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1

When Morphology ... Disappears

GREG CARLSON

1.1 Introduction

StevenG. Lapointes work on morphologyincludesparticularlykeenatten-
tion to meaningandthemeaningshatmorphemesontributeto thesentence
asawhole.But I'm goingto focuson someinstancesvherethereis no mor-
phology or, rather,an absencef it. In theinstanced’ll bediscussingit is
the absenceratherthanthe presenceof morphologythatis correlatedwith
certainpatternsof semantidnterpretation. At least thisis theinitial appear-
anceln theend,though, will posethequestiornof whethetthis quiteplausi-
ble ideais correct,andoffer analternativehypothesisvherebythe presence
of morphologyis whatmakedor certaininterpretivepossibilitiesandnotthe
its absenceThisis Lapointesthesis.

Sincethe patternsof dataareto befoundacrosdanguagestherearecer-
tain assumptionshat will needto be made.While a goodmanylanguages
haveundergonsaignificantformal study(themorphologyphonologyand,to
alesserextent the syntax),comparativelyspeakingonly a few havereceived
thedetailedsemanticstudythatis necessaryo drawfirm enoughconclusions
to beof value.Neverthelesd,amgoingto generalizérom thosewell-studied
instancesand piecemeakvidencethat pointsin the samedirection, draw-
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ing conclusionsaboutthe characteiof morphologyand naturallanguagen
generalwhich, given our presentstateof knowledge ,mustbe regardedas
tentativebut, | hope,worththinking about.

1.2 A brief overview of phenomena

The questionposedin this papersurroundghe interpretationof, primarily,
indefinitedirectobjects.lt is well-knownthatindefinitesmay beinterpreted
specifically andnon-specificallyevenif we arenot clearonwhatthatmeans
exactly (for one attemptedclear characterizationthough,seeEng (1991)).
The specific/nonspecifidistinctionis a subtle but omnipresentambiguity
with all (or atleastmost)occurrencesf indefiniteswhentheyareinterpreted
nongenericallyno oneto my knowledgehas(yet) detecteda similar diver-
genceof interpretatiormamonggenericallyinterpretedndefinites).However,
therearecertainconstructiortypeswhich appeato favor the nonspecifidn-
terpretation.

Considerinitially datafrom English.Englishis a languagewith articles
thatnormallymustattenda countnounheadin theabsencef quantification.
But, aseveryone&nows,thearticlemaybeomitted(or null) if thecountnoun
appearsn theplural.

(1) a. Johnsawacat.
b. *Johnsawcat.(unlesscatis interpretecasa massterm)
c. Johnsawcats.

(1c)containsvhatl amcallinganabsencef morphology Thisabsencés
associatedvith a non-specifidnterpretatioronly, in contrastto (1a), which
allowsbotha specificanda nonspecifianterpretationThe non-specificityof
thebarepluralsis supportedo alargeextentintuitively, butit is alsoclearthat
theyhavenarrowespossiblescopgtherearesomewell-knownexceptiongo
this| setaside—se€hierchia,1998),andnowide scopereadingsahallmark
of nonspecificeadings.

Anotherinstancewvherethereis alack of morphologyis theappearancef
“baresingular’countnounsin languagesvith articlesandplurality marking.
In theseinstances nounphrases doublydeprived soto speak)ackingboth
therequiredarticle andthe plurality markingthatis “normally” requiredof
countnounsin the absencef anarticle. A goodexampleof this is foundin
Norwegian(Borthen,1998,2003),which allowsbaresingulardairly system-
atically:

(2) a. Jegkjgrerbil.
| drive car
‘| driveacar’
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b. Petterspiserhelst medskje
Pettereats ratherwith spoon
‘Petterwould rathereatwith a spoorn.

c. Jeghar bestilt billett.
| haveorderedicket
‘| orderedaticket!

As Borthenclearly shows thesebaresingularshavethe semantiqroper-
tiesof barepluralsin termsof beinguniformly non-specifiaveakindefinites;
therearenowide-scopeor specificreadingdor them.Baresingularsn other
languagesvith articlesand plurality marking havebeenshownto havean
identicalsemanticsasin Albanian(Kallulli, 1999)Brazilian Portuguesean-
vestigatedn detail by Schmidtand Munn (1999) and Munn and Schmidt
(1999),andHungarian(Farkasandde Swart,to appear).

Besidesa lack of determinatiorand plurality, a lack of case-markindin
languagesvith systematiacase-markingalsoappeargo be associatedvith
weak, nonspecificindefinite readingsof noun phrasesEncg (1991),for in-
stancegoesto somelengthsto showthatwhenTurkishobjectsappeamwith-
outcase-markingheresultis uniformly nonspecificHindi hasasimilarcon-
struction.Thefollowing examplesarefrom Mohanan(1995):

(3) a. ilaa baccd-ko  kMNoitii rahtii hai
ila-Nom children-Accsearch-HaliProg be-Pres
‘lla keepssearchindgor the/somechildren’,

b. ilaa  bacce  kNMojti rahtiihai
ila-Nom children-@search-halProg be-Pres
‘lla keepschildren-searching.e., performingthe act of search-
ing for children).

Thelackof the“usual” accusativenarkingontheobjectnoun(which Mo-
hananinitially characterizeasnull nominativemarking)is associatedvith
onlytheindefinite, weak,narrow-scopeeading.Thesanterpretationgrefur-
therelucidatedn Dayal(1999).

Anotherinstanceof “lack of morphology”foundin the literatureis the
studyby ChengandSybesmg1999)regardingCantonesea languagewith-
out case-markingplurality, or articles.Cantoneseljke Mandarinandmany
otherlanguageshasclassifiersHowever,in Cantones¢heseclassifieramay
on occasionbe omitted, to the effect of eliminatingwider-scopespecificor
definitereadingghatmayappeain the presencef the classifier:

Perhapshe mostextensivebody of literaturewhich illustratesthekind of
“missing morphology”focusedon hereis the vastamountwritten on noun-
incorporation.] makeno attemptto summarizethe literature here (though
seevan Geenhoven2002,and Gerdts, 1998 for excellentoverviewsof the
literatureandpertinentissues) As van Geenhoverf2002)pointsout, “Noun
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incorporationis a covertermfor a wide variety of constructionscrosdan-
guages.. " (p.261).Howeverwhatis acharacteristiof suchconstructions
is that whenthe nounis “incorporated”,any attendantmorphologyis nor-
mally strippedaway includingcase-markingplurality andarticles,in priva-
tive comparisorto thefuller syntacticexpressiorof the samemeaning De-
tailed semantidnvestigationof the semanticof incorporatecconstructions
yields the observatiorthat only weak,non-specificjndefinitereadingsmay
beassociateavith anincorporatechominal(e.g.,vanGeenhovet§1998)and
Bittner (1994)for WestGreenlandic)Thesedetailedobservationsreregu-
larly supportecby commentsof varying degreesof explicitnessthroughout
the incorporationliterature, whethertheoreticalor descriptive that the se-
manticsis of the samecharacterA few quotationsfrom works on specific
languagegivesa flavor for this:

(Whenincorporated,) ... nounsbecomenon-referential”Sullivan (1984)

“[the incorporatedform] refersto habitual, permanentchronic, specialized,
characteristior unintentionalactivitiesor statespr localizedeventswith the
nounbeinggeneric,nonreferentialpr indefinite” de Reusg1994)

“Incorporationis usedwhenobjectsarenon-specifiandnon-salient. Spencer
(1985)

“An incorporatednoun often refersto a genericor unspecificclass” Mithun
(1984)

Suchobservationsnay be multiplied nearlyat will. However,it remains
unclearwherethe outerboundarief “incorporation”lie. For instancethe
Scandinaviarand the Hindi examplescited abovemay be analyzedas in-
stancesf incorporationand Mohananexplicitly argueghis to the casefor
Hindiin herarticle,asdo AsudehandMikkelsen(2000)for Danish.But Mas-
sam(2001)argueghatthereis acategonof “pseudo-incorporatediominals,
basedon evidencefrom AustronesianThe outer boundariesare uncertain
(onecould evenlook at Englishbarepluralsas“incorporated"were one of
a mind to do so), but thereare hints which indicatethat not all instancef
missingnominalmorphologywith therequisitesemanticshouldbeanalyzed
as“incorporated”.

For examplejn somelanguageshereis the phenomenownf “doubling”,
wherean incorporatechominalinterpretedas, say the direct object of the
verb,mayappeaitn the presencef another(apparentilirectobject:

4) Kikv rabahbotva-ha-its-a-hnini-'ki rake-'niha
this bullheadFACT-M.sg.SUBJ-fish-buy-PUNCTy-father
‘My father‘fish-bought’this bullhead. (Mohawk,Baker,1995)

Whetherthe unincorporateddoubling” direct objectis an argumentas
commonlyassumedpr an adjunct,as arguedby Chungand Ladusaw(in
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press)for Chamorro,is presentlynot the point. Rather,the observationis
thatdoubling,whenit occurs,may only occurwith truly incorporatechomi-
nals.Lack of doublingis not a diagnostidor lack of incorporationput such
phenomenauggesthatnotall instance®f anabsencef morphologyshould
beanalyzedasincorporated.

Therearetwo otherinstance®f “missingmorphology’thatl wishto sug-
gestare also a part of this generalpattern,thoughthey havereceivedless
documentatiomn theliterature.Oneinstances thatof a lack of direct-object
agreementnarkerson anapparenthtransitiveverb,in languagesvhich have
directobjectagreemeninarkers.For instance Perrot(1972)reportsthatin
Swabhili, verbsagreewith definiteobjectsbut notindefiniteones.

(5) a. U- me-leta kitabu?
2sgPerfbringbook
‘Have you broughta book?’

b. U- me-ki- leta kitabu?
2sgPerf3sgbring book
‘Have you broughtthebook?’

Aissen(2003)takesanothepointof view, arguingthattensds thecontrol-
ling feature,so we mustlook againat this phenomenonrat leastin Swabhili.
However,anothersomewhatnoresecureas examples drawnfrom Palauan,
thoughherethe patternis more complex.Woolford (1996) reportsthatin
the perfectiveaspectwith non-humarobjects,verbsagreewith only with
specificsingulars,and not with indefinites,or indefinite plurals.In the im-
perfectiveparadigmyerbsdo notagreewith anyobjects.Howeverwhenan
objectis non-humanspecificand singular,a prepositionis insertedbefore
thedefinitesingularNP. Sowhile thereis moregoingonhere theconnection
betweerlack of agreemenandindefinitenessandbetweernNP markingand
specificity is in evidenceWhatis notsoclearly establishedn this literature
is whethertheindefinitesarenon-specifionly.

The otherphenomenois “clitic-doubling”, illustratedby the Spanishex-
amplebelow A lack of suchdoublingis associate@vith nonspecifiéndefinite
readingsSurfier(1988)notestwo thingsin SpanishFirst, with bareplurals,
onecannotget clitic doubling—thisappeardo be the samewith Albanian
baresingularsdiscussedhn Kallulli (1999).

(6) Les dejaré todomi dineroa los pobres.
To-theml-will-leave all my moneyto the poor
‘I will leaveall my moneyto thepoor’

(7 *Les donaré  todosmiosbienesa museos.
To-theml-will-leave all my moneyto museums

Also, clitic doublingcannotoccurwith nonreferentiatiefinites:

SeptembeR5, 2003
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(8) *Lo alabran al nifloque termineprimero.
Him they-will-praisethe boy who finishesfirst
(badonthereadingwherewinneris yetto be determined)

Thereis onevital issuethatl haveleft unaddresseith theabove whichwill
largely remainthatway. This is the questionof whether‘missing morphol-
ogy” ascharacterizeds truly the absenceof morphology or whethersuch
instancesare actually exemplarsof null morphology—thatis, actualmor-
phologywith phonologicallynull expressionSo, for example the fact that
Slaviclanguagesandmanyothers,generallylack articlesis not something
wouldconsidefmissingmorphology” Ratherthestrategyhereis to examine
morphologycontrastivelyithatis, if somethinghatlookslike it “normally”
takesa certaintype of morphologicamarking,andin certaininstancesacks
theexpectednarking,l amtakingit as“missing” ratherthanas“null”. This
assumptiormay misfire in someinstancegqe.g.,whetherthe Hindi objects
mentionedaboveare null Nominative,ratherthan genuinelywithout case-
marking),butl amgoingto assumehatat leastthe bulk of the exampleare
genuineanstance®f alack of morphologicamarking.Forarecentreviewof
someof the phenomenaiscussedere,thoughwith a very different setof
concernsn mind, seeAissen(2003).

Let me summarizethe discussiorto this point. We haveseena seriesof
phenomendhat are associatedvith a certaintype of semanticreadingfor,
chiefly thoughnot exclusively direct objectnounphrasesThe few illustra-
tive examplegjivenareindicativeof muchmoregenerapatternghatcanbe
foundin awide varietyof unrelatedangaugegseeFarkasandde Swartfor a
listing of “stable” semantigatterns)in theseinstancesit is thelack of mor-
phologythatis associatedvith this nonspecificdeadingandnotits presence.
So, the questionis, do we haveherean instanceof no morphologybearing
meaningf thiswereso,|'d takethis ascontraryto Lapointesview of mor-
phology whereit is formsthat contributemeaningsandnot the absencef
form. In theremaindeof this article,| amgoingto presensomeideasabout
whatmightbegoingonin theinstanceseviewed and,if theideashavemerit,
we aregoingto seethatit is the presenceandnot the absencef formsthat
beargherequiredmeanings—orather therequiredfunctions.

1.3 Three levelsof meaning

The point of view takenhereis sketchedout in Carlson(2003a),which is
anattempto dealwith thequestiorof why weak,nonspecifiégndefinitenoun
phrasesrecuriouslytheonly instanceén Diesing’s (1992)frameworkwhich
arenotrequiredto beraisedout of the VerbPhraseandinto the P domain(to
useDiesingsterminology).Theaccounto begiven,in contrasto Diesings,
is asemanti@accountandnotasyntacticone:it is justthatweaknon-specific
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indefiniteshavea type of meaningwhich is “compatible” with verb phrase
meaningsall othertypesof nounphrasedeinguninterpretablevithin that
domain.

Recallthatin thediscussiorabove thenounphrasesveredivided,implic-
itly, into not two but threeclasses(1) truly incorporatedveak nonspecific
indefinites(2) nonspecificindefinitesthat are not incorporatedand (3) all
othersgenerallyperceivedas“regular’ nounphrasesit is only this lastclass
thatis generallyassociatedvith fullest expressiorof morphologytheincor-
poratedinstancegsegularlylacking the morphology The unincorporatedn-
stancesnay, or maynotbeassociateavith thefullest expressiorf morpho-
logical marking,dependingon the languageNeverthelessthereis no clear
semanticdistinction betweenthe first two classegincorporatedand unin-
corporatechonspecifidndefinites)—wereherea cleardifference onecould
arguefor or againstsyntactic/lexicaincoporationon the basisof meanings
alongwith theformalargumentshutno oneasyethasfoundasecurevay to
dothis. | think thefollowing will helpusunderstanavhy.

1.3.1 Overview

At the mostgeneralevel, meaningf sentencegeaturingan episodicverb
are built up endocentricallyfrom the verb (other major phrasesmay have
a similar organizationCarlson,2003b)).At the lowestlevel, therearelexi-
cal meaningof verbs.Theseare meaningghat are associatedvith words,
andnot with phrasesBy “word” | intenda descriptivetermwhich meansa
lexemewhich may exhibit productivederivationaimorphologybut excludes
clitics and inflectional materialthat may appearwith it, often obligatorily,
within asentencelt haslong beennotedthat (atleastmonomorphemiclex-
ical meaningdgiffer in someimportantwaysfrom thekindsof meaningghat
full sentencemay expressOneimportantintuition is thatlexical meanings
are“universal”, thatis, theymakenoimplicit referencdo particularindividu-
alsor stateof affairs.It is only whenlexicalitemsaresituatedn full syntac-
tic constructionghatreferencdo particularsemergesThis is eventhe case
for propemamesThemeaningof anounlike “Alice” seemgo besomething
like “the propertyof beingnamedAlice™; the meaningof the nounphrase
(or DP) “Alice”, on the otherhand,makesreferenceo someparticularper-
son.Similarly, a verb like “sneeze”deliversonly a type of action,whereas
in a sentencdike “Alice sneezedit becomes componenbdbf anexpression
which (plausibly)makeseferencedo a particularactof sneezing.

Onelevel up from thelexical categoryV is thelevel of VP (or V') mean-
ings. Theseare meaningghat are associatedvith phrasalexpressionsand
not lexical expressionsThat this level hasdistinct constrainton its mean-
ingsis notsoreadilyobservedyetit is thecornerstonef thereinterpretation
of Diesing’s MappingHypothesisoutlinedin Carlson(2003a).Theonearea

SeptembeR5, 2003



SeptembeR5,2003

8/ GREG CARLSON

of theliteraturewherethis phrasaintuition becomespparen{thoughnotin
the phrasalvs. sentence-levadistinction| am accordingit here)is in work
on “categorical’vs. “thetic” judgmentge.g.,Kuroda,1972,Ladusaw1994,
Basilico,1998).However the guidingintuitionstheredo notline up exactly
with theway it is approachedhere.However,l amtakingit thatthe phrasal
level, too, shareswith lexical items a lack of referenceto particulars.lt is
at this level where“nonspecifics”"can be found—theyare nonspecificpre-
cisely becausehey occurat a level of interpretatiorwhere,aswith lexical
items, specificreferenceis not (yet) possible.Constituentf this level do
not include suchelementsas tense,modality, speechact information, sen-
tential negation,quantification,or referenceto particulars.Also lacking at
the phrasalevel arethe elementghatmakea sentencegeneric.The putative
operatorGEN (Krifka et al., 1995)is a part of sentence-levaiheaning,not
phrasalevelmeaning.

At thehighestevelarelP or sentenceneaningsThesentence-levehean-
ings are what truth-conditionalsemantictheory is designedto represent.
Thesemeaningsare assumechereto be of the structureusually presented
(whetherit is aspresentedn ChierchiaandMcConnell-Ginet2001),or the
dynamicsemanticpresentedn Kamp and Reyle, 1993). The key point is
thatsentence-levaheaningsarebuilt up aroundnotionsof referencetruth,
and predication,with its chief calculusbeingthat of relationsand entities
standingn thoserelationswith quantificatiorandintensionalizingelements.
However,the lexical andphrasallevelsare definedwithout referenceo any
suchnotions.

1.3.2 Verb meanings

Thetypesof meaningsassociateavith verbsmay, to thosewho haveexam-
inedverbmeaningsn detail, appearatherdisappointing Thingswill hope-
fully becomeat leastsomewhatessdisappointingaswe proceedThe basic
ideabehindthesemantic®f episodicverbsis thattheydenotean“eventtype”
(or, an“eventuality”, Bach,1986,asthis includesepisodicverbsof all Ak-
tionsartennotjustthesubcategorgf telic eventualitiecommonlyalsocalled
“events”).Thisdenotatioris notfoundin thedomainof actualeventsandthis
denotatioris neithertruenorfalse.Eventtypesdo not have“argumentslots”
in them.Perhapghe bestway to think aboutthemis thatthey represenain
understandin@f how to perceptuallyclassify somethingencountereésan
eventof a certainsort,beingit arunning,ajumping,or apouring.Butin the
formal theoryit is just an eventtype. Let usthendefinea setX asthatset,
with its memberdeingE,, E,, ... . If V isaverb,theinterpretatiorof that
expressiondesignatedby [V], is goingto be somememberf X.
Themembersf X collectivelydefinean upperlattice,or acompletgoin
semilattice basedon the “part-of” relation< (its converses >). Intuitively,
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an event-typewhich is more specificthan anothereventtype is relatedby
<. Thus, for instance,Jrun] < [move, [shatte} < [breal, and [statd <
[communicat® asthe first are more specificinstancef the latter. On the
otherhand,[bakd and[nudgd arenotsorelated(evenif, in a specificactof
baking,onemightnudgethepaninto theoven).This < relationis intendedo
mearnthatthefirst membeiis automaticallyredescribablasthesecondinder
all circumstancesso,while apartof anactof building, for instancemightbe
anactof sawing,onecannotautomaticallyredescriben instanceof sawing
asabuilding. Thisis soevenif one,in aperceptuatensejdentifiesanactof
buildingby noticinganactof sawing.Thelimit to thisis whenaspecificevent
typeappearsiecessarilyacomponenbf accomplishingnotherForinstance,
supposehat playing chessalwaysinvolvesthinking; evenso, it is not the
casethat [think] < [play-chesk asanyactof thinking is not redescribable
asplayingchessRatherthisrelationbetweerthinkingandchess-playingre
goingto appeain the propositionasemantics.

Onemight notethat ‘play-chess’is not (formally speakingla memberof
the categoryV in English.This is becausel assumeEnglishdoesnot have
objectincorporation.But manyotherlanguageslo haveincorporationand
thingslike ‘play-chess’can be amongthe lexical items of the language A
verblike thisis obviouslysomecompositiorof themeaningof ‘play’ andthe
meaningof ‘chess’,andis not atomic.Thusit is necessaryo saysomething
abouthowthetwo arecombinedatthis, thelexicallevel.

The meaningof a nounis what we might call informally a property ,
drawnfrom a setof propertiesil, eachmemberof whichis P,, P,, ... ;
thereis no needto assumethat IT and X are disjoint, but for the sake of
simplicity | will assumet for thetime being.Like the verb meaningsthese
alsoform a semilattice sothat[cafl < [mamma] < [animal], andso forth.
And while [caf] doesnotstandin the‘ <’ relationto [dog], bothstandin the
‘<’ relationto [mamma] andto [anima]. At this, thelexicallevel, thereare
no expressionsvhich denoteindividuals;only the universalsarerepresented
here.lf onerepresents propernamesuchas‘Bob’, [Bob] at this level of
interpretations goingto representhecommon-noumsageof thenameonly
(e.g..,the propertyof beingnamedBob), andnot the usagemakingreference
to a particularindividual bearingthatname.

Now, supposeve haveanincorporationconstructionyhich | taketo bea
lexicalmeaningof theform N V. Whatis [N V] then?Intuitively, it is going
to be a morespecificeventtype thanthatdenotedby V alone.Thus, [N V]
< [V]. Thus,eatingcakeis going to be a more specificinstanceof eating.
Thereis one constrainton this derivedverb meaning Namely thatif theV
combineswith anounN thatis relatedby < to anotheiN’, then[N V] < [N’
V]. So,again.eatingcakewill beamorespecificeventtypethaneatingfood.

So,thelexical meaningsaredefinedat this level, solely by their placein
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thelattice of typesandpropertiesn relationto otherlexical meaningof the
samesyntacticcategory This would seemto miss somethingcrucial about
lexical meaningsuchas what the event-typedenotedby “jump” hasto do
with the actionof jumping.l am goingto say nothingaboutthe perceptual
processesnvolved in classifyingsomethingperceivedas a jumping; what
I'm modelinghereis the outcomeof suchprocessesa categorizatiorarrived
at—in the caseof majorlexical itemstypically on the basisof encyclopedic
knowledge(Borer,in press) But the otherreasoris thatwe arenot finished
yet, andatthe sententialevel sucha connectiorwill bemade.

Theapproacho meaning®f majorlexicalitemstakenhereis reminiscent
of, andto a certainextent,consistentwith, ideasthatalsoappeain thesyntax
literaturewhich takeat leastrootsof lexical itemsasnoncategoricalseefor
instanceMarantz,1997;PesetskyandTorrego,in pressandBorer,in press).
Assumingthat“noncategoricalmeanghattheseelementsannotenterinto
the combinatorysyntax,thisis reflectedin the assumptionsnadehereabout
theirsemanticsThepropertieof nounsandtheeventualitie®f verbsare,as
far asthesemanticandsyntaxareconcernedatomic,andlackanyproperties
atthislevelwhichallow themto combineandrecombinewith otherelements
of thesyntax.

So, oneis left wonderingexactly how the N andthe V are specifically
combinedn theincorporatedstructureillustratedaboveif [N] and[V] lack
combinatoriapropertiesSofar all we havedoneto this pointis to identify a
newnodein thelattice of X, andlocalizeit with respecto othermemberf
Y. We havenot identifiedthe exactmodeof combinationThatis becausel,
amclaiming,this “modeof combination"cannotbe specifieduntil we goone
level up—to the phrasallevel, wherethe elementseginto be syntactically
combined.

1.3.3 The V' level

Theimmediateprojectionof theverbis theV’ level. Thisis thelevelatwhich
theargumentareaddedat leastthosethatappeaiin situin theverbphrase.
In the interestof simplicity, | am simply goingto assumehatall suchargu-
mentsof theverbaresyntacticallypresenatthis onelevel—thatis, we arenot
necessarilyestrictedto binary branchinglf oneprefersa binary branching
oramorearticulatedv’ structurea similar semanticganeasilybeprovided.
| amalsoassuminghata VVP-internalsubjectmaybepresentAn understand-
ing of whattypesof elementsnayappeamttheV’ level maybegainedfrom
anexaminatiorof Diesing(1992).In hersystemthoughmanytypesof noun
phrasesmay appearto be surfaceconstituentsof the V’, at “logical form”
(andin someinstancesalsoat the surfacestructure),suchnounphrasesas
specificindefinites quantifiednounphrasespropemamesanddefinitenoun
phrasesarenotaconstituenpf theV’, butmustbe“raised”to a higherposi-
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tion in thesyntacticrepresentatiorthelP level. Whatcanremain(it appears)
asaconstutuenamonghetypesof nounphrasess thesoleinstanceof weak,
indefinitenonspecifics.

Themodeof combinationatthe V' level dependsiponaverbassociating
with a seriesof thematicroles(Th,, Th,, ...), andthesethematicrolesin
turn being“assigned’to the syntacticargumentsA partof whatit is to bea
“verb” in thisview is thatit is insertedunderaV’ nodethathasanappropriate
listing of thematicrolesassociatedvith it, which arelistedin thelexiconwith
the verb. Most verbshaveseveralalternativesetsof roles,just asthey have
severallternativesubcategorization§oif averbV takesthematicroles#4
and#7,whateveitheymightbe,thenit canbeinsertedunderaV’ thus:

9 V'[Thy, Th/]

Vv

Thesethematicroles are associatedvith arguments—nouphrasesand
prepositionalphrases;jn the main—via a direct linking. Graphically we
might putit this way, thoughcoindexingwould havethe sameeffect:

(10) V/[Th,, Th.]

V NP NP

To usea more concreteexample the sentencéA cat sawa mouse”,at
thislevel,would havetheverb“see” associatedvith, say anExperiencerole
(Thy) anda Stimulusrole (Thg), intuitively encodingheway the participants
participaten theevent A preferablebutmorecomplexrepresentatiowould
put the thematicrolesin termsof Dowty’s (1991)theoryof proto-rolesbut
| amagaingoingto assumea setof discreterolesfor the sakeof simplicity.
Following suggestion Carlson(1984),thethematicrolesareconstruedas
functionson NP meaninggo returnsetsof events—thesetof eventghat(the
meaningof) the NP “participatesn” in this particularway.

The semanticgiven abovefor both verbsand nounsat the lexical level
lacksthe necessangtructurefor accomplishinghis. We needto introduce
somethindike tokeneventspn theonehand,andsomethindike individuals
andgroupsof individuals,on the other(asweakindefinite NP’s haveforms
like “severalbooks” and “twelve people”).l am going to generallyfollow
algebraiadefinitionsfoundin propertytheory(e.g.,Bealer,1982)which pro-
videamean®f combiningpropertiesvith oneanotheanddefiningoutcomes
of thosecombinationsThisis accomplishedia referenceo their extensions
or instantiations
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The extensionof a V meaning,[V], is going to be somesetof event-
typeinstantiations|'ll call these‘token events” thoughbearingin mind that
thesearenot real eventsof the world, at this level. Let £ designatea setof
tokenevents{e,, e, ...} suchthatfor anyV, “[V] is a subsebf £. These
subsetpreservahelattice structureof theV meaningsn theusualway (e.g.,
if oneverbmeanings apartof anotherthenits extensiorwill bea subsebf
the others extensiongtc.).Now, asl havesaidabove £ doesnot consistof
whatwe mightthink of asrealeventsit is rathermorelike the setof event-
like thingswe cantalk about.lt doesnot matterthat, for examplea mouse
hasneverin factdevouredanelephanfor thatto havetokeneventinstances,
sinceit is somethingwve cantalk aboutevenif it neverhashappenedor ever
will happen?[a mousedevouran elephant will be somesubsebf £ justas
surelyas™[adogeatsomefood]. (In theseexamples| intendthe nonspecific
readingof theindefinitenounphrase®nly.)

The extension®f N meaningsare providedfor at the NP (asopposedo
DP) level,where"[NP] = “[N] in theinstancewherean NP consistsonly of
anN (i.e., thereareno modifiersor otherelementscombiningwith the N).
It may seemthat the naturalthing to do would be to havetheseextensions
be setsof individuals, but the problemwith this is thatwhethera givenin-
dividual falls underthe extensiorof a nounis contingentIt dependsn the
particulartime and place(andworld) oneis in. So, for instancewhethera
particularpersonis a “student” or a “professor” obviously dependwn the
time of evaluation—thesamepersormaybeoneatonetime, theother,atan-
other Sothe bestwe coulddoin defininganextensiorfor agivennounN is
to think of theextensionssbeingindividuals-while-they-are-an-NBut such
objectsarenotindividualsasthe termis commonlyconstruedAt this point
in theinterpretationthe“individuals” arejust property-instantiationghatcan
bedistinguishedrom oneanotherThus,correspondindo the domainof II,
thereis a setof instantiationof noun-meaningshichwe will call V' ={i ,,
i, ...} suchthatfor anynounN, “[N] is somesubsebf A/. The extensions
set-theoreticallypreservehe lattice-structuref nounmeaninggoundin II.
Further,| assumehatthe elementof A themselvesorm a lattice structure
which allowsreferencdo pluralities(i.e., groups).

Thethematicrolesoperateon theseextensionsTheyhavetwo functions:
(1) to mapeachindividual ontothe tokeneventsit participatesn, in the par-
ticular way definedby the thematicrole, and(2) to intersectthatresultwith
the setof tokeneventsdefinedby the extensiorof theverb. Theresultof this
combinationgiventhe constraintanentionedabove will beamorespecific
event-typei.e.,anevent-typaevhoseextensionsvill besomesubsebf theex-
tensionof event-typalefinedby theverbalone.Let's usea simpleexample.
SupposeheintransitiveV “freeze”is insertedinto a one-argumen¥’[Th.],
with Th, being“Patient”. The extensiorof the N “plants” atthe NP levelis
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goingto beasubsebf A/. Th,([plantg) is goingto designateéhe setof token
eventsin £ in whichaplant(i.e., somememberof “[planf]) functionsasthe
Patient.This is goingto includemanynon-freezingevents(aswhena plant
blooms,is potted,etc.),somefreezingeventswvhereit is a plantthatfreezes,
butit will notincludeall freezingeventgwheresomenon-plantfreezes)In-
tersectinghis setwith the setof freezingeventss goingto yield justthatset
of freezingeventavheresomeplantor otherfunctionsasthe Patient.

Notethat,atthis level,theresultis justa setof eventgwhich corresponds
to an event-type).The verb at this level is not a function; it doesnot have
anyargumentslots” of thetypeV(X, y), andthe meaningof “plantsfreeze”
is neithertrue nor false. It simply designatesn event-typeBut whatwe do
havenow s the machineryto go backanddefine*mode of combinationfor
anincorporatedtructure(let’s sayof theform [N V]).

A preliminarycommentbeforeillustrating. First of all, languagewaryin
termsof what argumentanay be incorporatedAll, to my knowledge al-
low for patient-likedirect objectsto beincorporatedandwhile someallow
(for instance)instrumentalspthersmay not; someallow unaccusativesub-
jects,othersmaynot. Thereis agooddealof linguistic variationto befound.
Further,asa givenlanguagemay allow for differentalternativego beincor-
porated,one cannotselecta unique“default” relationand apply that at the
lexicallevel. Sowhatl amgoingto dois to selecthe simplestcaseandillus-
trate,thatof direct-objecincorporation.

Recallthat the meaningassignedo somethingdike [fish buy] is a prop-
erty whichfindsits placein thelattice-structuref event-typesAll we know
aboutit is thatit is morespecificthan[buy], andwould bemorespecificthan
[creaturebuy] andlessthan [bullheadbuy]. Now, at the V' level, we need
to define™[fish buy]. Let usassumgasis the casein the Mohawk example
(4) above)that“fish” is interpretedasthe Theme ratherthan,say astheln-
strumentWhatwe needto sayis that[fish buy] is goingto be the sameas
Th3(Tfish]) intersectedvith “[buy]. Hereis theschema:

In a constructiorof theform:

(1)) V'Theme
[...N...V...]y
(where'. ..’ indicategpossiblemorphemes),

“[V'Th,] ="[V]Theme(IN])
This is going to be exactly the sameresultasthe syntacticconstruction
“buy (a)fish”.
Actually, it is goingto be the sameresultin termsof the extensionsBut
theresultis notquitethesameThisis becauséfish-buy” is goingto beguar-
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anteedo denotea nodein thelatticeworkof V meaningsn ¥ andwhatthis

operationdoesis to definethe extensiorof thatnode.On the otherhand,the

unincorporatedorm (e.g.,“buy afish”), while it doeshavethe sameexten-
sion,doesnot find anydenotatiorin X. Quite simply, thisis becausédt does
not correspondo alexical V meaninglt will turn outthattheincorporated
form andthe correspondindull syntacticexpressioraretruth-conditionally
equivalentsoonecanhaveno fish-buyingwithout alsohavingboughta fish

(andvice-versa)sowe needto look beyondtruth-conditionameaningo see
if thereare any differencesthis correspondso. In fact, | believethereis a

commonly-expresseittuition in the literaturethat supportsthis non-truth-
conditionaldistinction. Considerthe intuition thatthe following authorsare
trying to express:

. incorporationprovidesthe lexicalizedexpressiorof a typical activity.”
(Axelrod, 1990)

“[the incorporatedform] refersto habitual, permanentchronic, specialized,
characteristior unintentionalactivitiesor statespr localizedevents with the
nounbeinggeneric,nonreferentialpr indefinite” de Reusg1994)

“Incorporationis usedwhenthe eventis of greaterinterestthan the partici-
pants. Spencef1985)

“...thenounno longerrefersto anindividuatedspecificor unspecificpartic-
ipant, and thusthe whole clauseshowsa lesserdegreeof transitivity” Mosel
andHovdhauger(1992)

Theintuition is oftenexpresse@ssayingthatincorporatedstructuresex-
pressa “typical activity”, asif the activity expressedhasachieveda certain
degreeof expectednessy familiarity. Mithun (1984)usesheterms‘institu-
tionalized”activity and“atomic” conceptlf we think of lexical meaningof
verbsasencoding‘typical activities”, and phrasalperiphrasticexpressions
aslackingthatstatusthenwe haveaformalmeansf expressinghis distinc-
tion.

We alsohaveaway of expressinghecombinatorygappiness’dof incorpo-
ration.Thisis thefactthat,atleastin someanguages;ertainverb-nourcom-
binationsform impermissibleincorporatedstructuresdespitethe fact there
seemgo be no discernibleformal barrier For instance as Dayal pointsout
for Hindi (assuminghatthe structurds indeedincorporation)pnecan“girl-
see”butnot“woman-see”Suchrestrictionscouldbeencodedstheabsence
of anynodein ¥ in oneinstanceandthepresencén anotherlt doedeavethe
questionof how “typical activities” areestablishedandnot establishedjor
agivenlanguagebutatleastit situateghequestiorinto thebroadequestion
of lexicalizationin general.
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1.3.4 The Slevel

Interpretationat the V and V'’ levels makesno referenceto truth, context,
times, worlds, or any of the familiar semanticnotionsasidefrom “denota-
tion”. Howeveratthe S (or IP) level, all theseslementcomeinto play. Here,
the representationare ascommonlyassumedThereis at leasta setof in-

dividuals A, a setof worlds W, a setof events/A& (mnemonicfor “actual
events”)with e,, ... asmembersanda setof orderedtimes7. | am go-

ing to talk aboutworlds ascontainingeventsas parts,but this is a matterof

convenienceVerb meaningsare (or rather,correspondo) functionsof the
sortnearlyuniversallyassumedn formal semanticswith argumentslotsin

them, expressingelationsamongthe denotation®f its argumentgo yield

truth-valuesanddefinepropositionwia thesetruth-valuege.g.,aproposition
beinga setof possibleworlds,thatsetof world atwhichthe evaluatiorof the
relationandits argumentyields True). Sowhatwe needthenis somemeans
of mappingfrom the structuregpresentat the V' level into structuresat the
propositionalevel.

We needto ensurethat the meaningsexpressedt the V' level havethe
intuitively correctdenotationsn the propositionamodel.We do notwish for
“dog” to denotea type of fish, or “run” to denoteeventsof eating,for ex-
ample.We accomplishthis by mappinginto .4 andthe elementof A from
the membersof N and £ respectively(i.e., the property-instantiationand
the event-instantiationsyith respectto the parametersof evaluation(e.g.,
times andworlds). So, for instance we might say that a given individual,
a, correspondsit world 7 at time 44 to that particularpropertyinstantiation
in “[student, etc. The event-instantiationg £ are functionally mappedto
eventsfrom /E that appearin possibleworlds. It is certainlythe casethat,
differentevent-andproperty-instantiationsnaybeto bemappedo thesame
individual or event.So, for instance somesnakesarealsopets(but not all),
andsomeinstance®f makinga markwith a pencilarealsocasef writing
(butnotall). Thismappingfrom event-typesndpropertieso element®f the
world will (finally) ensurethat“cat” atthelexicallevelwill, ultimately, cor-
respondo actualcat-creatures thepropositionamodel(or rather,anysen-
tence“cat” appearsn hastruth-conditionghatnecessarilynvolve reference
to somefeline creature).The notion of “individual” finally appearsat this
level. An individual is somethingthat exemplifiesany numberof property-
instantiationsata givenmomentandthesepropertiesnaycomeandgo, and
theindividual mayremainthe sameindividual.

Recallthatthestructureof theV’ consistedf relatingargumeniNP’sto an
event-typedenotecby a V via thematicroles.However,at the propositional
level, the verbswill correspondo n-placefunctionswhich take arguments
andyield truth-values As mentionedabove,however,not all argumentof
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theverbappeaattheV’ level—itis only theweakindefiniteNP’s thatappear
there;suchthingsasreferentialdefinites,quantifiedNP’s, pronounsproper
namesandso forth, do not. Theyareonly interpretableat the propositional
level.So,for instanceattheV’ level,asimplesentencéike “JohnsawMary”
will only havethe event-typeof a “seeing” event(i.e., whatis givento usin
termsof extensiondy the verb alone). Thuswe muststatethreecorrespon-
dences(1) We needto makesurethatJohnandMary areplacedin thepropo-
sitionalrelationsedx,y) appropriatelyi.e., in “JohnsawMary” it would be
sedj,m) andnotsedm,j) (2) we needto makesurethattheyareinterpretedas
havingor atleastentailingthe samethematicrolesasweakindefiniteswould
in the sameargumentositions(keepingthe meaningof the verbitself con-
stant).And lastly we needto go backandsaysomethingaboutwhathappens
if thereis athematicrole attheV’ levelwhichis notlinkedto any NP or DP
atthatlevel—whatis theinterpretatiorthen?W\e setoutto do thesethingsin
severaktages.

Thetaskis notto give the lexical item, the verb,somekind of functional
meaninglts meaningwasgiven at the lexical level. Rather,it is to give the
event-typedesignatedy the V’ a functionalmeaning.Let us beginwith a
casewherethethematicrolesassociateavith theV’ are“filled”:

(12) V' [Th,, Th,]

V NP NP

Let's supposeheV is “chase”’andthe NP’s are“a cat’ and“a mouse”.
This denoteghe event-typeof a cat chasinga mouse.This will intuitively
correspondo a proposition,a function from worlds to truth values.If we
applythefollowing, thisachieveghe desiredresult:

First, the propositionatelationexpressetby theverbneeddo bedefined.
Supposea V'’ hastherepresentation:

(13) If [V']={en ... egh
thentheinterpretatiorof [([V']] = A\w Je € [V'] & f(e) < w
(i.e., the propositionalinterpretationof an event-typeis that set
of worldsin which thereoccurssomeeventof thattype;the‘ <’
symbolhereis usedfor conveniencef(e) is the mappingfrom
eventinstantiationgo memberof /)

This will convertthe event-typeof cat-chasing-mous® the proposition
wherein eachworld a cat chasesa mouse,and doesnot in the remaining
worlds. This propositionis equivalento the onealsodefinedby:

(14) Ix3Jy (cat(x)& mouse(y)& chase(x,y))
Thisis becauseachthing thatis acatandeachthingthatis amousefinds
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a correspondingroperty-instantiatiomn “[caf] and”[mousé which “partic-
ipates”in the chasingevent. The samewill hold for all extensionalerbs.
However,this is a differentway of arriving at the sametruth-conditionally
definedproposition.l believethis (or its choice-functionequivalent)is the
structureof the specificreadingof the indefinite. It involvesassigningpar-
ticular individuals as valuesof the individual variablesx,y, whereasn the
non-specifidnterpretatiorfurtherabove thereis no suchoperation—itonly
follows asa consequencés the two aretruth-functionallyequivalent,t is
easyto seewhy the specific/nonspecifidistinctionis intuitively sucha diffi-
cultone.

Now let usconsidera casewherethe argumennounphrasesnustappear
atthe S level, aswould be the casewith “The cat chasedhe mouse”. This
meanghatattheV’ level, thethematicroleswould be“unfilled”.

(15) V'[Th,, Th.]

Vv

This would, quite obviously correspondo a two-placerelationin the
propositionalrepresentationV (, ) (i.e., wherethe argumentslots are not
filled). But what relationis this? What we want to sayis that this relation
is onewhere,no matterhow the argumentsarefilled in, all propositionsso
formedwill betrueonly in (somesubset)f thoseworldsin which thereis
anappearancef aneventof thetype designatedby the verb. Thefunctional
representatiors thendefinedasfollows:

(16) Vxvy [ "V(x,y) is interpretechsa subsebf A\w Je € [V'] & f(e)
<w]

This underspecifiethe exactidentity of therelation,butensureghat“the
catchasghemousewill betrueonly in casetherearechasingevents.

But we alsoneedto makesurethatthis relationrequireshoththe catand
the mouseto be participantsn the event-typeaswell, and,further,thatthey
standin a “chasing” relation, with the cat asthe Agent and the mouseas
Theme(let us suppose)But sincethey only appearmutsidethe V/, andnot
within it, we haveno meansof makingsurethis occurs.In the caseof the
weaknon-specifid\P’s therewas somethingor the thematicrolesto oper-
ateon, butin this instancethereare no NP’s in the V' to be linked to the
appropriatehematicroles.

Letusreturnthento theissueof morphologythatwe begarthepapermwith.
Oneway of looking at thingsis thatit is the lack of morphologywhich has
meaning—thabf non-specificity However,this turnsout to be a side-effect
of thefactthattheunmarked\NP’s mayoccurwithin theV’. Thethoughthere
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is insteadthat it is not the lack of morphologythat hasany real function,
but ratherit is the presenceof morphologythat hasit. And that function,
I am hypothesizingjs to enableNP’s that occuroutsidethe domainof the
thematiaolesto belinkedto them.Thus thepresencef morphologyin those
instancesvherethereis a contrasenableghe constructiorof a propositional
representatiomhere“higher” argumentsievertheleséind their appropriate
associationn thelower, V'’ representations.

Let usillustratewith anexamplefrom Englishusingdefinitearticles,tak-
ing “the catchase(d}he mouse”.Sincethedefinitearticle,at leastin thisin-
stancerequirescontextin orderto beinterpretableit mustappeaoutsidethe
V'’ domain.Therearevariousproposaldor where,precisely these‘higher”
argumentsmight appearin the syntax,and| not presumeto chooseamong
them.But schematicallytherepresentatiowould be asfollows:

0 P
IP thecat
themouse

V'[Th,, Th,]

\%

chase

Onefunction of the definite article is to simultaneouslydentify the ap-
propriatethematicrole (I amassuminghis is accomplishediia Dowty-type
principles,butatthistime | haveno clearreasorto preferthis overanyother
meansof doingso),andit transmitsthe property-typedefinedby the N’ un-
derthe NP (or DP) to thatrole for the thematicrole to operateon. So, in the
syntacticrepresentationye coindextheroleswith the definitearticles:
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(18) IP
/\
IP the, cat
the, mouse

V/[Th,, Th,]
|

\%
|

chase

Having madethis syntacticassociatiorwe arenow ableto calculatethe
exactrelationthatthe catandthe mousestandin. Recallthatnounsstandfor
propertieswhich haveas extensionsinderV’ property-instantiationdndi-
vidualshaveproperty-instantiationisy virtue of beingof certaintypes.In this
instancetheinterpretatiorof the N’ determineghatthe catis a cat,andthe
mouseis a mouse from the contentsof the nounsthemselvesSomeof the
property-instantiationaregoingto be mappedntothe particularindividual
catthatis talked abouthere,and also onto the mousethat is being talked
abouthere.Thatis, eachwill find someextensionin /. Supposehesejust
happerto bei, andi,, respectivelyTheevent-typdn thisinstancewill bea
very specificevent-typedefinedby [chas@Th, (i,)Th.(i.). Thatis, wherea
“cat” property-instantiatioof this particularindividualthatcorrespondso i,
is the Agent(or whatevetheappropriateole namemightbe)anda property-
instantiationof themousej.,, is goingto be Theme.

Thisenablewsisto definethechaséx,y) relationatthelP or Slevel,then.It
is goingto beguaranteetb be somesub-typeof achasingandtheparticular
sub-typeof the chasings goingto be determinedy thevaluesassignedo x
andy. Thesevaluesareindividualswhich haveproperty-instantiations A
by virtue of belongingto given classesThematicrolesoperateon property
instantiationgo derive,alongwith the verb, event-typesSo, chasda,b) is
goingto definethe setof worldswherea hasa property-instantiatiorandb
doestoo,andwheretheystandin theappropriatéhematicrole relationsThis
is exactlythoseworldswherechasda,b)is true; the setof world so defined
will beisomorphicto the event-typedefined.

Assumingthatpropernamesaresyntacticallyin D (asLongobardi, 1992,
hasargued)thereis nocommomounexpressionasis thecasewith pronouns
anddemonstrativesyet thereareno membersf A thatfail to fall undera
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commornounmeaningOnecandealwith thisby providinganinterpretation
of averygenerabkortfor theemptyN in theserepresentation&.g.,“entity”,
or somethingof that character)put at this point it is only oneamongother
possibilitieswhich canbe entertainedvith equalor perhapgreaterconvinc-
ingness.

1.4 Summary and conclusion

This paperbeganby consideringa seriesof instancesvherethereappearso
be a contrastivdack of morphologyassociategrimarily with nounphrases,
butalsowith verbs which collectivelywereassociatedvith the phenomenon
of indefinitenessandin somevery clearinstanceswith non-specifiandef-
initeness.The questionwas posedasto whetherwe had an instancewhere
a lack of morphologywas associatedvith a function or a meaning,rather
thanits presencelt was certainly plausibleto think of it that way. Three
“stages”of semantidnterpretationwereintroduced(when“normally” only
onestageis presented)eachof which with its own structuresandelements.
At thelowestlevelis lexical meaningwhich is thenprojectechomomorphi-
cally onto a higherdomain(here,we focusedon the V'’ level). This domain
of interpretationwasprojectedhomomorphicallyontoa still higherdomain,
thepropositionatepresentationthataremostcommonlyusedin semantics.

Within the V andV’ domains,dueto their structureand elementspnly
weakindefinitenounphrasesould receiveany formal definition. It is these
that may combinedirectly with the thematicroles associatedvith a verb.
However,all othertypesof argumentdall outsidethis domain,andcannot
be semanticallydefinedexceptwithin the propositionakepresentationrhis
necessitateBavingto associatéhe definites,quantifiedNP’s, namesaswell
as specificreadingsof indefinites,with thematicrolesthat appearat lower
positionsin thesyntacticrepresentationthis, | amproposingijs thefunction
of theextramorphologylt is nottheabsence¢hathasa function.Rather,t is
thepresence.

Obviously a lot of mattershere haveremainedundiscussedand many
mattersof important(andcrucial) detail havebeensimply passedver. For
examplewhataboutlanguagesvhich do not haveany contrastiveomission
of morphology?0r, what aboutmorphologicallysparsdanguagessuchas
Mandarin?And, whataboutthoseinstancesvhereagivenconstructiormight
beinterpretedaseitherdefiniteor indefinite,while achangeor anadditionof
morphologyyieldsonly a definite?And, finally, whatarethe exactsemantic
factsfor a muchwider array of languageshanthoseyet carefully studied?
In a few instanceghey havebeencarefully researchedput in many other
instanceghe semanticsof the forms hasnot beenexaminedwith detailed
care.
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Many suchquestiongemainopen.My intent here,though,hasbeento
providea frameworkin which to posequestionsandto furtherinvestigation.
At this pointtheonly securepredictionl canclaim,though,is thatoneshould
not everfind a languagewhereit is the morphologicallymore complex(or
marked)formsthatare non-specifiandefinites,andthe lesscomplexforms
arereservedfor the specificsand definites.If this is confirmedby further
researchl would feelthatthis paperhasmadeat leastonecorrectclaim and
hasgivensomekind of answerasto why this mightbe so.
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