

Now, apply the aforementioned analogy to derived nominals. The question is:
What kind of properties do derived nominals have and how are they distributed? Finding
out the answers is the main thrust of this paper. In the next section, we will explore how
derived nominals are treated. As a case in point, we will observe the transformational

approach by van Haut and Roeper (1998).

event modifier “frequent/constant”, which is attached to NP in their syntax, can form grammatical forms,
e.g., frequent flyer. The event variable is too far to be a conjunct of an event modifier. Second, there isn’t
any theoretical motivation as to why the event variable appears in such an asymmetrical manner between
derived and —er nominals. However, I won’t attempt to solve the location of e in this paper.

> From Parsons (1990), Larson and Segal (1995) cite a predicate “Hold(e)” for state type event. Thus,
‘dancer” is true iff e [dancing (e) * Agent (e,x)  Hold (e)]. It is a plausible extension to use “hold” and
“cul(mination) ” to distinguish between event and state. However, as a later section (adjectival
modification) shows, eventuality is not a simple dichotomy.



“John’s incompte destruction of the house”

b. John niyoru sono ie no sanzi-kan no torikowasi.
John by that house gen three hours-gen destruction

“John’s three hours of destruction of the house”

c. *John niyoru sono ie no zyuunana-kaino torikowasi.
John by that house gen seventeen cl (times) destruction

“John’s seventeen destructions of the house”

62 a. Daitooryoo no hyoo nituite no zyuubunna hanasiai.
president gen voting about gen enough discussion

“the enough discussion about the presidential voting”

b. Daitooryoo no hyoo nituite no sanzi -kan  no hanasiai.
president gen voting about gen three hours (duration) gen discussion

“three hours of discussion about the presidential voting”

c. Daitooryoo no hyoo nituite no zyuunana -kai no  hanasiai.
president gen voting about gen seventeen cl (times) gen discussion

“the seventeen discussions about the presidential voting”

Thus, the relevant grammaticality is explained in the dimensional view to derived
nominals. Derived nominals can be treated in Muromatsu’s system, but the difference is
that the 1D concept is converted to eventhood 1D by argument structure. This means that
the argument structure functions to take derived nominals to the event-zone, where the
original verbal reading is accessible. Common nouns are not taken to eventhood since
1D is converted to 2D by measure words, not argument structure. I claim that derived

nominals reside in a different domain from a common noun domain.
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4.3. Possible Conversion to Common Noun Dimensions

In the previous section, I claimed that derived nominals are converted to eventhood by
argument structure. At the very end of the last section, I also claimed that derived
nominals and common nouns reside in different domains. In this section, I will show that
there are some derived nominals which can be converted to common nouns.

As a starting point, take a look at the English derived nominal “construction”.

63 The construction of the house was incomplete.

The existence of the overt argument structure “the house” licenses the verbal meaning of

the derived nominal. However, “construction” can be used as an adjectival as in

Muromatsu’s 1D.

64 That is a construction company.

Also, “construction” can be used as object reading.

65 This construction weighs two tons.

In this example, the meaning of “construction” is shifted to a material meaning, losing the

event meaning. Thus, depending on how to convert dimension (either argument structure

or measure words), the 1D nominal goes to either the event domain or common noun

.12
domain.

66

argument structure measure words

1D

2 Other examples which have both concrete and event reading of derived nominals are: translation,
proposal, proof, and explanation. Muromatsu (1995) points out that an event nominal like “work” can go
to either event reading or object reading.
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5. Adjectival Modification and Dimensions

In this section, we will explore how the internal dimensions in derived nominals interact
with adjectives. As a starting point, let us observe the treatment of derived nominals by
Fu, Borer, and Roeper (1995). According to the authors, derived nominals are formed by
syntactic movement. More precisely, a verbal head moves up to nominalizer morpheme
to form a word. As a result, they claim that some VP modifiers appear in derived
nominals"*(see 21). Adjectives can modify derived nominals which are formed by
syntactic movement. However, their theory doesn’t say anything about what kind of
adjectives are compatible with derived nominals. Thus, it is plausible to investigate what

kind of adjectives are compatible with derived nominals. Take a look at the following

examples.
67 John has a complete knowledge of French.
*careful
*particular
68 The complete destruction of the paper was observed by John.
careful
*particular
69 There was a complete discussion of the problem by people.
careful
particular

There is a gradation among adjective + nominal construction. Fu, Borer, and Roeper’s
approach cannot capture this fact.
To proceed with the investigation, let us review the property of derived nominals

and adjectives. In the previous sections, I concluded that derived nominals have internal

" I am not going to discuss why certain VP adverbs appear in this paper. The main reason for not doing so
is that my informants disagree with the examples from Fu, Borer, Roeper (1995). Because the judgment
isn’t clear, I will avoid talking about VP adverbs in derived nominals.
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dimensions: eventhood, process, and individuated event. Let us consider “eventhood”
more carefully.

To begin with, I would like to adopt the role of adverbs of measurement or degree
which modify state (or endstate). Following Parsons’ eventish semantics framework,
Tenny (1999) claims that measure adverbs modify the endstate of the core event in the

verbs’ lexical meaning. For instance, consider the following sentence.

70 ‘The doctor completely cured the patient’ is true iff e[Cul (e) ~ Agent (e,the
doctor) ~ ¢’[Cul (e’) * theme (e’, the door) » CAUSE (e,e’) * s[Being-
complete(cured)(s) » theme (s, the patient) ~ Hold(s) » BECOME(e’,s)]]1"

Here, 1 would like to adopt and extend the measure or degree modifiers in derived
nominals to investigate whether or not derived nominals may contain state. In other
words, if derived nominals are compatible with degree or measure adjectives, it is
plausible to claim that derived nominals also have stative eventuality. This prediction is

actually borne out.

71 John has a complete knowledge of French.
72 The complete destruction of the paper was observed by John.
73 There was a complete discussion of the problem by people.

Derived nominals “knowledge”, “destruction”, and “discussion” are compatible with the
degree modifier “complete”. It is plausible that these derived nominals are compatible
with degree modifiers. “Knowledge” can be considered to “Hold” because people
acquire something (say French), and once it is acquired, it holds as knowledge.
“Destruction” creates a certain state through the object which is being destroyed as time
goes by. “Discussion” is also considered to have state in a situation where there are a

couple of agendas to discuss, and as time goes by, some of the agendas are discussed (and

' Tenny’s actual example for event semantics logical form is based on ‘xXclosed the door partway’. Here,
I used one of the example sentences in Tenny’s paper. Tenny extends the event semantics analysis to
incremental theme verbs to investigate whether or not degree or measure adverbs modify the end-state of
the relevant verbs; e.g., X runs a mile partway.
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solved). Although the object of “discussion” is different from the one in “destruction” in
nature (the object of “destruction” is considered to be affected since in the course of the
event, the object is being changed), a certain state can be identified by the end of event.
(e.g. a topic is discussed). In an earlier section, I claim that 1D is “eventhood”. Here, |
modify the eventuality of 1D. The compatibility of the degree modifier is proof that 1D
has stative eventuality.

Next, consider adjectives like “careful” with derived nominals.

74 *John has a careful knowledge of French.

75 The careful destruction of the paper was observed by John.
(intended reading: the manner of destruction was careful. Thus, the person
taking action tries not to make a mess by destroying the paper.)

76 There was a careful discussion of the problem by people.
(intended reading: the manner of discussion was careful so that nobody in the

discussion would start fighting or arguing.)

The manner interpretation “careful” cannot be compatible with “knowledge”.
In addition, there is another kind of adjective that is compatible only with

“discussion”.

77 *John has a particular knowledge of French.
78 *The particular destruction of the paper was observed by John.
79 There was a particular discussion of the problem by people.

The (in)compatibility of adjectives with different kinds of derived nominals calls for
explanation. As we observed at the beginning of this section, the transformational
analysis of derived nominals will not capture this fact. 1 claim that the adjectival
modification is sensitive to the internal hierarchy in derived nominals.

Recall that the examples (71-73) whose derived nominals are compatible with
“complete”. What the derived nominals have in common is state 1D. Thus, I claim that

the degree adjective “complete” modifies 1D.
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80 1D"

>

ADJ 1D=State

)

DN Argument Structure
If this line of thought is on the right track, manner adjectives modify 2D (process).

81 2D=Process
ADJ 1D
(manner)

DN Argument structure

At last, “particular” modifies 3D.

82 3D=Individuation
ADJ 2D

/N
/N

DN Argument structure
This picture explains why certain types of adjectives are not compatible with derived

nominals. Some derived nominals lack the relevant dimensions.
&3 * 2D

/

Manner 1D

Knowledge

'3 In this tree diagram, there are two 1Ds. This doesnot change dimensionality of the derived nominal.
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84 * 3D
Par@' /2])\

1D
Destruction

The compatibility of adjectives with certain derived nominals also supports the view that
there may be dimensions in derived nominals, these dimensions corresponding to

different eventualities.'®

6. Indication of Events in Clausal and Nominal Level

In this section, we will consider what indicates different eventualities in clausal and
nominal (derived nominal) levels. As we discussed in the previous sections, argument
structure, measure words, and classifiers convert from lower dimension to higher
dimension. Thus, it is plausible to say that argument structure, measure words, and
classifiers indicate the different eventualities. Then, the immediate question is what
indicates the eventualities in clausal levels. We will explore the answer in this section.

To begin with, let us consider what complex events are.

6.1. Complex Events

There are two types of complex events. The first one is a big event, which consists of
sub-events. Imagine a war or banquet party. On a battlefield, some people shoot, some
protect others, and some dig holes. At a banquet party, people eat, talk, or dance. What
is common in these events is that they have sub-events (e.g., eating, talking, or dancing).
These sub-events interact with one another to make a big event like a war or banquet

party. Take a look at the following chart.

' Muromatsu (1998) discusses adjective placement through dimensional theory.
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85 banquet party (whole event)

< >
talking eating dancing
(sub-event) (sub-event) (sub-event)

In this picture, the whole event (banquet) bears a certain relation to its terminating parts
(sub-events).
There is another type of event: causal relations over time. Consider the following

sentences.

86 a. John boiled the water.
b. The water boiled.
(Pietroski 1998)

The inference from (86a) to (86b) goes through. (86) can be schematized as follows:

87

whole event (John boiled the water.)
< \

part (sub-event) (The water boiled)

What is interesting here is the appearance of the verb “boiled” as transitive and
intransitive forms.

Arguing against Fodor and Lepore (1998), Pietroski (1998) argues that the
transitive “boil” and intransitive “boil” involve the same lexical item. In other words, the
whole event (boiling:transitive) bears a certain relation to its terminating parts

(boiling:intransitive).
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88 a. e f[Agent (John, e) " [R(e,f) " boiling (f)]  Theme (the water, e)]]
b. f[boiling (f)* Theme (the water,f)]

As the logical form shows, transitive “boil” is described as a relation with boiling
(intransitive) through meta-language R. This means that the prima-facie transitive verbs
have more complex semantic structures. However, is R only meta-language in logical
form or a lexical item? Regarding this matter, Pietroski states that Chomsky’s small verb

analysis offers the answer.

6.2. Small Verb Analysis

Chomsky (1995) advocates that a prima-facie transitive verb is actually the result of the
incorporation of the intransitive verb to the small verb. According to Chomsky, both the
small verb and the intransitive verb have an argument whose theta-role is discharged by
either verb. In the course of derivation, the small verb attracts the intransitive verb, and

the incorporation from the intransitive verb to the small verb takes place.

89

subject

Ef[R(e,f) » boiling(intransitive)] ' —

v Vi ti the water

Thus, although we pronounce the verb “boiled”, the actual form is [v+boil]. Once the
incorporation takes place, [v+ boil] becomes a frozen unit.

Now, the picture of the transitive form construction can nicely fit into the event
analysis. The whole event, which is a sentence, contains sub-event (boiling:intransitive).

Semantically, the transitive form is demonstrated by meta-language [R +

17 Pietroski’s (1998) interpretation for meta-language R is “terminate-in”. For this matter, see Pietroski
(1998).
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boiling(intransitive)]. Syntactically, the meta-language is small v, which attracts the
movement of the intransitive boiling to make a compound (incorporation). Thus, this
view holds a whole-part relation. In this view, small v indicates the existence of sub-
events. To be precise, if you boil the water, you need to perform the initial action. The
initial action causes the theme “the water” to go through a change of state. At the end of
the event, the water is boiled. Each different sub-event can be indicated through the
existence of small v (or maybe small s). Thus, not only the flip side of small v in syntax
1S “terminate-in” in semantics, but also small v indicates the existence of some events in a
sentence.

Now, recall Pietroski’s work about the combination of Davidsonian event
semantics and Chomsky’s small verb analysis of the transitive verb construction. Small
verbs work as an indication of some events in a sentence. A big event terminates in sub-
events.

Although it is not precisely the same, small verbs and classifier and mass words
play the same role with respect to indicating events. In this sense, sentence and noun

phrases have parallel structures.

7. Conclusion and Future Research

In this paper, we found the following:

90 Derived nominals have internal dimensions. They are structured as state, process,
and individuated event. Each event corresponds to a dimension.

91 Some derived nominals have both object and verbal readings. Depending on what
kind of dimensional converter (e.g., argument structure or measure word of

common nouns) the relevant derived nominal takes, the meanings are changed.

92 Adjectival modification also supports the internal dimensions in derived
nominals.

93 Both small verbs and classifier/mass words work in the same way to indicate
events.

31



However, I did not discuss one fact which current theory cannot resolve. Consider the

following sentences:

94 a. There was a huge explosion.
b. *There were four minutes of explosion of the bombs.

c. There were seventeen explosions of the bombs.

For some reason, this type of derived nominal does not seem to show a 2D level. This is
against dimensional theory, which claims that higher dimensions include lower
dimensions. I do not have any account for this class of derived nominals. One thing
which may be a plausible answer is that certain types of derived nominals do not show
inside, although they may have some internal dimensions. Uriagereka (1998) claims that
name is one of the examples. In any event, we will try to resolve this problem in the
future.

Future research of dimensions in derived nominals may include possible adverbial

placements. Consider the following sentences:

95 a. *There were four hours of destruction of the cities.

b. There was destruction of the cities for four hours.

96 a. There were four hours of discussion of the presidential voting.

b. There was discussion of the presidential voting for four hours.

As the examples show, the higher-dimensional word “discussion” gives two possible
adverbial placements, while the lower-dimensional word “destruction” gives only one
possible site for the adverbial. I take this fact as a reflection of the dimensional view.

I will work on how the positional variation of adverbials is explained from the

dimensional view in the future.
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