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Abstract

In this paper, we present an analysis of classifier noun paration in Gunwinyguan lan-
guages from northern Australia, focussing particularlgeneric specific constructions. We show
how the analysis of Sadler and Nordlinger (2006) for gengpiecific constructions forms through
nominal juxtaposition can be extended to account for inoafed generic-specific constructions
also. In this analysis, each nominal (or incorporated nasitreated as belonging to a set at f-
structure, on a par with the standard LFG treatment of coatdtin. The difference between the
various set-based constructions (including coordinatigeneric-specific constructions and part-
whole constructions) arises in the mapping to the semaintictsre. We show how this provides
a single unified analysis for all generic-specific constang in these languages, whether incor-
porated or juxtaposed. In doing so, we provide the first LF&yais of classifier incorporation
with doubling.

1 Introduction

Sadler and Nordlinger (2006) (henceforth SNO6) discusgesige of uses of nominal juxtaposition
in various Australian languages in which a single syntasttiecture is common to a range of different
construction types, including coordination, genericesfie and part-whole constructions, and hence
associated with a number of different semantic interpigaiat This paper presents an analysis in
which these uses of nominal juxtaposition are treated aim@pavsingle set-based syntactic structure
with the different interpretations arising in the mappinghe semantics. In polysynthetic Australian
languages, many of these same construction types (edpeygaleric-specifics and part-whole con-
structions) may also be formed through noun incorporatwith one of the nominals incorporated
into the verb and the other nominal (optionally) expressedraally in the syntax. In the descriptions
of these languages, the incorporated version is arguedéquigalent to the phrasal incarnation (e.g.
Evans 1996, 2003), both functionally and in terms of relal®syntax, despite the evident differences
in ‘expression structure’. Noun incorporations of thistsame not accounted for by previousa
approaches to (classifer) noun incorporation (e.g. Mandi®96, Bresnan 2001, Mohanan 1995),
since the external nominal is not a modifier of the incorpaiominal and so a PRED clash in the
f-structure should result once the f-structure of the extenominal is unified with the f-structure as-
sociated with the nominal incorporated into the verb. Is fraper, we show how the SN06 approach
can be extended to account for these incorporated examiglesthereby providing an integrated
analysis of these construction types across Australiaguiages, and also the first LFG account of
classificatory noun incorporation with NP doubling.

2 Sadler and Nordlinger 2006

SNO6 argue that nominal juxtapositions covering a rangatefpretations essentially share a single
syntax, so that part-whole constructions, generic-spagifiominal-nominal appositions and coor-
dinations share a common set-based representation. @omlalfollowing examples of a generic-
specific (1) and a part-whole (2) from Kayardild:

(1) Dathin-a dangka-aniya wumburung-kuruaa-ja  wanku-ya kulkiji-y.
thatNoOM manNOM 3SG.NOM spearPROP spearACT elasmobranchuLoc sharkmLoc

fWe are grateful to Avery Andrews, Brett Baker and Mary Dalpenand the audience at LFG08 for comments and
suggestions.



‘That man speared a shark with a spear.’ (Evans, 1995, 24varddd)

(2) kawukajardiyali
bundle fighting.stick
‘a bundle of fighting sticks’ (ibid, 249: Kayardild)

In SNO6 we treated these juxtaposed part-whole and geggeicific constructions as sets at f-
structure, as in (3) and (4).

@ NUM SG 1
INDEX
PERS 3

[ PRED ‘ELASMOBRANCH
[NUM  SG]

INDEX
PERS 3

[ PRED ‘SHARK’

[NUM SG]
INDEX
PERS 3
\ L - - V,
@ NUM SG 1
INDEX
PERS 3
[ PRED ‘BUNDLE’
NUM SG
INDEX
PERS 3

[ PRED ‘FIGHTING.STICK’

NUM SG}

INDEX
PERS 3

On the view proposed in SNO6, the f-structure represemtatiaghese different construction types
is essentially the same, differing only in the ovenalbex feature of the set itself. In coordinate
structures, the theiDEX features of the set are the set union ofitheex features of the coordinands,
following the proposal of Dalrymple and Kaplan (2000) fongctic resolution. In generic-specific
and part-whole constructions, on the other handininex features of the set are not resolved, but are
generally identified with the members of the S€this is reflected in the following phrase structure
rule for non-coordinated N-N juxtapositions, in which thgreement constraints are stated in the
template NP-APPOS given in (6) (see Dalrymple et al. (2004) on the use of tengsao capture
linguistic generalizations):

B) X — X X
LerT Lel
@NP-APPOS (@NP-APPOS
appos

This assumption is a slight oversimplification in that wetedist away from several nitty-gritty issues here. In pailtic,
there are a number of open questions concergiBgDERIN generic-specific and part-whole constructions, and enring
the analysis of ‘possessive’ part-whole constructiong S&06 for some discussion.



(6) NP-APPOS (] IND) = (T IND)

Given their c-structure identity, and their essentiallgritical f-structure representation, the pri-
mary distinction between coordination on the one hand, gpositions (including generic-specifics
and part-wholes) on the other, emerges in the semantics\N06 $e modelled the semantics of nom-
inal apposition on the semantics of nominal modificationemheach nominal introduces a property,
that is a restriction over the (nominal) variaBIé.

(7) appos  AQAPAz.Q(z) A P(x):
[(%NOM1, VAR) —o (%NOM1 , RESTR) | —o
[ [(YoNOM2, VAR) —o (%NOM2, RESTR) ]
— [(15 VAR) — (1 - RESTR | ]
%NOM1 € T
%NOM2 € T

On the meaning side, this is a function which applies to twmimal (< e,¢ >) meanings and
produces an abstraction over a logical conjunction of pegdins holding of this individual (so it
takes two nominal meanings and produces a hominal meanimggawominal meanings are of type
< e, t >). On the glue side the meaning constructor consumes onenabaantribution and then the
other nominal contribution to produce the meaning of thecstre as a whole. Note that the meaning
which results from this process is a nominal meaning, thatpgsoperty or function of type: e, t,
rather than a generalized quantifier or typical DP meaniings Mmeaning cannot be of course be con-
sumed directly by the verbal meaning constructor (givendaed assumptions about the latter), but
must be type-shifted to produce a full referential NP meguniFhis is consistent with the fact that in
these languages a bare nominal may be interpreted predigatiut may also be interpreted as a full
NP in context.

In order to illustrate how the analysis comes together, vggnbeith a straight-forward nominal
apposition, in which two nominals specifying the same mgierare juxtaposed in a single NP. The
lexical entries are shown in (9) and (10).

(8) Garidi-ni bungmanyi-ni gin-amany yanybi.
husband-ERG old.mant-ERG 3SG.M.A-P.TWD get
‘(Her) old man husband came and got (her).’ (Nordlinger,8983: Wambaya)

(9) garidi-ni (husband-ERG):

Azx.husband(z): (] » VAR) —o (T » RESTR

2Some caveats are in order here. The approach that we propasierided for nominal appositions as they occur
in the languages we are concerned with, and should not bepiated as a proposal for treating apposition in general
crosslinguistically. Unlike the constructions we focus mrany structures called appositions in the literature sedve best
understood as (non-restrictive) parentheticals. One wfeparenthetical material, which has gained consideralnliesncy,
is that such material is not integrated into the truth caodél semantics at all but are as conventional implicat(iPedts,
2005). Amongst those ‘appositional’ structures whish integrated, rather than orphaned, in many languages what yo
see is apposition at the level of NP, which does not immelgiateggest an approach at the level of properties. Nonethgele
there are approaches to nominal apposition in the litezattnich are closer to the sort of approach we adopt: we note tha
Doron (1992) treats non-restrictive NP appostions as ptiggeand our treatment has quite a bit in common with thetspir
of the approach to close apposition and polydefinites in Mod&reek in Marika Lekakou and Kriszta Szendroi (2007)
which uses syntactic R role identification.

The formulation in (7) corrects a technical inaccuracy ia #tatement in SNO6 by using local namesn@#1 and
%NoM2) to refer to the members of the set of f-structures.



(10) bungmanyi-niold.manL-ERG):

Azx.old.man(z): (T » VAR) — (T ; RESTR
The meaning constructor (7) consumes (9) and (10) to prodnother nominal meaning:
(11) garidi-ni bungmanyi-n{husband-ERG old.mant-ERG):

Az.[old.man(z) A husband(z)]:
(T & VAR) —o (T - RESTR)

For the juxtaposed generic-specific construction in (3 ,sbmantic information associated with
the lexical items is given in (12) and 13), the result of camaltion in (14) and the f-structure in (15).

(12) wanku-ya(elasmobrancimLoc): Ax.elasmobranch(z): (T » VAR) —o (T , RESTR
(13) kulkiji-y (sharkmLoc): Ax.shark(z): (T » VAR) —o (T » RESTR

(14) wanku-ya kulkiji-y(elasmobranchtLoc sharkmLoC)
Ax.elasmobranch — fish(z) A shark(z): (T » VAR) —o (T , RESTR
(15) 1 NUM SG

INDEX
PERS 3

[ PRED ‘ELASMOBRANCH
NUM SG}

INDEX
PERS 3

[ PRED ‘SHARK’
NUM SG
PERS 3

L 7

INDEX

In the case of the generic-specific constructions, thera iadalitional relationship between the
properties that the nominal predicates introduce, in tihat (he ‘generic’ term) is (typically) a hy-
pernym whose reference properly includes that of the othpe¢ific) term. We abstract away from
this here but we think this could be captured by an additioma&ning postulate specifying that an
appropriate relationship must hold between the two nomigttictor properties.

To summarize, on this approach we capture the syntactidasitigs between these construction
types which are expressed by means of simple juxtapositiorsttucture, by modelling all of them
using sets at f-structure: neither nominal heads the cozdbjirase. The account captures the se-
mantic differences by specifying different mappings frdra f-structure to the semantic structure for
the different construction types.

3 From Juxtaposition to I ncor poration

Many polysynthetic languages also allow the expressioradfywhole and generic-specific construc-
tions through nominal incorporation (i.e. in the morphgipcas well as by means of nominal jux-
tapositions in the syntax. Nominal incorporatiam)( of this type is found in a number of northern



Australian languages, including Bininj Gun-Wok (EvansP2)) Ngalakgan (Baker, 2008), Wubuy
(Heath 1984), among others. Here we present data from BBunjwok, for which the phenomenon
is most thoroughly described.

The following examples demonstrate incorporated genamiggeneric-specific constructions. In
Bininj Gun-wok (and in other northern Australian langugggsneric incorporation is possible with
only a small subset of nominals. Evans (2003) reports tlesetare approximately 60 nouns in Bininj
Gun-wok that are incorporated in this way. Some of these kappletive forms: e.gbo- is the
Gun-djeihmi incorporated form for ‘water, liquid’, but thexternal nominal iggukku (Evans 2003:
332)# Crosslinguistically, it is quite common for the phonolaglishape of incorporated nominal
stems to differ quite substantially from their free form oterparts, and this in itself would seem to
constitute quite a strong argument for the lexicalist okerdyntactic approach to noun incorporation.
As we show below, there is clear evidence that the incorpdrabminal is syntactically active in the
languages which we focus on here.

(16) Ga-rrulk-di  an-dubang/an-bernbern
3-tree-stanaiP VEG-ironwood.tree/EG-ghostgum

An ironwood/ghostgum tree is there. (Evans, 2003, 334)

(17) Ba-bo-yakme-inj gukku/ gun-gih  / an-bang
3P-liquid-disappearr water / NEUT-mud/ VEG-grog

'The water/mud/grog is all gone’ (ibid, 334)
(18) Warramurrungundijij-dulk-wakwam  ngalengarrekun-barlkbu

[name] 3/3P-stick-forgotPer NEUT-digging.stick

"Warramurrungundiji forgot her digging stick.’ (ibid, 452)

Below, we see examples in which the part is incorporated itiyhole constructions.

(19) Makkakurrba-rrang-danjbo-ndjenj
pelican  3/3-mouth-speam fish

‘The pelican “speared” the fish in the mouth’ (ibid, 455)

(20) Abanmani-bid-garrme-ngaluk
1/3du-hand-grasps woman

‘| grabbed the two women by their hands.’ (ibid, 458)

In terms of Rosen’s (Rosen, 1989) typology of noun incorpona there is substantial evidence
that what we are dealing with here is best classified as ntemesa reducing or classifier incorpora-
tion. Rosen’s typology makes a fundamental distinctionveen two types olil, Compoundingand
Classifier The major criterion for establishing the distinction bets these types ofi is whether

“As in all languages with incorporation of this kind, there arnumber of discourse and pragmatic based restrictions
on what type of nominal can be incorporated, and when incatjsm may or may not be preferred over the alternative
non-incorporated equivalent (see, for example, Mithun4lfe8 general discussion, and Evans 2003 for discussiorifgpec
to Bininj Gun-Wok). Since these are not issues relevant éoctire morphosyntax of the constructions, we abstract away
from such issues here.

SEvans (2003:455) notes explicitly that the incorporatenhinal cannot be referring to the pelican’s mouth here, since
it can never be construed with the transitive subject.



or not the incorporated argument is syntactically visible.cases of Compounding! there is va-
lency reduction and (for Rosen) there is no structural ga&&tion of the incorporated nominal in
the syntax. Classifieni, on the other hand, does not involve valency reduction.

The most prototypical examples Bf involve the incorporation of the noun stem corresponding
to theoJof a transitive verb, but some languages also permit incatjfpm of susjarguments (most
often of Unaccusative predicates) and there are also cag@s)ONCT incorporation in the literature.

There are several further distinctions which can be estadti between various different cases of
classiferNi. Rosen takes the most canonical instance of classifieéo be exemplified by Mohawk,
which permits external doubling of the incorporate by an &® also (stranded) external modifiers
of theNI. The following example shows a case of doubling.

(21) shakoti-ya'ti:sak-s ne ronl:kwe
they/them-body-seek-inthetheympL.person
They were looking for the men (Mithun, 1984, 864: Mohawk)

Much of theLFG discussion of classifienl has been about West Greenlandic, which is a language
which allows only stranding of modifiers (of the nominal) Imat doubling’

(22) a. Suulut ataatsi-mikammassat-tor-poq
SuulutaBs onemoD sardine-eatND.3SG

Suulut ate one sardine

b. Tuttu-p neqi-tor-pu-nga
reindeersEN meat-eatND-1SG
| ate reindeer meat (Manning 1996, 118: West Greenlandic)

Mohanan (1995, 1994) argues that Hindi provides an exanfdanguage with classifewi in
which neither doubling NPs nor external modifiers are pdedita major plank in her argument that
Hindi does indeed have classifigr (as opposed to some sort of valency-reducing or compounding
NI) comes from the fact that the incorporate controls agregmamd Wescoat (2002) discusses
dialects of Hindi in whichni does permit modifier stranding.

(23) anil kitaate becegaa
Anil-NOM(M) bookNoOM-PL(F) sellFu.M.SG
Anil will do book selling (Mohanan 1994, 106: Hindi)

A further way in which languages witki may differ concerns the interpretation of the incor-
porate itself. In Hindi, as indicated by the translation ahahe incorporated noun receives what
Mohanan calls a ‘generic’ interpretation, in that it faitssrefer to any (specific) book or books. In
other languages, for example Southern Tiwa and Nahuatlifrapdtranding, no doubling) and Mo-
hawk (doubling), the incorporate may be interpreted refimly, as for example in the Mohawk
example (24) in which reference is made to a specific indef{#ihderson, 2000).

5Mithun’s (Mithun, 1986, 1984) well-known four-way classtition takes into account various discourse functions of
NI: three of Mithun’s subtypes fit into Rosen’s Compounding See Rosen (1989) and also Wescoat (2002) for further
discussion.

As frequently noted in the literature, the process in WesteBlandic is quite non-canonical (at least morphologigall
in that for the verbs in question the process is obligatarggesting an analysis closer to denominal verbalizatitimera
than stem-compounding, although of course many of the sssnes concerning syntactic valency are relevant.



(24) Kanekwatinyuwa’-k-akya'tawi'tsherd:ni
it.dottedDIST PAST-I-dress-make

I made a polka-dotted dress (Anderson, 2000, 12: Mohawk)

As extensively argued by Evans (2003) for Bininj Gun-wole #vidence is strong that these
languages show classifer: the agreement data suggests that the syntactic valeriog eétb remains
unchanged irrespective of whether or not the object nomsnekxternal (25a) or incorporated (25b);
and the incorporated nominal can be externally modified (@&Joubled (27). As is evident from
at least some of the examples in this paper, such as (18 these languages does not preclude
referentiality in these languages.

(25) a. Barri-ngune-nggun-ganj
3a/F-eatPP IV-meat

‘They ate the meat.’ (Evans (2003, 330))

b. Barri-ganj-ngune-ng.
3a/3-meat-eatrp
‘They ate the meat.’ (Evans, 2003, 330)

(26) Ga-yau-garrmeal-daluk.
3-child-haveip FE-woman

‘She has a female child. (Evans, 2003, 452)

(27) na-marrgon  an-djal-dulk-gudji ga-rrulk-do-ng
MAScC-lightning VEG-only-tree-one3-tree-strike-NP
‘Lightning always strikes just that one tree.’ (Evans, 20083)

Despite the differences in morphosyntactic structuresahecorporated generic-specific and part-
whole constructions are functionally analogous to the apional (juxtaposed) equivalents. Evans
(2003, 450) notes that noun incorporation in Bininj Gun-WWeKgrammatically optional” and thus
there exist “near-synonymous alternatives” in which themaooot appears as an external nominal.
The following examples demonstrate this for generic-djmeconstructions.

(28) a. An-barnadja an-mim ngarri-bowo-ni
VEG-owenia:vernicosa&EG-fruit la-put.in.water|
‘We used to put the owenia vernicosa fruit in the water (tspoithe fish).” (Evans, 1996,
73)

b. An-barnadja ngarri-mim-bowo-ni
VEG-owenia:vernicosd a-fruit-put.in.water|
‘We used to put the owenia vernicosa fruit in the water (tspnithe fish).’ (ibid)

Evans (1996, 2003) argues extensively that both geneecHsp constructions and part-whole
constructions have the same appositional syntax irreigpemttwhether or not one of the nominals is
incorporated: “[i]t is possible to incorporate one of thepaged pair, for discourse purposes, but this
does not alter the basic appositional argument struct(jpe.89) In the interests of time and space,



we will focus in this paper on generic-specific constructiofowever, we assume that part-whole
incorporation will also be accounted for under this genepgroact?

This functional similarity between incorporated and jypdsed constructions is captured straight-
forwardly by extending the SNO6 account of nominal juxtapmss to allow for set membership to
also be constructed from the morphology, as we show in sebtlzelow. But first, we provide a brief
overview of previous LFG approaches to noun incorporatimhshnow that none of these are adequate
to account for the Bininj Gun-wok data.

4 PreviousLFG Accounts of NI

Previous accounts of noun incorporation in LFG do not actéamthe Bininj Gun-wok incorpora-
tion facts since they are either specific to valency-redycioun incorporation (Ball, 2004; Asudeh,
2007; Duncan, 2007), or have no way of accommodating noriffenodoubling (as in examples (16)-
(18), and (27) above) (Mohanan, 1995; Manning, 1996; Bmres2@01; Wescoat, 2002). There is no
previous LFG treatment of classifar with doubling.

4.1 Accountsof Valency Preserving NI

In LFG accounts of valency-preserving noun incorporatibe, incorporated nominal heads and in-
troduces a grammatical functios€) — normally anosJ (though as noted above, in some languages
unaccusativesuBJ and also someabDJ are found morphologically incorporated). Any modifiers (or
possessors) appear within the (headless) NP. The folloineagment of West Greenlandic from Man-
ning (1996) will serve to exemplify the general approacbutih thecFis question is taken to besL

not oBJin this account (and note also thabrphologicallywhat seems to be involved is denominal
verbalization rather than stem compounding). The NP ru{@ has slots for the strandedJuNCT
andposs(‘one’ and ‘reindeer’ respectively in (22)).

(29) NP — (NP) (N) (NP)
(TPoss)=| T=1 (1 ADJ) =]
(1 cAsE) = |

(T NuMm) = (INUM)

(30) V_l I Nstem Aﬁ:vrblz
(TOBLmod):l T :l

(31) -tor: Aff,.p, (T PRED) = usel/eat(] PIVOT) (T OBLjyoq) >
(T OBLypod CASE) = MOD

On this approach, the incorporated nominal contributesPteD of the GF (hereoBL but more
generally,0BJ) directly, with external modifiers contributing informaii to the same f-structure. A
problem would arise, of course, when the external nominaloisa modifier but a doubling head
(as in the generic-specific and doubling constructions @h@ince in this case the external nominal
may also contribute RRED feature to the samerF, resulting in a feature clash. Similar issues would

81t is worth noting that Evans (2003:325) states that it isspile for the same incorporated nominal to be interpreted as
either the part in a part-whole construction, or the genier&c generic-specific construction, lending weight to ouregal
approach which treats these constructions as identichkifi-structure, with the differences in interpretatiorsiag in the
semantics.



arise in other accounts: for example Mohanan (1995)’s adcoluHindi NI which treats thenl = v
combination as a morphological unit projecting both thdygeand aroBJf-structure. In sum, existing
LFG accounts of classifewi cannot deal adequately with valency-preservingvith doubling, as we
see in Bininj Gun-wok, such as is found in the Gunwinyguaigleages.

4.2 Accounts of Valency Reducing NI

Other LFG analyses ofNI in various languages focus in fact on valency-reducing (@mmding)
rather than classifien! hence are not relevant in terms of the f-structure assumgptimat they make,
because the incorporate is not a syntactic argument. Nelest) we briefly discuss here the proposal
of Asudeh and Ball (2005), outlined in Asudeh (2007), whishof particular interest because it
makes a specific proposal in relation to the semantic irgéaipon of the case of valency-reducirg

in Niuean it is concerned with, while theG literature on classifiexi is very largely concerned only
with the syntax.

The basic elements of this approach are as follows. In (3)sttingkofe ‘coffee’ is an incor-
porated nominal: although it is a separate word in the syritaxust appear in this verb-adjacent
position and the case marking reflects the intransitivereadti the clause (case marking in Niuean
follows an ergative-absolutive pattern).

(32) Ne inu kofe a Sione.
PAST drink coffeeABS Sione

Sione drank coffee

The incorporate is integrated into the semantics but is reyngactic argument (i.e. a subcate-
gorisedGF). Rather, it appears in the f-structure as a ramy labelledINCORPORATE In terms of
c-structure, Asudeh and Ball (2005) treat the incorporaledhent as a non-projecting word. These
elements of the approach are captured in the followinguesire rule. The f-structure for (32) is
given in (34).

(33) V' — VO N
T=1 (T INCORPORATH = |
(T+ ARG) = |,
(34)

INCORP |[PRED ‘COFFEE |

PRED ‘DRINK< SUBJ>’

PRED ‘SIONFE

SUBJ
CASE ABS

A lexical process takes a normal transitive verb and makésaofincorporating verb - from (35)
to (36) - reducing the valency of the verb stem. The verbalmmgaconstructor in the lexical entry
which is the output of this lexical rule, that is, (36) is onkigh will consume a nominal meaning to
create a function from theusJmeaning to the meaning of the sentence. That is, it will coresa
nominal meaning to create a standard intransitive verb mgar lexical rule also applies to make
N (non-projecting N) from common noun N, without changingitlsemantics: as the (partial) lexical
entry in (37) shows, the (incorporated) nominal has the mbrmominal (N) meaning constructor.

(35) -inu: V (7 PRED) =drink<(T suBJ (] 0BJ) >
AxAy.drink(z,y): (T SUBL) — (T OBY,) — T,



(36) -inu:V (7TPRED) =drink<(T suBj >
APz Jy[drink(z,y) A P(y)):
[(T & ARG VAR) — (T 7 ARG RESTR] — [ (] SUBY,) — T, |

(37) kofe:N Az.cof fee(z): (1 o VAR) —o (] » RESTR)

On the meaning side of the meaning constructor, the meanjmgssion abstracts over the prop-
erty which the incorporate introduces, and also uses exiatelosure (of the entity restricted by the
nominal property expressed by the incorporate, here ‘edffen a manner reminiscent of van Geen-
hoven (1998)’'s semantic approach to incorporation andomascope indefinites, to close off this
argument to further saturation (ie through doubling),dadihg a suggestion in Chung and Ladusaw
(2003)?

Finally, some modifiers may occur with an incorporated nouNiuean (as in (38)) and these are
separately introduced in the c-structure under the NP imulee(39). (40) is a partial lexical entry
showing the standard semantics for the modKimmo bitter’.

(38) Ne inu kofe konoa Sione
PAST drink coffeebitter ABS Sione

Sione drank bitter coffee

B9)s — Vo NP KpP+
T=1 (T INCORPORATH = | (6P =]

(40) kono:N APAz.P(z) A bitter(x):
[((ADJ E€ 1), VAR) — ((ADJ € T) , RESTR] —o
[((ADJE€ 1), VAR) — ((ADJ € T) , RESTR)]

Finally, note that though the issue is not addressed in As{@@07), the approach to the f-
structure and semantics of valency-reducingdoes not appear to hinge critically on the syntactic
nature of the incorporate and its treatment as a non-pmogeatord, and could in principle be extended
to more ‘standard’ cases of morphological incorporation.

5 Our Proposal

Our approach to the semantics has some aspects in commahevigphproach above, and indeed most
approaches to the semanticsnofview it (grossly) in terms of introducing a nominal restidct (or

its equivalent) over the semantic argument (van Geenhd@98; Chung and Ladusaw, 2003; Farkas
and de Swart, 2003}

In this section we demonstrate how the SNO6 analysis of podad nominal constructions can
be extended to generic noun incorporation constructidrereby (i) providing an LFG account of
classifierni that can deal with doubling with an external (non-modifiepninal; and (ii) capturing
the functional equivalence between these constructiodstananalogous juxtaposed constructions
by providing a unified account. The proposal developed remaliminary in many respects, and

%As Asudeh (2007) notes, alternative ways of closing off grgument would be appropriate in cases where the incor-
porate is not referential.

1%This is not, of course, to deny that there are significanedifices between all these various accounts: see Farkas and
de Swart (2003) for an illuminating comparison of a numbeaygroaches.



a number of questions and avenues for investigation arddefuture work. Our approach builds
directly on the idea that the following as fundamentally iegient at the f-structure levék

(41) a. An-barnadja an-mim ngarri-bowo-ni
VEG-owenia:vernicos&EG-fruit la-put.in.wateri
‘We used to put the owenia vernicosa fruit in the water (tapoithe fish).” (Evans (1996,
73))

b. An-barnadja ngarri-mim-bowo-ni
VEG-owenia:vernicosda-fruit-put.in.water|
‘We used to put the owenia vernicosa fruit in the water (taspoithe fish).” (Evans (1996,
73))

The common f-structure is as follows (but note that the ipocated nominal does not encode
noun class morphologically). For present purposes we siigally flag the ‘generic’ semantics of
the incorporated nominal in trrREDVvalue. Note that it is the more general term which incorpmat
In this connection Anderson (2000) observes that crossfstigally languages which permit doubling
always permit amore specifieexternal doubling NP, and many permit a doubling NP whichsis a
specific or synonmyous with the incorporated nominal, butenseem to permit the equivalent of
*John trout-caught a fistin which the more specific term is incorporated. We adopt es/\that:
“These facts appear to result from a requirement (semanpcagmatic, depending on one’s view of
where the line between these is to be drawn) that overt esipresbe at least minimally informative
with respect to the information already provided by the \&edemantics..... Languages apparently
differ on the basis of whether they consider an essentigllyvalent expression ‘informative’ or not
(perhaps by virtue of the possibility it introduces of indadent referentiality).”(Anderson, 2000,
135)

(42) PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG
GEND VEG

[ PRED ‘OWENIA.VERNICOSA

PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG
GEND VEG

[ PRED ‘FRUIT (GENERIC)’

PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG
GEND VEG

\ L

Set membership for the external nominal is determined bygtbeucture annotations, just as for
the juxtaposed versions: NP nodes in the syntax are anddfpater) = || | € (T GF), an annotation
which also accounts for the occurrence of syntacticallgatiinuous appositional structures.

An incorporated nominal may or may not be doubled by an eatemominal — (25b) above,
repeated here as (43) exemplifies the latter circumstance.

H1As noted above, there are likely pragmatic and discourserdiices between the two, but we abstract away from these
here.



(43) Barri-ganj-ngune-ng.
3a/3-meat-eatrr

‘They ate the meat.’ (Evans, 2003, 330)

An incorporated nominal therefomptionally constructs a set for thesJ, as shown in the extract
below from the lexical entry for a fully inflected veff:

(44) -mim-bowo- (7 PRED) = ‘put.in.watex (SUBJ)(0BJ)>"
Az Ay.put.in.water(x,y): (T SUBYy —o (1 0By — 14
(ToBi(e)) =1
(JPRED) = ‘fruit (generic)’
(J/INDEX PERY =3
(] INDEX NUM) = SG
(J]INDEX GEND) = VEG
Azx. fruit(z): (lo VAR) —o (|, RESTR

According to this lexical entry, the incorporated nominaheither provide therReD for the oBJ
(i.e. when there is no external nominal), or it can provideRRED for one member of a set-valued
oBJ(i.e. when there is an external nominal). To illustrate, wgib with a case of (straightforward)
NI:

(45) Al-ekge al-gohbanj ba-gurlah-bimbu-ni
FE-DEM II-old.persor3/3pL-skin-paintei
That old lady used to paint (buffalo) hides (Evans (20035151

The lexical information associated with the verb stem pheoiporated nominal is as follows,
producing the associated f-structure in (47):

(46) -gurlah-bimbu- (T PRED) = ‘paint< (SUBJ)(0OBJ)>’
Az Ay.paint(x,y): (T SUBYy —o (1 0By — 1 4
(T oBJ)=|
(] PRED) = ‘skin’
(| INDEX PERY =3
Az.skin(z): (|, VAR) — (| RESTR

(47) TPRED ‘PAINT < (SUBJ) (OBJ)>’

PRED ‘SKIN’

OBJ INDEX [PERS 3]

As it stands the verbal meaning won't be able to consume thenimg of the nominal because
it is of type <e,t>, that is, the type appropriate to a common noun. We assume general type
shifting (or equivalent) process applies quite generallyd(independently of incorporation) in these
languages to convert N to NP meanirigs.

The(incorporating) generic specific construction is répeas (48) and (49):

12Bininj Gun-wok also allows incorporation of an intransitisubject, but we leave that aside for now.
13An alternative is to lexicalize this by taking the verbal serics to consume a nominal property (or collection of
nominal properties) directly as sketched in (i).



(48) An-barnadja ngarri-mim-bowo-ni
VEG-owenia:vernicosd a-fruit-put.in.water|

‘We used to put the owenia vernicosa fruit in the water (tspoithe fish).’

(49) -mim-bowo- (7 PRED) = ‘put.in.watex (SUBJ)(0BJ)>"
Az Ay.put.in.water(x,y): (T SUBYy —o (1 0By — T4
(ToBi(e)) =1
(JPRED) = ‘fruit (generic)’
(J/INDEX PERY =3
(J/INDEX NUM) = SG
(J]INDEX GEND) = VEG
Az. fruit(z): (o VAR) — (|, RESTR

The equation0BJ (€)) = | permits the f-structure of the incorporated nominglto be either
the oBJ as in (50) or a member of the set of f-structures which isabe as in (51). If the syntax
contributes a nominal for thesJ, then givenPRED uniqueness, the incorporate must be a member of
aset { oBJ€). The phrase structure rules will provide the-AprPostemplate, as in (5) above, which
associates theiDEX of the external nominal with theiDEX of the sett*

(50) TPRED ‘PUT.IN.WATER < (SUBJ) (0BJ) >’ ]
PRED ‘FRUIT (GENERIC)’

PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG
GEND VEG

OBJ

(i) -gurlah-bimbu- (7 PRED) = ‘paint< (suBJj(oBJ)>’
APXz3y.paint(z,y) A P(y): [ (1 0BJ) VAR) — ((] OBJy) RESTR] —o [(1 SUBY)s — T & |
(T oBJ)=]
(] PRED) = ‘skin’
(1l PER9=3
Az.skin(z): (lo VAR) —o (lo RESTR
The use of existential closure raises a number of issuesjrapdrticular interprets the incorporated argument as a
narrowest scope indefinite. Further research would be medjto determine whether this is justifiable, and so we lelige t
guestion open.
YIn the case where the phrasal syntax contributes no additimember(s) to the set, it may be that nothing so far
excludes the single incorporate being analyzed as a somgéett. Given that the correct semantics will be constrycdtés
unclear to us whether this is a problem which should be adddcey additional constraints.



(51) [PRED ‘PUT.IN.WATER < (SUBJ) (OBJ) >’

PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG
GEND VEG

[ PRED ‘OWENIA.VERNICOSA

PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG

OBJ GEND VEG

[ PRED ‘FRUIT (GENERIC)’

PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG
GEND VEG

This is the same f-structure as SNO6 provide for the juxtegp@®nstruction in (28a), thus captur-
ing the functional similarity between the incorporated an+4mcorporated versions.

However, there is a third logically possible option, whishthiat an external nominal induces a set,
but the| in the above lexical entry is equated with the set itselhgathan with a member of the set.
If PREDwere non-distributive, this would providersRED feature for the set itself, as in (52):

(52) [PRED ‘PUT.IN.WATER < (SUBJ) (OBJ) >’

PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG
GEND VEG

PRED 'FRUIT (GENERIC)'

OBJ PRED ‘OWENIA.VERNICOSA
PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG
GEND VEG

Clearly this is not a sensible-looking f-structure and sowamt to be able to rule it out. We
therefore assume thaREDIis distributive, so thaPRED uniqueness will rule out this possibility due
to thePRED feature clash with the external nominal (‘owenia.verniads the above). This ensures
that | will always be equated with a member of the set, not the gsglif,itie the event that there is an
external nominal.

Thus, by simply allowing the incorporated nominal to opéthy construct a set for thess we
can extend the SNO6 analysis to account for these incogmb@nstructions, thereby capturing the
functional equivalence between these constructions anplidtaposed equivalents.

In Gunwinyguan languages the incorporated nominal in mt&ta of ‘generalNi (that is, beyond
the cases of generic-specific and part-whole constructidnish we focus on here) can be doubled
with an external nominal expressing essentially equitaleformation, an option which is found
crosslinguistically but less frequently than doublinghwitore specific content. On our approach, this



possibility is accounted for, since the external nominal tre incorporated nominal jointly construct
a set for theoBy, as follows:

(53) Bi-yaw-melme-ng na-beywurd
3/3an-child-touch.with.fookr MmASsc-child
‘He kicked the child’ (Evans (1996, 88))

(54) [PRED ‘TOUCH.WITH.FOOT < (SUBJ) (OBJ) >’

PERS 3
INDEX NUM SG
GEND MASC

[ PRED ‘CHILD’

PERS 3
OBJ INDEX NUM SG
GEND MASC

[ PRED ‘CHILD (GENERICQ)’

[PERS 3 }
INDEX

NUM SG

6 Further Research: Coordination and I ncor poration?

Note that it was the shared external syntax of juxtaposeddatations and generic-specifics, part-
whole constructions and other appositions which providedbstantial part of the original motivation
for the SNO6 analysis, which in turn underlies the curremirapch to incorporation. So far, our
approach tanI assumes that incorporation is limiteemantically to the sorts of appositional con-
struction types we discuss here, excluding coordinatetagrigons, but the question remains: Do
conjuncts incorporate?
There are a couple of highly suggestive examples that magatedthat it is in fact possible

to incorporate one nominal in a coordinated structure,etiiemaking the parallel with juxtaposed
nominal constructions virtually complete. These examplesprovided below:

(55) Oogunakgare yi-yerrng-ma-nggun-boi.
oh fire  perhap2-wood-getNP Iv-cooking.stone

‘Well maybe you should get some firewood and cooking stones'. (Evans (2003, 453))

(56) Bene-dalk-mey man-dalk-buldja kun-dulk,bene-worrhme-ngbene-kinje-ngna-wu
3uap-grass-getP VE-grass-dry andiv-stick 3uap-make.firePP 3uaP-coOkPP MA-DEM
wirlarrk.
goose.egg

‘Gathering dry grasses and sticks, they made a fire to roasiggs’ (Evans (2003, 453))

However, neither of these is a clear cut example of incotpdraoordination since the comma
suggests that ‘cooking stone’ may be an afterthought in, @ the incorporated nominal in (56) is



actually in a generic-specific construction within one @& tonjuncts, rather than being the conjunct
itself. However, note that the nominal that is incorporaitet the adjective duk ‘dry’ is clearly
conjoined with the external nominal, suggesting that ipocaited coordinations are indeed possible
here (see Baker and Nordlinger (this volume) for detailestssion of nominals incorporated into
adjectives in these languages).

7 Conclusion

In this paper we have shown how the SN06 analysis can be edeagrovide a single unified account
of generic specific constructions which captures the fonetiand structural similarities between both
juxtaposed and incorporated construction types. In doing/s also provide the first LFG account
of classifier incorporation with doubling. There are a numifeadvantages to this analysis of noun
incorporation. Firstly, it doesn't require the postulatiof new grammatical functions to deal with the
doubled NP. Secondly, we don’t need to postulate null pranals for the object in the event that there
is no external nominal (cf. Rosen 1989). More importantlg don’t force asymmetrical structure
on the data (i.e. by calling either the incorporated homamahe external nominal a modifer) when
there is no empirical reason for doing so. Finally, this gsial allows for a seamless and integrated
account of the interaction of verbal incorporations ancketiljal incorporations in these languages,
as discussed in Baker and Nordlinger (this volume).

Nonetheless, this paper represents no more than a toe iratiee w terms of developing a treat-
ment of incorporation in these languages. Many areas, edlpetiose concerning the semantics of
these constructions, still need much more investigatiahoam proposals are very preliminary. For ex-
ample, it appears to be a cross-linguistically stable factidincorporation that incorporated nominals
can never take wide scope over other elements, such asoregatl universal quantifiers elsewhere in
the sentence, but matters of this sort are yet to be invéstidar these languages. In addition, a much
clearer understanding is needed of the discourse tramspaoéincorporated elements, so that firmer
proposals can be made concerning the semantic treatmeme aficorporate itself, and the same is
true of nominals in juxtaposed constructions in generah@sé languages.
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