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1 Introduction: Two Approachesto Noun Incorporation

An importantthemein the study of languageduring the twentiethcenturyhasbeenthe balance
betweenthe grammarof words (morphology)andthat of phrasesand sentence¢Syntax). Some
writers, suchas Morris Swadesh(1939), have seemedo treat this as a merely terminological
issue,referringto (muchof) morphologysimply as“internal syntax. More recently some(e.g.
Selkirk 1982, Williams 1989) have arguedexplicitly thatthe mechanismsiecessaryo describe
theinternalorganizationof wordsarea directextensionof syntacticprinciples.Others,n contrast
(cf. amongothersAnderson1992,chap. 2; Zwicky 1992)have arguedthatthereare substanire

differencedetweemmorphologicabndsyntacticprincipleswhich have importantimplicationsfor

the organizationof linguistic knowledge.

This discussiorhaslargely centeredon the analysisof a small numberof constructiongor
which both syntacticand (more purely) morphologicalaccountsseemto be available. If the syn-
tactic accountcanbe substantiatedh thesecasesthe more generalconclusionseemswvarranted
that syntacticmechanismsre (or at leastcanbe) responsibldor combiningpiecesinto complex
words. If, onthe otherhand,therearereasongo preferthe autonomouslymorphologicalanaly-
sisin suchcircumstancegwhich are, after all, the bestcandidategor syntacticword formation
prima facie), thatconclusioncastsdoubton the moregeneralperspeciie from which structurally
autonomou®lementsaremanipulatedsyntacticallyto form unitarywords,a notionthatpenades
muchrecentwork.

*The work representethierewas supportedn partby grantsnumberSBR-9514682nd SBR-9876456rom the
US National ScienceFoundationto Yale University; an earlierversionappearedis Anderson1997. This paperhas
benefitedfrom discussionn seminarsat Yale during the pastsereral years,andat the Lexicon in Focusconference
in Wuppertalon 19 August,1998. | am especiallygratefulto the membersof my seminaron Clitics at Yale during
1996-97(David Harrison,LizanneKaiser Matt Richardsorand JenniferVanloon),someof whom alsoparticipated
in a seminardevotedto a prepublicatiorversionof Baker 1995thatwaskindly providedto us by Mark Baker. The
commentsandcriticismsrecevedontheseoccasiondiave beenvery helpful. | have alsobenefitedrom theinsightful
commentof two refereeegor the currentvolume.



The topic of this paperis one widely discussednstanceof sucha morphologicalstructure
thatlooksasif it might be formedwithin the syntax:NounIncorporation.This is a featureof the
grammatrof awide rangeof languagesncluding (asasemi-randomguitesmallsampleMohawk,
ChuckcheeSoutherrTiwa, ClassicaNahuatl,andmary others.NounIncorporationhasattracted
attentionfor quite sometime: grossly it is aconstructiorin which, onthesurface,averbstemand
a Noun stemconstitutea singleword, with the Noun stemrepresentingn argumentof the Verh
Themosttypical incorporatedNounscorrespondo the directobjectof atransitve Verb,asin the
examplesin (1) below.

(1) SoutherrPaiute(Sapirl911,p. 263)

a. gamo- yaai- num- puya'
jackrabbit- hunt- usitatve- remotepast
He usedto huntjackrabbits

b. c0'q'uc* gamo- verga- ga'
one jackrabbit- kill-  comP (ss)
Having killed onejackrabbit,. .

In somelanguagestheunderlyingobject/denvedsubjectof anunaccusatie Verb canincorpo-

rate;in otherlanguages,negative subjectsanincorporateoo.! Thesepossibilitiesareillustrated
in (2) belov

(2) ChukchedPolinsky 1990)

a. geyk-ok ?sl-o-1g-o-g?i
hill-loc  snav-evid-melt-evid-aor3sg
Onthehill, thesnov melted

b. otlon yinge-eto-l?et-gle
he  child-intens-&id-come-aor3sg
He gotmary children

In afew casestheincorporatedNounappearso be somesortof adjunct,like aninstrumental
or alocatve.

(3) a. (Huauhtla)Nahuatl(Merlan1976):

yar ki-koCillo-tete?ki panci

3sg 3sg:it-knife-cut  bread

He cutthe breadwith aknife

b. ChukchedSkorik 1948,apudSpence995):

gotg-olgat-g?e walwaron

lake-go-3sgS raven:abs

Ravenwentto thelake

Polinsky 1990providesargumentdor the ‘unaccusatie’ vs. ‘unergative’ contrastn the Verbsof theseexamples.
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Noun Incorporationhasbeenan importanttopic for a long time. In the early yearsof this
century it wasarguedby someto constitutea particularlycharacteristiéeatureof North American
languages.Kroeber(1909), in an attemptto rehut that notion, arguedthatin facttherewasno
suchthing asNoun Incorporation,but in a classicpaperSapir(1911)provided thefirst reasoned
analysisof NounIncorporationn avariety of languages.

Therearetwo basicviews of the natureof NounIncorporationandboth have beenaroundfor
averylongtime. Oneof them,whichwe canreferto asthe“syntactic” story, treatsNounlincorpo-
rationasa syntactigprocessby which anargumentof the Verb (or atleastpartof thatargument)is
actuallymovedfrom its syntacticA-positionto adjointo the Verb(seee.g. Mardirussianl975).In
favor of thisanalysisa priori is the naturalaccounit offersof how theincorporatedstemcomeso
fill the semantiq®) role of a correspondinginincorporatedNoun. Proponent®f this view in the
recentliteratureincludeJerry Sadock(1980,1986),who argued,from the apparenneedto form
wordsin the syntaxby moving a Noun into the sameword asa Verb, that the Lexicalist prohi-
bition againstsyntacticmanipulationof the internalform of wordsmustbe wrong. Actually, the
constructiondiscussedby Sadockin Eskimois one(theformationof ‘de-nominalVerbs’)thatsev-
eralotherauthorg(Sapir1911;Mithun 1984,1986;Gerdts1997)have wantedto distinguishfrom
NounIncorporationput ashe putstheissueshey arequite similar, regardlesof terminology?

A conceptuallysimilar (but technicallyvery different) positionis developedby Mark Baker,
who hasexploredit at somelengthin one book (Baker 1987) and madeconsiderablauseof it
in another(Baker 1995). Baker also maintainsthat Nounsmove in the syntaxto take up their
incorporatedpositionsinside of Verbs. But Baker’s theory of the kind of movementinvolved
goesmuchfarther andin factis the basisof the rathermore generalnotion of ‘head movement’
in syntax. This, in turn, is at the technicalheartof much contemporarytheorizingaboutclause
structure,becausat is headmovementthatis centralto the notion that the inflectional content
of a clauseis composedf a large numberof functional headsthat move aroundsyntactically
If headmovementwere not an establishechotion, much of the ‘split-INFL’ accountof clause
structurewould have ratherlessplausibility; andif Noun Incorporationwereto turn out not to
involve syntacticmovement,the original (and empirically richest) supportfor headmovement
would disappear

The alternatve to this syntacticmovementanalysisis the “lexical” accountof Sapir 1911,
Mithun 1984, Anderson1992 and others,which saysthat the Noun plus Verb combinationswve
call ‘Noun Incorporation’arebuilt in thelexicon, notin the syntax.As with the syntacticanalysis,
thelexical onehassomeapparenprima facieadvantages.

Onesortof factthatseemdo pointto alexical analysiss thatthe shapeof incorporatechom-
inal elementoftendiffers phonologicallyfrom a correspondindree form in unpredictablevays.
In someinstancessuchvariationis limited to asmallnumberof suppletveforms: e.g.,Mohawk “-
nahskw ‘domesticanimal’ appear®nly incorporatedyhile asemanticallyequivalentstem-tsherwv
appear®nly asanindependeniN[oun]” (Mithun 1984,p. 876). In otherlanguageshowever, this
phenomenomaybequitepenasie. Thus,in the AustralianlanguageTiwi, “[ijncorporatedforms
andfreeformsaregenerallynotcognatel. ..] asthefreeformswhichwerecognatewith theexist-

2For somediscussiorof Sadocks argumentsin a context quite similar to that of the presenipaper seeAnderson
2000.



ing incorporatedormshave long sincedisappearedywing to therapidrateof lexical replacement
in Australianlanguages’{Osbornel974,p. 48). Somerepresentate pairsof incorporatedand
freeformsaregivenin (4). Notethatin somecasessomedegreeof phonologicaresemblancean
be seen(especiallyin somebody partnames)but in othersthereis no apparensimilarity. Also,

in somecasesa singlefreeform correspond$o morethanoneincorporatedorm, while in others
thereverseis true.

(4) Tiwi (Osbornel974): incorporated free gloss
wuiati- -wuIatipa forehead
ugintami- -jorogintamuia  nose
awori- -wuiara belly
awori- tomuripa navel
maratija toraka (live) wallaby
piliwarta(no) toraka (dead)wallaby
pagolainti- -taraga buffalo

A languagemay shav semi-systematicelationsbetweenfree andincorporatedorms, where
thesedo not in fact reflectphonologicalregularitiesfound elsevhere. A particularlyinteresting
instanceof this is found in the MundalanguageSoraand someof its relatves, as documented
and analyzedby Zide (1976). In this language(the free forms of) a numberof Nounscanbe
regardedasderivedfrom verbalor otherrootsby the additionof prefixes,suffixesor infixes:thus,
ob-ga ‘feed’ is relatedto ar-ab-ga ‘food (being fed to an infant)’; kop ‘shave’ is relatedto k-
an-opy ‘razor’, etc. In somecasesthe combiningform of sucha Noun canbe madeby simply
removing suchaddedmorphologicalmaterial; thus, the combiningform of k-on-oy ‘razor’ is -
koy, andthatof gotasi‘play’ is -gosi (cf. theverbgesi- ‘to play’ from which the Nounis derived
by infixation). This relationhasbeenmassvely over-generalizedndinverted,however; in thata
hugenumberof polysyllabicfreeform Nounshave incorporatedormsproducedy removing non-
existentprefixes,sufixesandinfixed-VC- sequencesoasto reducetheformto acanonicaltCVvVC
shape For details,seeZide 1976;o0ur pointis simply thatthe elementsappearingn incorporation
structuresarequite distinctfrom semanticallysimilar free formsin waysthatdo not follow from
theindependenphonologyof thelanguagebut ratherpoint to lexical processes.

Justas the phonologicalform of incorporatedand non-incorporatecelementsmay require
specificallylexical description,the semanticof anincorporatechominal constructionmay also
differ, againunpredictablyfrom the interpretationof a correspondingonstructionin which the
nominalis representetly afree NP.

(5) a. Mohawk (Baker 1995):

i. tu-s-a-yu-[a]t-ah-a-hkw-e’
dup-iterfact-FsS-srfl-road—pick.up-punc
Shestartedherjourney (lit.: pickeduptheroad)

ii. #tu-s-a-yi-([aJte)-hkw-e’ ne ohaha
dup-iterfact-FsS-srfl-pick.up-puncrt road
Shepickedup theroad(literal readingonly)



b. (Huauhtla)Nahuatl(Merlan1976)

i. i. P-net-maka@-k partli
3sg-1sg-gie-pst-sg medicine
He gave memedicine
ii. @-nec-pal-makaf-k
3sg-1sg-medicine-ge-pst-sg
He doctoredme
i. . tesiwitl weci4-0
halil fall-pres-sg
(What'sfalling? — answer:)Hail is falling
ii. tesiwi-weci{-(
hail-fall-pres-sg
(What'stheweathedike?— answer:)It’ s hailing

Neither of thesetypesof idiosyncrasyis to be expectedif Noun Incorporationis simply a
syntacticprocesghatmay (or may not) applyto afully articulatedunderlyingsyntacticstructure
to move someof its lexical materialfrom onepositionin thetreeto another Suchargumentshave
not receved muchattentionin the syntacticliterature,but this doesnot meanthey arenegligible:
syntacticiangendto assumehat both the phonologyandthe lexical semanticswill take careof
themseles,andthe possibility thatthis might not alwaysbethe caseoftencarrieslittle weight.

Thesesortsof idiosyncrasypoint away from the syntaxin the analysisof incorporationstruc-
tures,and toward the locus of item-specificinformation, the lexicon. We mustask, of course,
whethersuch[ v[ Nstenj sten] combinationsarein factwithin the scopeof thetype of regular

ity foundin thelexicon, but the answeris surelyin the affirmative. We build suchcombinations
in thelexicon arnyway in the caseof “synthetic” compoundsdud hunting([ v [ N ducK [ v hunt-

ing] ] is built from [ duck] and[, hunt] andhasaninterpretationin which the Nounis taken as
specifyingoneof the agumentsof the associated/erbh While somehave arguedfor a syntactic
incorporationanalysisof suchcompoundsthe appealof suchaview is limited, sincecompounds
areevidently structurallyparallelto non-compounanembersf basiclexical cateyories. The pos-
sibility of building all lexical compoundsn thesyntaxwastried outin the earlydaysof generatre
grammar(Lees1960), but thatwasreally beforetherewasary theoryof the lexicon. Nowadays
mostauthorsagreethatthe formationof compoundgakesplacein thelexicon, notthe syntax.

Of course,compounddike dudk huntinginvolve not only a relation betweenthe Noun and
the argumentstructureof the Verb, but onewhich is like the onewe find in Noun Incorporation
constructions.Indeed,in both caseshe Noun mosttypically corresponds$o an argumentof the
Verbthatwouldfill thesyntacticdirectobjectpositionandthe6-role of THEME. Thisis notalways
the case,however. In compounddike earthquale, sunrise landslide etc., the Noun apparently
representthesubjectof anintransitve Verh In theseexampleswe mightinvoke theUnaccusatie
hypothesisaandsaythatthe agumentin questionrepresentsnunderlyingDirect Object. Suchan
accounis lessplausible though for examplessuchascrybaby flashlight,workman playboyhand
laundry, cottage industry, etc. thatseento involve a Nounspecifyingthe agentve agumentof an
unegative’ Verh



What doesseemconstantaboutall of thesecasess the fact that the associatedNoun con-
sistently correspondgo the 6-role of THEME. Other compoundsthough, correspondo other
non-thematid\l types:e.g. handlaundry, cottage industry. Oncewe admitthe possibility thatall
of theseverb-agument(/adjunctjelationscanbe establishedy a lexical rule, asthey mustbeif
we areto dealwith truecompoundstheinitial motivationfor a syntacticaccounof NI disappears.

Sapir(1911)wasprobablythefirst to proposethatNounIncorporationconstructionsreactu-
ally instance®f lexical compounding Sincethe possibilityof a‘syntactic’ analysisn themodern
sensewasnt really opento him, though, his agumentsfor this position camemostly from the
formal consideratiorthatincorporatedstructuresnvolve a combinationof two stems,like com-
poundstogethemwith phonologicabndsemantiddiosyncrasie®f the sortadducedabove.

2 Some (Ultimately Neutral) Arguments

Noun Incorporation,then, is a constructiontype with someoverall properties(the combination
in a singleword of verbalandnominal stems ,wherethe nominalgenerallysuppliesinformation
aboutoneof asmallnumberof thematictypesfrom theargumentframeof theverb,andwherethe
wholefunctionsasaverb),andwhoseanalysiscanbe approachedrom eitherof two perspecties
(syntacticor lexical) eachof which seemsto have somenatural conceptualaffinities with the
constructions basiccharacterThequestionto beaddresseds which of these(if either;or perhaps
somecombinationof thetwo) is correct. This mayseemlik e anissueof limited import, but in fact
its resolutionhasmajorimplicationsfor linguistic theory

Baker's work hasfocusedor sometime onanaccounf syntacticncorporatiorandits gener
alizationfrom thecorecasef NounIncorporatiorto otherhead-m@ementslt is quiteimportant
for him, then,that syntacticNoun Incorporationbe at leastpossible(evenif othersortsof Noun
Incorporationexist too). On the otherhand,for thosewho maintainthat “the syntaxneitherma-
nipulatesnor hasaccesgo theinternalform of words” (Anderson1992,p. 84), asat leastsome
versionf theLexicalistHypothesigequire,it is quiteimportantnotto allow syntacticrulesto put
wordstogetherin thisway. The choiceof analysedor Noun Incorporationconstructionghushas
agooddealof importanceor thetheoryof how morphologyandsyntaxarerelated.And asnoted
above, Baker’'s theoryof head-m@ement(in supportof which NounIncorporationis the mostob-
vious empiricaldomain)is centralto the articulatedtNFL accountof clausestructurecommonto
muchcurrentsyntax,soary challengeo the syntacticnatureof Nounlncorporatiorundercutghis
view, atleastindirectly.

A choicebetweenthe two accountsloesnot seemto follow from the basicdescriptve prop-
ertiesof NounIncorporation.Both views seemto be ableto describethe factthatthe Noun stem
suppliescontentassociatedvith a thematicpositionin the agumentstructureof the Vera As
far asthe limitations on which positionscanbe involved, the lexicalist view accommodatethese
thematicrestrictionsratherstraightforwardly: lexical rules often refer to the relationof THEME,
and compoundingn particulardoesso. If Noun Incorporationis simply a form of Noun-\erb
compoundingthis is exactly what we would expect. As we have seentheincorporatedNounis
not alwaysa THEME: it is sometimesa locative or aninstrumentalasin (3). But thisis again



quite parallelto the factsaboutcompoundsandsupportghe view thatthereis a singleregularity
atwork in thetwo cases.

The syntacticview derivesthis resultin a way thatis, at a minimum, ratherlessdirect: some
mightfind theaccounin Baker 1995,sec.7.3 of why only the Direct Objectpositionis accessible
somavhat tortuous,but for the sale of discussiorlet us assumehat suchan accountis at least
possible.Similarly, we will assumeéhatthe phonologicalandsemantidadiosyncrasieseferredto
above canfind ahomewithin thesyntacticaccountidioms,for instanceprovide aclearprecedent
for the assignmenbdf non-compositionainterpretationdo syntacticallycomplec structuresand
it is at leastpossiblethat suppletionand other non-phonologicalariation occursas a function
of syntacticallyderived ervironments. If we areto choosebetweenthe two theoriesof Noun
Incorporationunderconsiderationit will probablybe onthebasisof detailedstudy not simply as
aconsequencef the basicdescriptve regularitiesthatdefinethe construction.

Baker proposedo do just this. His primary evidencethat Noun Incorporationis syntactic
comesfrom Mohawk, for which an analysisis developedat lengthin Baker 1995. He suggests
thata lexical Nouncanbe generateqasthe exhaustve contentof a NP) in argumentposition,and
thenmovedto adjointo thegoverningVerh Why doesthis movementake place?Accordingto an
argumentthat he supportsn greatdetail, overt NP’s are not licensedin A-positionsin Mohawk,
but only appeaiin adjunctpositionswherethey sene asappositve expressionga positionsimilar
to, but not identical with, the position of Jelinek1984). If sucha [, [Noun]] were generated
in an A position, it would thus be ill-formed. In orderto get 6-marked, sucha NP hasto be
co-indexed with an elementin the Verb (a key sub-partof what Baker calls the M orphological
Visibility Condition, or MVC). If thatelemenivereAgreementthe Agreementvould (onBaker’s
hypothesisabsorithecaseassigningropertyof theVerb,sotheovertNP wouldstill beill formed.
But if we movetheNounto adjoinit to the Verb,theMVC is satisfied andthe otherwisecase-less
NP no longerhasphoneticcontentandno well-formednesgonditionsareviolated.

TheMorphologicalvisibility Conditionis a parametricallydeterminedtharacteristiof certain
languagesgcalled“Polysynthetic’by Baker, in ausagehatdeviatessomeavhatfrom thetraditional
sensef thisterm). We mayask,naturally which language$fiave (Syntactic)NounIncorporation?
Baker’s answeris: thosethathave to. Thatis, in Mohawk, incorporationis forced,asabove. In
English,onthe otherhand,asin mostlanguagesthe MVC doesnot hold, andsomovementis not
forced.But on minimalistassumptionsf you do not have to do somethingyou have to notdoiit.
As aresult,NounlIncorporations impossiblein English,sinceit is notforced.

Now in factmary languageave constructionghatlook like NounIncorporation(i.e., cases
whereNoun plus Verb togetherseemto form a single word, andthe Noun is interpretedas an
argumentof the Verb). They differ quite a bit from oneanothey though. For onething, in most
Noun Incorporationlanguagesthe incorporatedNoun is always interpretedas indefinite and/or
generic.Thisis comparabldo theinterpretatiorof Nounsin (English)lexical compounds.

(6) a. Shesatruck-driver, whichis why shehasbackproblems.
b.* Shes atruck driver, whichis why it’ s parked over there.

If yousayShesa truck-driver, thatmeansshedrivestrucks,not (just) somespecifictruck. The



truck in this compounds not availablefor anaphoriaeferencesinceit is necessarilygeneric(or
atleastreferentiallyunderdetermined).

In contrastjn Mohawk, anincorporatedNoun canreferto somethinghatis referentiallyspe-
cific or definite.

(7) (Mohawk, cf. Baker 1995,p. 288)
Thetire’ wa’-ke-nakt-ahninu-’
yesterday FACT-1sS-bedd-buy-PUNC
| boughta bedyesterday

|-k-ehr-e’ Uwari a-ye-nihwe’-ne’
(-isS-thinkimpPF Mary FUT-FsS-like-PuNC
| think Mary will likeit (thebed)

This is just what would be expectedif the incorporatedNoun comesfrom an NP in an A-
position,sincesuchan NP canperfectlywell be specificor definite.

If thelexical analysisis to remainviable,it mustdo somethingo accommodatéhis possibil-
ity. It lookslike theright thing to do is to allow the Verb plus Noun structurethat constitutesa
lexically compoundVerbto take argumentsn the thematicpositionthatis (also)specifiedby the
incorporatedNoun stem. The mostcommonview to be foundin the literatureprobablyis based
ontheassumptiorthatwhena Nounis compoundeadvith a Verb,theNounsatisfiegor ‘saturates’)
thecorrespondingugumentin the Verb’s algumentstructure with theNounalsobeinginterpreted
genericallyor indefinitely Assumingthat Nounsthemseleshave anexternal6-role to dischage
(the“R-role;” connectedvith the Noun’s possibility of referring),this genericinterpretatiorcorre-
sponddo acertainsortof bindingof the Noun’s own external6-role, alongwith the corresponding
variablein theinterpretatiorof the Vert We might saythatthe relevantcompoundingOperation,
like mary others,introducesan appropriategenericoperatorbinding the logical variablecorre-
spondingto the Noun’s R-roleandthe verbalb-role identifiedwith it.

To accommodatéhe factsof languagesvhereanincorporatedNounis potentiallyreferential,
we needto extendthis account.Let ussaythatin somelanguagesatleast,Noun-\erbcompound-
ing is an Operationthat “unifies” the semanticsof the Noun with the algumentposition of the
Verb, but without saturatinghe argumentitself. Thatis, in suchalanguagefish-catd is a transi-
tive Verbmeaning'X catchesy, Y afish’ Thisis essentiallythe natureof whatRosen(1989)has
called“classifierincorporatiori, andwhich othershave proposedor at leastsomeincorporation
structurege.g. Di Sciullo & Williams 1987, Spencerl995; a similar view was presentedrally
in Anderson1985). On this view, the Verbin (8a)would have anassociatedemanticsomething
like (8Db).

8) a. [v[ Nfish] [Vcatcﬁ] = “X catches, Y afish’

b. fish + catch = fish-cath
=) CATCH | Amant!s [ Thar CATCH | agentl, | Theme(R
LISH] [Agent] [Themé [Agent] l FISH( )]
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This Verbis still syntacticallytransitive; andwhile its THEME argumentis specifiedashaving
the propertiesof a FIsH, it is not logically or referentiallybound,andso the Verb still takesan
argument(perhapgust pro) which canbearindependenteferenceln this picture,Mohawk differs
typologically from otherlanguagesincluding thosein which incorporatecargumentsare always
necessarilygeneric,not in having syntactic(vs. lexical) Noun Incorporation,but ratherin the
factthatthe lexical Noun Incorporationrule doesnot saturatgor bind, logically or referentially)
the agumentposition. The semanticoperationshereareof a sortthatwe needindependentlyto
dealwith lexical operationof compoundingandalsowith phenomenéik e the lexical suffixesof
WakasharandSalishlanguagegseeAndersonl992,Bach1998),andthede-nominaNerbsof e.g.
Eskimo(construction®ftenconflatedwith NounIncorporation:seeGerdts1997).

Thereis anothentypologicaldifferenceamonglanguagesvith respecto Noun Incorporation.
In somelanguagesan incorporatedNP can be doubledby an external NP whosecontentalso
specifiesthe correspondingA-position. Thereare potentially two caseshere: first, wherethe
external NP consistsonly of modifier material,asin | a new (one)bed-boughf andsecondly
wherethereis a headN, too, asin Johnsix bullheadsfish-caught Thefirst caseis straightforvard
for Baker’s original head-me@ementaccount:you just saythatthe headalonemoves,leaving ary
modifiers,determinersetc. in situ. Thesecondcasevasmuchmoreproblematidor theanalysisof
Baker 1987,0f coursepecauséow couldtheheadhave movedif it is still in its original position?
His responseavasto saythatin thesesentenceghe doublingNP is actuallyanadjunct,relatedto
a separatéphoneticallynull) NP in argumentposition. And of course,on the analysispresented
in Baker 1995, thatis claimedto bethe casefor all overt NP’s. (9) below providesa schematic
analysisin thesetermsof the relevant partsof a Mohawk sentencdgaken from Mithun 1984, p.
870. In this structuredottedlinesindicateanaphoridinks, andthe solid line indicatesa movement
relation.

3An anorymousreaderpoints out that the lexical and syntacticaccountamake differentpredictionsherein one
possiblecase.Considera languagdik e English,with a requiredovert head(e.g.,oné in this construction.Baker’s
approachseemdo predictthat sucha languagecould nonethelestiave headlessNP’s just in casethe headwasin-
corporatedsincein syntacticterms,the phrasewould have a headasrequired. The lexical approachtaken here,in
contrast predictsthatanovertheadwill berequired,if atall, evenin incorporationstructuresl know of no datathat
bearsonthisissue but simply recordthe predictionhere.



(9) P

/\
IP my father
8 bullheads /IP\ /
| pro P
\\7_4_,,/\
NP \%
N
N N V

|
[e]; fish- bought

Tohka niyohsea:ke tsi nale

several so-it-yearnumbers so it-goes

shaté:ku nikG:ti  rabahi®t wahu-tsy-ahnnu ki rake’niha
eight of-them bullhead he-fish-bought this my-father

[Severalyearsago,]my fatherboughteightbullheads

How doesthelexicalistdescribeConstructionsn which anincorporatedNoun Stemis doubled
by all or partof an NP in agumentposition? On that view, whenanincorporated\ is doubled,
we cansayessentialljthe samething asBaker: the A-positionis filled by anemptycateyory, and
the overt (adjunct)NP forms a chainwith that positionin the sameway asotherovert algument
expressionsTheonly structuraldifferenceis thatif thereis anemptycategory in the A position,
asBaker aguesfor Mohawk, it is aninstanceof pro ratherthanof trace.Noticethatthe presence
of the emptycateyory itself follows not from anything aboutNoun Incorporation but ratherfrom
Baker’s independenairgumentsaboutthe positionof overt NP’s in Mohawk. Without those,we
couldalsojust saythatthe overt NP is in the expectedargumentposition. Sincetheincorporated
N did notoriginatethere thereis no syntacticreasorwhy someotherexpressiormightnotfill this
position.

In thecaseof theapparentljheadles®P’s, whereit looksasif headnovementhastakenplace,
we cannotethatthe expressionshemselesarewell-formedasNP’s in the relevantlanguagesin
Mohawk, asin mostlanguagesthereis no overt correspondenbf English ong so the object
phrasein | wanta [new] oneconsistsof just the Adjective new. Sucha Noun Phrasearisesnot
by movementof its headout of the NP to adjointo a governingVerb, but ratherby the selection
of pro asheadof the NP, with the semanticof the nominalbeingsuppliedfrom contet (or Verb-
internally, in a caselike 8b). On this view the headedand headlessasesof doubling NP’s fall
togetheratleastin principle.

With thisapparatus place we canapproaclatypologyof referentialityand,doubling’ within
the classof Noun Incorporationlanguages.Threemajor classef constructionmustbe distin-
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guished:

(10) Typesof ‘doubling’ of incorporatedN’s:

a. No independenteferenceno doubling
b. ‘Classifier’ incorporation(doublingwith or withoutindependenteference)
c. Freereferencenodoubling

Thefirst of theseas thecasan whichthe Nounis necessarilynterpretecasnon-specifiand/or
generic,andwhereno doubling expressioncanbe present.In this situation,we assumehatthe
compoundingOperation(a) identifiesthe semantiovzariablescorrespondingo the Noun'’s external
0-role and the appropriateverbal agument; and (b) introducesan appropriatelogical Operator
bindingthis combinedvariable resultingin asemanticdik e (11). Thesyntacticsub-catgorization
of theresultingVerbis reducedby the eliminationof the agumentpositioncorrespondingdo this
variable. In somelanguagesthe resultis that transitve Verbsbecomeintransitive asa resultof
incorporation.In others,the morphologicalpropertiesof the derived Verb may remaintransitve,
althoughno agumentcorrespondingo the ‘incorporated’elements presentWe assumehatthis
is aninstanceof the formal dissociationof morphologicaland syntactictransitwvity, asdiscussed
in Anderson1991.

(11) GENy (CATCH [Ag_ent] : [Th)éme])
FISH

Freereferencewith the possibility of doubling(“Classifierincorporation”)is parallel,but lacks
the Verb-internallogical Operatorbinding (and saturating)the relevant agument: in this case,
two semanticvariablesare availablefor externalspecificationby expressionsn A-positions. Of
course sincethe semanticof theincorporatedNoun Stemhave beenunified with oneargument
in this representationthe externally Specifiedexpressionrmustbe consistenwith that: thus,the
informationprovidedby the objectof (8b) must(at minimum)be consistentvith the propertythat
whatit designatess FISH.

Freereferencebut no doubling(asin e.g. Nahuatlor SouthernTiwa) mustbe the casewhere
the semanticsof N unifies with that of a verbal agumentposition, but the resulting Verb has
somepropertythatis incompatiblewith an overt NP. Phonologicallyempty pro can appearin
the A-position, however, and suppliesthe possibility of independenteference.What could the
relevant propertyexcluding overt agumentexpressionge? Baker's own accountof a language
like SouthernTiwa, where doubling is excludedbut non-genericreferencein associationwith
anincorporated\Noun is allowed, is that the condition licensingadjunctsin associatiorwith A-
positionsonly allows themto belicensedby pro, andnot by atrace(of head-meement);but even
this stipulationwill notsuffice within atheoryin whichincorporatedNounsareproducedexically
(andthuscorrespondo pro in A-position,ratherthanto thetraceof headmovement).

Whataccountof the differencebetweendoublingandnon-doublinglanguagess availableon
lexicalist assumptionsApparently algumentpositionscorrespondingo anincorporatedN have
somepropertythatis incompatiblewith the structureof a Verb derived by Noun Incorporation.
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One possibility is the following: supposethat Noun Incorporationin a languagelike Mohawk
(which permitsexternaldoubling NP’s) not only unifiesthe semanticof the N with that of the
corresponding@rgumentwithin the semanticof the Verb, but alsoeliminatesthe Noun’s external
R 6-role (or perhapanemgesit with the 6-role assignedo thatargument). In SouthernTiwa, on
the otherhand,the incorporated\’s R 6-role is identified (but not merged)with the 6-role of the
argument.Thatmeanghatif the A positioncontainsanexpressiorheadedy a Nounthatassigns
its own R 6-role, thereis a 8-criterionviolation.

Anotherway in which languagesnay differ requiresfurtherinvestigation put the outlinesof a
solutionarereasonablylear Languageshatpermitdoublingmaydiffer in which of thefollowing
schematisentenceypesthey admit:

(12) a. Johnfish-caughthreetrout.
b. Johnfish-caughtfish.
c. (*) Johntrout-caughtafish.

As far asis known, all languageghat permit doubling of anincorporatedNoun stemallow
sentencesuchas(12a),wherethe doublingexpressions more specificanddetailedthanthein-
corporatedNoun alone. Many (thoughapparentlynot all) allow sentencesike (12b), wherethe
two are essentiallysynorymous. None however, appearto allow sentence$ike (12c), wherethe
doublingexpressions actuallylessspecificanddetailedthanthe incorporatedNoun. Thesefacts
appeato resultfrom arequiremen{semanticor pragmaticdependingpn ones view of wherethe
line betweentheseis to be drawvn) that overt expressionde at leastminimally informative with
respectto the information alreadyprovided as part of the Verb’s semantics.(12c) violatesthis
becausehe informationprovided by the overt NP is actuallya propersubsetf thatalreadypro-
videdby the Verb,while theovert NP in (12a)clearly suppliesnformationabose andbeyondthat
presenin the Verh Languagespparentlhydiffer on the basisof whetherthey consideran essen-
tially equivalentexpressiortinformative’ or not (perhapdy virtue of the possibilityit introduces
of independenteferentiality).

Onefurtherpoint shouldbe notedaboutthe propertiesof doublingNP’s. In mary casesthese
provide informationaboutthe natureof the correspondingirgumentitself: in a Mohawk sentence
like (13),for instancetheovertagumentexpressiorandtheincorporatedouncombineto specify
asinglereferenta polka-dotteddress’:

(13) Kanekwarinyu wa’-k-akya'tawi’ tsher:ni
it.dotted.dist  past-I-dress-mak
| madea polka-dotteddress

In other caseshowever, the external NP may supply information abouta possessoof the
argumentin questionasin (14).

(14) RembarrngdDixon 1980):
tin? paga-warnta-na
woman 1sg/3pl-track-see-past
| sawv thewomenstrack
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Notethatalthoughit is a singletrackthatis referredto, theagreemenis plural, dueto thefact
thatit is thetrackof morethanonewoman,eventhoughtheNP tiy? ‘women’is notovertly marked
asplural. Theovertargumentexpressionthus,is not simply somethingwvith a phonologicallynull
head(asin Englishl waslookingfor a track, andl sawthewomens[()]). Notethattheagreement
is with a third personplural, shaving that ‘women’is the headof the object NP, not simply a
modifier. In suchcasegqoftenreferredto as‘possessoascension,especiallyin the literatureof
RelationalGrammar;or moretheory-neutrallyas‘externalpossessionin Payne& Barshi1999),
the semanticanustbe capableof construingan external agumentexpressionas specifyingthe
possessoof an(alreadypartly specified)argument,not the algumentitself.

3 SomelLessNeutral Arguments

By andlarge, up this point, the syntacticand lexical theoriesof Noun Incorporationare “tied”

in that eachcan be said to accountfor roughly the samerangeof phenomendhe other can.
Baker is quite fair: he considerghe lexical account(thoughnot with all of the detailssupplied
here),and saysessentiallythe samething. In fact, he saysnot only that somelanguageshave
lexical/morphologicaNoun IncorporationratherthansyntacticNoun Incorporationbut thateven
Mohawk hasthis, in additionto syntacticincorporation. This makesthe theory rathercloseto
unprovable:ary factthatappears$o argueagainsthe syntacticstoryis dealtwith by sayingthatin

suchacasetheincorporationis lexical.

But Baker alsodiscussesomephenomenavhich hefeelsarguefor the syntacticaccountover
thelexical one. As the syntacticandlexical views have beenelaboratedbove, they corvergeto a
greatextentasfar asthe representationthey assume But thereis onedifference:for Baker, the
emptycategory presentn A-positionin associationwith aVerbthathasundegonesyntacticNoun
Incorporationis a trace,while in the Lexical NounIncorporationcaseit is a pro. As aresult,ary
way thesetwo possibilitiescould be teasedapartcould provide a way of discriminatingbetween
thetheories.Onthisbasis Baker 1995,pp. 314-32%ffersthreeagumentgshatatleastsomecases
of syntacticNounIncorporationexist.

Thefirst of theseconcernsagreementtHe arguesthatin generalthereis no agreementith the
positioncorrespondindo the sourceof Noun Incorporation. In this respecthe differs explicitly
from Postal(1979),who claimedthattherels agreementith anincorporatedNoun. For Baker,
agreemenbccurswith a positioncontainingpro, while syntactidncorporatioroughtto leave nota
pro, but atrace.Absenceof agreementvith NounIncorporationvVerbs,asopposedo its presence
with simplepro, would thenarguefor thekind of syntacticdifferenceneassumes.

To evaluatethis argumentwe mustconsidersomelimitationson Mohavk NounlIncorporation.
In fact,it is almostexclusively inanimateghatareincorporatedThis is particularlyinterestingn
light of the factthatin Mohawk, agreementvith an inanimateobjectis indistinguishablerom
no agreemenatall. Incorporationof animatess generallydisfavored,andregardedaspejorative
(implying thetreatmenbf a personasanobject,for example).Why shouldthis restrictionobtain?
Baker admitsto having no explanationfor why incorporationof animatesoughtto be avoided.
Onepossibility, though,is thatit is a consequencef the factthatit is preciselyin this casethat
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the spealer can“fudge” theissueof whetheragreemenis or is not presentsimilar to the useof
modalconstructionsn Englishin thosecasesvhereno particularagreemenseemsight.

??am/??is/??amming

(15) NeitherFrednorl { will come

} to the party.

Otherexamplesof the samesortare provided by Pullum & Zwicky 1986. They note,for ex-
ample thatin Germanthe conjunctionof Verbstaking dative objectswith thosetakingaccusatie
objectsis only felicitouswhenthe objectNP is ambiguousetweerthetwo cases.

(16) a. Er findet und hilft Frauen
he finds(+ACC) and helps(+DAT) women
He findsandhelpswomen

b.*Sie findet und hilft Manner(n)
she finds(+ACC) and helps(+DAT) men(Dat)
Shefindsandhelpsmen

The tensionin Mohawk which is resohed by limiting incorporationto inanimatesmight be
describedasfollows: wherethe Verb containsan incorporated\ referringto an overt agument
NP, thatseemdike “enough”to a spealer, andso the presencef a separateagreementlement
seemsuperfluousWherethetransitve objectis inanimate however, theagreemenmorphologyis
ambiguoussto whetherit containsamarker referringto the objector not,sonosurfacediscomfort
results.

The bottomline, in ary case,is thatin mostcasesof Noun Incorporation,thereis no overt
indicationof whetheragreemenis presentwvith the ‘incorporated’positionor not, becausef the
formal similarity betweenSbj/I nanimateObj markersandintransitive Sbj markers. In addition,
asBakernotes,n casesvherethereis no external‘doubling’ NP we canalwayssaythatthelexical
operatiorof incorporatiorhasconstructednintransitve Verb (by saturatingheargument) sothe
absencef agreementvould follow on eitherthelexical or the syntacticview.

(17) Tu-t-a-yalo-kétoht-e’ ts-e-wirahawi
DUP-CIS-FACT-FsO-appeaPUNC ITER-FsS-baby-carrgTaT
Sheappeareaarryinga baby

In somecasesthough,thereis clearlyananimateNounincorporatedeitherthereis no agree-
mentwith this Noun,or elseit is (exceptionally)treatedasif it wereinanimate.

(18) Ra-wira-nihwe’-s  thika (owird’a)
MsS-baby#-like-hab that (baby)
He likesthatbaby

This is the sort of incorporationstructurethatis crucial to Baker’s agument,since (on his
analysis)the lack of agreements forced by the fact that the relevant positionis occupied,after
movement,by atrace. Thelexicalist, on the otherhand,is led to saythatin sucha casethe NP
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referringto the babyis treatedasinanimate . Since(animateagreemenis obligatoryin suchcases
whenincorporationhasnot taken place,Baker concludeghatthe argumentpositionin a sentence
like (18) mustbefilled with atraceratherthanwith (inanimate)pro.

Baker (1995, p. 335)assertghat“if Mohawks canfreely view babiesasinanimateentities,
thenonewould expectthatthey couldtriggerinanimateagreemengvenwhennotincorporatedas
in (19b) below -sra], contraryto fact’ This conclusiondoesnot necessarilyfollow, however. It
mightwell bethe casethatthe semanticof theincorporatingstem-wir- ,baby’ differ subtly from
thoseof theindependenNounowird’a, perhapsn beingunderspecifiedfor animag.

(19) a. shalo-nihwe’-s  (ne owird’a)

MsS/3pO-like-hab art baby
He likesthem(babies)

b.*ra-nuhwe’-s (ne owird’a)
MsS-like-hab art baby
He likesthem(babies)

C. ra-wir-a-nuhwe’-s
MsS-baby#-like-hab
He likesbabies

Onthe otherhand,it seemghatwith animateincorporatedbjects,agreemenis at leastop-
tional.

(20) a. Uwari ye(-ruwa)-kst-hserahav-e’ ne rake-'niha
Mary FsS(/MsO)-old.person-nom-carry-imgbrt my-father
Mary is holdingmy father
b. Wa'-ke (-hi)-ksta-hserahset-e’
fact-1sS(/MsO)-old.person-nom-hide-punc
| hid theold person(theold man)

Andin factBaker (Baker 1995,p. 336)obsenesin afootnotethat“whenthe doublingmaterial
makes explicit the genderof the agumentin question,the Noun Incorporationplus agreement
constructions preferredwherepossibl€. Sinceagreemenbughtto beimpossiblein ary caseof
(syntactic)incorporatiorvia movementthis would appeato be a strike againstis analysis.

So how doesthe Lexicalist derive the resultthat agreementaind Noun Incorporationdo not
generallyco-occur?The factsareobviously rathercomplicated.Thereappeargo be a preference
for avoiding a situationin which both overt agreemenmaterialand an incorporated\Noun refer
to the sameparticipant. Oneway to resol\e this tensionis to treatthe agreed-withpositionin a
Noun Incorporationconstructionasif it wereinanimate,in which caseno overt marker appears:
that providesthe basisfor the preferencdor inanimatesasincorporatecelementsandthe sense
that incorporationof animatess somehav pejoratve (sincethe overt agreemenpatternwould
imply treatmentof the NP in questionasinanimate).If this could be maintainedconsistentlywe
couldsaythatNounIncorporationconstructionglo indeedhave morphosyntactiagreementeven
thoughthis hasno overtphonologicakconsequence.
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Actually, Baker notesthatin somelanguagesvhich are otherwisesyntacticallylike Mohawvk
(Tanoanlanguagetik e SouthernTiwa andGunwinjguananguagesik e Mayali), overtagreement
doesappeawmith positionsthatarealsoassociateavith anincorporatedNP. In Ainu, whichheputs
in the classof polysynthetidanguagegincorrectly asshovn in Kaiser1997),somedialectshave
agreementvith the NP positionassociatedvith Noun Incorporationandsomedon’t. Wherever
we find agreementvith an incorporatedpositionin a ‘polysynthetic’ language that presentsa
problemfor Baker’s analysis.On the otherhand,the Lexicalist accountderivesthesecaseswith
little difficulty, sincethey represenplain transitve Verbs.

In fact,quiteadequateesponsesanalsobegiven,apparentlyto Baker’s othertwo arguments.
One of thesederivesfrom the fact thatin Mohawk the object position associatedvith a Noun
IncorporationVerb cannotbe questionedvith a general-purposquestionword. For Baker, this
follows onthe syntacticanalysisfrom thefactthatthe A-position cannotsimultaneouslyontaina
Nounto beincorporatecanda questionword.

Therearetwo sub-case$o thisargument.Thefirst is thatof whoquestions.

21 Unka wa-{ (8 ksa-ht-a-yak-e”?

who FACT- 15*51“5%0 CHILD-NOM-{)-HIT-PUNC
Who (a child) did | slap?

In this case we seethatif agreemenis overtly presentthe sentences acceptablewhile the
absencef agreemenleadsto ungrammaticalityAs Baker pointsout, the Variantwith agreement
validatesthe predictionsof the Lexicalist account;but he suggestghat the impossibility of the
alternatve withoutagreemensupportghesyntacticaccountsinceit would only follow (according
to him) from the incompatibility of agreemenaind movementtraces. But this doesnot in fact
follow: thebadnes®f thesentencevithoutagreemen(treatedon the Lexicalistview asinvolving
inanimateagreementtanbe due simply to an evidentagreementonflict. Thatis, the question
word ,who’ makesit explicit thatthe objectis animate which conflictswith appareninanimate
agreement.

For whatquestionghe accounts a bit different. In (22) thereis no animag conflict between
the questionword andtheincorporatedbject'meat’ but the sentencés still ungrammatical.

(22*Nahota wa-ha-'wahra-k-e'?
what FACT-MsS-meatf-eatPUNC
Whatdid he meat-eat?

Baker againconcludeghat the incompatibility of questionwordswith incorporationin such
sentencefollows from his syntacticanalysis put thereis analternatve thatis readily availableto
the Lexicalist: thebadnes®f (22) would alsofollow from therequirementhatanovertargument
hasto beinformative. Since‘'what’ addsnothingto the semantic®f ‘meat-eat'thatwould further
specifythe propertiesof its objectargument,it fails to meetthatrequirement.Again, the lexical
accountaccommodatethesefactswithout syntacticmovement.
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Baker’s final agumentis basedon condition-Ceffects,andandappeargo be subjectto some
of the sameobjectionsthatapplyto his otherpoints. He notesthatin sentencegk e thosein (23),
coreferencdetweenthe matrix subjectandthe agumentcorrespondingo anincorporatechoun
is atbestmarginal.

(23) a. (Sak) ra-tskani-s tbka  a-ke-ksa-ht-a-ya’k-e’
Sak MsS-fearHAB maybe FUT-1sS-childNom-@-hit-PUNC
He (Sak) is afraidthatmaybel will slapthechild,,,,

b. Sak i-hr-ehre’ ks-ksth-hserakéras
Sak ()-MsS-thinkimpPF NsS-old.persomom-stink
Sak thinkstheold person,,; smellsbad

c. Sak i-hr-ehre’ a-ke-kst-hserahset-e’
Sak ()-MsS-thinkiMPF OPT-1sS-old.persomoM-hidePUNC
Sak wantsmeto hidetheold person,;

Baker interpretsthe verb forms in the embeddedtlausesn theseexamplesasinvolving an
incorporatedbjectandintransitve agreementHe suggestshat the difficulty of gettingcorefer
entialinterpretationsvouldfollow if thepositioncorrespondingo theincorporatedhouncontained
atrace,ratherthanpro, andthattraceexhibited condition-Ceffects (ratherthanthe condition-B
effectswe would expectof a pro).

Anotherinterpretationis quite possible however. We might saythat the agreementvith the
positionscorrespondindo incorporatechounsin (23) is actuallyneuter ratherthanmissing(asis
indeedovertin thecaseof thebasicintransitve (23b). In thatcasethedifficulty of gettinga coref-
erentialreadingfor thesesentencesvould follow from an apparengenderconflict betweenthe
matrix subject(overtly animateandmasculinen all casespndthelower NP, apparentlyidentified
asinanimate. This interpretationis strengthenedby Baker's examplein (24), whereappropriate
transitve agreementvith the ‘incorporated’positionappearsandwherecoreferences perfectly
acceptable.

(24) (Sak) ra-tstani-s toka  a-hi-ksa-ht-a-ya’k-e’
Sak MsS-fearHAB maybe FuT-1sS/MsO-childnom-{-hit-PuNc
He (Sak) is afraidthatmaybel will slapthechild,;

Giventheuncertairstatusof condition-Ceffectsin the currentsyntactiditerature,it would not
be wise to puttoo muchweighton this agumentin eitherdirection,but it certainlyappearghat
evenassuminghedisjointreferenceprinciplesBaker invokes,the conclusiondoesnot necessarily
follow thatthe positioncorrespondingo anincorporatechounis occupiedoy atrace,ratherthan
pro. Indeed Bake explicitly suggestshattherelevantNP in (24)is pro ratherthantrace.

In summarythe lexicalist accountof Noun Incorporationseemsentirely viable, evenfor the
phenomen®aker treatsasmostcentrallysyntactic.
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4 Conclusion

Sowheredoesthis surwey of incorporationphenomendeave uswith respecto a choicebetween
thetwo primaryviews of NounIncorporation?t appearghatevenBaker agreegshatmuchNoun
Incorporationis in factlexical, not syntactic,evenin thelanguagdor which hefeelsthe strongest
syntacticcasecanbe made(Mohawk). But in fact,thelimited setsof factsfor which the syntactic
accountis said to be necessaryan also be accommodatedvithin the lexical account,without
invoking mechanismshat have no precedentlsavhere. And that meansthat a purely lexical
accountof Noun Incorporation,without syntacticmovement,is almostcertainly possible. But
that, in turn, meansthat the bestputatve supportfor an operationof syntactichead-meement
maybe non-eistent— a conclusionwith extensive consequencdsr mary areaof contemporary
syntax,especiallythe split-INFL analysiswith its proliferationof functionalheads.
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