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Introduction



Adjectival and nominal gradable properties

English primarily uses adjectives to expresses gradable properties,
but it can also use nouns:

(1) a. Floyd is strong.
b. Floyd has strength.

We will call these degree nominalizations (DNs)



Adjectival and nominal gradable properties

English primarily uses adjectives to expresses gradable properties,
but it can also use nouns:

(1) a. Floyd is strong.
b. Floyd has strength.

We will call these degree nominalizations (DNs)

Some languages primarily use DNs to express gradability:

(3)  Yarinyd tana da zobé
girl she.CONT with ring
‘The girl has a ring/
(Hausa, Newman 2000)

(2)  Muna da Karf
we.CONT with strength
‘We have strength’



Possessive degree nominalizations

Francez & Koontz-Garboden (2017) observe [English] sentences
like (4) containing nominals don't give rise to a contradiction:

(4)  The Taj Mahal has the same beauty as the Stata Center,
though their beauties are very different. (~ FKG 2017)

- Taj Mahal and Stata Center have the same degree of beauty.
- The substances of beauty they possess are distinct.



A wrinkle in the English data

Not all English DNs fit in FKG's frame without contradiction:

height
(5)  #The Taj Mahal has the same { weight ; as the Stata Center,
size
heights
though their < weights » are very different.
sizes

- Therefore, there are different types of DNs in English
- Not all are accounted for with FKG's substance analysis



Two types of degree nominalizations in English

We distinguish biased DNs and neutral DNs (see also Moltmann
2009):

Biased DNs Neutral DNs

tallness height
heaviness weight
warmth temperature
youth age

largeness size



Preview

Biased and neutral DNs differ with respect to...

- mode of attribution (HAVE vs BE)

- mass/count

- distributional readings

- the ways in which they can be said to change
- factor phrases

- concealed questions

We analyze...

- Biased DNs as qualities—portions of an abstract substance—in
the spirit of FKG
- Neutral DNs as degree concepts, intensionalized degrees



The facts



Simple attribution: have vs be

Neutral DNs, but not biased DNs, can occur with the copula in
predication. Biased DNs must use HAVE.

This contrast is seen in simple attribution contexts:

height

(6) a. Ingo > L the same agg as Bertha. (neutral)
?has weight

size

tallness

"
b. Ingo > the same oldngss as Bertha.  (biased)
has heaviness

beauty




Adjunction to NP

Only neutral DNs can adjoin to NPs:

height
age
weight
size

(7)  a. Aperson that is bound to make the team.

(neutral)

tallness

oldness .

b. #A person that . is bound to make the team.
heaviness

beauty

(biased)



Adjunction to NP and reduced relative clauses

This follows from analyzing this structure with a covert relative
clause head and copula (Larson 1985):

(8) a. Aperson [who is] that height...
b. #A person [who is] that tallness...

This connects the DP adjunct facts to the have vs be facts.



Mass vs count—many and much

Neutral DNs can occur with many. Biased DNs must occur with much:

heights
ages
weights
sizes

(9)  a. Ididn't notice many (neutral)

beauty
strength
wisdom
patience

b. I didn’'t notice much (biased)




Group nouns and DNs

Singular neutral DNs give rise to collective readings with group
nouns:

(10) The {zii} of the committee intimidated Floyd. (neutral)

a. age: #The members were all elderly.
b. size: #The members were all enormous.

Biased DNs allow a distributive interpretation:
(11)  The SlEISES of the committee intimidated Floyd. (biased)
tallness

a. age: The members were all elderly.
b. size: The members were all enormous.



Factor phrase modification

Only neutral DNs have a clear interpretation with factor phrases such
as three times (Gobeski 2019):

height
age
weight
size

(12)  a. Floyd is three times Ingo’s (neutral)

tallness
b. ??Floyd has three times Ingo’s oldngss . (biased)
heaviness

beauty

1



Predicating change

When a neutral DN is said to change, its change is in degrees:

(13)  Floyd’s height has changed.
a. He's grown a few inches.
b. #He used to be a lanky tall, but now he's bulked up.

When a biased DN is said to change, its change is in the way a
property is manifested (cf. Moltmann 2009):

(14)  Floyd’s tallness has changed.
a. He used to be a lanky tall, but now he's bulked up.
b. He's grown a few inches.



Concealed questions

Concealed questions (Grimshaw 1979 among many others) occur with
neutral but not biased DNs (Moltmann 2009):

(15)  Floyd guessed Clyde’s height. (concealed question)
~ Floyd guessed what Clyde’s height was. (question)



Concealed questions

.| height
(16) a. Clyde knew Ingo’s {Weight}' (neutral)

~ Clyde knew what Ingo’s {hel.ght} was
weight

b. #Clyde knew Ingo’s {tallngss } (biased)
heaviness

tallness
Clyde | hat Ingo’ .
% Clyde knew what Ingo’s {heavmess} was

14



Neutral DNs Biased DNs

Can be the same and different v
Simple predication with copula v
Can head DP adjuncts v
Pattern as count nouns v
Distributive readings X
Licit with factor phrases v
Can change in quality X
Concealed questions v

X WX N X X X X



Previous work



Possessive degree nominalizations

Francez & Koontz-Garboden 2015, 2017 (FKG):
Degree nominalizations:

- Denote mass substances

- Require a possessive semantics

A’s strength is different from B's strength—even if A and B are equally
strong (see also Moltmann 2009).
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Francez & Koontz-Garboden (2017)

Under their analysis, a nominal like strength is a predicate of
portions p.

(17)  [strength] = Ap . strength(p)

Also crucial for them is possessive morphology, which when applied
to the nominal returns a predicate of individuals:

(18) [ has strength }]C = A\ . tp € C[strength(p) A =(x, p)]

X possesses a portion of strength z, where z is restricted to “large
enough” in the context C.



Adopting FKG

This alone doesn’t deliver the grammatical contrasts between Biased
DNs and Neutral DNs, such as (19).

beauty

1 The Taj Mahal h h
(19) e Taj Mahal has the same {height

} as the Stata Center,

beauties

theights are very different. (~ FKG 17)

though their{



Moltmann (2009)

Moltmann (2009) recognizes the same two classes of
nominalizations:

Moltmann | us
Terminology: positive nominalizations | biased DNs
absolute nominalizations | neutral DNs

Her analysis:

- uses tropes qua particularized properties of individuals
- both types denote relations between tropes and their bearers

- biased DNs make reference to a standard of comparison (cf. POS
in degree-based accounts) —neutral DNs don't

19



Moltmann (2009)

- Her analysis treats these classes differently, but both of them
are of the same semantic type.

- It does not predict the range of grammatical distinctions we
observe between the two forms.

height
is
”has weight

size

(20) a. Ingo { } the same { 25° as Bertha. (neutral)

tallness

"
b. Ingo > the same oldngss as Bertha.  (biased)
has heaviness

beauty

20



Towards an analysis

We adopt FKG's notion of portions of an abstract quality in
representing biased DNs.

Furthermore, like Moltmann, we only encode the exceeding of a
standard in biased DNs—not neutral DNs.

To encapsulate the full range of grammatical differences between
the classes, we treat them as different semantic types.

21



Analysis




The analysis of neutral DNs will build on assumptions about
measure phrases.

We interpret MPs as degree-denoting (standardly) and a type-shift
allows for their interpretation with the copula:

(21)  Ingo is six feet.

(22)  a. [six feet] = 6ft
D. [DEG-SHIFT] = AdAX . piscale(a)(X) > d
C. [Ingo is DEG-SHIFT six feet]

[ pec-sHIFT] ([ six feet])([Ingo])
= Hscale(Gft)(lngO) > 6ft

22



Neutral DN in predicative contexts

Neutral DNs also can occur predicatively:
(23)  Ingo is my height.
We assume the same type-shift is at play here:

(24) a. [my height] = pheignt(me) (to be revised!)
D. [DEG-SHIFT] = AdAX . piscale(a)(X) > d
C. [Ingo is DEG-SHIFT my height]

[ DEG-SHIFT] ([ my height])([Ingo])

= Hheight(INGO) > kheight(Me)

23



Neutral DNs with DP adjuncts and factor phrases

The DEG-SHIFT type shift also explains why neutral DNs like heights
and weights occur as DP adjuncts interpreted intersectively:

height
(25) A player that { weight 3 is bound to make the team.
size

The reason why factor phrases are licit with Neutral DNs is because
three times applies to my height before the DEG-SHIFT:

(26)  [is DEG-SHIFT three times my height]
= M. fineight(X) 2> [3 X pheignt(me)]

24



Neutral DNs are intensional

However, there are contexts neutral DNs but not degrees. Predicates

of change:
My height
(27) {ﬁsix " } changed.

Concealed questions:

my height
2 F k .
(28)  Floyd knows {#six foet }

(cf. Moltmann 2009, Castroviejo Mird & Schwager 2008)

25



Neutral DNs as degree concepts

Concealed questions are standardly associated with individual
concepts (Heim 1979, Romero 2005, Aloni & Roelofsen 2011, Bhadra &
Mendia 2019)—e.g., type (s, e), where s is a situation.

But since we're dealing with degrees, what we need here are DEGREE
CONCEPTS, of type (s, d).

26



Neutral DNs and change predication

The neutral DN is a function from a situation to Bertha's height in
the situation:

(29)  [Bertha’s height] = As . pineignts(Bertha)

This makes change predication possible as in (30b):

(30) a. [changed] = A5, ayAs . 35'[S" <time S A 6(S") #6(S)]
b. [ Bertha'’s height changed]
s’ =time S A\

= \s. 3
Mheight,s’(Bertha) #Nheight,s(Bertha)
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Neutral DNs predicated

How does this work in extensional contexts? Montagovian
extensionalizing operator (Montague 1973 among many others):

3)  [V] =Xa.afs)

This provides a licit input to DEG-SHIFT as in (32):

(32)  a. [Bertha’s height] = As . pineignt,s(Bertha)
b. [V Bertha’s height]]© = [ Bertha’s height] (@)
= [height,o(Bertha)
(33) a [[DEG—SHIFT]]@ = XdAX . piscale(d),e(X) > d
b. [Ingo is DEG-SHIFT ¥ Bertha’s heightﬂ©
[pe-shier]® ([ Bertha's height]°)([Ingo]")
= height,0(ING0) > /ineight o (Bertha)

28



Returning to biased DNs

A biased DN definite description like (34) picks out the maximal
contextually salient portion of a quality, here tallness, possessed by
an individual, here Esme (7 represents possession, following FKG):

(34) [Esme’s tallness]]c’S =p € C[tallness(p) A ws(Esme, p)]

29



Mass and count biased DNs

Because biased DNs denote stuff—masses— they require a mass
determiner:

tallness
(35) Ididn’t notice much < beauty
strength

30



Multiplying biased DNs

Because biased DNs are simply portions, they are illicit with factor
phrases, i.e.,, cannot be multiplied:

(36) #Floyd is three times Bertha's tallness.
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Biased DNs and attribution

Because this is a type of quality, in simple attributions Biased DNs
must occur with have or a possessive:

tallness
(37) *#Floyd is Esme’s ¢ strength
beauty

A type clash prevents biased DNs from combining with the DEG-SHIFT
type shift—and therefore also makes them unable to be
intersectively-interpreted adjuncts.

tallness
(38) *A player Esme’s { beauty is bound to make the team.
strength

32



Possession and kinds

Biased DNs instead use “have” i.e., possession.

tallness
(39) Floyd has Esme’s ¢ strength
beauty

Possession in general often allows kind readings:

(40)  Anton has Eva’s nose.
‘Anton has the same kind of nose as Eva!

(41) 1 have Floyd’s car.
‘I have the same kind of car as Floyd.

tx[nose(x) A ws(Anton, x)] realizes kR A

42
42) ty[nose(y) A ms(Eva, y)] realizes k

33



Biased DNs and kind possession

We assume a kind possession strategy for biased DNs.

tallness
(43) a. Floyd has Esme’s ¢ strength
beauty

tp € C[tallness(p) A ms(Floyd, p)] realizes k A

b. 3k .
1p’ € C[tallness(p’) A ws(Esme, p’)] realizes k
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BDNs and change

Change predication is possible for biased DNs:
(44)  [changed, ]| = AP (s pyAs . 3S'[ S <time S A P(S) #P(5') ]

(45)  [Esme’s tallness changed, ]]C =)AS .

p € C[tallness(p) A ws(Esme, p)] # ] ]

3’| " <y A
> [S <time 3 [Lp’ e ([tallness(p’) A ms (Esme, p')]

Neutral DNs—being degree concepts—can only change in their
measure. Biased DNs can change in more abstract ways.
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Revisiting the Taj Mahal

(46)  The Taj Mahal and Stata Center have the same {hE|ght } but

beauty

ha

their { helghts } are different.
beauties

With the neutral DN, (46) is saying that their degrees of height are the
same and that their degrees are different, leading to contradiction.

Biased DNs don’t work like this, because qualities are more than a
measure. They can be the same in some respects, including their
degrees, and different in others.
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Taking stock




- The mass-portion analysis of property concepts like wisdom was
motivated chiefly by gradable predication across languages.

- We show, though, that even in English, the mass-portion
analysis is necessary for some nominalizations, and
distinguishes them from others.

- We also show that there are two types of degree nominalizations
in English, and that one of them can be construed as denoting
degree concepts.
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Future directions

- How can the distributivity facts be derived? Why are these facts
so?

- How exactly can the ‘ways’ in which one has beauty be
formalized?

- What does a ‘kind’ for a property concept mean?

- What are the relevant notions of sameness, difference, and
possession?

38



References




References

Aloni, Maria & Floris Roelofsen. 2011. ‘Interpreting concealed questions’. Linguistics
and Philosophy 34, 443-478.

Bhadra, Diti & Jon Ander Mendia. 2019. ‘Domain restrictions in concealed questions’ In
Proceedings of the Linguistic Society of America Annual Meeting.

Castroviejo Miro, Elena & Magdalena Schwager. 2008. ‘Amazing DPs’. In Proceedings of
Semantics and Linguistic Theory (SALT) 18. CLC Publications, Ithaca, NY.

Francez, Itamar & Andrew Koontz-Garboden. 2015. ‘Semantic variation and the
grammar of property concepts’. Language 91(3), 533-563.

Francez, Itamar & Andrew Koontz-Garboden. 2017. Semantics and Morphosyntactic
Variation: Qualities and the Grammar of Property Concepts. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge.

Gobeski, Adam. 2019. Factor phrases: The semantics of multiplicative modification of
events, degrees, and nominals, and the grammar of arithmetic. Doctoral
dissertation, Michigan State University.

Grimshaw, Jane. 1979. ‘Complement selection and the lexicon’. Linguistic Inquiry 10,
279-326.

39



References

Heim, Irene. 1979. ‘Concealed questions’ In Rainer Bauerle, Urs Egli, & Arnim von
Stechow (eds.), Semantics from Different Points of View, pp. 51-60.
Springer-Verlag, Berlin.

Larson, Richard. 1985. ‘Bare-NP adverbs’. Linguistic Inquiry 16, 595-621.

Moltmann, Friederike. 2009. ‘Degree structure as trope structure: a trope-based
analysis of positive and comparative adjectives’ Linguistics and Philosophy 32(1),
51-94.

Montague, Richard. 1973. ‘The proper treatment of quantification in ordinary English’.
In Jaakko Hintikka (ed.), Approaches to Natural Language: Proceedings of the 1970
Stanford Workshop on Grammar and Semantics, pp. 221-242. D. Reidel, Dordrecht.
Reprinted in Paul Portner and Barbara Partee. 2002. Formal Semantics: The
Essential Readings. Blackwell.

Newman, Paul. 2000. The Hausa language: An encyclopedic reference grammar. Yale
University Press.

Romero, Maribel. 2005. ‘Concealed questions and specificational subjects’ Linguistics
and Philosophy 28(6), 687-737.

40



	Introduction
	The facts
	Previous work
	Analysis
	Taking stock
	References

