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In the literature on generic nominal reference, it is usually pointed out that in
Russian, both singular and plural nominal expressions can have a generic reference
(Chierchia 1998; Doron 2003; Dayal 2004). The main contribution of this article is
to propose an explicit analysis for composing definite kinds from bare nominals
in this language. We provide independent empirical support for the definiteness
of apparent bare nominals in argument position of kind-level predicates and argue
that definiteness is to be associated with a null D(eterminer), interpreted as the
iota operator. The general hypothesis we defend is that definite kinds, even in a
language without articles such as Russian, encode definiteness semantically and
syntactically.

1 Introduction
In the literature on generic nominal reference it is usually pointed out that in
Russian, a language without articles, both bare singular and bare plural nominal expressions can have a generic reference (Chierchia 1998; Doron 2003; Dayal
2004). This is exemplified in (1), where nouns specified morphologically for singular (1a) and for plural (1b) occur in argument position of a k(ind)-level predicate.1
1

In this paper, we assume a three-way classification of verbal predicates into k(ind)-level,
i(ndividual)-level and s(tage)-level (Carlson 1977). While k-level predicates appear to form a
scarce but stable class, it is well known that the division line between i- and s-level predi-
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In this context both panda and pandy can be said to refer to kinds.
(1)

a. Panda
naxoditsja na grani isčeznovenija.
panda.nom.sg is.found on verge extinction.gen
naxodjatsja na grani isčeznovenija.
b. Pandy
panda.nom.pl are.found on verge extinction.gen

A common background assumption considers plural generics as more natural
and preferable, so in a significant part of literature on genericity it is taken for
granted that plurals (bare plurals in English) constitute the “default” way to refer to kinds.2 Setting aside the question of what is the “default” way to express
genericity in the nominal domain in Russian, we simply point out that, given
that (1a) is grammatical and natural, an analysis of it is needed in the theory of
grammar in any case.
In contrast to Russian, in a language with overt determiners, English for instance, the subject of a sentence corresponding to (1a) will be expressed by means
of a definite generic (Carlson 1977) or the singular generic (Chierchia 1998) the
N construction (i.e. the panda), as in (2a). On the other hand, English also allows
bare plurals to refer to kinds, as illustrated in (2b).
(2)

a. The panda is on the verge of extinction.
b. Pandas are on the verge of extinction.

The correspondence between the so-called English definite generic and the
Russian bare nominal with a kind reference interpretation in (1a) is usually assumed to hold merely on the basis of their singular number morphology (cf.
Dayal 2004), so a reasonable expectation is that the analysis assumed for definite generics in English can also be extended to the corresponding Russian cases.
This approach has to address at least the following issue. Any analysis of the
English definite generic includes the iota operator (𝜄) in the semantic represen-

cates is not clearly marked. For instance, fly in (i.a) denotes an i-level property while in (i.b) it
functions as an s-level predicate:
(i)

a. Hummingbirds fly backwards.
b. Hummingbirds are flying over the lake.

2

See Ionin et al. (2011) for an experimental investigation on the expression of genericity in
English, Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese.
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tation (cf. Chierchia 1998, Dayal 2004), which is quite indisputable for English,
given that these expressions appear with a definite article.3
More generally, a number of questions arise with respect to (2) if we take into
account some cross-linguistic data. In Spanish, for instance, bare plurals do not
have a generic reading (Laca 1990; Dobrovie-Sorin & Laca 1996; 2003), making
them different from bare plurals in English (e.g. 2b), which are considered to
be the genuine expression of kind reference in that language (Longobardi 1994;
2001; 2005; Chierchia 1998; Dayal 2004, i.a.). By contrast, the default way to refer
to kinds in Spanish is by means of a (non-plural) common noun preceded by a
definite article (Borik & Espinal 2015). The question is then how to derive a kind
reference for languages like Spanish and English keeping in mind these crucial
differences concerning the interpretation of bare plurals. A look at languages like
Russian makes the issue even more complex: Russian, does not have any articles
but clearly possesses the means to make reference to kinds, as shown in (1). Does
this mean that the same type of analysis as for English and Spanish could or
should be extended to Russian despite the observed superficial differences in the
syntax of nominal phrases?4
This paper aims at contributing to an understanding of kind expressions of
the type exemplified in (1a). We provide independent empirical support for the
definiteness of the subject in (1a), and argue that it is to be associated with a
null D(eterminer), interpreted as 𝜄. We postulate the structure in (3a) for definite
kind arguments in languages with and without articles (e.g. Germanic, Romance,
Slavic), the meaning of which is represented in (3b).
(3)

a. [DP D[NP N]]
b. [[Def N]] = 𝜄𝑥 𝑘 [P(𝑥 𝑘 )]
where P corresponds to the descriptive content of a noun N, and
𝑥 𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (i.e. the domain of kinds)

Although we do not deal with plural kind expressions exemplified in (1b) in
this paper, we would like to point out that they do not constitute a counterexample to our analysis for (1a). We assume that a different syntactic and semantic
3

Although see Coppock & Beaver (2015), who argue that definiteness as encoded by the definite article must be distinguished from determinacy, which consists in denoting an individual.
Should this claim also be adopted for Russian, it would need an independent motivation, since
Russian does not overtly express definiteness.
4
See also Cyrino & Espinal (2015) for an analysis of definite kinds and definite plural generics
within the NP/DP debate in Brazilian Portuguese, a language that allows the omission of the
article in all argument positions.
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composition is to be associated with the generic (bare) plural in (1b). In particular, the analysis proposed in (Chierchia 1998), in which plural kind nominals
are semantically derived by the down operator ⋂ that applies to plural properties, could be adopted to account for plural generics in Russian. Our hypothesis
(which we will not defend or justify further in this paper) with respect to plural
kind nominals in Russian is, therefore, that these expressions are, indeed, derived
from pluralities and are specified for Number, namely, for plural. Their structural
representation would then look like in (4).
(4)

⋂

[NumP Num+𝑝𝑙 [NP N]]

The differences between (3a), the structure that we adopt for definite kinds,
and (4), the structure that we would hypothesize for generic plurals, are obvious.
First of all, definite kinds are syntactically and semantically definite and hence
are structurally represented as full DPs, whereas there is no a priori evidence to
suggest that the same holds for generic plurals.5 Secondly, only in the structure
for generic plurals Number is present.6 We will not deal specifically with the
syntax and semantics for Number in this paper, but in general, we assume that
definite kinds are syntactically and semantically numberless, at least in those languages where nominals inflect for number (see Borik & Espinal 2015 for details).
The paper is organized as follows. §2 presents the theoretical framework that
constitutes the basis for our analysis. We will introduce the fundamental theoretical claims regarding the composition of definite kinds, focusing, in turn, on
the meaning of Ns (properties of kinds) and the meaning of the definite article
(𝜄). In §3 we will present our analysis of definite kinds in Russian. With this aim
in mind we will provide both semantic arguments for definiteness and syntactic
arguments for a DP structure with a null D (translated as 𝜄). This section will
close with an account of modified definite kinds. §4 will conclude the paper.

5

This matter, however, deserves a full and thorough investigation, which falls outside the scope
of this paper.
6
We differentiate between morphophonological number, on the one hand, and syntactic Number, which is always interpreted semantically, on the other. In Russian, any nominal expression
is marked for number and case and these two specifications come as a cluster. In other words,
it is impossible to determine which part of a cluster encodes number and which part encodes
case, which is a standard feature of a language with synthetic morphology. We assume that this
cluster does not necessarily correspond to a syntactic Number projection, which has to have a
semantic effect, and yield either a singular or a plural interpretation for a nominal phrase (cf.
Ionin & Matushansky 2006; Pereltsvaig 2013 for similar claims).
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2 Theoretical background
In this section we will briefly summarize the theoretical assumptions or postulates underlying our account of definite kinds in natural languages.
We assume that definite kinds express D-genericity (cf. Krifka et al. 1995) and
argue that they are composed by applying 𝜄, which is encoded by the definite article, to the denotation of a common noun, which denotes properties of kinds. This
proposal is conceived as a universal principle, no matter whether the languages
considered have overt articles (such as English) or not (such as Russian).
We start this section by discussing the meaning of common nouns. We argue
that they denote properties of kinds (Espinal & McNally 2007a,b; Dobrovie-Sorin
& Pires de Oliveira 2008; Espinal 2010; Espinal & McNally 2011). Next, we discuss
the meaning of the definite article, conceived as a maximality operator (Sharvy
1980), and the composition of a definite kind reading.

2.1 Theoretical postulate 1: Root common nouns denote properties of
kinds
Kind reference in natural language is quite often assumed to be a special type of
reference contrasted with the reference to objects. In other words, if objects are
standard entities of the semantic ontology, so are kinds. This theoretical hypothesis can be traced back to at least Carlson (1977), who distinguished between three
types of entities relevant for natural language semantics: kinds, that is, the denotation of the panda and pandas in (2); objects, that is, the denotation of proper
names and common noun phrases; and stages, i.e. the denotation of the last type
of nominal expressions in combination with stage-level predicates. Kinds and objects, in Carlson’s typology, are abstract entities and together they form a class
of “individuals”, whereas stages are concrete spatio-temporal realizations of abstract entities.
In less fine-grained classifications of entities, only two types are recognized:
kinds and objects (cf. Zamparelli 1995).7 This is the ontology assumed here as
well: we distinguish between kinds, or abstract entities, and objects, or particular
entities, although we do not agree with Carlson (1977), Zamparelli (1995), and
many others after them, for whom the denotation of a common noun is a kind
entity.

7

In a different terminological tradition (e.g. Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992) this distinction corresponds to types vs. tokens.
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Under a different approach it is claimed in the semantic literature that common
nouns denote properties, rather than entities (Chierchia 1984; 1998; Partee 1986
among many others), that is, common nouns are lexical predicates.
In this paper, we adopt a third alternative and postulate that common nouns
denote properties of kinds.8 This alternative has been empirically motivated in
a number of recent proposals, including Dobrovie-Sorin & Pires de Oliveira’s
(2008) work on bare nouns in Brazilian Portuguese, McNally & Boleda’s (2004)
analysis of relational adjectives, and Espinal’s (2010) and Espinal & McNally’s
(2007b; 2011) semantic description of the meaning of bare nouns in object position in Catalan and Spanish. The arguments supporting the hypothesis that common nouns denote descriptions of kinds are based on pronominalization, number
neutral interpretation and adjective modification. The reasoning is the following:
(i) A common noun (a real bare nominal) cannot be taken to refer to individual object-entities because the anaphoric pronoun that it licenses (in some
Romance languages) is not compatible with an object/token interpretation
(cf. the difference between Catalan en lit. ‘one’, referring to properties, and
el/la/els/les lit. 3rd.acc.sg/pl.masc/fem ‘it/them’); if it cannot denote an entity, it must denote a property.
(ii) If a common noun has a property denotation, it has no inherent number
information, and therefore it has a number neutral interpretation (i.e. it
is compatible with atomicity and non-atomicity entailments, Farkas & de
Swart 2003); by contrast, nouns specified syntactically for Number refer
either to atomic or non-atomic sums.
(iii) If a common noun had an individual property denotation, it would be expected to easily combine with any kind of modifier, but this is not the
case. Bare nouns in syntactic positions that allow bare nominals (e.g. in
object position of a restricted class of predicates (Espinal & McNally 2007b;
2011) and in predicate position of copular sentences (de Swart et al. 2007;
Zamparelli 2008)) can only combine with classifying adjectives, and this
restriction can be explained only if both expressions are taken to denote
properties of kinds or if the appropriate adjectives are kind modifiers.
We thus conclude that it is highly plausible to assume the denotation of a
common noun to be a property of a kind.9
8
9

We adopt this hypothesis for all types of nouns, i.e. count, mass and abstract nouns.
This view should be contrasted with those in which the interpretation of a nominal root is
equivalent to that of a mass noun (Borer 2005; Rothstein 2010), and with those that derive
taxonomic kinds in the lexicon by a direct application of the MASS operation to a Nroot (Pires
de Oliveira & Rothstein 2011; Trugman 2013).
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Now, what precisely does it mean to say that common nouns denote properties
of kinds? We assume that there are two domains in our semantic ontology, the
domain of objects and the domain of kinds. Under a standard view, the denotation
of the predicate with the descriptive content P is the set of objects that share
property P. Thus, the denotation of the noun boy in the domain of objects is
a set of objects that have the boy-property. Note, however, that in our world
some nouns can denote singleton sets (e.g. sun or moon). Without challenging
the process described above, we propose that instead of the domain of objects,
common nouns range over kinds, conceived as integral entities. Thus, the same
noun boy in our proposal looks for entities that share a boy-property but in the
domain of kinds rather than objects.
In accordance with what we have just said the meaning of a common noun
should have the logical representation in (5), where P stands for a property corresponding to the descriptive content of N, and 𝑥 𝑘 a kind entity, such that the
property P applies to 𝑥 𝑘 .
(5)

[[𝑁 ]] = 𝜆𝑥 𝑘 [P(𝑥 𝑘 )]

Having given a formal definition of the denotation of a common noun, we will
now briefly clarify our more general assumptions about kinds, although we do
not pretend to give a full justified answer to the question of what type of entities
kinds essentially are. Following Borik & Espinal (2015), we adopt the claim that
kinds are not sets of subkinds, but are instead perceived as integral, undivided
entities with no internal structure, which means that kinds do not form part of
a standard quantificational domain for individuals represented by a lattice structure (Link 1983). We also share the view of Mueller-Reichau (2011), according to
whom kinds are, in essence, abstract sortal concepts. Sortal concepts are mental
representations that are used to “categorize and individuate objects” (MuellerReichau 2011: 21). Thus, kinds are entities, but their (mental) representations are
obtained by abstraction over a number of individual objects that share certain relevant properties. This, however, does not necessarily mean that linguistically, a
kind should necessarily be construed as a set of representative objects, although
conceptually it might be the case.

2.2 Theoretical postulate 2: The definite article corresponds to 𝜄 and
expresses maximality
In Partee (1986), it is proposed that definite noun phrases are generated by a
type shifting operator that maps a singleton property ⟨𝑒, 𝑡⟩ onto an individual
denotation of type ⟨𝑒⟩. This type shifting operation is called iota. In this sense,
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the meaning of the definite article is to map a property onto the maximal/unique
individual having that property.10
(6) [[DDEF ]] = P → 𝜄𝑥[P(𝑥)]
When the definite article applies to a noun that denotes a property of a kind,
the iota operator yields a maximal/unique kind entity. This is how definite kind
expressions are derived. Crucially for our analysis, in the composition of definite
kinds, there is no intervener between the iota operator, associated with the definite article (in languages with articles), and the noun. We illustrate this derivation
in example (7).
(7)

a. The panda is on the verge of extinction.
b. [DP the [NP panda]]
c. [[the panda]] = 𝜄𝑥 𝑘 [panda(𝑥 𝑘 )]

The subject of (7a), repeated from (2a), is a definite kind expression derived by
applying the iota operator to the noun panda. Its syntactic structure is given in
(7b), and the semantic composition associated with this expression is provided
in (7c).11 This is the essence of our analysis of definite kinds, which we would
like to extend to Russian. In this section, we have presented the fundamental
theoretical postulates on which we base our analysis of reference to kinds in
natural languages. We now address the main issue of this paper, namely, the
question of whether Russian has definite kinds, in spite of the fact that it has no
overt articles, and which are the arguments that support the existence of definite
kinds in this language.

3 Definite kinds in Russian
As we pointed out in §1, the correspondence between the English definite kind
expression in (2a) and the Russian bare nominal in (1a) (repeated in 8) with a
kind reference is usually assumed to hold, and a reasonable expectation is that
the analysis adopted for definite kinds in English can also be extended to Russian
cases.
10

The terms maximal and unique are used in this paper in the sense of Sharvy (1980) and Link
(1983), who provide a unified semantics for definiteness, independently of whether the definite article combines with a singular or a plural expression. Thus, these terms should not be
confused or even associated with plural and singular number, respectively.
11
Once again, we propose this derivation for all types of nouns, i.e. count, mass and abstract
nouns. See Borik & Espinal (2015) for details.
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(8)

Panda
naxoditsja na grani isčeznovenija.
panda.nom.sg is.found on verge extinction.gen
‘The panda is on the verge of extinction.’

However, any analysis of English definite kinds includes at least the iota operator in the semantic representation (cf. Chierchia 1998, Dayal 2004). The iota
operator is standardly assumed to correspond to the definite article, a claim that
we do not want to challenge. However, in the absence of articles in Russian, we
should be able to find other independent evidence that the iota operator is, indeed, present in the semantic representation of the subject argument in (8) and
not merely assume that it is there due to an interpretation that corresponds to
the English kind nominal. In §3.1 and §3.2 we provide independent empirical
semantic and syntactic arguments for the definiteness of the subject in (8) and
argue that it is to be associated with a null D(eterminer), interpreted as the iota
operator.

3.1 Semantic definiteness of kind referring expressions
The core of the argument that we employ to prove that Russian definite kinds
are really semantically definite is based on the use and interpretation of these
expressions in a context that requires definiteness. The following context can
show that kind-referring expressions behave like proper definites.
(9)

Context: In a biology lesson, the teacher explains various things about
mammals. She explains that there are many endangered species in the
world, then says the following:
The whale, for instance, is on the verge of extinction.

Note first that in English, the only morphologically singular expression that
can refer to the species itself, and not to a subkind or an individual whale, is the
definite one, i.e. the whale (Jespersen 1927), which we claim to be unspecified for
Number. A DP with a demonstrative or a numeral, as illustrated in (10), will not
get the same interpretation as the definite kind expression in (9).
(10)

a. This whale, for instance, is on the verge of extinction.
b. One whale, for instance, is on the verge of extinction.

(10a) with the demonstrative can only be acceptable if the teacher points directly to a picture of a representative instance of the corresponding type of whale
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(say, a blue whale), and thus, refers to a subkind via a representative, and (10b)
can only refer to a subkind of whale as well.
In Russian, in the context of (9), the only expression that can be used is the bare
noun kit, as illustrated in (11). Kit in (11) has exactly the same interpretation as
the overt DP the whale in English, and cannot get an interpretation comparable
to (10a) or (10b). This strongly suggests that kit in (11) corresponds to a definite
kind referring expression.
(11) Kit,
naprimer, naxoditsja na grani isčeznovenija.
whale.nom. for.instance is.found on verge extinction.gen.
‘The whale, for instance, is on the verge of extinction.’
Note, however, that theoretically, there could still be an option that while in
English the kind referring DP has to be definite, in Russian it might be indefinite.
Next, we will discuss why this is not the case.
Even though it is commonly believed that with k-level predicates indefinite
DPs can only be interpreted taxonomically, i.e. as referring to a subkind rather
than to a kind (see Mueller-Reichau 2011 and references therein), Dayal’s (2004)
examples like to invent a pumpkin crusher challenge this standard assumption.
In this paper, we follow Mueller-Reichau who argues that there is a fundamental difference between k-level predicates like to be extinct and the ones like to
invent. Only the latter allow for reference to novel (non-familiar) kinds, whereas
the former impose a familiarity condition on the argument. This is why, by default, A blue whale is in danger of extinction can only be interpreted as referring
to a subkind of the blue whale, whereas Fred invented a pumpkin crusher can be
interpreted as referring to the kind pumpkin crusher, as well as to a subkind of
crusher.12 This distinction between different types of k-level predicates is both
empirically motivated by the examples just given and by our intuition: it is difficult for something that has not existed before to become extinct, therefore, to
be extinct requires familiar entities. By contrast, it is expected that if someone
invents something, they will invent novel entities.
We observe similar effects in Russian with the same type of predicates: in (12a)
an indefinite description can only refer to a subkind of whale, but the nominal in
12

We thank an anonymous reviewer for the observation that Fred invented a pumpkin crusher
allows for two interpretations: the kind ‘pumpkin crusher’ and a subkind of ‘crusher’. Our
intuition is that this is due to the fact that the object NP contains a modified noun. Thus, if
we consider a non-modified NP, as in Steve Jobs invented an i-pod only the subkind reading is
salient.
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object position in (12b) can refer, indeed, to a new kind of artifact, a ‘mechanical
calculator’, as well as to a subkind of ‘calculator’.13
(12)

a. Odin kit
naxoditsja na grani isčeznovenija.
One whale.nom.sg is.found on verge extinction.gen
‘One whale is in danger of extinction.’
b. Fred izobrel odnu
sčetnuju
mašinu.
Fred invented one.acc.sg calculating.acc.sg machine.acc.sg
‘Fred invented a mechanical calculator.’

Thus, we have all reasons to believe that the same distinction between different
types of k-level predicates that Mueller-Reichau postulates for English also holds
in Russian. Crucially, according to this view, with predicates of the extinct-type,
“the speaker presupposes the existence of instances of the kind X as known to
the hearer” (Mueller-Reichau 2011: 80). This lexical specification blocks reference
to a kind for an indefinite expression in the context of extinct-type predicates.14
Let us now go back to our example (11). As has just been demonstrated in
(12a), should the subject of (11) be indefinite, it would necessarily yield a subkind
reading, which it does not. This allows us to conclude that the subject argument
in (11) is indeed a definite expression and the semantic representation for this BN
includes the iota operator, which “supplies” its definiteness, as shown in (13).
(13)

[[kit]] = 𝜄𝑥 𝑘 [kit(𝑥 𝑘 )]

The iota operator simply selects the unique entity that refers to the class itself
(i.e. to the class described by the noun kit), but does not make the denotation
restricted to a given world.
The next issue we need to address is what kind of syntactic structure corresponds to the semantic representation in (13).

13

There are overt indefinite markers in Russian, although they are not articles. In (12) we use
the unstressed version of odin ‘one’, which we take to be a specificity marker for indefinites
in Russian (cf. Ionin 2013). If this marker bears stress, it is interpreted as a numeral. Note also
that not all native speakers readily accept a subkind interpretation for examples like (12a). We
have encountered judgments that vary from full rejection to full acceptance.
14
Similarly, Stanković (2016) postulates a complex DP structure for Serbo-Croatian, which includes a kind-referring DP embedded under an individual referring DP. He argues that the
kind-referring DP can only be definite, not indefinite in Serbo-Croatian.
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3.2 Syntactic arguments for a DP structure
In example (7b) of §2 we already gave a syntactic structure for the definite kind
expression in (7a), so it should be clear by now that the general syntactic structure
associated with definite kinds should look like (14).
(14) [DP D[NP N]]
Syntactically, we defend the claim that definite kinds in Russian are DPs, that is,
the D-layer is present in the syntactic representation of definite kind arguments
even though there is no overt realization of the D-projection.
Before we discuss this analysis, let us point out that we assume a strict correspondence between syntactic and semantic representations at the syntax-semantic interface as a null hypothesis. This view on the syntax-semantics interface by
default requires a consistent syntactic representation for each particular semantic operation. In the case of definite kinds, the operator that turns the meaning of
a common noun (i.e. a property of kinds; see §2) into a kind expression is the iota
operator, which needs to be represented syntactically, unless we assume that all
nouns are structurally ambiguous and one and the same expression can be associated with various syntactic structures. Since there is ample cross-linguistic
evidence that the iota operator is syntactically represented by the definite article (consider, for example, the situation in Germanic and Romance), we should
conclude that we need a D projection even for article-less languages where iota
is not lexicalized. Making this proposal, we follow the insights of Longobardi
(1994; 2001; 2005), who claims that semantic referentiality (i.e. being a referring
expression) is associated with a particular syntactic position, namely, the head of
the DP. This claim could be considered one of the strongest mapping principles
between the syntax and semantics of natural languages, and it fits neatly with
the syntax-semantics correspondence that we are assuming in this paper.
As for Russian, proposals that provide a similar semantic motivation for the DP
projection with a null D have been made, for instance, by Ramchand & Svenonius (2008) who argue that the D head in Russian is needed for reasons of semantic uniformity: this is the head that turns nominal expressions, which are
originally of property-type ⟨𝑒, 𝑡⟩, to arguments, i.e. expressions of type ⟨𝑒⟩. They
further suggest that the D head in Russian should be underspecified for features
like (in)definiteness, (un)specificity, etc., which are determined contextually. This
means that DPs in Russian can represent definite or indefinite (specific and nonspecific) arguments, the hypothesis that we adopt in here as well.
However, the strict syntax-semantic correspondence is a working hypothesis
that, in and by itself, cannot be taken as an argument for the presence of the DP
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layer in the syntactic representation of definite kinds in Russian. A well-known
debate in the literature on languages with and without articles is the discussion
between the Universal-DP hypothesis (Longobardi 1994; Cinque 2005; Pereltsvaig 2007) and the Parametrized-DP hypothesis (Bošković 2005; 2008; Bošković
& Gajewski 2008; Bošković 2009). According to the former, languages with or
without articles would have all nominal arguments projected as full DPs and
would allow null Ds. According to the second hypothesis, however, there exist
two types of languages, those with articles (like English and Modern French),
which project arguments as DPs, and those without articles (like Serbo-Croatian
and Russian), which are postulated to project NPs.15
We adopt the view advocated by Pereltsvaig (2006), according to which nominal arguments can differ in “size”, i.e. have different types of syntactic structure
in argument position, both across languages and language internally. Thus, in
both Russian and, for instance, English or Spanish, we can find nominal arguments that syntactically correspond to either full DPs or smaller nominals: NPs,
NumPs or QPs.16 In Russian, nominal arguments associated with different syntactic structures exhibit a number of different properties and have a different semantic interpretation as well. In particular, DP subjects obligatorily agree with
the verbal predicate, whereas small nominals do not. Agreeing subjects allow an
individuated / specific interpretation, a non-isomorphic wide scope reading, they
may control PRO and be antecedents of anaphors, whereas non-agreeing subjects
do not.17 To illustrate this difference between agreeing and non-agreeing nominal subjects, consider the minimal pair in (15) (from Pereltsvaig 2006: 438–9, ex. 3).
Example (15a) exhibits number agreement between pjat’ izvestnyx aktërov ‘five
famous actors’ and the verb, and this agreement is supposed to correlate with
the distributive individuated interpretation of the subject, in the sense that each
one of the famous actors played a role in the film. By contrast, in example (15b)
there is no number agreement between the subject and the verb, the latter being
in the third person singular neuter default form.18 Lack of syntactic agreement
15

The Parametrized-DP hypothesis is given extensive empirical motivation in the literature.
However, the arguments for the DP/NP split between languages, to the best of our knowledge, are purely syntactic (e.g. left-branch extraction, negative raising, superiority effects, etc.;
e.g. Bošković 2008). The proponents of the Parametrized-DP hypothesis usually do not take
into account the semantic functions attributed to the DP projection as we do in this paper.
16
For similar claims in Romance languages see Schmitt & Munn (1999; 2003), Munn & Schmitt
(2005), Dobrovie-Sorin et al. (2006), Cyrino & Espinal (2015), among others.
17
For details, see Pereltsvaig (2006: 447).
18
Pereltsvaig (2006) does not indicate sg, but only neut, in the gloss for the verb in this example, because nouns, verbs, adjectives and various agreeing elements can express gender only
in singular. We modified the gloss to include the number specification on the verb plus the
number and case on the noun for the sake of explicitness.
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correlates with a group interpretation of the nominal expression. This means that
the subject argument pjat’ izvestnyx aktërov ‘five famous actors’ is attributed a
full DP structure with a null D in (15a) but a QP with a numeral in (15b).
(15)

a. V ètom fil’me igrali
[pjat’ izvestnyx aktërov].
in this film played.pl five famous actors.pl.gen
‘Five famous actors played in this film.’
[pjat’ izvestnyx aktërov].
b. V ètom fil’me igralo
in this film played.sg.neut five famous actors.pl.gen
‘Five famous actors played in this film.’

We find Pereltsvaig’s proposal that in Russian some nominals are DPs but small
nominals can be found in the same syntactic position as DPs very plausible, and
thus we adopt the claim that in all languages, including Russian, there can be
nominal arguments of different “size”, that is, involving a different “amount” of
functional structure on top of the minimal NP projection, the highest projection
that a nominal argument can have being a DP.
Let us now go back to definite kinds and test how arguments of k- and i-level
predicates behave with respect to some properties listed in Pereltsvaig (2006).
Note that only some of the properties this author lists can be tested for definite
kinds. The reason for this is that the majority of Pereltsvaig’s arguments are built
for nominal phrases with various types of modifiers (numerals, adjectives, etc.),
but kind expressions almost never accept regular modifiers.19 We thus focus on
the following properties that kind arguments can be tested for: control of PRO,
licensing of anaphors, substitution by pronominal elements and presence of nonrestrictive relative clauses. We show that all these properties support an analysis
of definite kinds in Russian as full DPs.
3.2.1 Control of PRO
Non-agreeing subjects cannot be controllers for PRO in infinitival clauses, while
agreeing subjects, being full DPs, can. The contrast is exemplified in (16) (Pereltsvaig 2006: 444, ex. 10a).
(16) [Pjat’ banditov]i pytalis’ / *pytalos’
[PROi ubit’ Džemsa Bonda].
five thugs.pl.gen tried.pl / tried.sg.neut PRO to.kill James Bond
‘Five thugs tried to kill James Bond.’
19

See, however, §3.3 below.
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Let us now look at definite kinds. As shown in (17), definite kind subjects can
control PRO of a purpose clause and, hence, pattern with agreeing subjects. Since
agreeing subjects are argued to be full DPs, we can conclude that the same syntactic category should be attributed to definite kinds.
(17)

Pandai
imeet neobyčnye perednije lapy čtoby
PROi
panda.sg.nom has.sg unusual front
paws in.order.to PRO
uderživat’ stebli bambuka.
hold
stems bamboo
‘The panda has unusual front paws to hold bamboo stems.’

3.2.2 Antecedents of reflexive pronouns
Our next piece of evidence in favour of the DP status of definite kinds is that these
expressions can be antecedents of a reflexive pronoun. We start by illustrating
the contrast between agreeing and non-agreeing subjects with respect to their
ability to license reflexive pronouns (Pereltsvaig 2006: 455, ex. 11a): only agreeing
subjects can license reflexive pronouns.
(18)

[Pjat banditov]i prikryvali / *prikryvalo
sebjai ot pul’
five thugs.pl.gen shielded.pl / shielded.sg.neut self from bullets
Džemsa Bonda.
James Bond
‘Five thugs shielded themselves from James Bond’s bullets.’

As (19) illustrates, definite kinds pattern likewise.
(19) Tigr i
znaet
kak zaščitit’ sebjai ot napadenija.
tiger.sg.nom knows.sg how defend self from attacks
‘The/a tiger knows how to protect itself from being attacked.’
This example shows that, according to the test, the antecedent of the reflexive
must be a DP. This DP may be devoid of Number, as in the structure (14) above
(i.e. the structure postulated for definite kinds), or may have Number. In the latter
situation, the D can be either definite or indefinite, and either singular or plural.
3.2.3 Pronominal substitution
Finally, a pronominal substitution test also shows that definite kinds behave like
DPs rather than other, “smaller” types of arguments. The test as used in Pereltsvaig (2006) shows that third person pronouns can be used to substitute full DPs,
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but not QPs or NPs, which can only be substituted by other (quantificational
and/or pronominal) elements. The example below (based on Pereltsvaig 2006:
446, ex. 15a) shows that the pronominal subject of (20b) can only substitute the
agreeing subject of (20a).
(20)

tancevali / tancevalo
tango.
a. Pjat’ par
five couples.pl.gen danced.pl / danced.sg.neut tango
‘Five couples danced tango.’
b. Oni
tancevali / *tancevalo
tango.
they.pl.nom danced.pl / danced.sg.neut tango
‘They danced a tango.’

Coming back to definite kinds, it can be easily shown that the definite kind
agreeing subject in (21a) can only be replaced by a third person pronoun ona
‘she’, thus supporting the claim that definite kinds are DPs.
(21)

a. Panda
naxoditsja na grani isčeznovenija.
panda.sg.nom is.found.sg on verge extinction.gen
b. Ona
naxoditsja na grani isčeznovenija.
she.sg.nom is.found.sg on verge extinction.gen
‘The panda/She is on the verge of extinction.’

The three arguments just given, which are based on the syntactic tests proposed in Pereltsvaig (2006) for differentiating between DP arguments and arguments associated with a “smaller” syntactic structure, all support the claim that
definite kinds in Russian are syntactically DPs.
Let us add one more observation to the arguments given above.
3.2.4 Distribution of relative clauses
There is a limited number of constructions in Russian where a nominal argument
seems to have the status of a real bare NP and be associated with a minimal
possible NP structure with no additional functional layers. A couple of relevant
examples from Russian is given in (22) (22b is from Borik et al. 2012: ex. 8).
(22)

a. Petja xodit v galstuke, (*kotoryj vsegda nravitsja ego žene).
Petja goes in tie.sg.obl which always likes
his wife
‘Petja is a tie-wearer, (*which his wife always likes).’
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b. Katya nosit
jubku,
(*kotoruju ona vsegda pokupaet sama).
Katya wear.imp skirt.sg.acc which she always buys.imp self
‘Katya is a skirt-wearer, (*which she always buys).’
The objects galstuke ‘tie’ and jubku ‘skirt’, despite being morphologically marked as singular, have a number neutral interpretation (i.e. one or more tie, one or
more skirt), that is, can denote either an atomic or a plural entity satisfying the
description of the nominal.20 Number neutrality is a hallmark of bare nominals
in various languages (cf. Farkas & de Swart 2003 for Hungarian; Dayal 2004 for
Hindi; Espinal & McNally 2011 for Spanish and Catalan, etc.), so this is a good
reason to assume that the objects in (22), despite being morphologically singular,
are “true” bare nominals unspecified for syntactic and semantic Number.
Note, however, that neither galstuke ‘tie’ nor jubku ‘skirt’ in this interpretation
can be modified by a relative clause.21 We suggest that a reason for blocking a
relative clause in (22) is that in a real NP structure there is no room for descriptive
but only for classifying modifiers (which is in accordance with our theoretical
postulate 1, see §2.1). A classifying modifier but not a restrictive relative clause
is allowed in (23), under the intended reading that Katya is a skirt-wearer.
(23) Katya nosit
mini-jubku,
(*kotoruju ona vsegda pokupaet sama).
Katya wear.imp mini-skirt.sg.acc which she always buys.imp self
‘Katya is a mini-skirt wearer, (*which she always buys).’
Consider now an example with a definite kind expression:
(24)

a.

Amurskij tigr, kotoryj očen’ opasen,
obitaet na jugo-vostoke
Siberian tiger which very dangerous lives on south-east
Rossii.
Russia.
‘The Siberian tiger, which is extremely dangerous, lives in the
south-east part of Russia.’

20

See Kagan & Pereltsvaig (2011) and Pereltsvaig (2013) for other types of number neutral arguments in Russian. In these papers, it is argued that semantically number neutral nominals are
plural in Russian. We agree with this claim, but we think that Russian also has morphologically
singular nominals with a number neutral interpretation.
21
This is also a property of bare nominals in the same syntactic position in Romance languages,
such as Catalan and Spanish. See Espinal & McNally (2011).
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b. # Amurskij tigr, kotoryj rodilsja v našem zooparke, obitaet na
Siberian tiger which was.born in our zoo
live on
jugo-vostoke Rossii.
south-east Russia
‘The Siberian tiger that was born in our zoo lives in the south-east
part of Russia.’
As can be seen in (24a), definite kinds allow subsequent modification by a nonrestrictive relative clause. Non-restrictive (or appositive) relative clauses do not
restrict the (set of) referents denoted by the nominal phrase, they just provide
additional information about an already established referent. By contrast, as the
example (24b) illustrates, a relative clause that can only be interpreted restrictively, imposes an individual (as opposed to a kind) interpretation on the subject
of the clause, which is then difficult to combine with the verbal predicate obitaet
‘to live’ that normally selects for kinds.22
Let us now go back to the claim that we made at the beginning of the section,
namely, that the incompatibility of restrictive relative clauses with definite kinds
can be seen as an additional argument for the DP status of the kind nominal. We
now explain why it should be so.
Semantically, non-restrictive relative clauses are not interpreted in the scope
of the determiner, as the following examples from English illustrate:
(25)

a. [[The public transport], [which is state-owned]], is fast, clean and
reliable.
b. [The [public transport which is state-owned]] is fast, clean and reliable.

The example in (25a), which is interpreted non-restrictively, can be rephrased
as a conjunction: ‘the public transport is fast, clean and reliable and it is stateowned’. It does not imply (in fact, it cannot imply) that there is any other public
transport except for the state-owned. The example in (25b), on the other hand,
implies that not all the public transport is owned by the state and it is clear that
the definite determiner the in (25b) has the whole nominal phrase, including the
relative clause, in its scope.
Jackendoff (1977) suggested that the difference between restrictive and nonrestrictive relative clauses should be reflected in their syntactic configuration, in
22

Two notes are in order here. First of all, Russian has several verbs that can be translated as ‘to
live’, and the one used in example (24) is often used with kind nominals since its lexical meaning
is closer to ‘to live permanently, to inhabit’. Secondly, the # sign in front of (24b) means that
the subject can, in principle, be interpreted as referring to an individual tiger, although it takes
a certain effort to get this interpretation, at least for one of the authors of this paper, and the
intuition is that this interpretation is an effect of coercion.

310

9 Definiteness in Russian bare nominal kinds
the sense that the latter adjoin higher in the structure than the former. Demirdache (1991) specifically proposed that non-restrictive relatives are adjoined to
DP, although only at LF. De Vries (2006) postulates that appositive relative
clauses should be represented as a coordination of DPs, an appositive relative as
a specifying conjunct to the visible antecedent. Arsenijević & Gračanin-Yuksek
(2016) also argued that the configurational differences between restrictive and
non-restric-tive relative clauses should be reflected in overt syntax on the basis of agreement facts in Bosnian/Serbian/Croatian. Generalizing over these and
many more works on relative clauses, we can say that the main idea is that nonrestrictive relatives can only have a DP as an antecedent. There is no a priori
reason to believe that Russian non-restrictive clauses would be different in their
syntax and semantics. Therefore, we take (24a) to be another piece of evidence
in favor of the DP status of definite kind expressions.
The discussion of relative clauses once again supports the point made by Pereltsvaig (2006): we should allow for different structures to be associated with
nominals in argument position. (24a) above indicates that definite kinds cannot
be NPs, as we have seen that true bare NPs do not take relative clauses, restrictive or non-restrictive. If we consider the empirical contrast between (23) and
(24a), together with Pereltsvaig’s arguments discussed earlier in this section, the
conclusion that we logically arrive at is the same: definite kinds in Russian are
DPs.
This conclusion allows us to preserve the correspondence between the presence of D projection and the contribution of the iota operator, which, as we have
seen above, is realized as a definite article in languages with articles. Our claim
for an article-less language like Russian is, thus, that the syntactic representation
of definite kinds involves a null D, which is translated as the iota operator, too.

3.3 Modified definite kinds
In §3.2 we have provided syntactic arguments for a DP structure. Still, a question
that remains to be answered is whether definite kinds allow any sort of modification inside the DP. We think that the answer to this question is positive, and,
following Borik & Espinal (2015) for Spanish, we show in this section that Russian
has kind expressions with modifiers, which we call modified kinds.
Modified kinds are ind-referring expressions composed by a noun and a modifier, normally expressed by an adjective, provide an additional semantic argument for the definiteness of Russian bare nominal kinds. Consider the data in
(26).
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(26)

a. Amurskij tigr zanesen v Krasnuju knigu.
Siberian tiger registered in Red
book
‘The Siberian tiger is registered in the IUCN Red list.’
b. Mavrikijskij dront izvesten tol’ko po izobraženijam i
Mauritius
dodo known only from drawings
and
pis’mennym istočnikam XVII veka.
written
sources
XVII century
‘The dodo of the Mauritius island is only known from drawings and
written sources of the XVII century.’

The modified DPs in subject position in (26), similarly to the corresponding
non-modified versions, denote kinds. However, in comparison to the non-modified counterparts (e.g. tigr ‘tiger’), modified kinds (e.g. amurskij tigr ‘Siberian
tiger’) are semantically more restricted. We suggest that modified kinds, composed by a noun preceded or followed by an adjective within a DP structure, are
built by applying kind modifiers (of type ⟨⟨𝑒 𝑘 , 𝑡⟩, ⟨𝑒 𝑘 , 𝑡⟩⟩) to properties of kinds
(of type ⟨𝑒 𝑘 , 𝑡⟩). The formal representation for the modified kind in (26) is given
in (27).
(27)

a. [DP D[NP (A) N (A)]]
b. [[amurskij tigr]] = 𝜄𝑥 𝑘 [(amurskij(tigr))(𝑥 𝑘 )]

A question that arises at this point is what kind of adjective can appear in a
modified kind expression. We think that potentially any adjective can modify a
kind although the whole expression is subject to an additional pragmatic constraint, known as the well-established kind restriction (cf. Krifka et al. 1995).
The well-established kind restriction has been widely discussed in the literature for English and other languages as applying to definite generics (cf. Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992, Krifka et al. 1995, Dayal 2004 and many others). If the
well-established kind restriction is pragmatic in nature, it is expected that an
appropriate contextual modification could make a definite kind reading in (28a)
plausible. This is, indeed, the case. If there are only two relevant classes of tigers,
wounded tigers and hungry tigers, (28b) becomes a perfectly acceptable characterization of the first class. In this case, the interpretation that should be attributed to the subject of (28b) is the one characteristic of a definite kind.
(28)

a. Ranenyj tigr opasen.
wounded tiger dangerous
‘A wounded tiger is dangerous.’
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b. Ranenyj tigr, kak vid, opasen.
wounded tiger as type dangerous
‘The wounded tiger, as a kind, is dangerous.’
We propose that the well-established kind restriction can block a kind interpretation for modified nominal expressions at a pragmatic level, but this is not
a grammatical constraint (for similar observations see Dayal 1992; Krifka et al.
1995: 69; Dayal 2004: footnote 30). Rather, it is our world knowledge and accessible encyclopedic information that determines which expression can correspond
to a known or established kind in the actual world. Note, furthermore, that this
information can change, and hence, relevant contextual or extra-linguistic factors can have a strong influence on the interpretation of nominal expressions.

4 Conclusions
In this paper we have provided an analysis of definite kinds in Russian at the
syntax-semantics interface. We have presented arguments for the semantic definiteness of bare nominal kinds, and syntactic arguments for a null D. We have
argued that definite kinds are compositionally built by applying the iota operator
corresponding to a (covert) definite D to the property of kinds denoted by the
N, and we have extended this analysis to modified definite kinds. The analysis
we propose applies to one specific type of expressions which refer to kinds, the
one that corresponds to English definite kinds. In Russian, as in many other languages, there is a range of other expressions which plausibly encode D-genericity,
notably, plural generics. We see it as one of the main questions for future research
to complement our proposal by an analysis of other types of nominal generics in
Russian and an account of similarities and differences in the meaning and use of
various kind referring expressions.
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feminine
neuter
imperfective

References
Arsenijević, Boban & Martina Gračanin-Yuksek. 2016. Agreement and the structure of relative clauses. Glossa: A journal of general linguistics 1(1). 17.
Borer, Hagit. 2005. Structuring sense: Vol. I: In name only. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Borik, Olga, Sonia Cyrino & M.-Teresa Espinal. 2012. On determiners in languages with and without articles. (Paper presented at the Workshop on Languages with and without Articles. Paris: CNRS, Université Paris-8, 2012).
Borik, Olga & M.-Teresa Espinal. 2015. Reference to kinds and to other generic
expressions in Spanish: Definiteness and number. The Linguistic Review 32(2).
167–225.
Bošković, Željko. 2005. On the locality of left branch extraction and the structure
of NP. Studia Linguistica 59(1). 1–45.
Bošković, Željko. 2008. What will you have, DP or NP? Proceedings of NELS 37(1).
101–114.
Bošković, Željko. 2009. More on the no-DP analysis of article-less languages. Studia Linguistica 63(2). 187–203.
Bošković, Željko & Jon Gajewski. 2008. Semantic correlates of the NP/DP parameter. (Paper presented at the 39th Meeting of the North East Linguistic Society.
Ithaca: Cornell University, November 7-9, 2008).
Carlson, Greg N. 1977. Reference to kinds in English. Amherst: University of Massachusetts. (Doctoral dissertation).
Chierchia, Gennaro. 1984. Topics in the syntax and semantics of infinitives and
gerunds. Amherst: University of Massachusetts. (Doctoral dissertation).
Chierchia, Gennaro. 1998. Reference to kinds across languages. Natural Language
Semantics 6(4). 339–405.
Cinque, Guglielmo. 2005. Deriving Greenberg’s Universal 20 and its exceptions.
Linguistic Inquiry 36(3). 315–332.

314

9 Definiteness in Russian bare nominal kinds
Coppock, Elizabeth & David Beaver. 2015. Definiteness and determinacy. Linguistics and Philosophy 38(5). 377–435.
Cyrino, Sonia & M.-Teresa Espinal. 2015. Bare nominals in Brazilian Portuguese:
More on the DP/NP. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 33(2). 471–521.
Dayal, Veneeta. 1992. The singular-plural distinction in Hindi generics. In Chris
Barker & David Dowty (eds.), Salt II: Proceedings from the Second Conference
on Semantics and Linguistic Theory (Ohio State University Working Papers in
Linguistics 40), 39–58. Columbus, OH: Ohio State University.
Dayal, Veneeta. 2004. Number marking and (in)definiteness in kind terms. Linguistics and Philosophy 27(4). 393–450.
de Swart, Henriëtte, Yoad Winter & Joost Zwarts. 2007. Bare nominals and reference to capacities. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 25(1). 195–222.
de Vries, Mark. 2006. The syntax of appositive relativization: On specifying coordination, false free relatives, and promotion. Linguistic Inquiry 37(2). 229–
270.
Demirdache, Hamida. 1991. Resumptive chains in restrictive relatives, appositives
and dislocation structures. Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
(Doctoral dissertation).
Dobrovie-Sorin, Carmen, Tonia Bleam & M.-Teresa Espinal. 2006. Bare nouns,
number and types of incorporation. In Liliane Tasmowski & Svetlana Vogeleer
(eds.), Non-definiteness and plurality (Linguistik Aktuell/Linguistics Today 95),
51–79. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Dobrovie-Sorin, Carmen & Brenda Laca. 1996. Generic BNPs. (Paris
VII/University of Strasbourg. Unpublished manuscript).
Dobrovie-Sorin, Carmen & Brenda Laca. 2003. Les noms sans déterminants dans
les langues romanes. In Danièle Godard (ed.), Les langues romanes: Problèmes
de la phrase simple, 235–281. Paris: Les Èditions du CNRS.
Dobrovie-Sorin, Carmen & Roberta Pires de Oliveira. 2008. Reference to kinds in
Brazilian Portuguese: Definite singulars vs. bare singulars. In Atle Grønn (ed.),
Proceedings of Sinn und Bedeutung (SuB) 12, 107–121. Oslo: ILOS.
Doron, Edit. 2003. Agency and voice: The semantics of the Semitic template. Natural Language Semantics 11(1). 1–67.
Espinal, M.-Teresa. 2010. Bare nominals in Catalan and Spanish: Their structure
and meaning. Lingua 120(4). 984–1009.
Espinal, M.-Teresa & Louise McNally. 2007a. Bare singular nominals and incorporating verbs. In Georg Kaiser & Manuel Leonetti (eds.), Proceedings of the
workshop “Definiteness, Specificity and Animacy in Ibero-Romance Languages”

315

Olga Borik & M.-Teresa Espinal
(Arbeitspapiere / Fachbereich Sprachwissenschaft 122), 45–62. Konstanz: Fachbereich Sprachwissenschaft der Univ. Konstanz.
Espinal, M.-Teresa & Louise McNally. 2007b. Bare singulars: Variation at the
syntax-semantics interface. (Paper presented at the Workshop on Bare nouns
and Nominalizations. Stuttgart: University of Stuttgart, 2007).
Espinal, M.-Teresa & Louise McNally. 2011. Bare singular nominals and incorporating verbs in Spanish and Catalan. Journal of Linguistics 47(1). 87–128.
Farkas, Donka F. & Henriëtte de Swart. 2003. The semantics of incorporation: From
argument structure to discourse transparency. Stanford: CSLI Publications.
Ionin, Tania. 2013. Pragmatic variation among specificity markers. In Stefan Hinterwimmer & Cornelia Ebert (eds.), Different kinds of specificity across languages (Studies in Linguistics and Philosophy 92), 75–103. Berlin: Springer.
Ionin, Tania & Ora Matushansky. 2006. The composition of complex cardinals.
Journal of Semantics 23(4). 315–360.
Ionin, Tania, Silvina Montrul & Hélade Santos. 2011. An experimental investigation of the expression of genericity in English, Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese. Lingua 121(5). 963–985.
Jackendoff, Ray. 1977. X-Bar syntax: A study of phrase structure (Linguistic Inquiry
Monographs 2). Cambridge: MIT Press.
Jespersen, Otto. 1927. A modern English grammar on historical principles. London:
Allen & Unwin.
Kagan, Olga & Asya Pereltsvaig. 2011. Syntax and semantics of bare NPs: Objects
of intensive reflexive verbs in Russian. In Olivier Bonami & Patricia Cabredo
Hofherr (eds.), Empirical Issues in Syntax and Semantics 8 (Proceedings of CSSP
8), 221–238. Paris: CNRS.
Krifka, Manfred, Francis Jeffry Pelletier, Greg N. Carlson, Alice ter Meulen, Gennaro Chierchia & Godehard Link. 1995. Genericity: An introduction. In Greg
N. Carlson & Francis Jeffry Pelletier (eds.), The generic book, 1–125. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.
Laca, Brenda. 1990. Generic objects: Some more pieces of the puzzle. Lingua 81(1).
25–46.
Link, Godehard. 1983. The logical analysis of plurals and mass terms: A latticetheoretical approach. In Rainer Bäuerle, Christoph Schwartze & Arnim von
Stechow (eds.), Meaning, use, and interpretation of language (Grundlagen der
Kommunikation und Kognition / Foundations of Communication and Cognition), 302–323. Berlin: de Gruyter.
Longobardi, Giuseppe. 1994. Reference and proper names: A theory of Nmovement in syntax and logical form. Linguistic Inquiry 25(4). 609–665.

316

9 Definiteness in Russian bare nominal kinds
Longobardi, Giuseppe. 2001. How comparative is semantics? A unified parametric theory of bare nouns and proper names. Natural Language Semantics 9(4).
335–369.
Longobardi, Giuseppe. 2005. Toward a unified grammar of reference. Zeitschrift
für Sprachwissenschaft 24. 5–44.
McNally, Louise & Gemma Boleda. 2004. Relational adjectives as properties of
kinds. In Olivier Bonami & Patricia Cabredo Hofherr (eds.), Empirical Issues in
Formal Syntax and Semantics 5. Papers from CSSP 2003, 179–196. Paris: CNRS.
Mueller-Reichau, Olav. 2011. Sorting the world: On the relevance of the kindlevel/object-level distinction to referential semantics. Heusenstamm: Ontos Verlag.
Munn, Alan & Cristina Schmitt. 2005. Number and indefinites. Lingua 115(6). 821–
855.
Partee, Barbara H. 1986. Noun phrase interpretation and type-shifting principles.
In Jeroen Groenendijk, Dick de Jongh & Martin Stokhof (eds.), Studies in discourse representation theory and the theory of generalized quantifiers, 115–143.
Dordrecht: Foris.
Pereltsvaig, Asya. 2006. Small nominals. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory
24(2). 433–500.
Pereltsvaig, Asya. 2007. The universality of DP: A view from Russian. Studia Linguistica 61(1). 59–94.
Pereltsvaig, Asya. 2013. On number and numberlessness in languages without
articles. In Chundra Cathcart, Hsuan Chen, Greg Finley, Shinae Kang, Clare
S. Sandy & Elise Stickles (eds.), Proceedings of the 37th Annual Meeting of the
Berkeley Linguistics Society (BLS), 300–314. Berkeley, CA: Berkeley Linguistics
Society.
Pires de Oliveira, Roberta & Susan Rothstein. 2011. Bare singular noun phrases
are mass in Brazilian Portuguese. Lingua 121(15). 2153–2175.
Ramchand, Gillian C. & Peter Svenonius. 2008. Mapping a parochial lexicon onto
a universal semantics. In Theresa Biberauer (ed.), The limits of syntactic variation (Linguistik Aktuell/Linguistics Today 132), 219–245. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.
Rothstein, Susan. 2010. Counting and the count-mass distinction. Journal of Semantics 27(3). 343–397.
Schmitt, Cristina & Alan Munn. 1999. Against the nominal mapping parameter:
Bare nouns in Brazilian Portuguese. Proceedings of NELS 29. 339–353.

317

Olga Borik & M.-Teresa Espinal
Schmitt, Cristina & Alan Munn. 2003. The syntax and semantics of bare arguments in Brazilian Portuguese. In Pierre Pica (ed.), Linguistic variation yearbook, vol. 2, 185–216. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Sharvy, Richard. 1980. A more general theory of definite descriptions. The Philosophical Review 89(4). 607–624.
Stanković, Branimir. 2016. DP in a language without articles – Case of SerboCroatian adjectives. (Paper presented at the Workshop on the Semantic Contribution of Det and Num: (In)definiteness, genericity and referentiality, Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, Barcelona).
Trugman, Helen. 2013. Naturally-atomic singular NA kinds in Russian as lexically
derived. In Uwe Junghanns, Dorothee Fehrmann, Denisa Lenertová & Hagen
Pitsch (eds.), Formal Description of Slavic Languages: The Ninth Conference. Proceedings of FDSL 9, Göttingen 2011, 325–348. Frankfurt: Peter Lang.
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