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1 Nota bene

Here I pay my little piece of a much deserved homage to Hamida Demirdache,
building on a couple of the linguistic problems she has worked on. It should be
clear from the outset that she is not responsible for my (mis)reading of them, and
that she may not approve of my conclusions, . . . even though I hope she will!

2 Variation restricted to externalization

In recent years, Chomsky and others (see i.a. Kandybowicz (2009); Boeckx
(2011)) have made explicit a radical position regarding the nature of cross-linguistic
variation; this is the idea that natural languages are syntactically homogeneous
and all cross-linguistic variation is restricted to different patterns of externaliza-
tion. Below are two illustrative quotes of this conjecture:

“The externalization systems are overwhelmingly –maybe, some day,
we will discover entirely– where languages differ from one another.
The wide variety of languages is almost entirely, maybe entirely if we
know enough, in the externalization process, the secondary process
of getting it out into the sensory motor system.”

[Chomsky (2010, 21)]

“there is only one language with minor dialectal variations, primar-
ily –perhaps entirely– in mode of externalization.”

[Berwick & Chomsky (2011, 41)]
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In this squib I want to briefly discuss some evidence against such a pro-
posal, bringing into discussion two patterns of syntactico-semantic variation: (i)
the availability of ‘out of control’ event representations; and (ii) the temporal
anchoring of DP denotations.1

3 Limits of the radical externalization thesis

A seemingly trivial axis of cross-linguistic variation can be observed in the lexi-
con.2 Languages vary in their lexical inventories since these reflect the cultural
habits and practices of their speakers (a widely researched topic in anthropologi-
cal linguistics). As a simple example, Basque has a word kaiku denoting a specific
type of recipient, traditionally carved out from the trunk of a birch tree and em-
ployed for milking cows or sheep and boiling the milk directly in them with a
burning stone (esnal).3 As far as I know –and as far as Wikipedia goes– English
does not have such a word. Of course, this is not in any obvious waye a fact
about mere externalization, but it is neither a very consequential one. It could
be taken to be anecdotal regarding structural variability across languages.

However, in the last decades, sub-atomic syntactic frameworks such as
Nanosyntax have advanced the idea that terminal elements are sub-morphemic
and spell out is phrasal, with the consequence “that many –perhaps most– mor-
phemes will span several terminals. And therefore they will correspond to an
entire subtree rather than corresponding to a terminal” (Starke, 2009, 2). Thus,
lexical entries in this framework are triplets composed of phonological represen-
tations, syntactic structures, and conceptual structures. This is represented in
Fig. 1 for nonce-item blicket (taken from Baunaz & Lander (2018)):

1See also Irurtzun (2020) and the references therein.
2Chomsky (2007, 25) notes this in one of the first presentations of the ‘radical externalization

thesis’:

Variety and complexity of language would then be reduced to the lexicon, which
is also the locus of parametric variation, and to the ancillary mappings involved
in externalization, which might turn out to be best possible solutions to relating
organs with independent origins and properties.

3Apparently a technique already identified by Greek geographer Strabo among the ‘moun-
taineers’ of the Iberian peninsula (Panyella, 1962).
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Figure 1: Structure of lexical entries according to Nanosyntax (from Baunaz & Lander
(2018, 26)).

If this hypothesis of syntax-all-the-way-down is on the right track, and
words are syntactically composed (each feature being a terminal element), then
there is a non-trivial range of cross-linguistic variation which may not be amenable
to an externalization analysis. Let’s say that language A has spell out exponent
/α/ corresponding to L-tree αP and meaning ALPHA, but there is no evidence
in language B of any equivalent for it.

Then, there are two options:

1. Language B does have the same L-tree αP with its corresponding meaning
ALPHA, but it lacks the phonological exponent /β/ to spell it out inde-
pendently.

2. Language B does not have an L-tree corresponding to αP, nor its associated
conceptual structure ALPHA altogether.

I think that the first option would be a strange position to take: it im-
plies an unattested cross-linguistic homogeneity for which there is no evidence
whatsoever. For instance, even if nothing suggests it, English should have the
same richly articulated syntax that can be observed under the patterns attested
in Basque agreement. Basque is well known for having rich agreement in person
and number with the subject, the object, and the indirect object. Beyond that,
Basque also displays ‘allocutive agreement’ whereby the inflected verb agrees
with the addressee in person and gender when the latter is not an argument se-
lected by the verb (cf. i.a. Oyharçabal (1993)). Below is a paradigm of Souletin
Basque where different forms of the inflected auxiliary can be observed between
the non-allocutive (1a), to the formal allocutive vouvoiement in (1b), the infor-
mal masculine allocutive tutoiement (1c), and the informal feminine allocutive
tutoiement (1d) with no denotational difference:
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(1) a. Pettek
Peter

lan
work

egin
do

dü.
AUX.3SG.ERG

[Souletin Basque]

Peter worked.
b. Pettek

Peter
lan
work

egin
do

dizü.
AUX.3SG.ERG.ALLOvouv

Peter worked.
c. Pettek

Peter
lan
work

egin
do

dik.
AUX.3SG.ERG.ALLOmas c

Peter worked.
d. Pettek

Peter
lan
work

egin
do

din.
AUX.3SG.ERG.ALLO f e m

Peter worked.

A cross-linguistically universal assumption for syntax would require either
(i) analysing Basque agreement in pure externalization terms (contra the generally
accepted position in the literature, see i.a. Laka (1993); Rezac (2004); Etxepare
(2006); Arregi & Nevins (2012) for Basque), or (ii) proposing that English does
have –but for some reason does not externalize– the syntactic operations and
representations that we observe under the Basque verbal paradigms.

Maybe this can seem like a possible road to take, after all no truth-condi-
tional nor information structural difference is observed across the examples in
(1). It is merely a use difference. Thus, agreement computations might be en-
visaged as not pertaining to syntax (again, contra standard assumptions in the
field, e.g. Chomsky (2000, 2001)) in order to maintain the hypothesis of cross-
linguistic syntactic uniformity. This is a very interesting area of research, and we
will see where pushing these strong hypotheses can lead.

However, there are other constructions that do have semantic import and
are, thus, not easily amenable to a pure externalization treatment. For instance,
In Kalau Lagau Ya (West Torres) there are at least four past tenses (2), and three
future tenses (3), which have different semantic import and which co-vary with
the subject’s number (see Dixon (2019)):

(2) a. Ngay
I

uzar-aydhin
go-PSTd i s t DD

Pulu-ka.
Pulu-to

[Kalau Lagau Ya]

I went to Pulu (some time before yesterday).
b. Ngay

I
uzar-ayngul
go-PSTd i s t D

Pulu-ka.
Pulu-to

I went to Pulu (yesterday).

4



c. Ngay
I

uzar-ibungel
go-PST p r oxN

Pulu-ka.
Pulu-to

I went to Pulu (last night).
d. Ngay

I
uzar-ima
go-PST p r oxD

Pulu-ka.
Pulu-to

I went to Pulu (earlier today).

(3) a. Ngay
I

uzar-ika
go-FUT p r oxD

Pulu-ka.
Pulu-to

I will go to Pulu (later on today).
b. Ngay

I
uzar-ekay
go-FUTd i s t D

Pulu-ka.
Pulu-to

I will go to Pulu (tomorrow).
c. Ngay

I
uzar-aykakay
go-FUTd i s t DD

Pulu-ka.
Pulu-to

I will go to Pulu (some time after tomorrow).

Thus, in order to maintain the conjecture that all variation is restricted to
externalization we would have to assume that speakers of languages like English
construe but do not externalize the tense specifications of (2) and (3) with their
associated meaning differences.

Now, such a position is not falsifiable, and furthermore it leaves the ac-
quisition of such constructions in English completely unexplained; there is no
evidence in the English Primary Linguistic Data for the articulated structures
that have to be posited for Kalau Lagau Ya or Basque, and it is thus completely
mysterious how any child acquiring English could acquire those or any other
non-externalized abstract structures, given the subset principle.

Furthermore, note that the syntactic universalist position goes further
than the fodorian concept innateness –which was conceived by J.A. Fodor for
atomic concepts– to imply structural uniformity across concept-structure pairs
across languages; from Proto-Elamite to Nicaraguan Sign Language. The claim is
not that Language B could have the same tree structures as Language A (because
these are generable with the operations available to natural language syntax (ex-
ternal and internal merge, agree, feature inheritance, copy deletion, etc.)). The
claim is that Language B actually has those structures.

In a nutshell, even if variation at a lexical level seems trivial, within syntax-
all-the-way-down approaches a ‘lexical’ difference between languages amounts to
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a syntactic difference, which is at odds with the radical externalization thesis (at
least in its strongest –radical– terms).4

In what follows, I briefly discuss two pieces of evidence that go beyond a
lexical-externalization treatment and that point to genuine semantic differences
across languages. As I said, the two points of variation that I will bring into
discussion below have been studied by H. Demirdache and all the St’át’imcets
data are directly taken from her work.

3.1 Controlled vs. ‘out of control’ events

An interesting point of cross-linguistic variation regarding event mereology is
analyzed in Demirdache (1997a) (see also Davis & Demirdache (2000)). In my
reading, the patterns discussed there provide evidence against the radical exter-
nalization thesis.

Demirdache (1997a) discusses Salishan evidence arguing “for the existence
of morphological operations which affect lexical verb meanings by either alter-
ing the aspectual template associated with a verb or the pairing of a name with
an aspectual template” (Demirdache, 1997a, 97). It provides, thus, a piece of evi-
dence suggesting that the radical externalization thesis cannot be maintained.

4Here I framed the discussion in nanosyntactic terms, but the problem also extends to other
models like Distributed Morphology (DM). In DM, the elements that enter into syntactic com-
putations are mere bundles of syntactic features, with no semantic content (Halle & Marantz,
1993; Marantz, 1996). Then after Spell Out the operation of Vocabulary Insertion will supply
the syntactic structure with phonological exponence. This is known under the term of ‘late in-
sertion’, as it takes place post Spell Out. Likewise, at Logical Form, the Encyclopædia will relate
vocabulary items to meanings. An immediate consequence of the assumption that the syntactic
component only deals with bare syntactic material is that Logical Form lacks any semantic con-
tent. In order to get semantic content, it has to be introduced directly at Logical Form (via the
Encyclopædia). However, in order to match semantic contents with their corresponding phono-
logical exponents there has to be a direct link between Phonological Form and the Conceptual
Interface. As Marantz (1996, 3) puts it:

. . . the use of the Encyclopedia to interpret LF semantically must involve
knowledge of Vocabulary insertion at PF, where a choice between “dog” and “cat”
may have been made [. . . ] The choice of “cat” as opposed to “dog” (and as op-
posed to any of the numerous other Vocabulary items that might be inserted into
something like an “animate count noun” node from the syntax) must be regis-
tered as part of the derivation subject to semantic interpretation with the help of
the Encyclopedia. On this view, of course, LF alone isn’t the input to semantic
interpretation. Rather, the derivation as a whole is interpreted.

In consequence, in DM ‘externalization’ has a direct effect on Logical Form, and therefore, vari-
ation in externalization brings about variation in Logical Form too.
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In St’át’imcets (Lillooet Salish), bare verbal roots are in general unaccusa-
tive, they can only take one argument which is interpreted as the internal argu-
ment of the event (see Davis (1997) for discussion).5 A shown in (4) and (5), the
unique argument of verbs like ‘dry’ or ‘hit’ is interpreted as the patient or theme
of the eventuality described by the verb; not as its agent.

(4)
p

kác
dry

ti
DET

s-ts’wán-a.
NOM-salmon-DET

[St’át’imcets]

The salmon dried / The salmon is dry.6

(5)
p

s ék
hit

ti
DET

sqáycw-a.
man-DET

The man was hit (with a stick or a whip).

Likewise, the ungrammaticality of (6) shows that a bare root is inherently
intransitive:

(6) *
p

kác
dry

ti
DET

sqáycw-a
man-DET

ti
DET

s-ts’wán-a.
salmon-DET

[St’át’imcets]

The man dried the salmon.

In consequence, unergative and transitive predicates are morphosyntacti-
cally derived. Unergatives are derived by the addition of an ‘intransitivizer’ suffix
to the root. The active intransitivizer in St’át’imcets is -cal:

(7)
p

kác -cal
dry-ACT

ti
DET

sqáycw-a.
man-DET

[St’át’imcets]

The man dries (stuff).

(8)
p

s ek-cál
hit-ACT

ti
DET

sqáycw-a.
man-DET

The man hits (people).

5There is, however, a small set of bare roots that are interpreted as unergatives (around 75,
out of 2000 roots, see Davis (1997)):

p
mat q ‘walk’,
p

q ′hi l ‘run’. . .
6Eventive predicates are ambiguous between present and past tense interpretations in

St’át’imcets (see section 3.2).
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Then, the generation of transitives is done via the addition of a transi-
tivizer such as causative -s- to the root:7

(9)
p

s ek-s-ás
hit-CAU-3ERG

ti
DET

sq’um’ts-a
ball-DET

ti
DET

twéw’w’et-a.
boy-DET

[St’át’imcets]

The boy hit the ball.

Finally, St’át’imcets has a discontinuous clitic ka. . . a which can be option-
ally affixed to unergative or transitive verbs, affecting the lexical meaning of the
predicate but without affecting the number of arguments it has. It rather brings
about interpretations where the agent participant in the eventuality does not
have control over the action denoted by the verb. Depending on the nature of
the underlying eventuality, the derivation of the ‘out of control’ event can gen-
erate two types of readings:

• If the event denoted by the verb is an activity, ka. . . a generates an ‘ability’
reading.

• If the event has a causative reading, then its combination with ka. . . a gen-
erates an accidental reading.8

Thus, when ka. . . a is combined with an unergative, the agency of the ex-
ternal argument disappears, and the reading obtained is an ‘able to’ reading:

(10) ka-sek-cál-a
OOC-hit-ACT-OOC

ti
DET

twéw’w’et-a.
boy-DET

[St’át’imcets]

The boy is able to hit (people).

When ka. . . a is combined with either an unaccusative or a causative it
yields an accidental reading, roughly translated with the addition of the mod-
ifier ‘accidentally’/‘by accident’ in (11) and (12):

(11) ka-kwís-a
OOC-fallen-OOC

ti
DET

k’ét’h-a.
rock-DET

[St’át’imcets]

The rock dropped accidentally.

7Causative -s- contrasts with ‘directive’ -en- in that the latter is a control transitive, whereby
the agent has full control over the action denoted by the verb. Thus, it cannot be employed when
the action took place by accident or inadvertently. In contrast, causative -s- is agnostic as to the
agent’s control of the eventuality. In Demirdache’s (1997a, 101) terms “applying the CAUsative
to the root ‘fall’ yields ‘drop’ whereas applying the DIRective to the same root yields either ‘drop’
or ‘throw”’

8‘Out of control’ causatives can only have human agents.
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(12) ka-kwís-(t)s-as–a.
OOC-fallen-CAU-ERG-OOC

He dropped something by accident.

In order to account for these patterns, Demirdache (1997a, 116) proposes
that ka. . . a is a type-shifting functor that “shifts the event-type associated with
this predicate into a lower event-type by suppressing the initial subevent in its
event structure”. For instance, a recursive transition event such as

p

qám′t (to
be(come) hit by thrown object) has lexically the complex structure in (13a). This
is a causative structure composed of a causing subevent (the process P, which is
composed of a sequence of identical eventualities (e1 . . . en)) and a transition or
change of state (T, consisting of an eventuality e, which is evaluated relative to its
opposition ¬e)).9 When the root

p

qám′t is combined with ka. . . a, the causing
event is suppressed and the causative is type shifted to a simple change of state
predicate (structure in (13b)):

(13) Event type shifting applied to a recursive transition predicate
(from Demirdache (1997a, 135)):

(a)
p

qám’t
‘to be(come) hit by thrown object’

(b) ka-qám’t-a
‘to be hit suddenly/
accidentally by thrown object’

add ka. . . a

T

P

e1 en

T

¬e e

HIT (y)

T

¬e e

HIT (y)

That is, after merger with the type shifting ka. . . a, the change of state de-
noted by the root is construed as coming into being suddenly, since it lacks the

9In Demirdache’s (1997a) analysis, which builds on Pustejovsky (1995), both unaccusatives
and causatives share a subeventive causative structure; the difference is that in unaccusatives only
the transition subevent is foregrounded and in causatives both the causing process and the tran-
sition are foregrounded.
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subevent representation of any process that brings it about. The impoverished
structure in (13b) is derivationally obtained in St’át’imcets.10 The grammars of
English and other languages do not have such morpho-syntactic and semantic
operations and representations, which suggests that the radical externalization
thesis is too strong.

In the next section I provide another piece of evidence that goes in the
same direction.

3.2 The temporal interpretation of nominals

There is substantive cross-linguistic variability in the interpretation of DPs (see
i.a. Chierchia’s (1998) proposal of a semantic parameter for the differential de-
notation of nominals across languages). Regarding the temporal prism of inter-
pretation, English, as many other languages allows for temporally free readings,
that is, the temporal interpretation of a nominal is independent of the temporal
interpretation of the main predicate of its clause. Its interpretation is determined
by the context or world-knowledge (Enç, 1981, 1986).

Thus, an English sentence like (14) has a reading where the direct object
must be able to range over present and future politicians, and even over past
politicians.

(14) The Citizens’ Committee will sue every politician violating conflict of
interest laws.

Likewise, example (15) is not incongruous since it does not mean –it cannot
mean– that every person that is a fugitive now is also in jail, but that those that
were fugitive at time t are in prison now, at a later time.

(15) Every fugitive is now in jail.

Furthermore, definite descriptions in English also have an “Individual Concept
Reading” (ICR). Consider the ambiguity of (16), which has a direct referential
reading when it is employed to refer to a particular individual (e.g. Biden), but
it also has an ICR where it does not refer to a particular individual, but to the
concept of the president, that is, that whoever is president is powerful. Under
this reading the president of the US must be evaluated at different time intervals:

(16) The president of the US is powerful.

10See Kallulli (1999) for similar evidence in Albanian.
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In contrast, DPs in a language such as St’át’imcets only allow for temporally
bound readings (cf. Demirdache (1996, 1997b); Matthewson (1998); Etxeberria
& Giannakidou (2014)).

To begin with, in St’át’imcets stative predicates are unambiguously inter-
preted as present in the absence of any aspectual marking or temporal adverb.
This is illustrated in (17) and (18):

(17) sécsec
silly

ti
DET

sqaycw-a.
man-DET

[St’át’imcets]

ØThe man is a fool.
*The man was a fool.

(18) á7xa7
strong

ti
DET

sqaycw-a.
man-DET

ØThe man is powerful.
*The man was a powerful.

This contrasts with the behavior of eventive predicates, which are ambigu-
ous between present and past tense interpretations:

(19) táyt
cry

ti
DET

sqaycw-a.
man-DET

[St’át’imcets]

ØThe man is crying.
ØThe man cried.

Addition of temporal adverbs serves to disambiguate the temporal inter-
pretation of eventive predicates (20), and to generate a shift in the temporal ref-
erence of the stative predicate; compare (21) with (17) and (22) with (18):

(20) táyt
cry

ti
DET

sqaycw-a
man-DET

icín’as.
a.long.time.ago

[St’át’imcets]

The man cried a long time ago.

(21) sécsec
silly

ti
DET

sqaycw-a
man-DET

icín’as.
a.long.time.ago

The man was a fool a long time ago.

(22) á7xa7
strong

ti
DET

sqaycw-a
man-DET

icín’as.
a.long.time.ago

The man was powerful a long time ago.

Now, in contrast to what we saw in English (16), St’át’imcets (23) and (24)
only have the direct reference reading where ti ke17Aqsten-s-a ti United-States-a
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can only be understood as the person who is presently acting as the president of
the US (i.e., Joe Biden, as of February 2021). That is, the temporal reference of
the DP and the temporal reference of the matrix predicate are jointly evaluated
as restricted to present time.

(23) á7xa7
strong

[ti
DET

kel7áqsten-s-a
chief-3.SG.POSS-DET

ti
DET

United-States-a].
US-DET

[St’át’imcets]

The present president of the US (=Biden) is powerful.

(24) sécsec
silly

[ti
DET

kel7áqsten-s-a
chief-3.SG.POSS-DET

ti
DET

United-States-a].
US-DET

The present president of the US (=Biden) is a fool.

This temporal interpretation fact is independent of and compatible with
referential/attributive interpretations of the DP and Demirdache (1997b) pro-
poses that they range over stages rather than over individuals.

Furthermore, the fact that DPs in St’át’imcets introduce stage-level enti-
ties explains naturally the fact that they always have existential force, that there
are no genuine generic statements and that there are no abstract nouns such as
‘intelligence’ in this language (see Demirdache (1997b) for discussion).

In a nutshell, and regarding our discussion here, English allows a class
of semantic representations that St’át’imcets does not allow and this does not
seem easily amenable to an externalization analysis. This does not mean that
St’át’imcets speakers could not have such representations; they obviously can,
when they speak in English. The observation regarding cross-linguistic differ-
ences is not about the language faculty or UG, but about the specific I-languages
that are instantiations of them.

4 Conclusions

A wide range of non-trivial patterns of cross-linguistic variation in semantics are
attested in the literature and they do not seem to have any easy accommodation
within the radical externalization thesis.

For my goals here it does not matter whether the semantic differences are
inherently semantic or derived from syntax. In other words, the patterns of
semantic variation attested across languages could derive from differences in the
cross-linguistic availability of specific semantic operations (e.g. the (un)availability
of a particular type of type shifting or of ‘predicate restriction’ operations (Chung
& Ladusaw, 2004)), or from a syntactic difference across languages which has
differential semantic consequences (e.g. the result of obligatory movement to
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a position where scope is calculated, or of the availability and order of feature
composition (see Harbour (2016) for discussion regarding Person)).

Assuming the inverted-Y model of the architecture of grammar (Fig. 2),
variation in the externalization component cannot have semantic effects, and
any difference attested in Logical Form has to be due either to bona fide semantic
differences or to differences that are derived from the syntactic component (see
Chomsky (1986, 1995) and Irurtzun (2009, 2020) for discussion):

Lexicon

Spell Out

PF LF

A–P Systems C–I Systems

I-Language

Figure 2: The inverted-Y model of the architecture of grammar.

The two phenomena that I discussed here provide, I believe, clear evidence
of cross-linguistic variation in the semantic component. As I said, many similar
phenomena have been discussed in the literature. The work of H. Demirdache
provides insightful and original analyses of a wide range of such phenomena (be-
yond St’át’imcets, see –among many others– Demirdache & Uribe-Etxebarria
(2008, 2010) or Martin et al. (2021)), and I hope that many more demirdachian
phenomena and analyses will come into discussion in the future!

Acknowledgements

This research was funded by the following grants: ANR-18-FRAL-0006 UV2
(ANR-DFG), ANR-17-CE27-0011 BIM (ANR), and PGC2018-096870-B-I00 and
FFI2017-87140-C4-1-P (MINECO).

13



References
Arregi, Karlos & Andrew Nevins. 2012. Morphotactics: Basque Auxiliaries and

the Structure of Spellout. Dordrecht: Springer.
Baunaz, Lena & Eric Lander. 2018. Nanosyntax. The basics. In Lena Baunaz,

Karen De Clercq, Liliane Haegeman & Eric Lander (eds.), Exploring Nanosyn-
tax, 3–56. New York: Oxford University Press.

Berwick, Robert C. & Noam Chomsky. 2011. The biolinguistic program: The
current state of its development. In Cedric Boeckx & Anna Maria di Sciullo
(eds.), The Biolinguistic Enterprise: New Perspectives on the Evolution and Na-
ture of the Human Language Faculty, 19–41. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Boeckx, Cedric. 2011. Approaching Parameters from Below. In Anna Maria Di
Sciullo & Cedric Boeckx (eds.), The Biolinguistic Enterprise: New Perspectives
on the Evolution and Nature of the Human Language Faculty, 205–222. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Chierchia, Gennaro. 1998. Reference to Kinds across languages. Natural Lan-
guage Semantics 6(4). 339–405. doi:10.1023/a:1008324218506.

Chomsky, Noam. 1986. Knowledge of Language: Its Nature, Origin, and Use.
New York: Praeger.

Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist Program. Cambridge (MA): MIT Press.
Chomsky, Noam. 2000. Minimalist inquiries: the framework. In Roger Martin,

David Michaels & Juan Uriagereka (eds.), Step by Step: Essays on Minimalist
Syntax in Honor of Howard Lasnik, 89–155. Cambridge (MA): MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 2001. Derivation by phase. In Michael Kenstowicz (ed.), Ken
Hale: A Life in Language, 1–52. Cambridge (MA): MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 2007. Of minds and language. Biolinguistics 1. 009–027.
Chomsky, Noam. 2010. Poverty of Stimulus: Unfinished Business. Lecture

presented in the Lecture Series “Sprache und Gehirn – Zur Sprachfähigkeit
des Menschen", March 24, 2010, Johannes-Gutenberg University, Mainz .

Chung, Sandra & William A. Ladusaw. 2004. Restriction and Saturation. Cam-
bridge: MIT Press.

Davis, Henry. 1997. Deep unaccusativity and zero syntax in St’át’imcets. In
Amaya Mendikoetxea & Myriam Uribe-Etxebarria (eds.), Theoretical Issues at
the Morphology-Syntax Interface, 55–96. Bilbao & Donostia: University of the
Basque Country & Gipuzkoako Foru Aldundia.

Davis, Henry & Hamida Demirdache. 2000. On lexical verb meanings: Evi-
dence from Salish. In Carol L. Tenny & James Pustejovsky (eds.), Events as
Grammatical Objects: The Converging Perspectives of Lexical Semantics, Logical
Semantics and Syntax, 97–142. Chicago: CSLI & University of Chicago Press.

14

https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1008324218506


Demirdache, Hamida. 1996. The chief of the United States’ sentences in
St’át’imcets Salish. In Papers for the 31st International Conference on Salish and
Neighbouring Languages, 79–100. Vancouver: University of British Columbia.

Demirdache, Hamida. 1997a. ‘Out of Control’ in Salish and event
(de)composition. In Amaya Mendikoetxea & Myriam Uribe-Etxebarria (eds.),
Theoretical Issues at the Morphology-Syntax Interface, 97–145. Bilbao & Donos-
tia: University of the Basque Country & Gipuzkoako Foru Aldundia.

Demirdache, Hamida. 1997b. Predication times in St’át’imcets. In Ralph C.
Blight & Michelle J. Moosally (eds.), Texas Linguistic Forum 38: The Syntax
and Semantics of Predication, 73–88. Austin: University of Texas Department
of Linguistics.

Demirdache, Hamida & Myriam Uribe-Etxebarria. 2008. Scope and anaphora
with time arguments: The case of ‘perfect modals’. Lingua 118(11). 1790–1815.
doi:10.1016/j.lingua.2007.08.013.

Demirdache, Hamida & Myriam Uribe-Etxebarria. 2010. Morphosyntactic
variation in the temporalconstruals of non-root modals. In Reineke Bok-
Bennema, Brigitte Kampers-Manhe & Bart Hollebrandse (eds.), Romance
Languages and Linguistic Theory 2008: Selected papers from ‘Going Romance’
Groningen 2008, 77–104. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
doi:10.1075/rllt.2.06dem.

Dixon, Robert Malcolm Ward. 2019. Australia’s Original Languages: An Intro-
duction. Sydney: Allen & Unwin.

Enç, Mürvet. 1981. Tense without Scope: An Analysis of Nouns as Indexicals. Madi-
son: University of Wisconsin dissertation.

Enç, Mürvet. 1986. Towards a referential analysis of temporal expressions. Lin-
guistics & Philosophy 9. 405–426.

Etxeberria, Urtzi & Anastasia Giannakidou. 2014. D-heads, domain restriction,
and variation: From Greek and Basque to Salish. In Lilia Schürcks, Anastasia
Giannakidou & Urtzi Etxeberria (eds.), The Nominal Structure in Slavic and
Beyond, 413–440. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Etxepare, Ricardo. 2006. Number long distance agreement in (substandard)
Basque. In Joseba Andoni Lakarra & José Ignacio Hualde (eds.), Studies in
Basque and Historical Linguistics in Memory of Robert L. Trask, 303–350. San Se-
bastian: University of the Basque Country UPV/EHU & Gipuzkoako Foru
Aldundia.

Halle, Morris & Alec Marantz. 1993. Distributed Morphology and the pieces of
inflection. In Kenneth Hale & Samuel Jay Keiser (eds.), The View from Build-
ing 20: Linguistics Essays in Honor of Sylvain Bromberger, 111–176. Cambridge:
MIT Press.

Harbour, Daniel. 2016. Impossible Persons. Cambridge: MIT Press.

15

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2007.08.013
https://doi.org/10.1075/rllt.2.06dem


Irurtzun, Aritz. 2009. Why Y: On the centrality of syntax in the architecture of
grammar. Catalan Journal of Linguistics 8. 141–160. doi:10.5565/rev/catjl.145.

Irurtzun, Aritz. 2020. De-syntacticising syntax? Concerns on the architecture
of grammar and the role of interface components. Catalan Journal of Linguis-
tics Special Issue: Generative Syntax. Questions, Crossroads, and Challenges.
165–202. doi:10.5565/rev/catjl.231.

Kallulli, Dalina. 1999. The Comparative Syntax of Albanian: On the Contribu-
tion of Syntactic Types to Propositional Interpretation. Durham: University of
Durham dissertation.

Kandybowicz, Jason. 2009. Externalization and emergence: On the status of
parameters in the minimalist program. Biolinguistics 3. 093–098.

Laka, Itziar. 1993. The structure of inflection: A case study in X0 syntax. In José
Ignacio Hualde & Jon Ortiz de Urbina (eds.), Generative Studies in Basque
Linguistics, 21–70. John Benjamins.

Marantz, Alec. 1996. “Cat” as a phrasal idiom: Consequences of late insertion
in Distributed Morphology. Unpublished manuscript: MIT.

Martin, Fabienne, Hongyuan Sun, Jinhong Liu & Hamida Demirdache. 2021.
Why can one kill Rasputin twice in Mandarin? In Proceedings of Sinn und
Bedeutung 25, to appear.

Matthewson, Lisa. 1998. Determiner Systems and Quantificational Strategies: Ev-
idence from Salish. The Hague: Holland Academic Graphics.

Oyharçabal, Bernard. 1993. Verb agreement with non arguments: On allocutive
agreement. In José Ignacio Hualde & Jon Ortiz de Urbina (eds.), Generative
Studies in Basque Linguistics, 89–114. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Ben-
jamins.

Panyella, Augusto. 1962. Los Kaikuak [Kaiku] del Museo Etnológico de
Barcelona. Munibe 14. 258–267.

Pustejovsky, James. 1995. The Generative Lexicon. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Rezac, Milan. 2004. Elements of Cyclic Syntax: Agree and Merge. Toronto: Uni-

versity of Toronto dissertation.
Starke, Michal. 2009. Nanosyntax: A short primer to a new approach to lan-

guage. Nordlyd 36. 1–6.

16

https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/catjl.145
https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/catjl.231

	Nota bene
	Variation restricted to externalization
	Limits of the radical externalization thesis
	Controlled vs. `out of control' events
	The temporal interpretation of nominals

	Conclusions

