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(5) With respect to nouns, languages can display suppletion for
number (#). [...] Curiously, though, root suppletion of
nouns in the context of case (K) seems to be largely
unattested.

(6) [C]ertain nodes in the structure function as domain
delimiters and morphological processes are confined to
operate within domains. In syntax, cyclic domains are
implemented as phases [...] In morphology, domain
delimiters are category heads [i.e., little n]
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4 3

3 2 = category
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