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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).

Besides
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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 money
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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
mentioned
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indefiniteshavea type of meaningwhich is “compatible”with verb phrase
meanings,all othertypesof nounphrasesbeinguninterpretablewithin that
domain.

Recallthatin thediscussionabove,

typm
S
BT
9.9Am
[3 0 06(,)]TJ
ET
305.882 607.86 m
S
BT
9



September25,2003

8 / GREG CARLSON

of theliteraturewherethisphrasalintuition becomesapparent(thoughnot in
the phrasal



WHEN MORPHOLOGY. . . DISAPPEARS/ 9

September25,2003

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
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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,
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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 given
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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

ofof
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anteedto denotea nodein
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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
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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-
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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 beim
S
BT
9.9o
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commonnounmeaning.Onecandealwith thisby providingan
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