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INCORPORATION IN CHUKCHI

ANDREW SPENCER
University of Essex

Noun Incorporation in Chukchi is shown to exhibit many of the characteristics that
would be expected on a syntactic analysis of incorporation (e.g. Baker 1988): it is produc-
tive, the incorporated element may be referential, subjects can only be incorporated
from unaccusative verbs, and noun incorporation feeds a process of Dative Shift, just
as predicted on Baker’s syntactic account.

However, several properties are incompatible with this. In particular, Chukchi freely
allows incorporation of adjuncts (which would violate the ECP on Baker's account). In
addition, nouns incorporate their modifiers/specifiers, in a way not predicted by a syntac-
tic (head movement) theory. Moreover, Chukchi permits incorporation of aspectual/
temporal elements, which contradicts even the much weaker version of Baker's thesis
proposed by Rivero 1992 to handle adverb incorporation in Greek. The data are. however,
broadly compatible with a lexical analysis along the lines of Rosen 1989.*

1. INTRODUCTION. Many languages exhibit a process in which a finite verb
forms a compound with a noun which serves as its complement (for instance,
a direct object). This is generally known as Noun Incorporation (NI) and has
been the subject of debate amongst students of the languages of the Americas
since the turn of the century (see, for instance, Sapir’s classic paper of 1911).
A helpful review of this and closely related phenomena is given in Gerdts (forth-
coming).

A central issue has always been the question of whether NI is essentially
a lexical phenomenon, and hence a species of compounding linked to word
formation, or whether it is essentially syntactic. This issue has been the subject
of lively interchange in the pages of this journal (e.g. Mithun 1984, 1986, Rosen
1989, Sadock 1980, 1986), and elsewhere (e.g. DiSciullo and Williams 1987,
Sadock 1991). Rosen (1989) has argued that there are two sorts of (productive)
NI, both of which are essentially lexical processes. However, one of these
(cLassiFIER NI) produces compounded forms that continue to behave like tran-
sitive verbs, while the other (compounD NI) is a more truly lexical type of
compounding in which the verb is detransitivized.

Rosen’s approach is a response to the complex and elegant theory of valency
alternations which Baker 1988 has constructed around an extension of the idea
that incorporation is a syntactic process. With this theory, he has provided an
account for causative constructions, applicatives, passives and antipassives,
as well as the phenomenon of POSSESSOR ASCENSION. The question of transitivity
is tangential to Baker’s approach, and he assumes a different set of criteria

* Parts of this paper have been read before audiences at the universities of Geneva, Durham,
Essex, Manchester, and Newcastle, at the Russian State Humanities University, Moscow and at
the 2nd Warsaw Summer School in Linguistics. I am grateful to a variety of participants for helpful
comments. | am also indebted to M. Baker, M. Polinsky and to two reviewers for Language for
advice and for providing an important stimulus to tighten some of the argumentation in an earlier
draft. 1 am especially grateful to V. Nedjalkov and V. Rakhtilin for help with some of the Chukchi
examples. The usual disclaimers apply.
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for distinguishing between syntactic word formation and lexical noun + verb
compounding.

In this paper I shall examine Baker’s treatment of NI, touching also on his
treatment of possessor ascension and applicatives. 1 base my discussion on
Chukchi, the best known of the Chukotko-Kamchatkan group of languages
(which includes Koryak, Alyutor and possibly IteI’'men or Kamchadal). Al-
though NI in this language group is often cited (Koryak opens the discussion
in Mithun, 1984, for instance, and a Koryak example of NI is provided by
Ullmann 1957, albeit in garbled form), very little scholarly attention has been
devoted to NI in these languages. When the facts are presented, however, it
turns out that incorporation in Chukchi (and, as far as I can tell, in its sister
languages) behaves in a fashion which one would not predict from Baker's
theory. Incorporation in Chukchi is very productive and it interacts with a
number of other processes in precisely the way Baker’s theory demands, nota-
bly, applicative formation, especially with dative nominals. However, if we
take incorporation to be a uniform phenomenon in the language (surely the
default assumption), then it is clear that in the wider perspective Chukchi incor-
poration does not respect Baker’s syntactic principles. Specifically, Chukchi
allows free incorporation of adjuncts, which, in Baker’s model, would lead to
a violation of the Empty Category Principle (ECP). The ECP is a principle of
Government Binding syntax (Chomsky 1986) by which an empty category such
as the trace of a moved element must be properly governed, for example by a
lexical item such as a verb. Direct objects are properly governed and can thus
be incorporated, but adjuncts are not properly governed, so on Baker's assump-
tions, the trace left by incorporation of an adjunct would not be properly gov-
erned either, in violation of the ECP. Additionally, Chukchi nouns regularly
incorporate their modifiers, which could only be analyzed as an illicit kind of
lowering given normal assumptions about the structure of nominal phrases.
Thus, we must either assume that Baker’s syntactic model is wrong, or that
the syntactic explanation he provides for certain types of constraints on incor-
poration and certain types of interaction with other processes must be reevalu-
ated. However, the Chukchi facts are, with certain reservations, compatible
with Rosen’s 1989 account, both empirically and conceptually.

Section two of the paper briefly describes Baker's theory of syntactic incor-
poration, and contrasts this with the lexicalist account of Rosen 1989. I then
present a thumbnail sketch of those aspects of Chukchi morphosyntax that will
be of importance to the argument. Section four summarizes evidence suggesting
that N1 in Chukchi is a syntactic phenomenon. On Baker's assumptions it would
therefore have to be handled in terms of head-to-head movement in the syntax.
Section five provides evidence that NI applies to adjuncts, in blatant violation
of the syntactic principles Baker appeals to. The sixth section discusses valency
alternations in more detail, and briefly discusses an alternative type of syntactic
explanation for incorporation, within the framework of Sadock 1991. The sec-
tion also provides a more detailed exposition of a lexical approach to NI in
which the incorporated element is treated as a kind of modifier (based on ideas
of Sproat 1985). The next section shows that nouns are able to incorporate their
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own modifiers, which is compatible with the lexical explanation developed in
section six but which poses serious problems for a syntactic account. The final
section summarizes the arguments against a syntactic analysis of Chukchi incor-
poration.

2. Two TYPES OF NOUN INCORPORATION. To illustrate the basic phenomenon
of NI consider example 1 in which a Mohawk verb has incorporated its direct
object (I indicate root by separating it from verb by = other morphemes are
separated by -):

(1) Mohawk (Baker 1988:81-2)
a. Yao-wir-a’a ye-nuhwe?-s ne ka-nuhs-a?
PRE-baby-SUF 3fS/3N-like-ASP the PREF-house-SUF
‘The baby likes the house.’

b.  Yao-wir-a?a ye-niths = nuhwe?-s
PRE-baby-SUF 3fS/3N-house =likes-ASP
c. *Ye-wir=nuhwe?-s ne ka-nuhs-a?

3tfS/3n-baby =like-ASP the PRE-house-SUF

It can be seen from these examples that the verb incorporates its direct object
(‘house’) but not its subject (‘baby’). This will be taken as the canonical type
of NI.

Baker’s (1988) theory is based on Chomsky’s (1986) theory of syntax. NI is
the result of the syntactic rule Move-Alpha applying to the head of the direct
object noun phrase. It adjoins the noun to the verb root (an instance of head-
to-head movement). Baker argues that this leaves a trace of category N, which
must be properly governed by the compounded noun. According to Baker’s
interpretation of Chomsky’s theory, this is possible only if the NP from which
incorporation occurs is a complement to the verb.

Extraction from an adjunct would result in an improperly governed trace,
which would violate the Empty Category Principle (ECP). Likewise, incorpora-
tion of the subject noun would violate the ECP (though for different reasons).
I refer the reader to Baker 1988 (especially chapter two) for the full technical
details. Hence, NI is impossible universally from adjuncts or from subjects.
The repeated crosslinguistic confirmation of this prediction has been one of the
strong points of Baker’s explanation of NI.

The process is illustrated schematically in 2:

(2)

NP \723

father fish; kill ¢
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This represents a sentence of the form ‘Father fish=killed" meaning ‘Father
killed (the/some) fish’.

One of the predictions of this analysis is that the direct object NP might
contain modifiers such as adjective phrases, relative clauses or determiners. If
that is the case, then NI ought to leave them stranded. This is indeed the
case. Baker illustrates this with material from a variety of languages. A case
of particular interest occurs when the stranded modifier is a possessor. Under
these circumstances, the compounded verb may treat the stranded possessor
as a derived direct object and hence, say, agree with it or mark it with objective
case. This is Baker’s analysis of the phenomenon of possessor ascension, illus-
trated schematically in 3.

3)
NP VP

\I/ NP
e e
N \|/ NP N

1

father fish; kill S(I)n cL

The underlying form of this sentence would correspond to ‘Father killed the
son’s fish® while the version after NI would be ‘Father fish=killed the son’,
where ‘the son’ acquires all the properties of the direct object of the derived
verb ‘fish=kill’.

In a footnote, Baker (1988: 454 n. 17) notes that some languages with NI
fail to permit stranding of modifiers and leaves open the possibility that such
languages may have a (productive) type of lexical compounding, not subject
to the syntactic restrictions associated with the ECP and other such principles.
This idea is taken up in more detail by Rosen 1989. The empty category corre-
sponding to the incorporated noun in 2 is regarded as a trace of movement by
Baker. In principle, however, it could be a null pronominal (so-called ‘small
pro’) similar to the null element of null subject languages such as Italian. Rosen
develops this idea into a bipartite typology of NI. The first type, classifier NI,
is cognate with Baker’s syntactic NI. However, the compounding process itself
is lexical. The complex verb retains the argument structure of a transitive verb
and hence licenses the appearance of a null direct object NP. On the assumption
that the pro element is a lexical (X®) or possible X’ category (as opposed to
the customary assumption that it is a phrasal empty category), then we would
expect it to bear modification, including possession. Thus, Rosen predicts the
same sort of constructions that Baker predicts.

However, Rosen (1989: 313) also predicts that the direct object head might
be filled with a lexical noun, ‘doubling’ the incorporee. Such doubling is well
attested, for instance, in Mohawk. Schematically, it takes the form in 4.
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4) S
/‘
NP VP
™~
\Y% NP
—1 |
N \Y N

father fish kill trout

Rosen argues that such a situation can arise provided the direct object is more
specific in reference than the incorporated noun. Hence, the incorporated ele-
ment is akin to an agreement marker, identifying the direct object. This is
reminiscent of classifier constructions in, for instance, Athapaskan languages,
whence the name Rosen adopts for it. Baker notes such examples and argues
that the doubled object is not an argument of the verb but rather some kind of
adjunct.

The kind of NI that would correspond to the lexical compounding of Baker’s
footnote is compound NI in Rosen’s typology. Here, the argument structure
of the verb is saturated by the compounding process and thus NI creates an
intransitive verb stem. As such it cannot license a direct object. This means
that it will conjugate and case-mark like an intransitive verb and will not show
any effects of transitivity. In particular, it will not permit doubling, nor will it
exhibit modifier stranding. The resultant structure is illustrated schematically
for completeness in S for a sentence ‘Father fish =killed’ meaning ‘Father killed
the/a/some fish’.

(5) Compound NI (intransitive construction)

S
N b
!

N \%

father fish kill

In addition to the differences of behavior already mentioned and indicated by
Rosen, Rosen makes a further prediction, though she fails to do so explicitly.
Since Nl is not the result of movement, and since the empty category is simply
a lexical pro, there is no reason why the incorporated noun shouldn’t corre-
spond to something other than a complement, for instance, an adjunct. This is
categorically excluded in Baker’s theory. In practice, there might be rather
heavy restriction on whether an adjunct can be represented as a null pronomi-
nal, however, so we should not expect to find a wealth of examples of adjunct
incorporation in classifier-NI languages. However, in compound-NI languages,
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there is no reason at all not to expect incorporation of adjuncts. For Baker,
this would be a clear sign that the incorporation was, indeed, lexical and not
syntactic. These observations will be crucial for our discussion of the Chukchi
facts.

3. CHUKCHI MORPHOSYNTAX. The most detailed and reliable survey of Chuk-
chi grammar is Skorik’s two volume description (1961, 1977). English language
surveys of many of the salient facts are found in Bogoraz 1922, Comrie 1979,
Nedjalkov 1979, and Muraveva (forthcoming).

Chukchi has a rich system of nominal cases including absolutive, dative,
locative, ablative, instrumental, and ergative. For nonhuman nouns, plurals are
distinguished only in the absolutive. Case marking in the syntax follows a
strictly ergative pattern: a transitive subject is always marked ergative and the
direct object or intransitive subject is always marked Absolutive. Each clause
must have exactly one absolutive NP (possibly null).

The verb in Chukchi agrees with both the subject and object in person and
number. Agreement is shown by prefixes and suffixes which may cumulate
person, number, tense, and mood, as well as subject and object features. (For
this reason, morpheme-by-morpheme glosses are often impracticable.) As in
many ergative languages, there is no passive but there is a regular and produc-
tive antipassive construction signalled by a prefix or by a suffix.

Agreement and ergative case marking are illustrated in examples 6-7:"

(6) a. atlog-on  kotgontut-g?e lintr]
father-ABs ran-3sG.s
“The father ran.’
b. Ekok  kotgontat-g?e lintr]
SON.ABS ran-3sG.s
‘The son ran.’
(7) a. atlog-¢ [Pu-nin ckok [tr]
father-ErRG saw-3sG.S/3SG.0 son.ABS
“The father saw the son.’
b. Ekke-te [Pu-nin atlag-an [tr]
SON-ERG $aw-3sG.S/3sG.0 father-aBs
Noun incorporation is illustrated in examples 8—10:
(8) (Kozinsky, Nedjalkov, and Polinskaja, 1988: 652)
a. anan qaa-t qorir-ninet [tr]
he.ERG deer-aBs.pL seek-3sG.s/3pPL.0
‘He looked for the reindeer.’
b. atlon qaa-rer-g?e lintr]
he.aBs deer=seek-3sG.s

' The Chukchi examples are essentially transliterations from the official Cyrillic-based orthogra-
phy. However, the transliterations have been normalized so as to eradicate the more irritating
idiosyncrasies of Chukchi orthographic conventions (in which irregular features of Russian spelling
are incorporated into the Chukchi for no good reason). Consonant clusters in Chukchi are broken
by epenthetic schwa. generally placed between morphemes. In order to avoid changing the shape
of certain affixes or roots I arbitrarily attach such schwas to the following or preceding morpheme.
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(9) (Skorik 1948: 73)
a. Wala-t mo-mne-rkanet [tr]
knife-aBs.pL IpL.S.IMPER-sharpen-3pL.O
‘Let us sharpen the knives’
b. Ma=wala=mna-rkan lintr]
IpL.s.IMPER = knife = sharpen-1pL.s
(10) (Polinskaja and Nedjalkov 1987: 240)
a. atlag-¢ moatgamat kawkaw-ak kili-nin [tr]
father-erG butter.ass bread-Loc spread-3sG.s/35G.0
‘The father spread butter on the bread.’
b. atlog-on  kawkaw-ok matga=rkele-g?e lintr]
father-ass bread-Loc butter = spread-3sG.s

Note that Chukchi has a dominant/recessive vowel harmony system. Simpli-
fying considerably, we can say that if the word contains a morpheme with
dominant vowels /e a o/ then the vowels /i e u/ of all recessive morphemes
anywhere in the word change to their dominant counterparts. The importance
of vowel harmony is that its domain includes incorporation structures. Hence,
one of the ways true incorporation can be distinguished from tight phrasal
collocation is that vowel harmony can in principle apply to the former but not
the latter case. This is seen in all three cases in 8—10 where the dominant roots
qaa, wala, moatga are incorporated by recessive verb roots. In practice there
is seldom any difficulty detecting NI in Chukchi because the incorporated root
appears directly to the left of the verb stem, and the resultant compound is
then often subject to inflectional prefixation (tense/mood/agreement), as seen
in 9 above.

The antipassive construction is characterized by demotion of a direct object
to the status of an optional oblique case marked adjunct. The clause is then
given intransitive morphosyntax, so that the verb agrees just with the subject
and marks it with the Absolutive. A detailed discussion of the antipassive in
Chukchi is provided by Kozinsky, Nedjalkov, & Polinskaja 1988. The process
is illustrated schematically in 11.

(11) Antipassive: general schema
Subj-ErRG Vb Obj-ABS =
Subj-aBs Vb-aAp (Obj-OBLIQUE)
Chukchi has two antipassive affixes, both recessive with respect to vowel har-
mony, the prefix ine-/ena-, and the suffix -thu/-tko. Some verbs can select either
affix, others are found only with the one or the other. The demoted object
appears in the dative case, or, less often, in the locative or instrumental case,
the choice depending in part on the verb, in part, perhaps, on poorly understood
semantic factors. Examples are shown in 12-14.
(12) (Nedjalkov 1976: 201)

a. atlag-¢ gorirarkan-in ckak [tr]
father-erG seek-3s5G.$/35G.0 son.ABS
b. atlag-on  ine-lgarirarkon akka-gto lintr]

father-aBs Ar-seek.3sG.S sON-pDAT
“The father is looking for the son.’
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(13) a. otlog-e reta-rkon-in tekicg-an [tr]
father-ERG bring-3sG.s/3sG.0 meat-ABS
b. atlog-on  reto-tku-rkon tekicg-e lintr]

father-aBs bring-ApP-3sG.s meat-INSTR?
‘The father is bringing the meat.’
(14) (Skorik 1960: 138)

a. Cawcowa-ta na-pela-nat qaa-t [tr]
herder-erGc 3pL.s-leave-3pL.S deer-ABs.pPL
b. Cawcoawa-t  ena-pela-g?at qaa-ta [intr]

herder-ABs.pL AP-leave-3pL.s deer-INSTR
“The (nomadic) herders left the reindeer.’

Chukchi also has a set of valency alternations in which an oblique-case-
marked nominal is ‘raised’ to direct object. It is then given absolutive case and
it triggers transitive agreement. The language has a set of postpositions for
specific relations but tends to make greater use of its oblique (*semantic’) cases.
Consequently, it is tempting to view this alternation as akin to applicative forma-
tion (best known from Bantu), in which a prepositional phrase is raised to
direct object position when the verb receives special affixation. However, this
alternation is never associated with explicit verbal morphology in Chukchi. In
this respect it is similar to the Dative Shift alternation of English, illustrated in
15.

(15) English Dative Shift
a. Tom sent a present to Harriet.
b. Tom sent Harriet a present.
Baker 1988 analyzes this alternation as a species of applicative formation, so
for reasons of comparison I shall do the same.

The general schema of the applicative construction (as found for instance in

Bantu languages) is shown in 16:
(16) Applicative construction
a. of intransitive verb
Subj V-intr P + NP =>
Subj V-P-tr NP (=0bj))
b. of transitive verb
Subj V-tr NP2 (=0bj) P + NP3 >
Subj V-tr NP3 (=0bj) NP2 (= ‘frozen’ Obj)
An example of a transitive verb undergoing applicative formation in the Bantu
language Chichewa is given in 17.
(17) Chichewa (Baker 1988: 229)
a. Mbidzi zi-na-perek-a msampha kwa nkhandwe
Zebras SUBJ-PAST-hand-ASP trap to fox
“The zebras handed the trap to the fox.’

2 The ergative case is always homophonous with another case, instrumental for common nonhu-
man nouns and locative for human nouns.
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b. Mbidzi zi-na-perek-er-a nkhandwe msampha
Zebras SUBJ-PAST-hand-APPL-ASP fox trap
‘The zebras handed the fox the trap.’

As in the English gloss, ‘fox’ becomes a derived direct object in 17b.

I begin discussion of Chukchi with intransitive verbs, as the transitive verbs
involve an extra process. There is no overt applied affix in Chukchi, hence,
we obtain the general schema 18 for intransitive verbs.

(18) Chukchi applicative formation

Subj-ABS V-intr NP-OBL =

Subj-ERG V-tr NP-ABS (=O0bj)
The valency alternations are described in some detail by Inenlikej and Nedjal-
kov 1967 (who refer to the verb classes as ‘labile verbs’) and Nedjalkov 1976.
Not all verbs which select oblique complements or adjuncts undergo such alter-
nations (approximate type frequencies for a variety of verb classes are provided
by Inenlikej and Nedjalkov 1967). The examples shown in 19-22 are taken from
Inenlikej and Nedjalkov’s summary:

(19) Dative & Absolutive

a. atlag-an  welerkalerkon omqa-gto [intr]
father-aBs follows.3sG.s polar.bear-paT
b. atlag-e welerkalerkone-n  umgqo [tr]

father-ErRG follows-3sG.s/3sG.0 polar.bear.aBs
“The father is following a polar bear.’
(20) Locative <& Absolutive

a. atlag-an  gorulmorkon  jara-k lintr]
father-aBs go.round.3sG.s house-Loc
b. atlog-e gorulmoarkon-in Jjara-na [tr]

father-erG go.round-3sG.s/3sG.0 house-ABs
“The father is going round the house.’
(21) Instrumental & Absolutive

a. oltag-an  jonatorkon tekicg-e [intr]
father-aBs asks.for.3sG.s meat-INSTR
b. atlag-e  jonat-orkon-en tekicg-an [tr]

father-erc asks.for-3sG.s/3sG.0 meat-ABs
“The father asks for meat.’
(22) Ablative & Absolutive

a. atlog-an  olownatorkan troocg-epa [intr]
father-aBs dig.3sG.s pit-ABL
b. atlag-e olownatorkan-en troocg-an [tr]

father-ErG dig-3sG.s/3sG.0 pit-ABS
‘The father is digging (from out of) a pit.’

This type of alternation is found with transitive verbs which take an absolutive
and an oblique complement, but, in contrast to Chichewa (and English) this is
only possible after the verb stem has been rendered overtly intransitive. I dis-
cuss this in more detail in the next section.
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This completes the survey of the basic facts of Chukchi morphosyntax. We
now turn to look in more detail at the process of NI and examine the evidence
suggesting that this is a syntactic phenomenon, and hence the result of head
movement in Baker’s theory.

4. EVIDENCE THAT CHUKCHI NI 1s sYNTAcTIC. In the theory proposed by
Baker (1988), to be syntactic, NI has to show a number of features. First, it
must be productive and not subject to lexical conditioning.® Second, it must
correspond to an analytic construction in which the noun is not incorporated.
Third, the incorporated noun should be referentially active, at least in certain
contexts. For example, it might refer to a definite or specific entity or it should
be possible to refer to the noun by means of a pronoun. Fourth, NI must be
capable of stranding modifiers. In addition to these criteria, syntactic NI will
have certain properties by virtue of being syntactic. In particular, it will obey
constraints such as the ECP, which, inter alia, will prevent the incorporation
of transitive subjects® and adjuncts, but will permit the incorporation of subjects
of unaccusative verbs. An unaccusative verb is an intransitive whose subject
typically has the properties of a theme or patient rather than an agent or actor,
and which in some languages triggers syntactic processes which distinguish it
from an unergative verb, that is, an intransitive whose subject displays proto-
typically agentive characteristics. Baker 1988 follows the customary Govern-
ment Binding analysis and treats unaccusatives as verbs which lack an
underlying subject, though they have an underlying direct argument. The verb
is, however, unable to assign case to its complement, which therefore moves
into the subject position, where it receives nominative case. Since an unaccusa-
tive verb properly governs its underlying complement it is capable of incorporat-
ing it before it moves into the subject position. The resulting structure will
respect the ECP because the trace of the incorporee is in a governed position.
Finally, NI should interact with other syntactic alternations (such as applicative
formation) in a characteristic way. In this section 1 show that Chukchi NI
behaves exactly as Baker would predict if it were a syntactic phenomenon on
(almost) all these counts.

Chukchi N1 is widely reported to be completely regular and productive (see

* Nlin the Eskimo languages seems to be triggered by a specific (though large) set of *postbases’
rather than just any old verb root. As Rosen (1989) observes this might mean that NI in these
languages is not quite the same thing as NI in, say, Mohawk (cf. Mithun 1984, 1986). However.
Baker cites examples from West Greenlandic as instances of syntactic noun incorporation (follow-
ing Sadock 1980, 1986, 1991).

* Many syntacticians now follow Pollock 1989 in splitting of the I(inflectional) category into
T(ense), Agr(eement) and so on, and also adopt the assumption that subjects are generated as D-
structure specifiers of VP (or adjoined to VP). In that case. a finitely marked verb in a language
like Chukchi will pass through and adjoin to a variety of heads from its initial position as head of
the VP, while the subject will pass through a variety of specifier positions. In principle, a transitive
subject could be governed by the verb at several stages of such a derivation, which ought to permit
incorporation of that subject. | have not yet found any discussion in the literature of this question,
which poses serious problems for those who wish to adopt all three sets of assumptions conjointly.
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Skorik 1948, 1961 for explicit discussion of this). I have seen no reports of
lexical idiosyncrasy in NI. The only restrictions appear to be pragmatic or
performance based (cf Polinskaja and Nedjalkov 1987: 256-7). In addition, the
incorporation structure always corresponds to an analytic construction without
incorporation.’

The question arises why the language should have a construction that merely
creates a synonymous sentence. In addition to altering the expression of gram-
matical relations (which is of importance in some syntactic constructions) the
main function of N1 is pragmatic. A nominal in the absolutive case is interpreted
as affected (e.g. Polinskaja & Nedjalkov 1987: 254):

(23) Paacek ... etonw-a lewto = r?ejim-nin
youth.ABs master-ERG head =drill-3sG.5/3sG.0
‘The master drilled the youth’s head.’
(24) Paacek-en etonw-a lewat rlejim-nin
youth-poss master-ERG head.aBs drill-35G6.5/3sG.0
‘The master drilled the youth’s head.’

In 23 the action affects youth rather than head (e.g. it may cause him pain),
while in 24 the action is presented as affecting the head, which, for example,
may have been cut off the body.

As is typical universally, the incorporated element in N1 is usually generic or
nonreferential, but not always. Body parts with specific reference are frequently
incorporated (e.g. *head’ in 23 above) and Polinskaja & Nedjalkov (1987: 255-6)
provide the following example of anaphoric coreference with an incorporated
noun.

(25) gam-nan patlak to-re-neren-n-on 2ecunlg-an
I-ERG on.purpose 1sG.s-FUT-drop-FuT-3sG.0 night.pot
ank?am got 2aco0 = rletgapa-jgot ta-re-nta-gat
and you.ABS night.pot =go-CAUSE 1SG.S-FUT-AUX-2SG.0
‘I’'ll drop the night pot deliberately and I'll make you fetch it.’
Here, the incorporated “acoo- (note the vowel harmony) refers to the same
entity as the word night pot in the first conjunct. To be sure, the incorporated
element is less likely to be referred to in subsequent discourse. Polinskaja and
Nedjalkov suggest that a likely continuation for 25 would be something like
‘... and you’ll be humiliated’. If the incorporated noun were to feature in subse-
quent discourse (as in, say, ‘... and you’ll bring the pot to show you have
followed the order’) the authors say that 26, in which there is no incorporation,
would be more appropriate.
(26) ank?am got Pecuulg-ak  ena-retgapa-jgot to-re-nta-got
and you.ABS night.pot-LOC AP-g0-CAUSE 1SG.S-FUT-AUX-2SG.0
‘... and I'll make you fetch the pot.’

Thus, examples 25 and 26 show that referentiality is reduced by incorporation,
without, however, being totally lost. Moreover, the authors provide example
27 as an interesting case in which an incorporated noun kupre-/kopra- ‘net’ is

* See below for a possible set of exceptions (Nedjalkov 1976).
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subject to contrastive (constituent) negation in the scope of a negative prefix
lun/lop- (Polinskaja & Nedjalkov 1987: 267).
(27) atlon lop = kopra-ntowat-a it-g?i atrec gelupin
he.ABS NEG =net=set-GER be-3sG.s but fish.bag
‘He set a fish-bag, not a fish-net.’

The next criterion is stranding of modifiers. As it happens, there is only one
clear cut case of modifier stranding. In general, modifiers cannot be stranded
in Chukchi. However, it is not entirely obvious that this is for syntactic reasons.
As we will see in §8, when a modifier of a noun (that is, an element correspond-
ing to an adjective or determiner in English) is defocussed, it is usually incorpo-
rated by the head noun. If the head noun itself is then incorporated by the verb,
the modifier will be incorporated with it. Thus, we would not expect an adjective
(much less a relative clause) to be stranded by NI, because the pragmatic factors
which lead to NI in the first place would strongly favor incorporation of the
modifier.

There is, however, one exception to this, it would seem. Possessors can be
stranded, provided they subsequently undergo raising to direct object. This, of
course, is what is predicted on Baker’s theory. The attentive reader will have
noticed that an example of such possessor ascension has already been given
in 23. Further examples are:

(28) (Skorik 1948: 74) [tr]
na-pilga-cwi-qin peneel?-an
3pL.s-throat-slit-3sG.0 corpse-ABS

‘They slit the corpse’s throat.’

(29) (Polinskaja and Nedjalkov 1987: 259)
a. atlag-in atl?a w?i-g?i

father-poss mother.aBs die-3sG.s
b. atlag-an atl?a =w?e-g?e
father-aBs mother =die-3sG.s
‘Father’s mother died (on him).’
(30) (Kozinsky et al. 1988: 683)
a. anan remkal?-in pojg-on macatki-nin®
they.ERG guest-Poss spear-ABs break-3sG.s/3sG.0
‘They broke the guest’s spear.’
b. onan pojga=mcatko-nen remkal?-an
they.ERG spear =break-3sG.5/35G.0 guest-aBs
‘They broke the guest’s spear.’
[Lit. ‘They spear-broke the guest.’]
(31) (Nedjalkov 1976: 189)
a. otlag-in Patw?et  jorlet-g?i
father-ross boat.aBs flood-3sG.s
b. atlog-on  ?atw?a=jor?et-g?i
father-aBs boat =flood-3sG.s
‘Father’s boat flooded (on him).’

¢ This is apparently a misprint for macetku-nin.
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Note that while it is usually incorporation of body parts that gives rise to posses-
sor ascension (as in 23) it is not necessarily found only with inalienable posses-
sion, as 30 and 31 indicate.”

This completes the overview of how Chukchi seems to offer a paradigm case
of syntactic NI. I now turn to a number of specific features of NI which are
predicted by Baker’s syntactic theory. The first of these has already been illus-
trated in example 29. Notice that in this sentence, the NI target is a subject
nominal, apparently in violation of syntactic principles. In fact, a number of
such cases are attested in the literature, a sample being given in 32-33.%

(32) a. pejo-k  ?al?sl tolga-g?i
hill-Loc snow.aBs thaw-3sG.s
b. pejo-k Palo=lga-g?i
hill-Loc snow =thaw-3sG.s
“The snow thawed on the hill.’
(33) (Nedjalkov 1976: 188)
a. tirkatir amecat-g?e
sun.ABsS set-3sG.s
b. terk=amecat-g?e
sun = set-3sG.s
“The sun set.’

In each case, it seems that it is only those verbs which semantically would be
regarded as unaccusative which permit their subjects to incorporate in this
way.” Baker (1988: 88f) argues that this is expected if the unaccusative subject
is regarded as a D-structure complement to the verb. Thus, NI occurs before
the nominal has an opportunity to be raised to subject position. Where the
possessor ascension occurs, the stranded possessor then moves to subject posi-
tion to be marked with absolutive case and trigger agreement.

Chukchi NI also fulfills the expectations of a Bakerian theorist in the interac-
tion between NI and the applicatives mentioned in section 3. Baker treats appli-
cative formation as a process of Preposition Incorporation (PI). The applicative
affix (for instance, the -er- suffix of the Chichewa example 17) is thus a syntacti-
cally incorporated preposition. This means that a Chukchi example such as 21

7 In addition to possessors, Polinsky 1993 reports that Chukchi also strands numerals.
(i) atlaga-n  pireq qua = gantak-w?e
father-aBs two deer=stray-3sG.s
‘Father lost two reindeer.’
She points out, however, that the stranded numeral doesn’t inflect for case the way a freestanding
nominal in the same position would, so that in this respect Chukchi differs from, say, West Green-
landic. This question needs further elucidation.

® The 3sG.s agreement in 32b, 33b is the default agreement when there is an ‘expletive’ subject.

? Polinsky 1990 argues that the class of intransitive verbs which incorporate their subjects is not
coextensive with the class that passes other tests of unaccusativity. The argumentation is subtle
and raises many interesting questions (not least over the status of unaccusativity itself). However,
it appears to hinge on just one example. | therefore leave the matter open. Note also that Sasse
(1984) has reported an isolated example of transitive subject incorporation in the Cushitic language
Boni (see also van Valin 1992).
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will be treated as in 34, where I represent the case ending as a kind of postposi-
tion for clarity of exposition.

(34) S
A PP >
NlP
|
atlag  jonat tekicg e
father ask.for meat INSTR
atlog-an Jonatarkon  tekicg-e
father-aBs asks.for meat-INSTR
-
NP VIP\
Vv /P]P
[\ NP P
v P ]
o
atlag  jonat  0; tekicg t;

father ask.for-appL meat
atlog-e  jonatorkon-en tekicg-an
father-erG asks.for meat-ABS

A consistent feature of the applicative construction is that the derived verb is
transitive and treats the former complement of the adposition as its new direct
object. Baker (1988: 246) justifiably dubs this Marantz's Generalization, follow-
ing Marantz 1984 who first described the phenomenon. As we will see, the
generalization holds even when the basic verb is already transitive: the adposi-
tional complement is again promoted to the position of direct object. Baker
doesn’t actually explain this, rather, it follows from a stipulation that verbs
always assign case canonically in the same way, by assigning objective case
(accusative or absolutive). This is the Case Frame Preservation Principle.
The question then arises as to what happens to the old direct object of a
transitive verb which has undergone applicative formation (PI). In a language
which exhibits NI the answer is straightforward: the old object must first be
incorporated by the verb otherwise it will fail to get assigned case.'® When we

" If the language does not have NI, as in the case of English or Chichewa. Baker argues that
a kind of virtual NI. or reanalysis. occurs. in which the object is treated as though it had been
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come to investigate applicative formation in Chukchi we find this is exactly
what happens.

(35) (Nedjalkov 1976: 206)
a. atlag-e toni-nin mamkal  er?-eto [tr]
father-ERG sew-TR button.aBs jacket-DAT
‘The father sewed the button onto the jacket.’

NI:
b. atlog-on  momkal =onni-g?i (er?-¢ta) lintr]
father-aBs button-sew-INTR  (jacket-DAT)
PI:
c. atlag-e ir’-an moamkal = anni-nin [tr]
father-ERG jacket-ABs button-sew-Tr
(36) a. atlog-¢ akka-jpa maneman itke-nin [tr]

father-ERG son-ABL money.ABS take-TR
‘The father took the money from the son.’
NI + PI
b. atlog-e¢ ckak mane = ethka-nen [tr]
father-ErG son.ABS money = take-TR
(37) Dative Shift (Kozinsky et al. 1988: 652-3)
a. atlag-e akka-gto kejp-an  tom-nen [tr]
father-ERG son-pAT bear-asBs killed-Tr
“The father killed the bear for the son.’
NI + PI:
b. atlag-e ekok  kajno=nmoa-nen [tr]
father-ErG son.ABs bear=killed-Tr

This is a regular alternation, especially the Dative Shift case, which is fully
productive (Nedjalkov 1976).
The derivation of 37, given Baker’s assumptions, is shown in 38.

(38) a. S
NP VP
V NP PP
\
father kill bear for S(I)n

incorporated even though it hasn’t. This raises an intriguing problem with proper names. which
can readily undergo such reanalysis in English (*This is the show which brings you Bob Hope')
although most NI languages. including Chukchi. seem to operate a ban on the incorporation of
proper names.



454 LANGUAGE, VOLUME 71, NUMBER 3 (1995)

b. S
/‘
NP VP
l\
Vv NP PP
'\ l\
P P NP

N| NZ

<

A\

father bear kill (for) e e sl)n

Baker is at pains to point out that, in his model, it would be impossible to
incorporate the adposition and then incorporate the complement of that adposi-
tion. It is of no little interest that this is widely found to be a valid prediction,
given that prima facie, if Pl turns the complement of the preposition into an
object, we might expect that object to be incorporable in a language which
permits NI. The technical details of Baker’s analysis are not important for
our purposes. It suffices that it makes clear predictions about what sorts of
interactions are possible between applicative formation and NI.

(39) ‘Acyclic’ combination (impossible)

a. S
]
NP VP
~—
V NP PP
RN
N, P NP
N>
father kill bear for sLn
b.

ja*}

NP
N

N

<

2

father son kill (for) bear ¢ (I)

When we examine the alternations in Chukchi in greater detail we find that the
language behaves precisely as we would expect: ‘acyclic’ combinations are not
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possible. This is stated explicitly by Nedjalkov (1976: 209) and by Kozinsky et
al. 1988. They point out that while 40 is possible, it is impossible to derive 41
from 40a via 42.

(40) (Kozinsky et al. 1988: 663—4)
a. atlag-e tokec?-an utkuc?-ak pela-nen [tr]
father-erG bait-aBs trap-Loc left-TR
“The father left the bait at the trap.’

NI:
b. atlog-on  utkuc?-ak tokec?a=pela-g?e [intr]
father-aBs trap-Loc bait = left-INTR
PI:
c. atlag-e utkuc?-an tokec?a=pela-nen [tr]
father-ErRG trap-aBs bait =left-3sG.5/35G.0
(41) otlog-e tokec?-an utkuc?a=pela-nen" [tr]
father-ERrG bait-aBs trap =left-3sG.s/35G.0
(42) *atlog-e tokec?-an utkuc?-an pela-nen [tr]

father-ErRG bait-ABs trap-aBs left-3sG.s/35G.0

Note that 41 is grammatical but it means ‘Father left the trap by the bait’; in
other words it could only be related to 43.

(43) (constructed example)
atlag-e tokec?-ak utkuc?-an pela-nen [tr]
father-ErG bait-Loc trap-aBs left-3sG.s/3sG.0

On the other hand, 42 would be ungrammatical because Chukchi clauses are
not permitted to contain two nominals marked absolutive.

5. ADJUNCT INCORPORATION. All the evidence surveyed so far points very
clearly to a syntactic analysis of Chukchi NI, given the framework of assump-
tions adopted by Baker 1988. However, there is one aspect of the construction
which renders this conclusion entirely inadmissible. Chukchi freely permits the
incorporation of all types of adjuncts.'> Skorik (1948: 66—70) in his monograph
on Chukchi incorporation provides a number of examples (culled from folklore
texts collected by Bogoraz at the turn of the century) together with their analytic
equivalents. In examples 44-46 we see adverbial (adjectival) roots incorpo-
rated. Note that an adverb is formed from an adjective root by the addition of
a circumfix n-...-ew/aw.

(44) a. no-tur=tejk-akinet nelg-at
3pL.s-new = make-3pL.O skin-ABS.PL
b. no-tur-ew natejkakinet nelgot

ADV-new-ADV they.are.making skins
‘They are making skins again.’

" This seems to be a misprint for otkoc?a-pela-nen.

12 Another language with NI which incorporates adjuncts and one in which the interaction be-
tween incorporation and applicative formation is not what is expected on Baker’s account is Ainu.
See Shibatani 1990 for a detailed description of this language.
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(45) a. oratku-k ge-tepa-gujlet-linet
shoot-INF PERF-good = learn-3pL.s
b. no-teg-ew ge-gujlet-linet
ADV-good-ADV PERF-learn-3pL.S
‘They learnt to shoot well.’
(46) a. t-ure =jalget-g?ek
1sG.s-long = sleep-1sG.s
b. n-ure-w tojalgetg?ek
ADv-long-apv l.slept
‘I slept for a long time.’
There are roots in Chukchi with purely adverbial function, but Skorik says that
it is rare for such roots to be incorporated. Nonetheless, examples can be cited:

(47) (Skorik 1948: 78)

a. ... maggatkal?an gejwe  na-janot=paker-g?an
many.legged.one indeed 3sG.s.cOND-first =come-3sG.s
b. ... janot na-pkir-g?en

... first 3sG.s.COND-come-3sG.S
‘Indeed, the many-legged one would come first.’

Note that we can be assured that the adverbial janot is indeed incorporated in
47a because it is preceded by an agreement/tense/mood prefix and because it
triggers vowel harmony. A number of other examples of this type can be found
in Skorik (1977: 234).

In examples 48-50 we see verb roots incorporated which would correspond
to gerunds in the synonymous analytic constructions.

(48) (Skorik 1948: 77)
a. to-gagcaw = koatgantat-g?ak
IsG-hurry =run-1sG
‘I ran, hurrying.’
b. atlon gagcaw-a na-katgantat-gen
he  hurry-GER PERF-run-3sG/PERF
‘He ran, hurrying.’
(49) a. galga-t na-rige = ekwet-kinet
bird-aBs.rL pL.s-fly =depart-3pL.s
b. galgat rige-te nekwetkinet
birds fly-GER left
“The birds flew away.’
(50) a. ... wPe=wjento-g?e
die =expire-3sG.s
b. w?e-ma wjento-g?e
die-GER he.expired
‘He dropped dead.’

It is also possible for nouns to be incorporated with adverbial function. One
intriguing example of this is discussed by Skorik (1948: 78) in some detail. In
51 we see the interrogative root reg-/raqg- ~ r?e-/r?a *what’ incorporated, giving
the meaning of ‘why’.
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(51) a. ... no-raga=wetgawe-g?at
PRES-what = speak-2sG.s
b. ... rag-eto  na-wetgawe-g?at

.. what-pDAT PRES-speak-2sG.s
‘Why do you speak?’
In 52 the same root is incorporated with the same meaning of ‘why’.
(52) r?a=npata-g?e
what = come-2sG.S
‘Why did you come?’
However, Skorik points out that in the corresponding analytic construction,
the interrogative would be likely to be given a referential interpretation, i.e.
‘what thing?’ In other words, the ambiguity of an English gloss like *what did
you come for’ is lost in the Chukchi:
(53) rag-eto  pata-g?e
what-DAT you-came
‘What (thing) did you come for?’
The theoretical significance of this observation is that according to some (Aoun,
Hornstein, Lightfoot, and Weinberg 1987) it is more difficult to extract a wH-
word such as ‘why’ from a syntactic island than to extract a referential wH-
expression with the interpretation ‘for what thing’. Yet if examples 51a and 52
are derived by syntactic movement, we are witnessing precisely the opposite
patterning.
In 54 we see an interesting intermediate case, in which the verb incorporates
a root «ajalg- whose categorial membership is unclear. Skorik (1948: 68) relates
54a to a gerund construction 54b in which the root receives a verb forming
suffix -ew/aw. This root also forms an adjective najalgagen and an analytic
verbal construction in which the root appears in a special adverbial form, ajalgo,
and combined with the auxiliary lopak (see Inenlikej and Nedjalkov 1981 and
Skorik (1977: 242f) for further details of these constructions).
(54) a. angen-om jara-gto  ajalg-atala-g?at
that-EMpH house-DAT fear = move-3pL.s
b. ajolg-aw-a tale-g?et
fear-vB-GER move-3PL.S
‘That one went home fearfully.’'?

There are quite a few examples in the literature of oblique case-marked nomi-
nals being incorporated. A sample is given in 55-57.

(55) (Skorik 1948: 72)

a. ... anna=tke-rkon
fish=smell-3sG.s
b. ... onn-e toke-rkon

... fish-INSTR smell-3sG.s
‘(it) smells of fish.’

'3 It is not clear to me why the verb has plural agreement when the subject is apparently singular.
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(56) a. ... muu=Iqgat-g?et
caravan =leave-3pL.S
b. ... muu-te qot-g?et
.. caravan-INSTR leave-3pL.S
‘They left as a caravan.’
(57) a. mo-pilg =ejpe-g?ek
IMPER-throat-cry-1sG.s
b. pilg-e m-ejpe-g?ek
throat-INSTR IMPER-Cry-1sG.s
‘Let me cry out from my throat (?)’ (‘at the top of my voice’?)

Particularly common seems to be the case where a verb of motion or position
incorporates a locative adverbial (Skorik 1948: 72-3, unless otherwise stated).

(58) a. gotg =oalgot-g?e walwanon
lake = g0-3sG.s raven.ABS.SG
b. goatg-eta gat-g?i  walwapon
lake-DAT g0-3sG.s raven
‘Raven went to the lake.’
(59) (Skorik 1961: 101)
ta-pej = ekmew-arkan
1sG.s-hill = approach-asp
‘I am approaching the hill.’
(60) a. ga-nom=otwa-len ...
PERF-village = be-PERF
b. nom-ak gatwalen
village-Loc he.was
‘He was in the village.’
(61) (Skorik 1961: 101)
to-ralko = waperkon
IsG-tent = sew
‘I am sewing in the tent.’
(62) a. apqal?aramk-eta ga-ra = nto-len
Sea.people-DAT PERF =house =leave-PERF
b. ... jara-jpa  gantolen
... house-aBL he.left
‘He left home [and went] to the Sea People.’
(63) (Skorik 1977: 238)
a. to-jaa=pker-g?ak
1sG.s-long.way = come-1sG.s
b. gja-jpa ta-pkir-g?ek
long.way-ABL 1sG.s-come-15G.s
‘I came from a long way away.’

A staunch supporter of the view that Chukchi NI is syntactic may wish to
argue that these nominals are in some sense theta-marked by the verb, so that
the case desinence would be some sort of spell-out of the verb’s theta grid and
not itself a theta marker. Under that assumption, head-to-head movement
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would be permitted. However, this maneuver would then raise interesting ques-
tions about the status of the constructions discussed in the previous section
which I referred to as “‘applicatives’. In those constructions, an oblique case
marked nominal can be treated as a direct object (after NI of the ‘real’ object)
because the ‘adposition’ (that is, morphological case ending) has been incorpo-
rated by PI. This was found with certain place adverbials. Thus, it will be
impossible to analyze both sets of data as the result of syntactic processes.

To conclude this section it is worth pointing out that the incorporation process
is not limited to a single element. Multiple incorporations are not uncommon,
and, indeed, the construction of elaborate tongue-twisters based on incorpora-
tion formed a kind of competitive game (a number of these tongue-twisters are
reported in Bogoras 1910). Examples of multiple incorporation are:

(64) (Skorik 1977: 241)
a. mon-naki=ure =qepl=uwicwen-mak
IpL.s.iIMPER-night = long.time = ball = play-1pL.S
b. noki-te n-ur-?ew moan-uwicwen-mak  gepl-e
night-INSTR ADV-long.time-Abv 1pPL.IMPER-play-1pL.S ball-INSTR
‘Let’s spend a lot of time playing ball at night.’

V. Rakhtilin tells me that 64a is the more natural idiom, and that the incorpo-
rated elements appear in this order and no other.

(65) (Skorik 1961: 102)
ta-jaa = racwan = melgar = marawa-rkon
1sG.s-distant = compete = gun-fight-PRES
‘I am fighting competitively using a gun from a distance’ [=‘] am
fighting a duel (?)’]
(66) (Skorik 1948: 83)
anko mat-mec = qora = garke = plotko-mok
then IpL.s-almost=deer=hunt=finish-1pL.S
‘Then we almost finished hunting reindeer.’

This evidence points definitively to the conclusion that Chukchi NI cannot
be treated as a syntactic phenomenon in Baker’s framework and must therefore
be given a lexically based analysis. Before we leave adjunct incorporation,
however, it is necessary to comment on the analysis of incorporation in Greek
presented by Rivero (1992). She notes that Greek, too, permits adverb incorpo-
ration, but argues that this is nonetheless consistent with Baker’s assumptions.
She argues that all that is needed to permit incorporation is that the incorporee
be a complement to its host. This will be true (she claims) of VP-modifying
adjuncts such as manner or direction adverbials, as well as what she calls Akti-
onsart adverbials such as ‘again’ or ‘habitually’. It will not be true, however,
of temporal and aspectual adverbials. This is because she assumes that tense
and aspect (as well as voice) are themselves separate functional heads in syntac-
tic representation (following Pollock’s influential analysis of 1989). These heads
project syntactic phrases. The Aspect Phrase (AspP) is a complement of the
Tense head. Any adverb modifying these heads will be an adjunct or specifier
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to these heads, but will not therefore be a complement to the verb head. Hence,
such adverbials will not be able to undergo incorporation.

This weakening of Baker’s assumptions raises intriguing questions as to why
the noun-incorporating languages in his sample fail to incorporate adjuncts.
Leaving this aside, however, Rivero’s claims are important for the present
argument, since, if adjuncts are, after all, permitted to incorporate in the syntax.
then Chukchi incorporation is little different from the Greek case.

The ancillary assumption concerning the ‘explosion’ or splitting of inflec-
tional properties into separate syntactic heads, which is crucial to Rivero’s
thesis, is extremely controversial (especially in morphological circles). A clear,
and to my mind convincing criticism of this type of approach has been provided,
as it happens on the basis of Greek, by Joseph and Smirniotopoulos (1993),
who point out that the Pollock/Rivero style analysis fails to take into account
well-known problems of cumulation and multiple exponence and is therefore
incompatible with what is known about the morphological structure.'?

In addition, there are conceptual difficulties with Rivero’s account even if
we accept her framework of assumptions. When a verb receives tense and
aspect morphology, the verb head moves successively into the positions of the
Aspect and Tense heads. This is shown in 67, where | have included an aspect
modifying adverb, still, of the type which fails to incorporate in Greek.

(67) TP

T
1’“"\\AspP
T Alp'
Asp’ AdvP  Asp’

Ve Asp’ Asp’ VP

Adv'® \,/’

still \ll"

¢ L

Rivero argues (1992: 313) that the adverb must be a modifier (as shown in
67) or at least a Specifier of the AspP because otherwise the adverb would
come to be in the government domain of the raised V-Asp-T complex head.
Given normal assumptions in GB syntax, the Specifier of the AspP would indeed

14 Rivero is. of course, aware of the fact that Greek morphology is not completely agglutinating.
but offers nothing in the way of an explanation of how the morphosyntactic mismatches might be
handled in her model.
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come to be governed by the raised V. Indeed, it is crucial that a Specifier in
such a configuration be in the government domain because this is the explana-
tion Baker (1988) gives for possessor ascension: the N + V complex after NI
comes to govern the stranded possessor (which under Baker’s assumptions at
that time was a Specifier of NP). Hence, the adverb presumably cannot be a
Specifier. However, Rivero no longer takes theta marking of a phrase, XP, to
be crucial in permitting incorporation of a head X°, but rather simply takes the
c-command domain to be relevant. In configuration 67 the raised V® c-com-
mands the adverb and there is no closer governor; therefore, it is difficult to
see precisely why the adverb cannot be incorporated. Even worse, the Specifier
position in these functional phrases is always assumed to be the landing site
for subjects. Subjects do not incorporate in Greek (as far as | am aware), and
in Chukchi only unaccusative subjects incorporate. However, on the “split-Infl’
hypothesis, it will always be possible to arrange for there to be a stage in the
derivation when a verb head comes to govern a subject in the next Specifier
position down. Thus, Rivero has no explanation for the universal failure of
subject incorporation.

Finally, it is worth observing that incorporation in Greek seems to involve
only single words, namely, adverbs. There is no stranding, nor is there incorpo-
ration of referential elements or any productive noun incorporation proper (i.e.
of arguments). In this respect the phenomenon is much more reminiscent of
lexical compounding. Given that Rivero is obliged to weaken the syntactic
framework considerably (arguably to a fatal degree) and given that very little
is gained by treating Greek incorporation as syntactic and nothing is lost for
the syntactic theory by treating it as lexical, it is rather difficult to see why she
should wish to provide a syntactic analysis for it.

My theoretical objections to Rivero’s account are valid to the extent that
proponents of the “split-Infl’ approach to inflectional morphology fail to propose
some kind of technical reinterpretation of the phenomena under which the unde-
sirable incorporations might be admitted. Of more interest, therefore, is the
observation that, for Chukchi, Rivero’s claims are empirically false. It is, admit-
tedly, rare to find incorporation of temporal or aspectual adverbials, and V.
Rakhtilin confirms for me that such words as jep ‘still’ and temporal adverbs
such as igor ‘today’ and ajwe ‘yesterday’ fail to incorporate. However, this
is hardly surprising. The results of incorporation tend to be semantic units
(prototypically predicates consisting of verb + object). Any combination which
is difficult to interpret as such a unit, such as verb + sentence adverb, is
therefore unlikely to occur and may even be ungrammatical in a given language.
Nonetheless, examples such as 47 and 66 remain acceptable, so it must be
conceded that there are limited examples of the incorporation of adverbs which
Rivero would wish to analyze as modifiers of supra-VP categories. For example,
in 64 we have incorporation of two temporal adverbs at night and for a long
time, while in 66 we have incorporation of the sentence adverbial almost. Notice
that almost in 66 modifies the head verb finish. This means that it has to be
regarded as either an aspectual modifier, modifying a head higher in the tree
than the VP headed by finish or it must be a modifier to that VP. It cannot be
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a complement to finish because that role is filled by the embedded VP hunt
reindeer. Therefore, either the incorporation of almost is the result of illegal
lowering of a modifier into the complex verb head reindeer-hunt-finish or it
results from raising of almost into the complex head after that head has raised
into the Asp” position. Either way, Rivero has no principled way to account
for such cases. In addition, Rivero has no way of handling the incorporation
of the word why in example 51.

6. FURTHER PROPERTIES OF CHUKCHI VALENCY ALTERNATIONS. Although it is
beyond the scope of this paper to provide a definitive account of Chukchi
morphosyntax, it is necessary to indicate in outline how these valency alterna-
tions might be handled in the absence of a viable head-to-head movement analy-
sis. To begin with it is necessary to examine these alternations in greater detail,
and to discuss a number of respects in which they assume the character of
lexical alternations.

The first of these concerns the Dative Shift type cases discussed in §4, and
provides a minor argument in favor of treating NI as lexical. There are two
respects in which this phenomenon is more complex than presented there, the
first of which is that the Dative Shift alternation is also licensed by a certain
class of (presumably) lexically derived verbs. These are denominal verbs
formed from the circumfix ta-...p with the interpretation ‘acting on N/creating
N’.IS

(68) (Nedjalkov 1976: 196)
a. atlag-an  ta-ra-p-arkon (akka-gta) lintr]
father-aBs TE-house-n-INTR (SON-DAT)
‘The father makes a house for the son.’
b. atlag-e ta-ra-p-arkanen ekok [tr]
father-erG TE-house-p-TR  son.ABS
This is an unusual construction, in that Dative Shift has not been reported in
the literature on Chukchi for intransitive verbs. Nedjalkov's (1976) failure to
mention any other such alternation is an argument ex silentio for this conclu-
sion. This is one of the respects in which the Chukchi alternation differs from
genuine applicative formation in other languages.

Example 68b is semantically (and in some ways morphologically) akin to a
noun incorporation structure, but yet is formally a denominal verb, not a com-
pound verb root. We might take this as evidence that the applicative alternation
is triggered by a particular type of verbal meaning, and possibly even a particu-
lar kind of lexical conceptual structure, in which there is an (implied) logical
object. This would mean that we would not need to say that applicatives have
to be fed by noun incorporation, rather that NI is the usual way in which such
an Lcs is constructed. Note that we can’t assume that the circumfix te-/ta-.. .-
p is a suppletive form of a lexical verb, such as tejkok, ‘make’, since tejkok
and other verbs incorporate their direct objects in the usual way. However,
this argument is not necessarily very strong, since it may be open to us to argue

'* This circumfix has other functions; see Inenlikej and Nedjalkov (1967: 254).
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that syntactically the circumfix is a transitive verb but morphologically a bound
affix which obligatorily selects an incorporated noun stem.

Related to this we find that denominal verbs formed from the suffixes -et/
-at and -tku/-tko also license Dative Shift. Inenlikej and Nedjalkov (1967: 253)
cite the following cases: cot-at-ak ‘to lay down a pillow’, from cotcot ‘pillow”,
ajkol-at-ak ‘to make a bed’ from ajkol ‘bed’, epiquwt-et-ak ‘to lay down the
covering on a sledge’ from epiquwat ‘covering on a sledge’, and garo-tku-k ‘to
catch a reindeer with a lasso’ from gorak ‘lasso’. Notice that these verbs, too,
are intransitive, and moreover, that the suffixes -et/-at and -tku/-tko do not in
general give rise to transitive verbs (see Skorik 1977:219).

The next phenomenon brings us to a reconsideration of the antipassive pro-
cess. Baker assumes that this is a species of NI. The antipassive morpheme is
generated as a direct object but being a bound affix it must incorporate in order
to allow the derivation to meet the morphological restriction on the morpheme.
For reasons which are not entirely clear, this always results in ‘absorption’ of
the objective case-assigning potential of the verb.

There are minor conceptual reasons for finding this account dubious, for this
is far from being a canonical type of NI. First, it never strands a modifier.
Second, the incorporee is never referential. Thus, the only sense in which
antipassive is really like N1 is that it is productive. The Chukchi facts, however,
fail to adjudicate on the matter of whether antipassive formation is syntactic
or lexical. Since the question is tangential to my concerns I shall leave it unre-
solved.

In §4 we saw that NI can feed the applicative formation process. However,
what seems to be crucial here is that the verb be detransitivized. Thus, a verb
which has undergone antipassive formation will also trigger the applicative al-
ternation, as seen in examples 69-70.

(69) (Kozinsky et al. 1988: 663)
a. otlag-e tokec?-an utkuc?-ok pela-nen [tr]
father-ErG bait-ABs trap-Loc leave-3sG.S/35G.0
Antipassive + Applicative (of Locative)'®
b. atlog-e tokec?-a utkuc?-an ena-pela-nen [tr]
father-ERG bait-INSTR trap-aBs Ap-leave-35G.s/3sG.0
“The father left the bait by the trap.’
(70) (Kozinsky et al. 1988: 664)
a. otlag-e akka-gta qora-po tom-nen [tr]
father-ErG son-pAT deer-aBs Kill-3sG.5/3sG.0
‘The father killed the reindeer for the son.’
Antipassive + applicative
b. atlog-e ekak ena-nma-nen qora-ta (tr]
father-erG son-ABs Ap-kill-35G.5/3sG.0 deer-iNSTR

Thus, antipassive takes on a ‘syntactic’ appearance here, because the under-

' The antipassive of this sentence is not provided by Kozinsky et al. but it would take the form
of (i):
(i) b. oatlag-an  tokec?-a utkuc?-ak ena-pela-g?e [intr]
father-aBs bait-INSTR trap-Loc ap-leave-3sG.s
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lying transitivity of the verb stem is, it would seem, retained, and can be revived
in the right context. This would appear to be an unusual property amongst
ergative languages with antipassive. Baker (1988: 143) for instance, explicitly
rules out this possibility, claiming that in Tzotzil and Chamorro the antipassive
affix must ‘absorb’ the objective case. In Chukchi, this is not true of the produc-
tive means of detransitivization.

Interestingly, there is an affix, -et/-at, which behaves the way Baker would
expect. This suffix is somewhat idiosyncratic and not, apparently, productive.
However, when affixed to a verb root which has incorporated its object it blocks
any subsequent ‘retransitivization’ or applicative formation. Thus, while 71a
is attested (with the meaning of 70), the discussion in Nedjalkov 1976 and in
Kozinsky et al. (1988: 687f; cf also 1988: 659-60) makes it clear that a form
such as 71b would be impossible.

(71) (Kozinsky et al. 1988: 687)
a. atlog-on  akka-gto qua =nm-at-g?e [intr]
father-aBs son-paT deer=Kill-ET-35G.5
‘Father killed the reindeer for the son.’
b. *atlog-¢ ckok qada =nm-an-nen [tr]
father-iNsTR son.aBs deer =Kkill-ET-35G.5/35G.0
A further example of the use of -et/at is reported with the lexical causative
formed on -jgut/-jgot. This suffix creates a nonfinite verb form which is followed
by a transitive conjugation auxiliary, rotok. In 72a we see that the resulting
verb form can incorporate the object and trigger Dative Shift.

(72) (Nedjalkov 1976: 203)
a. otlag-e ekok qaa=nma-jgot ran-nin [tr]
father-erG son.aBs deer =kill-CAUSE AUX-35G.S$/35G.0
‘Father made someone kill a reindeer for the son.’

However, in 72b the detransitivizer has absorbed the capacity for the causative
verb to take a further implicit object, and the object of the verb is therefore

« )

son’.
(72) b. oatlog-e ekak qaa=nm-ata-jgot  ran-nin [tr]
father-ErG son.ABs deer =Kill-ET-CAUSE AUX-35G.S/35G.0
‘Father made the son kill a reindeer.’

The interesting feature of this suffix is that it is lexicalized in a way that antipas-
sive is not, and thus contrasts rather starkly with the antipassive process in its
behavior.

The retransitivization process observed with NI or productive antipassive is
only possible with ‘genuine’ adjuncts: the chomeur resulting from antipassive
formation can’t be raised to direct object (Nedjalkov, pers. comm.).

(73) a. gomnan tumg-ot to-pela-nat [tr]
[.ErRG friend-ABs.PL [sG.s-leave-3pPL.0
‘I left [my] friends.’
b. gom t-ena-pela-k tumg-e [intr]
I.ABs IsG.s-aAp-leave-1sG.s friend-INSTR
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c. *gomnan t-ena-pela-nat tumg-at [tr]
I.erG  IsG.s-ap-leave-3pL.0 friend-ABS.PL

A further complication for the syntactically based account of valency alterna-
tions centers around the verbs with oblique complements. We have seen that
there is a reasonably large set of ‘labile’ verbs (Inenlikej & Nedjalkov 1967)
which alternate between intransitive conjugation + oblique complement and
transitive + absolutive complement (see examples 19-22, §3). In addition, we
have seen that it is quite frequent for an oblique complement to be incorporated
by the intransitive verb (see examples 55-63)."” Given the discussion of
Rivero’s (1992) analysis of Greek adverb incorporation, such forms might be re-
garded as the straightforward consequence of Bakerian incorporation if we were
to accept Rivero’s weakening of Baker's theoretical assumptions. In fact, this
is an oversimplification. In the cases Rivero discusses, the adverb which gets
incorporated is monomorphemic. However, in order for the analysis of applica-
tive formation as a syntactic process to go through we would have to assume
that in general such nominals are phrases, headed by the case marker (corre-
sponding to a preposition in Baker’s discussion). But then we have a problem
with the incorporation of oblique complements, because these would constitute
cases of ‘acyclic’ combination, and are hence excluded by the theory.

Finally, we turn to an intriguing feature of Chukchi NI which, again, appears
to cause difficulties for an analysis in terms of syntactic head-to-head move-
ment. Nedjalkov (1976: 207f) discusses a number of cases of ditransitive verbs
with noncanonical case marking, in which the complement which appears se-
mantically to bear the theme role (which I shall call the locatum) appears in the
instrumental, while a complement bearing some other semantic role (typically
locational) appears in the absolutive. These verbs, however, generally alternate
with homophonous forms in which the locatum is assigned absolutive case while
the location receives a case marking more consonant with its semantic function
(such as dative, ablative, or locative). In other words, Chukchi exhibits essen-
tially the alternation found in English ‘spray/load’ cases such as He loaded hay
onto the wagon and He loaded the wagon with hay. An example of this is 74.

(74) a. atlag-e enatyjo-nenat  tew?el-ti [tr]
father-erG stuff-3sG.s/3pL.0 dried.fish-aBs.pPL
tajocg-o-coko-gta.

sack-DAT
‘Father stuffed dried fish into the sack.’
b. atlag-e enatajo-nen tejucgon tew?el-e [tr]

father-erc stuff-3sG.s/3sG.o sack.aBs dried.fish-iNsT
‘Father stuffed the sack with dried fish.’

'7 Although certain of the ‘labile” verbs are attested incorporating their complements, it is not
clear what the relationship is between incorporation of oblique complements and lability. Verbs
such as smell and go (t0) do not appear on the lists of labile verbs in Inenlikej and Nedjalkov 1967,
for instance, though those lists are not presented as exhaustive. This would be a very interesting
question to pursue in future research.
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Given this background, let us consider incorporation with ditransitive verbs
in more detail. Nedjalkov points out that there are logically four ways in which
the verb in these constructions may incorporate one of its complements. These
are shown in 75, where I follow Nedjalkov in notating the theme complement
(locatum) as O and the semantically oblique complement (location) as A.

(75) Basic construction:
(1) Sgrg V Oass Aost e.g. load hay (O) onto the wagon (A)
(i) Sgrg V OosL Aags e.g. load the wagon (A) with hay (O)
a. Saps O+V (AosL)
b. Serc O+V Aass
Cc. Sass A+V OpgpL
d. *SERG A+V OABS
Case 75a simply represents object incorporation with an optional adjunct still
in an oblique case. There is no promotion so the verb is intransitive and the
subject appears in the absolutive. Case 75b shows object incorporation with
subsequent promotion of the stranded adjunct to direct object. These are the
cases which I treated as examples of applicatives for the purposes of my argu-
ment in §4. Neither situation poses problems to a syntactic analysis.
Case 75c represents that in which an oblique case-marked theme complement
remains unincorporated, while the absolutive complement (bearing the location
etc. semantic role) is incorporated. An example of this construction is 76.

(76) a. oatlag-e  jope-nin Orwoor ewir?-e [tr]
father-ErG load-3sG.s/3sG.0 sledge.ABs clothes-INSTR
b. atlog-an  orw=gjpa-g?e ewir?-e [intr]

father-aBs sledge =load-3sG.s clothes-INSTR
‘Father loaded the sledge with clothes.’

In connection with this construction, Nedjalkov points out that the instrumental
complement is obligatory, otherwise the incorporated noun will be interpreted
as a theme (i.e. the locatum) and not as the location.

Finally, construction 75d is impossible, because, according to Nedjalkov,
the incorporated noun would always be interpreted as the locatum and the
Absolutive NP as the location. In other words, wherever 75d would be semanti-
cally possible it would give a construction indistinguishable from construction
75b and interpreted in the same way. Thus, 77 could not mean ‘Father loaded
the sledge with the boat’.

(77) atlogon  orw=gjpa-g?e 2atw?et-e [intr]
father-aBs sledge =load-3sG.s boat-INSTR
‘Father loaded the sledge onto the boat.’

It is not obvious precisely why the 75d cases are impermissible. We cannot
appeal to ambiguity since the language (like languages everywhere) tolerates
ambiguity in the rest of the grammar. Nor can we follow Nedjalkov’s own
suggestion (1976: 209) that incorporation is limited to themes, because, as he
points out, a location nominal can be incorporated. The location, however, can
only be incorporated when there is a construction in which that nominal appears
in the absolutive. These questions will be addressed in the next section.
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7. A LEXICAL APPROACH TO INCORPORATION

7.1 NI AS AN ARGUMENT STRUCTURE OPERATION. | have argued that the Chuk-
chi facts pose problems for Baker’s (1988) original incorporation theory of va-
lency alternations. This is because Chukchi object incorporation displays a
number of clearly syntactic traits of the kind which would be expected on
Baker’s account, and yet Chukchi permits incorporation of adverbials, which is
excluded. The syntactic traits are the following: (a) productivity and composi-
tionality, (b) a regular correspondence with an ‘analytic’ syntactic construction
in which the object is a standardly projected nominal, (c) referentiality of the
incorporated noun stem, (d) failure of ergative subjects to incorporate, (e) pos-
sessor stranding, (f) obligatory feeding of Dative Shift and similar alternations.
1 will argue below that this pattern of facts can be better explained by adopting
a lexicalist approach, in which noun incorporation is seen as an operation ap-
pealing to argument structure representations. However, before turning to that
I shall briefly consider the possibility of analyzing Chukchi N1 within the auto-
lexical framework of Sadock 1991.

Sadock has argued for a modular approach to morphosyntactic and morpho-
semantic mismatches, in which the final structure has to obey as nearly as
possible a set of constraints on morphological and syntactic form. There are
four constraints, a strong and a weak Linearity Constraint, and a strong and a
weak Constructional Integrity Constraint. The Linearity Constraints effectively
compel morphological and syntactic linear precedence relations to be identical
(strong) or as near to identical as possible (weak), taking into consideration
overriding morphological constraints (e.g. on clitic placement). The Construc-
tional Integrity Constraints demand that only the head of the phrase governed
by a lexeme may be incorporated (strong) or that the incorporee at least be a
constituent of the governed syntactic phrase. A constraints-oriented theory
such as this would appear to lend itself to an interpretation in terms of Opti-
mality Theory (e.g. Prince and Smolensky 1992) but I leave this for future
research.

The constraints govern classical cliticization and incorporation structures,
and hence represent an unusual attempt to link the two phenomena. Thus,
‘incorporee’ here can be taken to mean either an incorporated head or a clitic.
The basic idea is that classical incorporation must respect the strong Construc-
tion Integrity Constraint, but typically violates the strong Linearity Constraint,
while classical cliticization will respect at least the weak Constructional Integ-
rity Constraint. No construction may violate both weak constraints.

Sadock argues that noun incorporation phenomena can be regarded either
as morphosyntactic mismatches or as morphosemantic mismatches. In the for-
mer case we have structures in which the verb incorporates the head of a phrase
with which that verb combines in the syntax. Sadock discusses only noun (ob-
ject) incorporation in any detail, but I do not see any reason why a verb could
not incorporate an adverbial of any description. If the adverbial phrase were
governed by the verb we would have a ‘raising’ type of incorporation, while if
the adverbial governed the verb (as in the case of sentence adverbials, for
instance), then we would assume the sort of analysis Sadock offers for Icelandic
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definite articles, in which the incorporee lowers onto the host (Sadock 1991:
108, 113). In such a morphosyntactic type of incorporation, the phrase from
which the head has been incorporated (e.g. the direct object NP) will sometimes
be a fragmented NP which would not otherwise occur in syntactic structure.

The main problems with viewing Chukchi NI in this way are twofold. First,
Chukchi NI detransitivizes the verb, while we might expect the verb to remain
syntactically transitive (since it still takes a direct object NP in the syntax).
Second, we never get stranding of a kind that would result in NP fragments
not otherwise attested. This distinguishes Chukchi from, say, West Greenlandic
on Sadock’s account. However, this does not mean that Sadock would be
unable to handle Chukchi NI, because it is possible for mismatches to occur
between levels other than the morphology and syntax.

Morphosemantic mismatches are those cases in which a morphological com-
pound corresponds to two distinct elements in semantic representation, rather
than in syntactic representation. Semantic representation for Sadock is essen-
tially a set of function argument structures, in which a higher order function may
take lower order functions as values. Semantic representations are couched in
terms of immediate dominance relations but no linear precedence relations are
defined. Therefore, semantic mismatches may only involve constituency, not
linear order (in contrast to morphosyntactic mismatches). Examples of morpho-
semantic mismatches include incorporation of tense, aspect, modal or similar
predicates such as ‘seem’ into the verb and morphological causatives.

Where we find morphosemantic noun incorporation (Sadock 1991: 176f) we
have a morphologically compounded N =V verb which corresponds semanti-
cally to a transitive construction. Either the incorporated noun corresponds to
a quantified noun in semantic structure (WHOLE ARGUMENT INCORPORATION) Or
it corresponds to just the noun constituent, without quantification. In that case
quantifying elements, such as determiners, may appear in the syntax, mimicking
the morphosyntactic type of mismatch. In the former case, the verb is syntacti-
cally intransitive, in the latter, it is transitive.

We can interpret this type of incorporation as morphological compounding
which results in reduction of syntactic valency and in which the incorporee
corresponds to the semantic argument of the semantic function which translates
the original verb stem. In other words, we have a morphological saturation of
some part of the verb’s argument structure.

This way of looking at matters is rather difficult to distinguish from a lexicalist
proposal along the lines of Rosen 1989 or Grimshaw 1990, in which certain
types of noun incorporation at least (not to mention morphological causatives)
would be viewed as operations over a level of argument structure. Sadock
doesn’t explain exactly how NI would work as an instance of a morphosemantic
mismatch, in that he doesn’t provide a detailed analysis of any particular in-
stance. In particular, it is not clear whether he would argue for a separate
level of predicate-argument structure, PAS, in a verb’s lexical representation,
distinct from the lexico-conceptual structure, LCS (see Grimshaw 1990 for a
defense of this position and Rappaport, Laughren, and Levin 1993 for a sum-
mary review of the distinction). If there is such a level of representation, it is



INCORPORATION IN CHUKCHI 469

not clear whether he would see it as essentially syntactic or essentially semantic
(or as something else).

When we investigate these questions in more detail it is clear that autolexical
theory would be obliged to take a stand on argument structure representations;
otherwise it would be very difficult to see how to state the various restrictions,
universal or language particular, that are placed on operations implicating argu-
ment structure. The theory as so far presented gives no clue as to what restric-
tions might be placed on incorporative structures. In particular, the theory fails
to predict that unergative subjects are universally prevented from incorporating
(though unaccusative subjects may incorporate in some languages under certain
circumstances). Likewise, there is no explanation for the more subtle data from
Chukchi locatum and incorporation alternations presented above. The natural
place to look for an explanation of these phenomena is the argument structure
of predicates.

Although there is some controversy surrounding the idea of a distinct level
of PAS (Jackendoff 1990, for instance, dispenses with it and replaces it with a
set of notational indexing devices), I shall assume such a distinction. To what
extent can we say that Chukchi provides evidence in favor of the existence of
operations on argument structure? The alternations involving locatum alterna-
tions, transitivity alternations and incorporation presented in §6 all implicate
operations on PAS or on LCS. Let us assume then that a verb’s lexical entry
is furnished with a bare indexation of its arguments, linked to the values of
appropriate predicates at LCS. I follow the standard assumption that this is
achieved by means of default mappings defined in terms of a semantic hierarchy
(cf. Jackendoff 1990, Grimshaw 1990). I shall also adopt the standard assump-
tion that the PAS is structured. We need to distinguish at least the following:
an external argument (corresponding generally to the subject, though not all
verbs surfacing with a subject will have an external argument), a direct internal
argument (corresponding canonically to the direct object) and an indirect inter-
nal argument (corresponding to a second object or sometimes to a locative,
instrumental or other type of oblique complement).

Saturation of an argument position in the PAS is achieved through the inter-
pretation of syntactic structures. Thus, a verb followed by an object NP will
have its direct argument position saturated by that NP, ceteris paribus. How-
ever, operations may be performed on the PAS so as to neutralize that position,
in which case it cannot be saturated syntactically. This is the situation with
canonical passives and antipassives, in which the external, respectively direct
internal, argument position is suppressed and cannot be saturated in the normal
way in the syntax. Usually, such an argument can be expressed indirectly as
an implicit argument (though this is subject to language particular variation).

Not all operations that apparently affect argument structure or valency are
to be defined at the level of PAS. Booij (1992), for example, argues that middle
formation in English and certain types of verb prefixation in Germanic represent
morphological operations at the level of LCS. Among the diagnostics of LCS
operations are semantic shifts (for example, the affectedness of the object in
one alternant but not the other, as in Dutch be- prefixation) and complete modi-
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fication of valency without the possibility of an implicit argument (English mid-
dles). We might therefore ask whether Chukchi incorporation isn’t an operation
defined over LCS representations. There are at least two reasons for rejecting
this suggestion. First, there is no accompanying semantic change other than
that which can be ascribed to the interpretation of the surface syntactic structure
(and especially to the pragmatic significance of absolutive marked NPs—cf.
Polinskaja and Nedjalkov 1987). Indeed, it is a hallmark of incorporation that
the incorporated alternant has exactly the same semantics as the unincorpor-
ated. This makes it difficult to see just what kind of LCS operation incorporation
might actually be, since we would presumably need to assume that the LCS
for the two alternants was identical. Second, incorporation picks out specific
types of complement, namely, those that are a direct argument in the PAS
of the verb. This includes unaccusative subjects, but not unergative subjects.
However, at the level of LCS, the two types of complement are identical (i.e. the
sole, ‘logical subject’ argument of the respective predicate) so if incorporation
applied at that level, this distinction would be lost (cf. the analysis of -sel nomi-
nalizations in Dutch given by Booij 1992: 51). I conclude therefore that incorpo-
ration at least of objects has to be viewed as a morphological operation over
argument structures.

I shall therefore assume that Rosen’s Compound NI operates at the level of
PAS and comprises the saturation of the direct internal argument position by
a nominal stem. This argument position then fails to project into syntactic struc-
ture as a direct object. Equally, it fails to license an implicit argument. It may
well be that there is a functional reason for this (after all, the incorporated stem
can even be interpreted referentially in Chukchi, so there is nothing ‘implicit’
about the incorporated argument).

At the same time it would be helpful to have a perspective on these construc-
tions which allows us to see the various instantiations of incorporation as uni-
tary phenomena. We can agree with Sadock in recognizing that there may be
several different types of incorporation operating at different grammatical lev-
els, possibly even in one and the same language. However, the default case
must surely be to assume that morphologically similar phenomena which do
not exhibit severe differences in syntax are the product of essentially the same
rules or principles. Otherwise, there is some danger of the theory losing all
predictive power.

There are basically two types of incorporation in Chukchi. The first is incor-
poration of an argument by a verb, the second is incorporation of what can
loosely be called a ‘modifier’ by a verb or a noun (or marginally by an adjective).
As we will see in the next section, this includes quantifiers and possessors in
the case of nouns. At a certain level we could regard both these phenomena
as instantiations of the same thing if we regarded the relationship between the
incorporated object and its verb as some type of modification (as, indeed, is
proposed in Skorik 1961). Precisely this approach is developed by Sproat (1985)
in his analysis of English synthetic compounding. He argues against a unitary
view of ‘theta marking’ (that is, discharge of semantic roles onto complement
NPs). Instead, he adopts Higginbotham’s (1985) influential distinction between



INCORPORATION IN CHUKCHI 471

THETA DISCHARGE and THETA IDENTIFICATION. Theta discharge is the canonical
way for a verb’s PAS to be satisfied by a syntactic subject or object (let us use
the general term cOMPLEMENT for these). We assume that a noun has its own
argument structure, effectively indexing its reference. This is coindexed by
theta discharge with an appropriate element in the PAS of the verb. Theta
identification is the canonical way for a modifier to be applied semantically to
a modificand (e.g. an adjective modifying a noun). We assume that modifiers,
too, have an argument structure allowing them to be predicated semantically
of their modificands. This argument structure representation is then coindexed
with that of the modificand. In each case, the resulting syntactic representations
are mapped onto LCS representations in which the coindexed elements play
the appropriate semantic role with respect to the predicates they are coindexed
with.

It appears possible for a position in a PAS to be modified by theta identifica-
tion rather than by theta discharge under certain circumstances. Thus, theta
identification is the canonical relationship between an adjective and the noun
it modifies. If the noun is a deverbal nominal then the adjective may fulfill the
semantic role of a complement, as in The American invasion of Vietnam. Here,
American can be thought of as expressing the ‘subject’ argument of the verb
stem invade, while of Vietnam expresses the ‘object’ argument. This can be
captured by saying that the identification mechanism may have access to a PAS
(in this case the PAS of the verb stem) and that the coindexing principles are
so constructed as to guarantee that American is coindexed with the external
argument position, making ‘America’ the equivalent of a subject at the level
of LCS (but see Grimshaw 1990 for a different account of this phenomenon).

Sproat 1985 argues that English synthetic compounding has just this charac-
ter. Thus in truck driver, truck identifies the direct internal argument position
of drive. Hence, the nonhead of the construction is effectively a modifier, but
one which can operate on the PAS of the verb and give the impression of
saturating one of the positions. Given this perspective, it is easy to see how
we could view all forms of incorporation in Chukchi as essentially lexical,
involving saturation of argument structure by identification in the case of NI,
and involving simple identification in the case of incorporation of adverbials
by verbs or of adjectives by nouns. Such saturation of an argument position
by identification leads to detransitivization in the case of direct object incorpo-
ration.

Where a predicate has more than one internal argument it cannot be deter-
mined which argument should be identified. In this case, I adopt the proposal
that has been made in a number of places (e.g. Jackendoff 1990, Grimshaw
1990) for a Thematic Hierarchy defined over elements of the LCS. I shall couch
this in a form which is indebted to Dowty’s (1991) notion of protothematic
roles. The more agentlike a nominal is in LCS the higher on the hierarchy it is
and conversely the more patientlike a nominal is the lower on the hierarchy it
is. The incorporated noun stem is then constrained to identify with the lowest
positioned argument. This will mean that a patient object interpretation will
always be preferred over, say, a goal or benefactive interpretation. In addition,
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an internal argument will always be identified rather than an external argument.
This accounts for why transitive subjects are never incorporated. We can also
introduce a direct ban on identification with any argument which has more than
that proportion of prototypical agent properties which defines an unergative
subject as opposed to an unaccusative subject.

This analysis puts Chukchi NI squarely in Rosen’s compound NI class. In-
deed, since Chukchi has null proforms, the language would fill the gap in Ro-
sen’s (1989: 315) typology, example 39a: a language with compound NI and
null proforms. This is supported by the fact that Chukchi object incorporation
renders the verb intransitive. Likewise, the general failure of modifier stranding
is supported. The only case of stranding which seems to occur is that of posses-
sors. However, it is not obvious that this should be analyzed as a form of
modifier stranding. Van Valin 1992, for example, claims that purported cases
of possessor stranding in Iroquoian are actually instances of an NP with a
source interpretation, which tend to get translated as possessors (or which
correspond to possessors in nonincorporative constructions). The possessor in
Chukchi can, in fact, surface as a locative-marked nominal (see below, §9).
It is therefore perfectly feasible to analyze apparent possessor ascension as
ascension of such a locative rather than of a possessor phrase as such. If this
is the case then there is less reason to object to a lexical analysis of NI.

7.2. CASE MARKING AND VALENCY IN CHUKCHI. In the previous section I
sketched a way to analyze Chukchi NI on a par with English synthetic com-
pounding. Unlike the latter, Chukchi NI interacts with other phenomena which
implicate argument structure. We should therefore examine these processes to
investigate their implications for the lexicalist proposals put forward here.

The facts in need of explanation are the following:

(i) oblique complements to certain intransitive (‘labile’) verbs alternate with
absolutive complements;

(ii) oblique complements or certain types of adjunct (e.g. benefactives) alter-
nate with absolutive complements provided the verb has been detran-
sitivized, either by incorporation of the underlying direct object or by
the regular antipassive process;

(iii) oblique complements to (certain) intransitive verbs can undergo incorpo-
ration.

In addition, the suite of facts concerning ‘spray/load’ type verbs needs an expla-
nation. Finally, it is worth observing that every clause in Chukchi must have
exactly one nominal marked in the absolutive.

Let us assume that assignment of the two ‘structural’ cases, ergative and
absolutive, is subject to the following syntactic principles. In a canonical clause
(i.e., a simple transitive or an intransitive clause) the external argument of a
transitive predicate will be assigned ergative case and all other arguments (i.e.
the direct internal argument of the verb or the sole, subject, argument of an
intransitive verb) will be marked with absolutive. The antipassive alternation
involves suppression of the ergative case. SUPPRESSION is used to mean that
the case will not normally be assigned, though it is still potentially ‘active’
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and can be reassigned under conditions of ‘retransitivization’. Suppression of
ergative case entails suppression of the direct internal argument. This is the
mirror image of the passive alternation in accusative languages in which the
accusative case and the external argument are concomitantly suppressed. Since
absolutive has to be assigned (all clauses must have an absolutive marked nomi-
nal), it marks the subject.

Because ergative case is suppressed (rather than ‘absorbed’) it is available
for reassignment to the subject nominal, provided that some other nominal is
able to receive the absolutive case. This occurs in possessor ascension and
‘applicative’ constructions, (including Dative Shift). A transitive verb can only
undergo such an ‘applicative’ construction if the absolutive is free to be assigned
to a nominal other than the direct object. This in turn is only possible if the
verb stem has a (suppressed) ergative case to assign to the subject. Hence,
the ‘applicative’ alternation proper is limited to transitive verbs. Here, we are
effectively borrowing Baker’s (1988) case-theoretical explanation for similar
facts. It is worth noting, however, that nothing quite like the Chukchi ‘retran-
sitivization’ process is noted in Baker’s corpus of data. In Baker’s terms this
would be a case of NI (in the form of the antipassive) followed by Preposition
Incorporation (applicative construction). Baker (1988: 388), adverting to Tzo-
tzil, explicitly rules out this combination on the grounds that the antipassive
morpheme generally absorbs the objective case of the verb (in our terms it
absorbs the ergative case). However, beyond this tendency there is nothing in
Baker’s theory as such that would prevent such a combination. Provided we
draw a distinction between the suppression of case (which can surface later)
as opposed to outright absorption the facts of Chukchi can readily be accommo-
dated.

‘Acyclic’ combinations in transitive constructions will be automatically ex-
cluded. Recall that I assume that it is arguments with the most patientlike
thematic entailments which are incorporated. This will ensure that a direct
internal argument is identified in NI in preference to an indirect argument or
a nonargumental satellite of any kind. Recall also that Chukchi allows the incor-
poration of only one argument per verb. To see how all this will rule out undesir-
able combinations let us consider the crucial facts, presented in 78-91 in
schematic form. A hyphenated preposition indicates oblique case marking in
Chukchi and lack of preposition with a complement indicates a direct object
marked in the absolutive.

(78) a. Father killed deer for-son >
b.  Father deer=killed for-son
(79) a.  Father deer =killed for-son
b.  Father deer=killed son
(80) a. Father killed deer for-son
b. *Father son-killed deer
(81) a. Father killed deer for-son
b.  Father antipass-killed for-son
(82) a. Father anTipass-killed for-son
b.  Father anTipass-killed son

¢ v 9 Vv



474 LANGUAGE, VOLUME 71, NUMBER 3 (1995)

(83) a. Father loaded boat with-clothes
b. (*)Father clothes =loaded boat
(84) a.  Father loaded boat with-clothes
b.  Father boat=loaded with-clothes
(85) a. Father loaded clothes on-boat
b.  Father clothes =loaded on-boat
(86) a. Father clothes =loaded on-boat
b.  Father clothes =loaded boat
(87) a. Father loaded clothes on-boat
b.  Father anTiPAss-loaded on-boat
(88) a. Father aANTIPASS-loaded on-boat
b.  Father anTipass-loaded boat
(89) a. Father loaded clothes on-boat
b. *Father boat=loaded clothes
(90) a. Father boat =loaded with-clothes
b.  Father boat =loaded clothes
91) a. Father smelled of-fish
b.  Father fish=smelled

Consider first cases 78 and 80. The former is permitted over the latter because
in 80 we have tried to assign a benefactive reading to the incorporated noun,
and this is higher on the hierarchy than the patient ‘deer’. The sentence could
therefore only be interpreted as meaning ‘The father killed the son for the deer’.
I assume that the antipassive alternation (seen in 81) is a lexical operation over
the PAS in which ergative case assignment is suppressed (while remaining so-
to-speak implicit). Hence, the absolutive case must be assigned to the subject
nominal and cannot therefore license a direct internal argument. This position
is thus effectively suppressed (though it remains an implicit argument and may
be realized as an oblique chomeur). In 82 we see that the verb’s implicit ergative
case can now be assigned to the subject leaving the absolutive free for assign-
ment to the benefactive nominal ‘son’. I do not analyze this as any form of
applicative or preposition incorporation because there is no morphological
change in the verb. Finally, in 79 we see that NI has the same effect as antipas-
sivization: the verb is detransitivized but the suppressed ergative case is avail-
able for reassignment to the subject, and hence the benefactive can receive
absolutive case and emerge as a surface direct object of the compound verb.

More complex are cases 83-90. Note that 83b is possible and indeed is at-
tested as 86b, but only as an alternant of 86a, it is ungrammatical as an alternant
of 83a. To handle these cases, I shall assume that the ‘load’ type verbs in
Chukchi are like their English counterparts and have two separate (though
related) lexical entries, along the lines of 92 (cf. Dowty 1991: 588, Levin and
Rappaport Hovav 1992):

(92) a. X loads Y onto Z
[X CAUSE[Y BE-ON ZI[BY [load]l]
b. X loads Z with Y
[X CAUSE [Z BE-STATE][BY [load]}J(WITH Y)]
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Reading 92a corresponds to 85-91 while 92b corresponds to 83—84 and 90. The
PAS corresponding to 92a will have two internal arguments, a direct (object)
argument and a locative argument (much as in the case of put). However, in
92b we see that the verb has a simple direct internal argument, but the with-
phrase is an optional adjunct. I have indicated this by including the wiTH predi-
cate in parentheses. These two representations provide us with an explanation
for the differential behavior.

In 84 and 85 apparently different arguments are incorporated, boat and
clothes. Yet in 83 clothes cannot be incorporated and in 89 boat cannot be
incorporated. This behavior is an immediate consequence of the representations
in 92. In 83 and 84 the instrumental phrase with clothes is no more than an
adjunct of means. The direct internal argument is boat. Contrariwise, in 85 and
89 the direct internal argument is clothes, while on the boat is the locative
adjunct. In each case it is the direct argument and the most patientlike entity
which is incorporated. The subtle change in semantic perspective, reflected in
both distinct LCS and distinct PAS representations, is sufficient to give opposite
results with incorporation.

We are left with explaining why ‘with-clothes’ cannot be raised to direct
object in 90, even though this is possible with benefactives and with locatives.
One possibility would be to ascribe this to the fact that the instrumental nominal
is not a ‘proper’ argument, but merely an adjunct. Note that, for example,
Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1992) explicitly assume that such an instrumental
is an adjunct which does not necessarily enter into the semantic representation
of the verb. We might then say that the retransitivization process is only permit-
ted where a phrase representing a genuine argument will be assigned absolutive
case and become the surface direct object. This, however, fails to explain why
a benefactive can be so raised, since such nominals are no more genuine argu-
ments than are instruments. Indeed, if anything, an instrument is a better candi-
date for an argument (pace Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1992), since many
activities semantically presuppose the use of an instrument (e.g. loading in the
92b sense), while most activities (e.g. killing reindeer) do not presuppose a
benefactive.

I propose that the key here is the nature of the final product of retransitiviza-
tion, 83b. As Polinskaja and Nedjalkov (1987) record in some detail, there is a
clear pragmatic function to marking with the Absolutive. Such a nominal re-
ceives an ‘affected’ interpretation which might be missing in other alternants.
Thus, in 79 the son is affected in that he receives the dead reindeer, while we
can assume from discussion of similar examples in Polinkskaja and Nedjalkov
1987 and in Kozinsky et al. 1988 that the absolutive nominals in 86 and 88
receive a similar interpretation. Given the semantic representations in 92 we
are assuming that ‘clothes’ in 90 is interpreted as a kind of instrument. But
instruments are not usually affected by an action. Hence, we could not interpret
90 as stating that boat-loading activity had affected the clothes. (This would
presumably be a possible interpretation for 89 except that incorporation of the
locative in preference to the direct object is excluded.) As a result it is impossi-
ble to retransitivize 90a. However, as counselled by Baker (1992:28), it might
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be advisable to bear in mind further semantic determinants of the expression
of arguments nonetheless. 1 noted in connection with ex. 68 that denominal
verbs which lexically incorporate a noun stem behave just like genuine incorpo-
rating verbs in licensing the Dative Shift construction. Thus, it might be the case
that it is specifically benefactives and locatives which permit this alternation. In
Jackendoff’s system of conceptual semantics, benefactives and locatives are
both essentially arguments of a locational predicate. Instruments, however, are
arguments of a means predicate with entirely different combinatorial properties
(cf Baker 1992: 33). Thus, we may wish to interpret the retransitivization in
terms of ‘raising’ of a semantic path predicate to surface object. The advantage
of stating this at the semantic level is that we can then explain why a lexeme
derived by affixation, as in 68, should behave the same way as constructions
derived from compounding (NI): the underlying semantic relations are identical.

These assumptions permit us to explain the basic contrasts illustrated and
hence to answer question (ii) above. We now turn to question (iii), illustrated
by 91. Here we have a noncanonically marked complement. The verb treats
this as an adjunct, in the sense that there is no agreement. This is to be expected,
though, since transitive verbs in Chukchi only ever agree with an absolutive
marked nominal (with the unique exception of the verb ‘give’, which agrees
with the dative). Although not an object, however, the complement can be
incorporated.

Other examples of this construction include the examples cited earlier as
55-63. There 1 mentioned that it is particularly common for verbs of motion
to incorporate their directional adjuncts. Interestingly, there are constraints on
this. Thus, the verb ‘leave’ in 62 has a full dative-marked nominal expressing
goal, but incorporates the source nominal ‘house’. In 58 and 59 on the other
hand, we have a goal nominal incorporated by the verbs ‘go’ and ‘approach’.
In principle, we might expect it to be possible to incorporate any member of
a path expression and obtain alternations such as 93 (examples from V. Rakh-
tilin, pers. comm.).

(93) a. oatlog-on  no-jet-qgin nomnam-eta gatg-epa
father-aBs PAsT-come-3sG.s village-pDAT lake-ABL
‘The father came to the village from the lake.’
b. *otlog-on no=gotgo=jet-qin nomnam-eta
father-aBs PAST = lake = come-3sG.s village-DAT

In general, only the directional which is semantically implied by the verb (or
in the case of inherently nondirectional verbs of motion, a goal) may be incorpo-
rated. Ex. 63 is not exceptional here, since the form ajajps is lexicalized as a
source adverbial. I am not sure how best to formalize this idea within a frame-
work such as Jackendoff’s, since Jackendoff does not deal with such deictic
factors, but clearly we need to be able to code a semantic property and allow
this to dictate incorporation possibilities.

Finally, we have yet to account for the not inconsiderable numbers of intransi-
tive ‘labile’ verbs in which an obliquely marked complement to an intransitive
verb alternates with an absolutive nominal (and transitive agreements). These
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cases are rather different from genuine applicatives. Indeed, it would be impos-
sible to analyze these cases as applicatives (i.e. Preposition Incorporation) in
Baker’s framework because the base verbs are intransitive and hence have no
objective case they could assign to a derived object (or better, since all verbs
can assign absolutive case, we may say that they have no ergative case they
could assign to a derived transitive subject). They would thus fall foul of Baker’s
Case Frame Preservation Principle. Such examples are something of an embar-
rassment to the incorporation theory of applicatives, since it is difficult to see
what would prevent an analysis in terms of incorporation other than the stipula-
tive Case Frame Preservation Principle. I shall assume that, like the ‘spray/
load’ cases, these verbs have two lexical representations, one as intransitives
the other as transitives. They therefore resemble English verbs such as enter
in the sense Tom entered the debate enthusiastically vs. Tom entered into the
debate enthusiastically. Whether there is any deeper connection between this
phenomenon and the productive transitivity alternations I must leave to future
research.

Thus, we account for the alternations in terms of lexicalized or productive
alternations in case assigning properties. This is very similar to part of the
explanation provided by Baker for a number of these alternations. However,
there is no necessity to link such an explanation to syntactic movement. The
Chukchi facts show that it is not only possible but essential to couch these
in terms of lexical alternations in argument structure, together with natural
assumptions about argument saturation by incorporation.

8. INCORPORATION OF NOMINAL MODIFIERS BY NOUN HEADS. An interesting
and typologically unusual feature of Chukchi incorporation is that it is not
restricted to the nominal complements of verbs, or even to verb adjuncts. On the
contrary, even more productive than noun incorporation is the incorporation of
modifiers of nouns (adjectives, possessors and determiners, as well as nouns
themselves) by noun heads. In 94-96 we see that noun compounding, in which
the rightmost noun is the head, is possible in Chukchi. The examples correspond
to analytic constructions in which the modifier is in the form of a relational
adjective derived from the noun by a regular derivational process.

(94) (Skorik 1961: 280)
a. kupre=upicgan
net = pole
b. kupre-kin upicgon
net-apJ  pole
‘net pole’
(95) a. pingej=k?eli
boy =cap
b. pingej-in k?eli
boy-poss cap
‘a boy’s cap’
(96) a. req=upicgon
what =pole
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b. r?e-kin upicgon
what-ApJ pole
‘what (type of) pole?’

In 97 we see a noun incorporating an adjectival root. The incorporated forms
are in the comitative [ case, formed by a circumfix ga-...-ma. The prefixal part
of this always precedes the incorporated adjective. Interestingly, the adjective
must be incorporated with the two comitative cases, an analytic equivalent
construction is not found.'® In addition, note that the -ma suffix element is a
dominant morpheme so it always triggers vowel harmony. Thus, there is no
doubt that we are dealing here with compounding rather than phrase formation.

(97) (Skorik 1961: 99)
a. ga-tap=pojgo-ma
coM-good = spear-coM
‘with a good spear’
b. no-tep-gin  pojg-on
ADJ-good-ADJ spear
Skorik provides large numbers of such cases. In 98 we see incorporation of
what appears to be an adverbial root, janra. This forms an adjective, janraken,
with the denominal relative adjective suffix -kin/ken, and thus behaves a little
like a noun root:
(98) ga-janra=qama-ma
coM-separate = dish-com
‘with a separate dish’
Ex. 99 is an illustration of the productivity of the adjective incorporation pro-
cess. It is taken from the third grade Chukchi language textbook of Leontiev
and Ajnewtegin (1957), where it recurs with some frequency. It is of particular
interest because both morphemes are Russian loans which were quite possibly
borrowed into the language for the first time for the purposes of that textbook.
(99) a. licno=mestoimenija-t
personal = pronoun-pL
b. licno-t mestoimenija-t
personal-pL pronoun-pL

An indication of the productivity of adjective incorporation is the fact that
this is the only type of incorporation which survives translation from Russian
political texts. These translations are highly stylized in the sense that they tend
to be as literal as possible without becoming frankly ungrammatical. As a result,
incorporation is rarely found in such texts, except in the case of modifier incor-
poration. In addition, adjective incorporation is the one form of incorporation
which is explicitly discussed in Leontiev and Ajnewtegin’s school textbook
(1957: 38f).

The structure of the Chukchi nominal phrase is not entirely clear. There is

'8 It is unclear why the comitative case should force modifier incorporation in this way. However,
it is not obvious what kind of principled explanation of this fact could be provided on a syntactic
theory (pace the views of a reviewer).
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no syntactically identifiable class of specifiers or determiners as opposed to
other types of modifier. However, it is of interest that those elements which
would be determiners in languages such as English, such as demonstrative
adjectives, numerals and wH-word modifiers, can be incorporated just as easily
as other modifiers. Examples 100-104 are taken again from Skorik (1961: 99).

(100) a. ga-poten=talac?-ama
coM-this = motor-com
‘with this motor’
b. potqen talac?an
this motor
(101) a. ga-t?ar=wag-ma
coM-how.many = claws-com
‘with how many claws?’
b. t?er wegot
how.many claws
(102) a. ga-peran=wag-ma
CoM-two = claw-coM
‘with two claws’
b. pireq wegot
two claws
(103) (Skorik 1961: 400)
annan-matlon-qaw = palg-a
one-five-ORD = skin-INSTR
‘by means of the sixth skin’
(104) t?ar -qaw = orw-ok
how.many-orp-sled-Loc
‘on whichth sled?’

The interrogative root req-/raq ~ r?e/r?a ‘what’ incorporates readily. Ex.
105, in which Russian loan words incorporate the wH-word, recurs throughout
Leontiev and Ajnewtegin 1957.

(105) a. rPa=litsol?-at  onk?am r?a = cislol?-ot
what = person-pL and what = number-pL
‘what persons and numbers [of the verb]?’
b. onnan=cislol?-0 ewatlom mag = cislol?-0
one-number-DESIG or many-number-DESIG
‘in the singular or plural’

Possessive forms readily incorporate:

(106) (Leontiev and Ajnewtegin 1957 passim)
morag = klass-ok
our-class-Loc
‘in our class™

This includes possessive or relational adjective forms derived by suffixation of
-in/nin. Thus, from the root mirg ‘grandfather’ we get mirg-in ‘of the grand-
father, grandfather’s’. This gives us 107.
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(107) (Skorik 1961: 241)
a. mirg-in kupre-n
grandfather-poss net-ABS.SG
‘grandfather’s net’

b. mirg-in kopra-gta
grandfather-poss net-DAT
C. merg-ena-gta kopra-gto

grandfather-poSs-DAT net-DAT
d. merg-ena=kopra-gto
grandfather-poss = net-DAT
‘to grandfather’s net’

Ex. 107c illustrates a rare case of a modifier agreeing in case (the form in 107b
without agreement is more usual). Example 107d shows incorporation of the
possessive adjective stem.'®

Finally, any number of modifiers may be incorporated, and in the case of
purely modifying elements there do not seem to be any strong restrictions on
their order. Thus, Skorik (1961: 103) gives the following as equivalent:

(108) a. ga-tor=tap=katepa=nalga-ma
coM-new = good = ram = skin-com

b. ga-tap=tor=kotepa=nalgo-ma
coM-good = new =ram = skin-com

c. ga-kotepa=tor=tap=nalga-ma
coM-ram = good = new = skin-com
‘with a good, new, ram’s skin’

A noun which has incorporated its modifier(s) may itself undergo noun incor-
poration (what Polinsky 1993 refers to as ‘serial incorporation’). In 109 the
noun root pojg ‘spear’ has incorporated its modifiers before being incorporated
itself:

(109) (Skorik 1961: 103)
a. to-tor=tap=palwonta=pojga=pela-rkon
1sG.s-new = good = metal = spear =leave-PRES
‘l am leaving a good, new, metal spear.’
In 110 we see a verb root used as a noun modifier incorporated into a noun
which is then incorporated by another noun.

(110) (Skorik 1948: 58)
a. konwer w?e =ramko=wetgaw walomnen
then  die=people=speech he.understood

19 Skorik (1961: 241) mentions that a possessive adjective cannot be incorporated by a noun in
the absolutive case. This may appear to be a syntactic restriction, though if it is, it is not obvious
how to state it syntactically. Since Chukchi is ergative, the absolutive marks both surface intransi-
tive subjects (including derived subjects, for instance of antipassives) and surface direct objects
(again, including derived objects). Hence, any theory is likely to have to state the restriction in
terms of nothing deeper than surface absolutive case marking.
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b. w?il?-in remk-in wetgaw
die-pTCPL-POSS people-poss speech
“Then he understood the speech of the dead.’

Multiple incorporations of this kind do not seem to be especially marked. Less
common, according to Skorik (1961: 103) are incorporations of obliquely
marked modified nominals.

(111) (Skorik 1961: 103)
a. t-tkwa=pej=ejmewa-rkon
1sG.s-high = hill = approach-pPrEs
‘I am approaching a high hill.’
(112) a. to-wel=anno=tke-rkon
1sG.s-rotten = fish = smell-PRES
‘I smell of rotten fish.’

Examples such as these do not discriminate between a syntactic and a lexical
analysis, since, in essence, these forms are no different from English com-
pounds of the kind New York cab driver or American history teacher. However,
if argumental noun incorporation is lexical then the examples show that modifier
incorporation must be lexical too, because object incorporation is fed by modi-
fier incorporation.

Of greater interest in many respects are incorporations involving denominal
adjectives formed with the suffix -/?- (homophonous with a participle suffix
found on verbs), which has the meaning ‘having Noun’. Simple examples are
given in 113-115 (Skorik 1961: 372-3).

(113) umko = ganrita-1?3-n anpanacga-n
forest = guard-pTcPL-ABS old.man-ABs
‘the old man who is guarding the forest’
(114) katgo="?att?s-1?-eto  nejolon  mokac?sn inep
strong = dog-PTCPL-DAT they.gave larger.part load
‘They gave the larger part of the load to the one who had the strong
dogs.’
(115) ga-maqga = komena-1?5 = pawasqat-ma
com-small = child-pTcPL = woman-com
‘with a woman who has small children’

The noun may have already received the negative circumfix e/a-...-ka, to give
the meaning ‘not having Noun’. Thus we find examples such as 116:
(116) (Skorik 1961: 357)
ga-a-qaa-ka-1?3 = anpanacg-ara-ma
COM-NEG-deer-NEG-PTCPL = old.man-pL-com
‘with the old men who don’t have reindeer’
Multiple incorporations of modifiers in such constructions are also attested.
(117) (Skorik 1961: 373)
a-tap = caat-ka-1?s = ?aacek-eto
NEG-good = lasso-NEG-PTCPL = youth-DAT
‘to the youth who does not have a good lasso’
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The significance of modifier incorporation for syntactic theories of incorpora-
tion is quite simple. Whether we assume the classical view of nominal phrases,
in which they are headed by a noun and modified by adjectives, with determi-
ners, possessives and so on occupying the [Specifier, NP] position, or whether
we adopt the ‘DP analysis’ (Abney 1987), on which nominals are projections
of the determiner head, the only way to achieve such incorporation would be
by a lowering process. This is because the noun always remains the morphologi-
cal head of the construction, and cannot therefore be raised and incorporated
itself by a c-commanding head. While such an analysis is open to Autolexical
Syntax, it is now generally regarded as illicit in the framework inspired by
Baker (cf. Chomsky 1989, Ouhalla 1990). Thus, the extremely rich and varied
types of modifier incorporation in Chukchi constitute an intractable counterex-
ample to any principled syntactic analysis relying on the Empty Category Princi-
ple or similar constraints.

Within the lexical framework advocated here, it remains a nontrivial problem
to account for these constructions. The basic mechanism is straightforward,
however. Let us take one of the more complex examples, 117. This consists
of a noun modified by a complex expression, formally a ‘participle’. This in turn
is constructed from a derivational formative which in this usage is effectively a
predicate of possession, selecting nominals. The nominal is built from a noun
root modified by an adjective. This poses no problems, since 1 have argued
that semantically all incorporation is essentially a process of modification (theta
identification). The negative circumfix functions here essentially as a quantifier,
corresponding to the ordinary English word no. Hence, the structure of the
whole compound is as shown schematically in 118.

(118) [[HAVING [NO [GOOD [LASSO]}JII[YOUTH]]

9. SYNTACTIC OR LEXICAL INCORPORATION—CONCLUSIONS. The conclusions
of §85—7 must be that NI, or more generally, incorporation in Chukchi, cannot
be the result of syntactic head-to-head movement. This leaves a number of
alternatives.

First, we could assume that Chukchi NI, which involves argument structure,
is syntactic but that the modificational species (adjective incorporation by
nouns or adverb incorporation by verbs) is a form of lexical compounding.
Second, we might assume that all Chukchi incorporations are purely syntactic
but adopt a different syntactic model from that of Baker 1988. Third, we might
adopt a lexicalist model, such as that proposed by Rosen 1989.

The virtue of the first suggestion is that it permits us to describe all the facts.
It has the disadvantage, however, of effectively evacuating Baker’s elegant
approach of all empirical consequences. There is very little difference between
modifier incorporation and argument incorporation, except that incorporation
of modifiers by nominal heads is particularly productive. If anything, therefore,
we might expect modifier incorporation to be syntactic. This solution has to
be a measure of last resort and I shall therefore reject it.

The obvious alternative to Baker’s 1988 model of incorporation is that of
Sadock 1991, briefly discussed in §7. As noted, there are problems with that
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solution. First, Sadock’s model is too powerful as it stands, in that it permits
a host of lowering processes not attested, such as incorporation of unergative
and transitive subjects. Second, judging from Sadock’s own account, noun
incorporation where the noun is an argument would appear to fall under the
heading of a morphosemantic mismatch. When we came to flesh out what this
might mean, we saw that the result is pretty well indistinguishable from a lexical
rule operating over argument structure representations. Again, it would be open
to us to claim that modifier incorporation is a morphosyntactic mismatch while
argument incorporation is a morphosemantic mismatch. But in the absence of
any stranding phenomena with modifier incorporation, this would mean that
there was no way of determining that ‘syntactic’ incorporation had taken place.
We might just as well regard all incorporation in the language as the result of
a morphosemantic mismatch.

The third possibility is to adopt a uniform treatment of incorporation in Chuk-
chi, and analyze it as an essentially lexical phenomenon, in the sense that the
compounding process itself is realized as a morphological operation which has
consequences for the syntactico-semantic representation. Given this, we must
decide whether Chukchi represents the coMPOUND or the cLASSIFIER type of
NI. Recall that Rosen’s theory makes no strong prediction as to whether ad-
juncts will be incorporated. The compound NI type would certainly permit
such compounding fairly freely (interestingly, Rivero 1992 concludes that when
sentence adverbs are incorporated by verbs in Greek this is the result of lexical
compounding). However, classifier NI languages, too, should be able to incor-
porate (perhaps certain types of ) adjunct. All that would be needed is for the
language to permit an empty adverbial lexical category corresponding to pro.

Which, then, of Rosen’s types does Chukchi belong to? This is not entirely
straightforward. The fact that possessors seem to be stranded argues in favor
of the classifier type. However, other types of modifier seem to resist such
stranding. On the other hand, as pointed out at the end of §7.1, possessor
ascension is not necessarily a strong indication of syntactic stranding. In Chuk-
chi it is not entirely obvious that the derived object nominal corresponding to
a possessor is in any sense a part of a syntactic phrase containing the direct
object head in underlying structure. One reason for saying this is that the pos-
sessive relation can be signalled by a nominal in the locative case (cf. Polinsky
1993. This use is not mentioned in Skorik’s (1961) discussion of case functions).
Nedjalkov (1976: 189) provides example 119 in which the word ‘father’ in the
Locative is explicitly given the same function as the possessive form of the
same word in a construction cognate with a possessor ascension construction:

(119) a. atlog-ak/atlag-in Patw?et  jor?et-g?i [intr]
father-Loc/father-poss boat.aBs flood-3sG.s
b. oatlag-on Patw?=gjor?et-g?i [intr]

father-aBs boat =flood-3sG
‘Father’s boat flooded.’

It is worth noting that other proposals have been made in the literature. Massam
1985, for example, regards possessor ascension as a type of exceptional case
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marking, in which the verb is permitted to case mark the NP specifier rather
than the NP head (in the same way that a verb such as expect is said to case
mark an embedded subject in an expression such as expect him to leave).

One of Rosen’s criteria is transitivity: if the verb remains transitive after
incorporation it is the classifier type, otherwise (ceteris paribus) it is the com-
pound type. Here the facts point clearly to the compound interpretation, for
NI always results in detransitivization. Indeed, Kozinsky et al. 1988 (stretching
the terminology perhaps too much) describe NI as a species of antipassivization.
However, it is important to distinguish between surface transitivity, interpreted
in Baker’s theory as Case Marking, and argument structure. I have argued that
detransitivization is merely suppression of case-assigning potential, since the
inherent transitivity of a dyadic verb root can resurface, as we saw in §§4 and
6.

Classifier incorporation entails the existence of null heads corresponding to
the lexical category incorporated. Since Chukchi incorporates nominal modi-
fiers, as well as verb roots modifying other verbs, and since there is little reason
to postulate the existence of null heads for these categories, this, too, would
seem to weigh slightly in favour of the compound interpretation. Note, also,
that in the case of numeral stranding reported by Polinsky 1993, (see note 7
above) the numeral does not behave like a freestanding nominal because it is
not case marked. One would expect it to appear in some oblique case form.
Without any marking it would be interpreted as absolutive, but this is not possi-
ble, because the verb does not agree with it (showing that it is not an argument
of any kind) and because Chukchi has an outright ban on two absolutive marked
nominals in one clause. However, since modifiers do not generally agree with
their heads, it might be open to us to suggest that there is indeed a null head,
which is covertly case marked and modified by a nonagreeing numeral. In any
event, there is at best extremely slender evidence in favor of null lexical nominal
heads.

The question of null heads is related to the next criterion which distinguishes
between classifier and compound NI, doubling of the incorporated noun. The
evidence here is clear: Chukchi categorically disallows such doubling. This is
exactly what we would expect from compound NI.

One factor which might seem to favor a syntactic approach to Chukchi is
the fact that an incorporated nominal may remain referentially active. Admit-
tedly, this is not the usual interpretation of such nominals, but the mere fact
that such an interpretation is available means that we cannot regard referential
islandhood as an unambiguous diagnostic for syntactic incorporation. I regard
this question as entirely separate, however. Interesting recent discussion of
these questions can be found in Ward, Sproat and McKoon 1991, Lieber 1992,
Sproat 1992.

Of particular interest are examples such as 27 in which an incorporated noun
is in the scope of constituent negation (see also Polinsky 1993). I cited this as
syntactic behavior on the part of the incorporated noun, in that it appears to
remain referentially (and hence syntactically?) active. A lexical account there-
fore owes an explanation for such forms. The morphosyntax of negation, and
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especially contrastive negation, in Chukchi requires a separate study in itself
and it is beyond the scope of this paper to provide a detailed analysis. 1 will
simply note here that there is no obvious sense in which a syntactic account
of incorporation provides any solution to the problem. Constituent negation in
most languages interacts in complex ways with prosody, with lexical semantics
and with pragmatic factors, but as is well known it is usually defined over
relatively superficial morphosyntactic representations (beyond the stage when
stylistic scrambling rules have applied, for example). For example, a negation
element which is morphologically bound to one constituent may take a c-com-
manding constituent in its scope. Thus, in Czech, sentence negation is usually
expressed as a prefix on the main verb. However, in 120 it is possible for the
domain of negation to be limited to the quantified subject ‘everyone’ (thus
making the sentence ambiguous).

(120) (Mluvnice CeStiny 3, 1987: 265)
Ted uZ jim vSichni  'ne-véri
now already them everyone not-will.believe
a. Now, nobody will believe them.
b. Now, not everyone will believe them.

And, of course, it is not unheard of for highly lexicalized affixes, let alone
incorporated nouns, to be found in the scope of constituent negation, as witness
the celebrated example of Bolinger 1972—‘This whiskey wasn’t Ex-ported, it
was DE-ported’. Thus, at present we can draw only limited conclusions from
such cases in Chukchi.

If we accept that Chukchi is an example of compound NI then the data
reported here fill a descriptive gap in that they provide an example of a Com-
pound NI language with null pronominals, and also of an incorporating language
in which adverbials are freely incorporated (Greek is not an incorporating lan-
guage in this sense, since it has no other productive type of incorporation).

However, it is not obvious that we should make too strenuous an attempt
to force Chukchi into either of the procrustean beds of classifier or compound
NI. To be sure, there is something appealing in the simplicity of a typology
that distinguishes an essentially syntactic type in which the verb retains its
argument structure (classifier NI) from an essentially lexical type in which the
verb’s argument structure is saturated or discharged by the incorporee (com-
pound NI). From this follows the strong tendency for a verb to remain transitive
in classifier NI and hence to agree with the incorporated object or show other
morphosyntactic signs of transitivity. We have seen, however, that there is no
neat correspondence between the saturation of argument structure and case
marking in Chukchi. This is because of the general tendency for intransitive
predicates, including those detransitivized by antipassive or noun incorpora-
tion, to be retransitivized by a process reminiscent of applicative formation.
Admittedly, this is not the same as the classifier NI, in which the verb continues
to agree with the incorporated element, but it does show that case assignment
and argument structure saturation do not go entirely hand in hand. This is a
reflection of a more general disparity between argument structure realization
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and case marking. For instance, there is the case of the ‘transitive passives’
of Polish or Ukrainian, in which an impersonal passive is formed, with suppres-
sion of the subject position, but in which the underlying object remains marked
in the accusative (objective) case. An example from Ukrainian is given in 121.

(121) Cerkvu bulo zbudovano v 1640 roc’i
church.Acc was.3sG.NEUT built.3sG.NEUT in 1640 year
‘The church was built in 1640.’

Here, the detransitivization of the verb is not reflected in its case marking
(though in other respects the verb is in the passive form, e.g. in its morphology
and in having no subject).

Thus, while the basic typological distinction Rosen draws is very valuable,
it would probably be unwise to expect languages to fall into one or the other
of the two categories in a straightforward way. Given the existence of such
things as transitive passives it is not obvious what would stop a language with
compound NI from, say, permitting the incorporating verb to continue to agree
with the incorporated noun, while failing to show other signs of classifier NI,
such as doubling or stranding. Thus, rather than fitting languages into one of
the two molds, we should perhaps be asking more specific questions about the
precise parameters of variation in noun incorporation systems.

Let us now briefly summarize the implications for Baker’s syntactic theory
of incorporation. Incorporation is said to evince a number of properties that
can be explained by assuming that it is the consequence of head-to-head move-
ment. One of these is the failure of transitive/unergative subjects to incorporate.
Clearly, this cannot be due to any (purely) syntactic constraint, and hence, it
cannot be a diagnostic for syntactic NI. This is a conclusion we can reach from
a great many languages in which a lexical compounding process obeys the same
constraint against the incorporation of subjects. A telling case here is synthetic
compounding in English. This disallows incorporation of any kind of subject,
even unaccusative subjects (cf. Selkirk 1982). However, Baker (1988: 78f) ex-
plicitly analyzes these as lexical. Hence, even the syntactic theory of incorpora-
tion owes an explanation of the failure of subjects to be compounded.

It is not clear to me how best to handle possessor ascension and numeral
stranding, but however we regard the matter it would seem from the Chukchi
facts that possessor ascension following incorporation of a head noun is not a
diagnostic for syntactic head movement. Given that quantifiers subtend noto-
riously complex relationships between morphosyntax and logical form, perhaps
we should also be cautious about interpreting cases of numeral (or generally
quantifier) stranding. In general, only where a stranded element or phrase shows
clear signs of independent syntactic behavior (e.g. taking case morphology,
triggering agreement and so on) should we accept it as a genuinely syntactic
entity.

Baker 1988 argues against ‘acyclic’ combinations of NI and applicative forma-
tion on the grounds that the resulting structures violate the ECP. However, we
have seen that Chukchi applicatives or retransitivizations respect the same
constraints as supposedly syntactic exemplars. In particular, a transitive verb
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cannot incorporate the oblique argument, only the direct argument, and the
oblique argument can only be raised to a surface direct object after the direct
argument has been incorporated. Similarly, we saw limited evidence that the
causative formation interacts with NI in the way that Baker’s syntactic theory
would predict, so if NI is lexical, this criterion, too, cannot be a safe diagnostic
for syntactic NI.

These facts can be understood, as we have seen, in terms of the case marking
capacities of verb stems and other well-motivated lexicalist assumptions, none
of which require a syntactic analysis of applicative formation, antipassivization
or NI. But this means that Baker’s ingenious syntactic explanation for these
constraints does not apply to all cases. We must therefore ask whether it applies
to any cases.
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