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1

When Morphology . . . Disappears
GREG CARLSON

1.1 Introduction
StevenG. Lapointe’s work on morphologyincludesparticularlykeenatten-
tion to meaning,andthemeaningsthatmorphemescontributeto thesentence
asa whole.But I’m goingto focuson someinstanceswherethereis nomor-
phology, or, rather,an absenceof it. In the instancesI’ll be discussing,it is
theabsence,ratherthanthepresence,of morphologythat is correlatedwith
certainpatternsof semanticinterpretation.† At least,this is theinitial appear-
ance.In theend,though,I will posethequestionof whetherthisquiteplausi-
ble ideais correct,andoffer analternativehypothesiswherebythepresence
of morphologyis whatmakesfor certaininterpretivepossibilities,andnotthe
its absence.This is Lapointe’s thesis.

Sincethepatternsof dataareto befoundacrosslanguages,therearecer-
tain assumptionsthat will needto be made.While a goodmanylanguages
haveundergonesignificantformalstudy(themorphology, phonology, and,to
a lesserextent,thesyntax),comparativelyspeakingonly a few havereceived
thedetailedsemanticstudythatis necessaryto drawfirm enoughconclusions
to beof value.Nevertheless,I amgoingto generalizefrom thosewell-studied
instances,and piecemealevidencethat points in the samedirection,draw-

†I wish to thank PeterSells and an anonymousreviewer for commentswhich improved
this work considerably.Explorationsof this work were presentedto audiencesat the Univer-
sity of Washington,the University of Antwerp, the University of Norway, HebrewUniversity
in Jerusalem,the University of Texas/Austinandat the University of Rochester.I havebene-
fited enormouslyfrom a largenumberof audiencecomments.I alsowish to thankAriel Cohen
in particularfor his thoughtfulcommentsand,moreimportantly,questionsandcriticisms.This
material is basedupon work supportedby the National ScienceFoundationunderGrant No.
0082928.
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ing conclusionsaboutthe characterof morphologyandnaturallanguagein
generalwhich, given our presentstateof knowledge,must be regardedas
tentativebut, I hope,worth thinkingabout.

1.2 A brief overview of phenomena

The questionposedin this papersurroundsthe interpretationof, primarily,
indefinitedirectobjects.It is well-knownthat indefinitesmaybeinterpreted
specifically, andnon-specifically, evenif wearenotclearonwhatthatmeans
exactly (for oneattemptedclearcharacterization,though,seeEnç (1991)).
The specific/nonspecificdistinction is a subtlebut omnipresentambiguity
with all (or at leastmost)occurrencesof indefiniteswhentheyareinterpreted
nongenerically(no oneto my knowledgehas(yet) detecteda similar diver-
genceof interpretationamonggenericallyinterpretedindefinites).However,
therearecertainconstructiontypeswhichappearto favor thenonspecificin-
terpretation.

Considerinitially datafrom English.English is a languagewith articles
thatnormallymustattendacountnounheadin theabsenceof quantification.
But, aseveryoneknows,thearticlemaybeomitted(or null) if thecountnoun
appearsin theplural.

(1) a. Johnsawacat.

b. *Johnsawcat.(unlesscat is interpretedasa massterm)

c. Johnsawcats.

(1c)containswhatI amcallinganabsenceof morphology. Thisabsenceis
associatedwith a non-specificinterpretationonly, in contrastto (1a),which
allowsbothaspecificandanonspecificinterpretation.Thenon-specificityof
thebarepluralsis supportedto alargeextentintuitively, butit is alsoclearthat
theyhavenarrowestpossiblescope(therearesomewell-knownexceptionsto
thisI setaside—seeChierchia,1998),andnowidescopereadings,ahallmark
of nonspecificreadings.

Anotherinstancewherethereis a lackof morphologyis theappearanceof
“baresingular”countnounsin languageswith articlesandplurality marking.
In theseinstancesanounphraseis doublydeprived,soto speak,lackingboth
the requiredarticle andthe plurality markingthat is “normally” requiredof
countnounsin theabsenceof anarticle.A goodexampleof this is foundin
Norwegian(Borthen,1998,2003),whichallowsbaresingularsfairly system-
atically:

(2) a. Jegkjørerbil.
I drive car
‘I drivea car.’
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b. Petterspiserhelst medskje.
Pettereats ratherwith spoon
‘Petterwould rathereatwith a spoon.’

c. Jeghar bestilt billett.
I haveorderedticket
‘I ordereda ticket.’

As Borthenclearlyshows,thesebaresingularshavethesemanticproper-
tiesof barepluralsin termsof beinguniformly non-specificweakindefinites;
therearenowide-scopeor specificreadingsfor them.Baresingularsin other
languageswith articlesandplurality markinghavebeenshownto havean
identicalsemantics,asin Albanian(Kallulli, 1999)BrazilianPortuguese,in-
vestigatedin detail by Schmidtand Munn (1999)and Munn and Schmidt
(1999),andHungarian(FarkasanddeSwart,to appear).

Besidesa lack of determinationandplurality, a lack of case-marking(in
languageswith systematiccase-marking)alsoappearsto beassociatedwith
weak,nonspecificindefinite readingsof noun phrases.Enç (1991),for in-
stance,goesto somelengthsto showthatwhenTurkishobjectsappearwith-
outcase-marking,theresultis uniformlynonspecific.Hindi hasasimilarcon-
struction.Thefollowing examplesarefrom Mohanan(1995):

(3) a. ilaa baccõ-ko khojtii rahtii hai
ila-Nomchildren-Accsearch-HabProg be-Pres
‘Ila keepssearchingfor the/somechildren.’

b. ilaa bacce khojtii rahtii hai
ila-Nomchildren-Øsearch-habProg be-Pres
‘Ila keepschildren-searching(i.e., performingtheactof search-
ing for children).’

Thelackof the“usual” accusativemarkingontheobjectnoun(whichMo-
hananinitially characterizesasnull nominativemarking)is associatedwith
only theindefinite,weak,narrow-scopereading.Theseinterpretationsarefur-
therelucidatedin Dayal(1999).

Another instanceof “lack of morphology”found in the literatureis the
studyby ChengandSybesma(1999)regardingCantonese,a languagewith-
out case-marking,plurality, or articles.Cantonese,like Mandarinandmany
otherlanguages,hasclassifiers.However,in Cantonesetheseclassifiersmay
on occasionbe omitted,to the effect of eliminatingwider-scopespecificor
definitereadingsthatmayappearin thepresenceof theclassifier:

Perhapsthemostextensivebodyof literaturewhich illustratesthekind of
“missing morphology”focusedon hereis thevastamountwritten on noun-
incorporation.I makeno attemptto summarizethe literaturehere(though
seevan Geenhoven,2002,andGerdts,1998for excellentoverviewsof the
literatureandpertinentissues).As vanGeenhoven(2002)pointsout, “Noun



September25,2003

4 / GREG CARLSON

incorporationis a covertermfor a wide varietyof constructionsacrosslan-
guages. . . ” (p. 261).However,whatis acharacteristicof suchconstructions
is that when the noun is “incorporated”,any attendantmorphologyis nor-
mally strippedaway, includingcase-marking,plurality andarticles,in priva-
tive comparisonto the fuller syntacticexpressionof thesamemeaning.De-
tailed semanticinvestigationof the semanticsof incorporatedconstructions
yields theobservationthatonly weak,non-specific,indefinitereadingsmay
beassociatedwith anincorporatednominal(e.g.,vanGeenhoven(1998)and
Bittner (1994)for WestGreenlandic).Thesedetailedobservationsareregu-
larly supportedby commentsof varyingdegreesof explicitnessthroughout
the incorporationliterature,whethertheoreticalor descriptive,that the se-
manticsis of the samecharacter. A few quotationsfrom works on specific
languagesgivesa flavor for this:

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

“[the incorporatedform] refersto habitual,permanent,chronic, specialized,
characteristicor unintentionalactivitiesor states,or localizedevents,with the
nounbeinggeneric,nonreferential,or indefinite.” deReuse(1994)

“Incorporationis usedwhenobjectsarenon-specificandnon-salient.” Spencer
(1985)

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

Suchobservationsmaybemultiplied nearlyat will. However,it remains
unclearwherethe outerboundariesof “incorporation” lie. For instance,the
Scandinavianand the Hindi examplescited abovemay be analyzedas in-
stancesof incorporation,andMohananexplicitly arguesthis to thecasefor
Hindi in herarticle,asdoAsudehandMikkelsen(2000)for Danish.But Mas-
sam(2001)arguesthatthereisacategoryof “pseudo-incorporated”nominals,
basedon evidencefrom Austronesian.The outer boundariesare uncertain
(onecould evenlook at Englishbarepluralsas“incorporated”wereoneof
a mind to do so),but therearehints which indicatethatnot all instancesof
missingnominalmorphologywith therequisitesemanticsshouldbeanalyzed
as“incorporated”.

For example,in somelanguagesthereis thephenomenonof “doubling”,
wherean incorporatednominal interpretedas,say, the direct objectof the
verb,mayappearin thepresenceof another(apparent)directobject:

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

Whetherthe unincorporated“doubling” direct object is an argument,as
commonlyassumed,or an adjunct,as arguedby Chungand Ladusaw(in
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press)for Chamorro,is presentlynot the point. Rather,the observationis
thatdoubling,whenit occurs,mayonly occurwith truly incorporatednomi-
nals.Lack of doublingis not a diagnosticfor lack of incorporation,but such
phenomenasuggestthatnotall instancesof anabsenceof morphologyshould
beanalyzedasincorporated.

Therearetwo otherinstancesof “missingmorphology”thatI wish to sug-
gestarealso a part of this generalpattern,thoughthey havereceivedless
documentationin theliterature.Oneinstanceis thatof a lackof direct-object
agreementmarkersonanapparentlytransitiveverb,in languageswhichhave
direct objectagreementmarkers.For instance,Perrot(1972)reportsthat in
Swahili,verbsagreewith definiteobjectsbut not indefiniteones.

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

b. U- me- ki- leta kitabu?
2sgPerf3sgbringbook
‘Haveyoubroughtthebook?’

Aissen(2003)takesanotherpointof view, arguingthattenseis thecontrol-
ling feature,so we mustlook againat this phenomenon,at leastin Swahili.
However,anothersomewhatmoresecureis exampleis drawnfrom Palauan,
thoughherethe patternis more complex.Woolford (1996) reportsthat in
the perfectiveaspect,with non-humanobjects,verbsagreewith only with
specificsingulars,andnot with indefinites,or indefiniteplurals.In the im-
perfectiveparadigm,verbsdo not agreewith anyobjects.However,whenan
object is non-human,specificandsingular,a prepositionis insertedbefore
thedefinitesingularNP. Sowhile thereis moregoingonhere,theconnection
betweenlack of agreementandindefiniteness,andbetweenNP markingand
specificity, is in evidence.Whatis not soclearlyestablishedin this literature
is whethertheindefinitesarenon-specificonly.

Theotherphenomenonis “clitic-doubling”, illustratedby theSpanishex-
amplebelow. A lackof suchdoublingisassociatedwith nonspecificindefinite
readings.Suñer(1988)notestwo thingsin Spanish.First, with bareplurals,
onecannotget clitic doubling—thisappearsto be the samewith Albanian
baresingulars,discussedin Kallulli (1999).

(6) Les dejaré todomi dinero a los pobres.
To-themI-will-leave all my moneyto thepoor
‘I will leaveall my moneyto thepoor.’

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

Also, clitic doublingcannotoccurwith nonreferentialdefinites:
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(8) *Lo alabrán al niñoque termineprimero.
Him they-will-praisetheboy whofinishesfirst
(badonthereadingwherewinneris yet to bedetermined)

Thereis onevital issuethatI haveleft unaddressedin theabove,whichwill
largely remainthatway. This is the questionof whether“missing morphol-
ogy” ascharacterizedis truly the absenceof morphology, or whethersuch
instancesare actually exemplarsof null morphology—thatis, actualmor-
phologywith phonologicallynull expression.So, for example,the fact that
Slavic languages,andmanyothers,generallylack articlesis not somethingI
wouldconsider“missingmorphology”.Rather,thestrategyhereis toexamine
morphologycontrastively;that is, if somethingthat looks like it “normally”
takesa certaintypeof morphologicalmarking,andin certaininstanceslacks
theexpectedmarking,I amtakingit as“missing” ratherthanas“null”. This
assumptionmay misfire in someinstances(e.g.,whetherthe Hindi objects
mentionedabovearenull Nominative,ratherthangenuinelywithout case-
marking),but I amgoingto assumethatat leastthebulk of theexampleare
genuineinstancesof a lackof morphologicalmarking.Fora recentreviewof
someof the phenomenadiscussedhere,thoughwith a very different setof
concernsin mind,seeAissen(2003).

Let me summarizethe discussionto this point. We haveseena seriesof
phenomenathat areassociatedwith a certaintype of semanticreadingfor,
chiefly thoughnot exclusively, directobjectnounphrases.The few illustra-
tive examplesgivenareindicativeof muchmoregeneralpatternsthatcanbe
foundin awidevarietyof unrelatedlangauges(seeFarkasanddeSwartfor a
listing of “stable”semanticpatterns).In theseinstances,it is thelackof mor-
phologythatis associatedwith thisnonspecificreading,andnot its presence.
So, the questionis, do we haveherean instanceof no morphologybearing
meaning?If this wereso,I’d takethis ascontraryto Lapointe’sview of mor-
phology, whereit is formsthatcontributemeanings,andnot theabsenceof
form. In theremainderof thisarticle,I amgoingto presentsomeideasabout
whatmightbegoingonin theinstancesreviewed,and,if theideashavemerit,
we aregoingto seethat it is thepresence,andnot theabsenceof formsthat
bearstherequiredmeanings—orrather,therequiredfunctions.

1.3 Three levelsof meaning

The point of view takenhereis sketchedout in Carlson(2003a),which is
anattemptto dealwith thequestionof why weak,nonspecificindefinitenoun
phrasesarecuriouslytheonly instancesin Diesing’s(1992)frameworkwhich
arenot requiredto beraisedoutof theVerbPhraseandinto theIP domain(to
useDiesing’s terminology).Theaccountto begiven,in contrastto Diesing’s,
is asemanticaccount,andnotasyntacticone:it is just thatweaknon-specific
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indefiniteshavea type of meaningwhich is “compatible”with verb phrase
meanings,all othertypesof nounphrasesbeinguninterpretablewithin that
domain.

Recallthatin thediscussionabove,thenounphrasesweredivided,implic-
itly, into not two but threeclasses:(1) truly incorporatedweaknonspecific
indefinites(2) nonspecificindefinitesthat arenot incorporated.and (3) all
others,generallyperceivedas“regular” nounphrases.It is only this lastclass
that is generallyassociatedwith fullest expressionof morphology, theincor-
poratedinstancesregularlylacking themorphology. Theunincorporatedin-
stancesmay, or maynotbeassociatedwith thefullest expressionof morpho-
logical marking,dependingon the language.Nevertheless,thereis no clear
semanticdistinction betweenthe first two classes(incorporated,and unin-
corporatednonspecificindefinites)—weretherea cleardifference,onecould
arguefor or againstsyntactic/lexicalincoporationon the basisof meanings
alongwith theformalarguments,butnooneasyethasfoundasecurewayto
do this. I think thefollowing will helpusunderstandwhy.

1.3.1 Overview

At themostgenerallevel, meaningsof sentencesfeaturinganepisodicverb
are built up endocentricallyfrom the verb (other major phrasesmay have
a similar organization,Carlson,2003b)).At the lowestlevel, therearelexi-
cal meaningsof verbs.Thesearemeaningsthat areassociatedwith words,
andnot with phrases.By “word” I intenda descriptivetermwhich meansa
lexemewhich mayexhibit productivederivationalmorphology, but excludes
clitics and inflectionalmaterialthat may appearwith it, often obligatorily,
within a sentence.It haslongbeennotedthat(at leastmonomorphemic)lex-
ical meaningsdiffer in someimportantwaysfrom thekindsof meaningsthat
full sentencesmayexpress.Oneimportantintuition is that lexical meanings
are“universal”,thatis, theymakenoimplicit referenceto particularindividu-
alsor statesof affairs.It is only whenlexical itemsaresituatedin full syntac-
tic constructionsthat referenceto particularsemerges.This is eventhecase
for propernames.Themeaningof anounlike “Alice” seemsto besomething
like “the propertyof beingnamed‘Alice”’; themeaningof the nounphrase
(or DP) “Alice”, on theotherhand,makesreferenceto someparticularper-
son.Similarly, a verb like “sneeze”deliversonly a type of action,whereas
in a sentencelike “Alice sneezed”it becomesa componentof anexpression
which (plausibly)makesreferenceto a particularactof sneezing.

Onelevel up from thelexical categoryV is thelevel of VP (or V′) mean-
ings. Thesearemeaningsthat areassociatedwith phrasalexpressions,and
not lexical expressions.That this level hasdistinct constraintson its mean-
ingsis notsoreadilyobserved,yet it is thecornerstoneof thereinterpretation
of Diesing’s MappingHypothesisoutlinedin Carlson(2003a).Theonearea
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of theliteraturewherethisphrasalintuition becomesapparent(thoughnot in
the phrasalvs. sentence-leveldistinctionI am accordingit here)is in work
on “categorical”vs. “thetic” judgments(e.g.,Kuroda,1972,Ladusaw, 1994,
Basilico,1998).However,theguidingintuitionstheredo not line up exactly
with theway it is approachedhere.However,I amtaking it that thephrasal
level, too, shareswith lexical items a lack of referenceto particulars.It is
at this level where“nonspecifics”canbe found—theyarenonspecificpre-
cisely becausethey occurat a level of interpretationwhere,aswith lexical
items,specificreferenceis not (yet) possible.Constituentsof this level do
not includesuchelementsas tense,modality, speechact information,sen-
tential negation,quantification,or referenceto particulars.Also lacking at
thephrasallevel aretheelementsthatmakea sentencegeneric.Theputative
operatorGEN (Krifka et al., 1995)is a part of sentence-levelmeaning,not
phrasallevelmeaning.

At thehighestlevelareIP or sentencemeanings.Thesentence-levelmean-
ings are what truth-conditionalsemantictheory is designedto represent.
Thesemeaningsareassumedhereto be of the structureusually presented
(whetherit is aspresentedin ChierchiaandMcConnell-Ginet,2001),or the
dynamicsemanticspresentedin Kamp andReyle,1993).The key point is
thatsentence-levelmeaningsarebuilt up aroundnotionsof reference,truth,
and predication,with its chief calculusbeing that of relationsand entities
standingin thoserelations,with quantificationandintensionalizingelements.
However,the lexical andphrasallevelsaredefinedwithout referenceto any
suchnotions.

1.3.2 Verb meanings

Thetypesof meaningsassociatedwith verbsmay, to thosewho haveexam-
inedverbmeaningsin detail,appearratherdisappointing.Thingswill hope-
fully becomeat leastsomewhatlessdisappointingaswe proceed.Thebasic
ideabehindthesemanticsof episodicverbsis thattheydenotean“eventtype”
(or, an “eventuality”, Bach,1986,asthis includesepisodicverbsof all Ak-
tionsarten,notjustthesubcategoryof teliceventualitiescommonlyalsocalled
“events”).Thisdenotationis notfoundin thedomainof actualevents,andthis
denotationis neithertruenor false.Eventtypesdonothave“argumentslots”
in them.Perhapsthe bestway to think aboutthemis that they representan
understandingof how to perceptuallyclassifysomethingencounteredasan
eventof a certainsort,beingit a running,a jumping,or a pouring.But in the
formal theoryit is just an eventtype.Let us thendefinea setΣ asthat set,
with its membersbeingE, E, . . . . If V is a verb,theinterpretationof that
expression,designatedby [[V]], is goingto besomememberof Σ.

Themembersof Σ collectivelydefineanupperlattice,or a completejoin
semilattice,basedon the“part-of” relation≤ (its converseis ≥). Intuitively,
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an event-typewhich is morespecificthan anothereventtype is relatedby
≤. Thus, for instance,[[run]] ≤ [[move]], [[shatter]] ≤ [[break]], and [[state]] ≤
[[communicate]], asthe first aremorespecificinstancesof the latter. On the
otherhand,[[bake]] and[[nudge]] arenot sorelated(evenif, in a specificactof
baking,onemightnudgethepaninto theoven).This≤ relationis intendedto
meanthatthefirst memberis automaticallyredescribableasthesecondunder
all circumstances.So,while apartof anactof building,for instance,mightbe
anactof sawing,onecannotautomaticallyredescribeaninstanceof sawing
asabuilding.This is soevenif one,in a perceptualsense,identifiesanactof
buildingbynoticinganactof sawing.Thelimit to thisis whenaspecificevent
typeappearsnecessarilyacomponentof accomplishinganother. Forinstance,
supposethat playing chessalwaysinvolves thinking; evenso, it is not the
casethat [[think]] ≤ [[play-chess]], asanyact of thinking is not redescribable
asplayingchess.Rather,thisrelationbetweenthinkingandchess-playingare
goingto appearin thepropositionalsemantics.

Onemight notethat ‘play-chess’is not (formally speaking)a memberof
thecategoryV in English.This is because,I assume,Englishdoesnot have
object incorporation.But manyotherlanguagesdo haveincorporation,and
thingslike ‘play-chess’can be amongthe lexical itemsof the language.A
verblike this is obviouslysomecompositionof themeaningof ‘play’ andthe
meaningof ‘chess’,andis not atomic.Thusit is necessaryto saysomething
abouthowthetwo arecombinedat this, thelexical level.

The meaningof a noun is what we might call informally a ‘property’,
drawn from a set of propertiesΠ, eachmemberof which is P, P, . . . ;
there is no needto assumethat Π and Σ are disjoint, but for the sakeof
simplicity I will assumeit for thetime being.Like theverbmeanings,these
alsoform a semilattice,so that [[cat]] ≤ [[mammal]] ≤ [[animal]], andso forth.
And while [[cat]] doesnot standin the‘≤’ relationto [[dog]], bothstandin the
‘≤’ relationto [[mammal]] andto [[animal]]. At this, thelexical level, thereare
no expressionswhich denoteindividuals;only theuniversalsarerepresented
here.If onerepresentsa propernamesuchas ‘Bob’, [[Bob]] at this level of
interpretationis goingto representthecommon-nounusageof thenameonly
(e.g.,thepropertyof beingnamedBob),andnot theusagemakingreference
to a particularindividualbearingthatname.

Now, supposewe haveanincorporationconstruction,which I taketo bea
lexicalmeaning,of theform N V. Whatis [[N V]] then?Intuitively, it is going
to bea morespecificeventtype thanthatdenotedby V alone.Thus,[[N V]]
≤ [[V]]. Thus,eatingcakeis going to be a morespecificinstanceof eating.
Thereis oneconstrainton this derivedverbmeaning.Namely, that if theV
combineswith anounN thatis relatedby≤ to anotherN′, then[[N V]] ≤ [[N′

V]]. So,again,eatingcakewill beamorespecificeventtypethaneatingfood.
So,the lexical meaningsaredefined,at this level, solelyby their placein
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thelatticeof typesandpropertiesin relationto otherlexical meaningsof the
samesyntacticcategory. This would seemto misssomethingcrucial about
lexical meaningsuchas what the event-typedenotedby “jump” hasto do
with the actionof jumping.I am going to saynothingaboutthe perceptual
processesinvolved in classifyingsomethingperceivedas a jumping; what
I’m modelinghereis theoutcomeof suchprocesses,a categorizationarrived
at—in thecaseof major lexical itemstypically on thebasisof encyclopedic
knowledge(Borer,in press).But theotherreasonis thatwe arenot finished
yet,andat thesententiallevelsucha connectionwill bemade.

Theapproachto meaningsof majorlexical itemstakenhereis reminiscent
of, andto acertainextent,consistentwith, ideasthatalsoappearin thesyntax
literaturewhich takeat leastrootsof lexical itemsasnoncategorical(seefor
instance,Marantz,1997;PesetskyandTorrego,in press;andBorer,in press).
Assumingthat“noncategorical”meansthat theseelementscannotenterinto
thecombinatorysyntax,this is reflectedin theassumptionsmadehereabout
theirsemantics.Thepropertiesof nouns,andtheeventualitiesof verbsare,as
far asthesemanticsandsyntaxareconcerned,atomic,andlackanyproperties
at this levelwhichallow themto combineandrecombinewith otherelements
of thesyntax.

So, one is left wonderingexactlyhow the N and the V arespecifically
combinedin the incorporatedstructureillustratedaboveif [[N]] and[[V]] lack
combinatorialproperties.Sofar all we havedoneto thispoint is to identify a
newnodein thelatticeof Σ, andlocalizeit with respectto othermembersof
Σ. We havenot identifiedtheexactmodeof combination.That is because,I
amclaiming,this “modeof combination”cannotbespecifieduntil wegoone
level up—to the phrasallevel, wherethe elementsbeginto be syntactically
combined.

1.3.3 The V′ level

Theimmediateprojectionof theverbis theV′ level.This is thelevelatwhich
theargumentsareadded,at leastthosethatappearin situ in theverbphrase.
In the interestof simplicity, I amsimply goingto assumethatall suchargu-
mentsof theverbaresyntacticallypresentatthisonelevel—thatis,wearenot
necessarilyrestrictedto binarybranching.If oneprefersa binarybranching
or amorearticulatedV′ structure,asimilarsemanticscaneasilybeprovided.
I amalsoassumingthataVP-internalsubjectmaybepresent.An understand-
ing of whattypesof elementsmayappearat theV′ levelmaybegainedfrom
anexaminationof Diesing(1992).In hersystem,thoughmanytypesof noun
phrasesmay appearto be surfaceconstituentsof the V′, at “logical form”
(andin someinstances,alsoat the surfacestructure),suchnounphrasesas
specificindefinites,quantifiednounphrases,propernames,anddefinitenoun
phrases,arenotaconstituentof theV′, butmustbe“raised” to ahigherposi-
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tion in thesyntacticrepresentation,theIP level.Whatcanremain(it appears)
asaconstutuentamongthetypesof nounphrasesis thesoleinstanceof weak,
indefinitenonspecifics.

Themodeof combinationat theV′ leveldependsupona verbassociating
with a seriesof thematicroles(Th, Th, . . . ), andthesethematicroles in
turn being“assigned”to thesyntacticarguments.A partof what it is to bea
“verb” in thisview is thatit is insertedunderaV′ nodethathasanappropriate
listing of thematicrolesassociatedwith it, whicharelistedin thelexiconwith
the verb.Most verbshaveseveralalternativesetsof roles,just astheyhave
severalalternativesubcategorizations.So if a verbV takesthematicroles#4
and#7,whatevertheymightbe,thenit canbeinsertedundera V′ thus:

(9) V′[Th, Th]

V

Thesethematicroles are associatedwith arguments—nounphrasesand
prepositionalphrases,in the main—via a direct linking. Graphically, we
mightput it thisway, thoughcoindexingwouldhavethesameeffect:

(10) V′ [Th, Th]

V NP NP

To usea moreconcreteexample,the sentence“A cat sawa mouse”,at
this level,wouldhavetheverb“see”associatedwith, say, anExperiencerrole
(Th) andaStimulusrole(Th), intuitively encodingthewaytheparticipants
participatein theevent.A preferable,butmorecomplexrepresentationwould
put the thematicrolesin termsof Dowty’s (1991)theoryof proto-roles,but
I amagaingoingto assumea setof discreterolesfor thesakeof simplicity.
Followingsuggestionsin Carlson(1984),thethematicrolesareconstruedas
functionsonNPmeaningsto returnsetsof events—thesetof eventsthat(the
meaningof) theNP “participatesin” in thisparticularway.

The semanticsgiven abovefor both verbsandnounsat the lexical level
lacks the necessarystructurefor accomplishingthis. We needto introduce
somethinglike tokenevents,on theonehand,andsomethinglike individuals
andgroupsof individuals,on theother(asweakindefiniteNP’s haveforms
like “severalbooks” and“twelve people”).I am going to generallyfollow
algebraicdefinitionsfoundin propertytheory(e.g.,Bealer,1982)whichpro-
videameansof combiningpropertieswith oneanotheranddefiningoutcomes
of thosecombinations.This is accomplishedvia referenceto theirextensions,
or instantiations.
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The extensionof a V meaning,̌ [[V]], is going to be someset of event-
typeinstantiations;I’ll call these“tokenevents”,thoughbearingin mind that
thesearenot real eventsof the world, at this level. Let E designatea setof
tokenevents{e, e, . . . } suchthat for any V, ˇ[[V]] is a subsetof E . These
subsetspreservethelatticestructureof theV meaningsin theusualway(e.g.,
if oneverbmeaningis apartof another,thenits extensionwill bea subsetof
theother’s extension,etc.).Now, asI havesaidabove,E doesnot consistof
whatwe might think of asrealevents;it is rathermorelike thesetof event-
like thingswe cantalk about.It doesnot matterthat, for example,a mouse
hasneverin factdevouredanelephantfor thatto havetokeneventinstances,
sinceit is somethingwe cantalk aboutevenif it neverhashappened,or ever
will happen.̌ [[a mousedevouranelephant]] will besomesubsetof E just as
surelyasˇ[[a dogeatsomefood]]. (In theseexamples,I intendthenonspecific
readingsof theindefinitenounphrasesonly.)

Theextensionsof N meaningsareprovidedfor at theNP (asopposedto
DP) level,whereˇ[[NP]] = ˇ[[N]] in the instancewhereanNP consistsonly of
an N (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 that whethera given in-
dividual falls undertheextensionof a nounis contingent. It dependson the
particulartime andplace(andworld) oneis in. So, for instance,whethera
particularpersonis a “student” or a “professor”obviouslydependson the
timeof evaluation—thesamepersonmaybeoneatonetime,theother,atan-
other. Sothebestwe coulddo in defininganextensionfor a givennounN is
to think of theextensionsasbeingindividuals-while-they-are-an-N.But such
objectsarenot individualsasthetermis commonlyconstrued.At this point
in theinterpretation,the“individuals” arejustproperty-instantiationsthatcan
bedistinguishedfrom oneanother. Thus,correspondingto thedomainof Π,
thereis a setof instantiationsof noun-meaningswhich we will call N = {i ,
i, . . . } suchthat for anynounN, ˇ[[N]] is somesubsetof N . Theextensions
set-theoreticallypreservethe lattice-structureof nounmeaningsfoundin Π.
Further,I assumethat theelementsof N themselvesform a latticestructure
whichallowsreferenceto pluralities(i.e.,groups).

Thethematicrolesoperateon theseextensions.Theyhavetwo functions:
(1) to mapeachindividualontothetokeneventsit participatesin, in thepar-
ticular way definedby the thematicrole, and(2) to intersectthat resultwith
thesetof tokeneventsdefinedby theextensionof theverb.Theresultof this
combination,giventheconstraintsmentionedabove,will bea morespecific
event-type,i.e.,anevent-typewhoseextensionswill besomesubsetof theex-
tensionsof event-typedefinedby theverbalone.Let’susea simpleexample.
SupposetheintransitiveV “freeze” is insertedinto a one-argumentV′[Th],
with Th being“Patient”.Theextensionof theN “plants” at theNP level is
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goingto beasubsetof N . Th([[plants]]) is goingto designatethesetof token
eventsin E in which a plant(i.e., somememberof ˇ[[plant]]) functionsasthe
Patient.This is goingto includemanynon-freezingevents(aswhena plant
blooms,is potted,etc.),somefreezingeventswhereit is a plantthatfreezes,
but it will not includeall freezingevents(wheresomenon-plantfreezes).In-
tersectingthissetwith thesetof freezingeventsis goingto yield just thatset
of freezingeventswheresomeplantor otherfunctionsasthePatient.

Notethat,at this level,theresultis justa setof events(whichcorresponds
to an event-type).The verb at this level is not a function; it doesnot have
anyargument“slots” of thetypeV(x, y), andthemeaningof “plantsfreeze”
is neithertruenor false.It simply designatesanevent-type.But whatwe do
havenowis themachineryto gobackanddefine“modeof combination”for
anincorporatedstructure(let’s sayof theform [N V]).

A preliminarycommentbeforeillustrating.First of all, languagesvary in
termsof what argumentsmay be incorporated.All, to my knowledge,al-
low for patient-likedirectobjectsto be incorporated,andwhile someallow
(for instance)instrumentals,othersmay not; someallow unaccusativesub-
jects,othersmaynot.Thereis agooddealof linguisticvariationto befound.
Further,asa givenlanguagemayallow for differentalternativesto beincor-
porated,onecannotselecta unique“default” relationandapply that at the
lexical level.SowhatI amgoingto dois to selectthesimplestcaseandillus-
trate,thatof direct-objectincorporation.

Recall that the meaningassignedto somethinglike [[fish buy]] is a prop-
erty which findsits placein thelattice-structureof event-types.All we know
aboutit is thatit is morespecificthan[[buy]], andwouldbemorespecificthan
[[creaturebuy]] andlessthan [[bullheadbuy]]. Now, at the V′ level, we need
to defineˇ[[fish buy]]. Let usassume(asis the casein theMohawkexample
(4) above)that“fish” is interpretedastheTheme,ratherthan,say, astheIn-
strument.Whatwe needto sayis thatˇ[[fish buy]] is goingto bethesameas
Th3( [̌[fish]]) intersectedwith ˇ[[buy]]. Hereis theschema:

In aconstructionof theform:

(11) V′Theme

[. . .N. . .V. . . ]V

(where‘. . . ’ indicatespossiblemorphemes),
ˇ[[V′Thn]] = ˇ[[V]]Theme([̌[N]])

This is going to be exactly the sameresultas the syntacticconstruction
“buy (a)fish”.

Actually, it is goingto be thesameresultin termsof theextensions. But
theresultis notquitethesame.Thisis because“fish-buy” is goingto beguar-
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anteedto denotea nodein thelatticeworkof V meaningsin Σ andwhatthis
operationdoesis to definetheextensionof thatnode.On theotherhand,the
unincorporatedform (e.g.,“buy a fish”), while it doeshavethesameexten-
sion,doesnot find anydenotationin Σ. Quitesimply, this is becauseit does
not correspondto a lexical V meaning.It will turn out that the incorporated
form andthecorrespondingfull syntacticexpressionaretruth-conditionally
equivalent,soonecanhaveno fish-buyingwithoutalsohavingboughta fish
(andvice-versa),soweneedto look beyondtruth-conditionalmeaningto see
if thereareany differencesthis correspondsto. In fact, I believethereis a
commonly-expressedintuition in the literaturethat supportsthis non-truth-
conditionaldistinction.Considerthe intuition that the following authorsare
trying to express:

“ . . . incorporationprovidesthe lexicalizedexpressionof a typical activity.”
(Axelrod,1990)

“[the incorporatedform] refersto habitual,permanent,chronic, specialized,
characteristicor unintentionalactivitiesor states,or localizedevents,with the
nounbeinggeneric,nonreferential,or indefinite.” deReuse(1994)

“Incorporation is usedwhen the event is of greaterinterestthan the partici-
pants.” Spencer(1985)

“. . . thenounno longerrefersto an individuatedspecificor unspecificpartic-
ipant,andthusthe whole clauseshowsa lesserdegreeof transitivity.” Mosel
andHovdhaugen(1992)

Theintuition is oftenexpressedassayingthat incorporatedstructuresex-
pressa “typical activity”, asif theactivity expressedhasachieveda certain
degreeof expectedness,or familiarity. Mithun (1984)usestheterms“institu-
tionalized”activity and“atomic” concept.If we think of lexical meaningsof
verbsasencoding“typical activities”, andphrasal,periphrasticexpressions
aslackingthatstatus,thenwehaveaformalmeansof expressingthisdistinc-
tion.

Wealsohaveawayof expressingthecombinatory“gappiness”of incorpo-
ration.Thisis thefactthat,at leastin somelanguages,certainverb-nouncom-
binationsform impermissibleincorporatedstructures,despitethe fact there
seemsto be no discernibleformal barrier. For instance,asDayal pointsout
for Hindi (assumingthatthestructureis indeedincorporation),onecan“girl-
see”butnot “woman-see”.Suchrestrictionscouldbeencodedastheabsence
of anynodein Σ in oneinstance,andthepresencein another. It doesleavethe
questionof how “typical activities” areestablished(andnot established)for
agivenlanguage,butat leastit situatesthequestioninto thebroaderquestion
of lexicalizationin general.
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1.3.4 The S level

Interpretationat the V and V′ levels makesno referenceto truth, context,
times,worlds, or any of the familiar semanticnotionsasidefrom “denota-
tion”. However,at theS(or IP) level,all theseelementscomeinto play. Here,
the representationsareascommonlyassumed.Thereis at leasta setof in-
dividualsA, a set of worldsW , a set of eventsÆ (mnemonicfor “actual
events”)with e, . . . asmembers,anda setof orderedtimesT . I am go-
ing to talk aboutworldsascontainingeventsasparts,but this is a matterof
convenience.Verb meaningsare (or rather,correspondto) functionsof the
sortnearlyuniversallyassumedin formal semantics,with argumentslotsin
them,expressingrelationsamongthe denotationsof its argumentsto yield
truth-valuesanddefinepropositionsvia thesetruth-values(e.g.,aproposition
beingasetof possibleworlds,thatsetof world atwhichtheevaluationof the
relationandits argumentsyieldsTrue).Sowhatweneedthenis somemeans
of mappingfrom the structurespresentat the V′ level into structuresat the
propositionallevel.

We needto ensurethat the meaningsexpressedat the V′ level havethe
intuitively correctdenotationsin thepropositionalmodel.Wedonotwish for
“dog” to denotea type of fish, or “run” to denoteeventsof eating,for ex-
ample.We accomplishthis by mappinginto A andtheelementsof Æ from
the membersof N andE respectively(i.e., the property-instantiationsand
the event-instantiations)with respectto the parametersof evaluation(e.g.,
times and worlds). So, for instance,we might say that a given individual,
a, correspondsat world 7 at time 44 to that particularpropertyinstantiation
in ˇ[[student]], etc. The event-instantiationsin E are functionally mappedto
eventsfrom Æ that appearin possibleworlds. It is certainly the casethat,
differentevent-andproperty-instantiationsmaybeto bemappedto thesame
individual or event.So,for instance,somesnakesarealsopets(but not all),
andsomeinstancesof makinga markwith a pencilarealsocasesof writing
(butnotall). Thismappingfrom event-typesandpropertiesto elementsof the
world will (finally) ensurethat“cat” at thelexical level will, ultimately, cor-
respondto actualcat-creaturesin thepropositionalmodel(or rather,anysen-
tence“cat” appearsin hastruth-conditionsthatnecessarilyinvolve reference
to somefeline creature).The notion of “individual” finally appearsat this
level. An individual is somethingthat exemplifiesany numberof property-
instantiationsat a givenmoment,andthesepropertiesmaycomeandgo,and
theindividualmayremainthesameindividual.

Recallthatthestructureof theV′ consistedof relatingargumentNP’sto an
event-typedenotedby a V via thematicroles.However,at thepropositional
level, the verbswill correspondto n-placefunctionswhich takearguments
andyield truth-values.As mentionedabove,however,not all argumentsof
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theverbappearat theV′ level—it is only theweakindefiniteNP’sthatappear
there;suchthingsasreferentialdefinites,quantifiedNP’s, pronouns,proper
names,andso forth, do not. Theyareonly interpretableat thepropositional
level.So,for instance,at theV′ level,asimplesentencelike “JohnsawMary”
will only havetheevent-typeof a “seeing”event(i.e.,what is givento usin
termsof extensionsby theverbalone).Thuswe muststatethreecorrespon-
dences.(1) Weneedto makesurethatJohnandMary areplacedin thepropo-
sitional relationsee(x,y) appropriately(i.e., in “JohnsawMary” it would be
see(j,m) andnotsee(m,j) (2) weneedto makesurethattheyareinterpretedas
havingor at leastentailingthesamethematicrolesasweakindefiniteswould
in thesameargumentpositions(keepingthemeaningof theverb itself con-
stant).And lastlywe needto gobackandsaysomethingaboutwhathappens
if thereis a thematicroleat theV′ level which is not linked to anyNP or DP
at thatlevel—whatis theinterpretationthen?We setout to do thesethingsin
severalstages.

Thetaskis not to give the lexical item, theverb,somekind of functional
meaning.Its meaningwasgivenat the lexical level. Rather,it is to give the
event-typedesignatedby the V′ a functionalmeaning.Let us beginwith a
casewherethethematicrolesassociatedwith theV′ are“filled”:

(12) V′ [Th, Th]

V NP NP

Let’s supposethe V is “chase”andthe NP’s are“a cat’ and“a mouse”.
This denotesthe event-typeof a cat chasinga mouse.This will intuitively
correspondto a proposition,a function from worlds to truth values.If we
applythefollowing, thisachievesthedesiredresult:

First, thepropositionalrelationexpressedby theverbneedsto bedefined.
Supposea V′ hastherepresentation:

(13) If [[V′]] = {en . . . eq},
thentheinterpretationof [S[[V

′]]] = λw ∃e∈ [[V′]] & f(e)≤ w
(i.e., the propositionalinterpretationof an event-typeis that set
of worldsin which thereoccurssomeeventof thattype;the‘≤’
symbolhereis usedfor convenience;f(e) is the mappingfrom
eventinstantiationsto membersof Æ)

This will convertthe event-typeof cat-chasing-mouseto the proposition
wherein eachworld a cat chasesa mouse,and doesnot in the remaining
worlds.Thispropositionis equivalentto theonealsodefinedby:

(14) ∃x∃y (cat(x)& mouse(y)& chase(x,y))

This is becauseeachthingthatis acatandeachthingthatis amousefinds
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a correspondingproperty-instantiationin ˇ[[cat]] andˇ[[mouse]] which “partic-
ipates” in the chasingevent.The samewill hold for all extensionalverbs.
However,this is a different way of arriving at the sametruth-conditionally
definedproposition.I believethis (or its choice-functionequivalent)is the
structureof the specificreadingof the indefinite.It involvesassigningpar-
ticular individualsas valuesof the individual variablesx,y, whereasin the
non-specificinterpretationfurtherabove,thereis no suchoperation—itonly
follows asa consequence.As the two aretruth-functionallyequivalent,it is
easyto seewhy thespecific/nonspecificdistinctionis intuitively sucha diffi-
cult one.

Now let usconsidera casewheretheargumentnounphrasesmustappear
at the S level, aswould be the casewith “The cat chasedthe mouse”.This
meansthatat theV′ level, thethematicroleswouldbe“unfilled”.

(15) V′[Th, Th]

V

This would, quite obviously, correspondto a two-placerelation in the
propositionalrepresentation:V ( , ) (i.e., wherethe argumentslotsarenot
filled). But what relation is this?What we want to say is that this relation
is onewhere,no matterhow the argumentsarefilled in, all propositionsso
formedwill be trueonly in (somesubset)of thoseworlds in which thereis
anappearanceof aneventof thetypedesignatedby theverb.Thefunctional
representationis thendefinedasfollows:

(16) ∀x∀y [ ˆV(x,y) is interpretedasa subsetof λw ∃e∈ [[V′]] & f(e)
≤ w]

This underspecifiestheexactidentityof therelation,but ensuresthat“the
catchasethemouse”will betrueonly in casetherearechasingevents.

But we alsoneedto makesurethat this relationrequiresboththecatand
themouseto beparticipantsin theevent-typeaswell, and,further,that they
standin a “chasing” relation,with the cat as the Agent and the mouseas
Theme(let us suppose).But sincethey only appearoutsidethe V′, andnot
within it, we haveno meansof makingsurethis occurs.In the caseof the
weaknon-specificNP’s therewassomethingfor the thematicrolesto oper-
ateon, but in this instancethereareno NP’s in the V′ to be linked to the
appropriatethematicroles.

Let usreturnthento theissueof morphologythatwebeganthepaperwith.
Oneway of looking at thingsis that it is the lack of morphologywhich has
meaning—thatof non-specificity. However,this turnsout to bea side-effect
of thefact thattheunmarkedNP’smayoccurwithin 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 hypothesizing,is to enableNP’s that occuroutsidethe domainof the
thematicrolesto belinkedto them.Thus,thepresenceof morphologyin those
instanceswherethereis acontrastenablestheconstructionof apropositional
representationwhere“higher” argumentsneverthelessfind their appropriate
associationsin thelower,V′ representations.

Let usillustratewith anexamplefrom Englishusingdefinitearticles,tak-
ing “the catchase(d)themouse”.Sincethedefinitearticle,at leastin this in-
stance,requirescontextin orderto beinterpretable,it mustappearoutsidethe
V′ domain.Therearevariousproposalsfor where,precisely, these“higher”
argumentsmight appearin the syntax,andI not presumeto chooseamong
them.But schematically, therepresentationwouldbeasfollows:

(17) IP

IP thecat

themouse

V′[Th, Th]

V

chase

Onefunction of the definitearticle is to simultaneouslyidentify the ap-
propriatethematicrole (I amassumingthis is accomplishedvia Dowty-type
principles,butat this time I havenoclearreasonto preferthisoveranyother
meansof doingso),andit transmitstheproperty-typedefinedby theN′ un-
dertheNP (or DP) to thatrole for thethematicrole to operateon.So,in the
syntacticrepresentation,wecoindextheroleswith thedefinitearticles:
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(18) IP

IP the cat

the mouse

V′[Th, Th]

V

chase

Having madethis syntacticassociationwe arenow ableto calculatethe
exactrelationthatthecatandthemousestandin. Recallthatnounsstandfor
properties,which haveasextensionsunderV′ property-instantiations.Indi-
vidualshaveproperty-instantiationsby virtueof beingof certaintypes.In this
instance,the interpretationof theN′ determinesthat thecat is a cat,andthe
mouseis a mouse,from the contentsof the nounsthemselves.Someof the
property-instantiationsaregoingto bemappedontotheparticularindividual
cat that is talked abouthere,and also onto the mousethat is being talked
abouthere.That is, eachwill find someextensionin N . Supposethesejust
happento bei andi, respectively. Theevent-typein this instancewill bea
very specificevent-typedefinedby [[chase]]Th(i)Th(i). That is, wherea
“cat” property-instantiationof thisparticularindividualthatcorrespondsto i
is theAgent(or whatevertheappropriaterolenamemightbe)andaproperty-
instantiationof themouse,i, is goingto beTheme.

Thisenablesusto definethechase(x,y) relationat theIP or Slevel,then.It
is goingto beguaranteedto besomesub-typeof achasing,andtheparticular
sub-typeof thechasingis goingto bedeterminedby thevaluesassignedto x
andy. Thesevaluesareindividualswhich haveproperty-instantiationsin N
by virtue of belongingto givenclasses.Thematicrolesoperateon property
instantiationsto derive,alongwith the verb, event-types.So, chase(a,b) is
goingto definethesetof worldswherea hasa property-instantiation,andb
doestoo,andwheretheystandin theappropriatethematicrolerelations.This
is exactlythoseworldswherechase(a,b)is true; thesetof world so defined
will beisomorphicto theevent-typedefined.

Assumingthatpropernamesaresyntacticallyin D (asLongobardi,1992,
hasargued),thereisnocommonnounexpression,asis thecasewith pronouns
anddemonstratives.Yet thereareno membersof N that fail to fall undera
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commonnounmeaning.Onecandealwith thisby providinganinterpretation
of a verygeneralsortfor theemptyN in theserepresentations(e.g.,“entity”,
or somethingof that character),but at this point it is only oneamongother
possibilitieswhich canbeentertainedwith equalor perhapsgreaterconvinc-
ingness.

1.4 Summary and conclusion

This paperbeganby consideringa seriesof instanceswherethereappearsto
bea contrastivelack of morphologyassociatedprimarily with nounphrases,
butalsowith verbs,whichcollectivelywereassociatedwith thephenomenon
of indefiniteness,andin somevery clear instanceswith non-specificindef-
initeness.The questionwasposedasto whetherwe hadan instancewhere
a lack of morphologywas associatedwith a function or a meaning,rather
than its presence. It was certainly plausibleto think of it that way. Three
“stages”of semanticinterpretationwereintroduced(when“normally” only
onestageis presented),eachof which with its own structuresandelements.
At thelowestlevel is lexical meaning,which is thenprojectedhomomorphi-
cally ontoa higherdomain(here,we focusedon theV′ level). This domain
of interpretationwasprojectedhomomorphicallyontoa still higherdomain,
thepropositionalrepresentationsthataremostcommonlyusedin semantics.

Within the V andV′ domains,dueto their structureandelements,only
weakindefinitenounphrasescouldreceiveanyformal definition.It is these
that may combinedirectly with the thematicroles associatedwith a verb.
However,all othertypesof argumentsfall outsidethis domain,andcannot
besemanticallydefinedexceptwithin thepropositionalrepresentation.This
necessitateshavingto associatethedefinites,quantifiedNP’s,names,aswell
asspecificreadingsof indefinites,with thematicrolesthat appearat lower
positionsin thesyntacticrepresentation.This, I amproposing,is thefunction
of theextramorphology. It is not theabsencethathasa function.Rather,it is
thepresence.

Obviously, a lot of mattersherehaveremainedundiscussed,and many
mattersof important(andcrucial) detail havebeensimply passedover. For
example,whataboutlanguageswhich do not haveanycontrastiveomission
of morphology?Or, what aboutmorphologicallysparselanguages,suchas
Mandarin?And,whataboutthoseinstanceswhereagivenconstructionmight
beinterpretedaseitherdefiniteor indefinite,while achangeor anadditionof
morphologyyieldsonly a definite?And, finally, whataretheexactsemantic
factsfor a muchwider arrayof languagesthanthoseyet carefully studied?
In a few instancesthey havebeencarefully researched,but in manyother
instancesthe semanticsof the forms hasnot beenexaminedwith detailed
care.
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Many suchquestionsremainopen.My intent here,though,hasbeento
providea frameworkin which to posequestionsandto furtherinvestigation.
At thispointtheonly securepredictionI canclaim,though,is thatoneshould
not everfind a languagewhereit is the morphologicallymorecomplex(or
marked)formsthatarenon-specificindefinites,andthe lesscomplexforms
are reservedfor the specificsand definites.If this is confirmedby further
research,I would feel thatthispaperhasmadeat leastonecorrectclaim and
hasgivensomekind of answerasto why thismightbeso.
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