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X.1 Introduction
Many concepts in generative grammar have been adopted wholesale from traditional grammar,
for example the distinction between inflectional and derivational morphology, the distinction
between lexical and functional categories, the distinction between nouns and verbs, etc.1
However, as it has been shown repeatedly in recent years, it is not clear that these dichotomies
are helpful since they do not constitute primitives and are often not as clear-cut as expected. For
example, it is not clear whether prepositions are functional or lexical (some evidence points to the
former view, some to the latter), the distinction between inflectional versus derivational
morphology is often blurred (as shown in the Distributed Morphology framework), and some
categories are semi-lexical or semi-functional or simply mixed categories (e.g. gerunds).
Another distinction introduced by traditional grammars and taken up by generative
grammar that is problematic is the distinction between words and phrases. Traditionally, the
assumption within the Chomskyan paradigm (and the Distributed Morphology of Halle and
1
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Marantz 1993) has been that, in contrast with phrases, concatenation of heads creates words; that
is, head movement is responsible for the building of words (Travis 1984; Baker 1988). However,
despite the fact that the distinction is one of the cornerstones of generative grammar, it turns out
that many supposedly well-defined distinguishing properties between heads and phrases cut
across both words and phrases (Koopman 2012). This casts doubt on the idea that head
movement is naturally designed for the building of words and the idea that words are necessarily
built via head movement.
Recent developments of the generative enterprise indicate that certain word-internal
orderings of morphemes are the result of phrasal movements, for example Kayne (1994), Nilsen
(2003), Buell and Sy (2005), Koopman (2005), Julien (2007), Muriungi (2008), Leu (2008, this
volume), Noonan (2010, this volume), and Myler (2012). In many cases (although not all),
authors generalize their findings and propose that head movement can be eliminated: complexity
within a word is viewed as phrasal movement or “roll-up” movement and case, agreement, tense,
aspect, etc. morphemes are treated as edge elements (i.e. elements attaching to XPs).
This shift from head-movement to phrasal-movement analyses can be taken as a welcome
result, since head movement is problematic for current syntactic theory and the trend has been,
following Chomsky (2001), to eliminate it from the narrow syntax and relegate it to the PF
interface. The proposal that most of the data once explained in terms of head movement can be
recast in terms of phrasal movement has the advantage of not abandoning a syntactic explanation
of these facts. In many cases, a PF account is not possible.
A case in point is the case of noun incorporation. Recently, a series of proposals
(Lochbihler and Mathieu 2007a, 2007b; Mathieu 2007, 2008a, 2008b; Barrie and Mathieu 2012,
2015) has argued that noun incorporation does not involve head movement of the noun to its
verbal host, as proposed by the standard theory (Baker 1988, 1996, 2003, 2009), but phrasal
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movement. Traditionally, incorporated nominals are said to be bare roots and to undergo head
movement to their verbal host, but it turns out that, contra the received wisdom, incorporated
nominals in Ojibwe and other languages are morphologically complex (with prefixes and
suffixes, modifiers, as well as a whole range of extended projections of N) and, importantly,
incorporated nominals are complex in such a way that a head movement account proves difficult
if not impossible to implement. If head movement is not a possible syntactic operation in any
case, then these observations support the claim that noun incorporation is not derived by head
movement (the idea that noun incorporation is an exception to the generalization that head
movement is not syntactic (Chomsky 2001) is ad hoc and should thus be rejected – see Barrie and
Mathieu (2015) for details).
The purpose of this paper is to review Piggott and Travis’s (2013) (P&T, henceforth)
recent arguments in favour of the view that, despite their flagrant complexity, Ojibwe words are
not built via phrasal movement but are constructed via traditional head movement with the
conclusion that there is no reason to abandon or even relax the Lexical Integrity Principle (Baker
1988). In contrast, we argue that nothing in P&T’s account depends on words being formed by
head movement. In particular, it is shown that P&T’s ideas may be adapted to a phrasal account
of Ojibwe word formation, and that this phrasal account is to be preferred on both theoretical and
empirical grounds. Accepting P&T’s proposal that complex adjuncts must be generated and
spelled out in a separate workspace before being merged into the clausal structure, there is
nevertheless no need to posit that the constituent thus formed is a complex head. Instead, it is
proposed that the constituent is a phrasal category, which adjoins to the VP after being generated
and undergoing spell-out.
Section X.2 lays out the two puzzles introduced by P&T, around which the present paper
is organized. Section X.2 also presents P&T’s account, which allows complex heads to be
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externally merged. Section X.3 examines the theoretical difficulties with this idea while section
X.4 reviews the empirical problems. Section X.5 shows that the empirical facts P&T introduce
can receive a phrasal account without losing any empirical insight. Section X.6 concludes.

X.2 Adjunction of complex heads inside a word
P&T begin by arguing that Ojibwe preverbs such as gii- (past tense) and ga- (future tense) are not
independent words from the verbal stem. The first argument they give in favour of this view is
that, while word order in Ojibwe is relatively free, the linear order of a tense morpheme and a
verb never changes: tense morphemes always appear before (never after) the verbal stem.
Second, an adverb cannot separate a tense morpheme from a verb. Third, when two verbs occur
in a coordinate construction, they must be associated with independent tense markers, even when
the marked tenses are identical (Valentine 2001:998-999). P&T argue that if the Ojibwe tense
morphemes were autonomous words, we might expect that they could be omitted from the second
verb in a coordinate structure. We know that in English a word like ‘will’ can have scope over
two coordinated verbs (e.g. ‘I will arrive and depart on the same day’).
Further striking evidence for the idea that Ojibwe tense morphemes form a word together
with the verbal stem comes from hiatus resolution within words. When morphology creates VV
sequences within a word, there are three possible phonological consequences: (i) vowel deletion,
as shown in (1), (ii) consonant epenthesis, as shown in (1), or (iii) hiatus tolerance, as shown in
(1).

(1)

a.

Vowel deletion
giiwese
giiwe-ose
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go.home-walk
‘walk home’
b.

Consonant epenthesis
nigadaagamose
ni-ga-aagam-ose
1-FUT-snowshoe-walk
‘I will (probably) walk in snowshoes’

c.

Vowel hiatus
nigiiaagamose
ni-gii-aagam-ose
1-PST-snowshoe-walk
‘I walked in snowshoes’

For Piggott and Newell (2005, 2007) as well as Newell and Piggott (2014), vowel deletion
indicates that the two relevant morphemes undergo spell-out within the same domain (typically,
inside the verbal stem, i.e. vP). On their view, this process applies typically when a lower head is
adjoined to a higher head through head movement and both heads undergo spell-out together. For
example, the verbal root giiwe ‘go home’ in (1) adjoins to the higher verb final –ose ‘walk’.
When vowel deletion does not occur, this means that two domains are created.
When vP is spelled out with the consequence that two domains are created, either
consonant epenthesis occurs (as in (1b)) or hiatus is tolerated (as in (1c)). The difference between
(1b) and (1c) is related to stress. In Ojibwe, the location of stress is determined by exhaustively
parsing syllables into feet with a common preference for the foot to be minimally bimoraic. The
monomoraic prefix /ga/ in (1) is too small to be assigned foot structure where it is inserted and is
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thus forced to undergo Local Dislocation, consequently triggering consonant epenthesis (note
that, in Newell and Piggott 2014, the movement operation proposed is not Local Dislocation, but
Phonological Merger). In contrast, the past tense morpheme /gii/ in (1) is bimoraic and can be
parsed as a stress-bearing unit, explaining why there is no Local Dislocation and thus no
consonant epenthesis.
So far, so good. The first puzzle P&T address in their paper is the following: in (2), the
modifier /bi/ ‘here’ is monomoraic and is thus expected to undergo Local Dislocation after
Vocabulary Insertion and expected to trigger consonant epenthesis, but it does not. Instead, hiatus
is tolerated (a solution to this puzzle, that in fact precedes that of Piggott and Travis 2013, can be
found in Newell and Piggott 2014).

(2)

Vowel hiatus
nibiaagamose
ni-bi-aagam-ose
1-here-snowshoe-walk
‘I walk here in snowshoes’

A further complication that P&T note – their second puzzle – is that these modifiers may
be complex, as the example in (3) shows.2

2

We use the adverb maji ‘badly’ instead of gimoodi used by P&T, since it appears gimoodi is not

an adverb (meaning ‘quietly’) in the dialects we are familiar with, but an intransitive verb
meaning ‘to steal’ (gimoodi acquiring the sense of ‘quietly’ somehow only metaphorically).
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(3)

maji-maagozi
madi-maagozi
badly-smell
‘He smells bad(ly).’

The preverbal element in (3) consists of a root /mad/ and a category-defining suffix /i/ that forms
the modifier (palatalization occurs between the two elements as shown in the surface form – first
line).3 As pointed out by Piggott and Newell (2007), each component of a (lexical) modifier-verb
construction contains a category-defining little-x (see also Goddard 1990 and Valentine 2001):
every preverb consists of a root and a category-defining head (–i being the most common ending
for this category). For example, the preverb waabi ‘white’ is built from the root waab- +
category-defining –i, which Piggott and Newell (2007) identify as the exponent of a (see also
Valentine 2001). Other examples are: nitami ‘first’, ginibi ‘quickly’, agaachi ‘small’, shki ‘new’,
gichi ‘big’, etc. (4) gives the structure for waabi ‘white’ while (4) gives the structure for bibaa
‘around’, which has a zero exponent. From this perspective, Ojibwe modifiers are no different
from English or French modifiers, e.g. quick-ly, rapide-ment.4

(4)

a.

aP

b.

aP

(Piggott and Newell 2007:13)

3

Note that we are using orthography rather than the IPA.

4

Since in Ojibwe (and in other Algonquian languages), there is no formal difference between

elements construed as adverbs or adjectives, we follow Piggott and Newell (2007) in viewing the
features of –a as covering a category that subsumes both adverbs and adjectives.
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√
waab

a

√

a

i

bibaa

∅

‘white’

‘around’

Piggott & Newell (2007) are happy for the combination of the root and the functional
adverbial head to project a maximal projection (the structures in (4) are exactly those given in
their paper). However, as pointed out by P&T, although it is customary for modifiers to be
viewed as maximal projections that adjoin to maximal projections and not to heads (though see
Travis 1988), it is not clear for the case of Ojibwe how a modifier of a verb could become part of
a word containing a verb and its inflectional material already built via head movement.
In order to solve the first puzzle, P&T propose, without giving up a restricted view of
word formation, that the difference between (1) [their (4b)] and (2) [their (5a)] can be explained
through a difference in the syntax of the two structures. In particular, they propose that selecting
heads (such as tense heads) are externally merged with their complements directly into the main
structure while adjuncts must be spelled out in a different workspace independently of the
structure that they adjoin to (this analysis is presaged in Piggott and Newell 2007 and the solution
in terms of separate spell-out of adjuncts is originally proposed in Newell 2008).
In (2), /bi/ is a modifier that is adjoined to its sister. As an adjunct, it undergoes spell-out
independently of the structure that it is adjoined to (P&T cite Nunes and Uriagereka 2000 for a
similar analysis of XP adjuncts). Because of this, even though /bi/ is monomoraic, when it
undergoes Vocabulary Insertion, it is in a separate workspace and has no host to Locally
Dislocate to. The conditions for hiatus resolution by consonant insertion are, therefore, not
available. Constructing adjuncts in a different workspace from the structure they adjoin to is a

8

traditional assumption in the literature. What is new is that, in the case at hand, adjuncts are heads
rather than XPs. It is usually assumed that adjuncts are XPs (although with the advent of Bare
Phrase Structure, the distinction between heads and phrases is not so clear – but see below for
further discussion).
/ga/ in (1b) works differently: it is an inflectional head that selects a complement and is
thus part of the syntactic tree’s spine. As a selecting head, it is merged onto the existing structure
before it is sent to spell-out along with its complement. Because of its weak form, /ga/ Locally
Dislocates to its host aagamose after Vocabulary Insertion.
In order to solve the second puzzle, namely that modifiers are morphologically complex
yet capable of being inserted inside words, P&T propose that adjuncts are merged as complex
heads in the structure and propose to dispense with the traditional idea that, as maximal
projections themselves, modifiers necessarily adjoin to maximal projections. On their view, it is
possible for adjuncts generated in independent workspaces to be complex heads and to be merged
with other heads in the syntax.
P&T’s formal account contains three steps – all independently motivated, they claim. The
first step is to accept the traditional view of head movement that creates a head adjoined structure
through internal Merge, even though they concede this involves waiving the Extension Condition
on Merge of Chomsky (1995). (See below for some unforeseen repercussions of this decision.)
As the second step, P&T propose that adjunction, just like Merge, may occur either
externally (external Merge) or internally (internal Merge). In external instances of Merge,
material from different workspaces is involved, while in internal cases of Merge, material is
copied from the structure that is currently being constructed. Since, all things being equal, head
movement and phrasal movement should have parallel possibilities, P&T claim that it is not clear
how to properly rule out cases of external adjunction of complex heads. Therefore, instances of
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such an operation may, in principle, take place.
The third step of the argument allows complex head structures to be created in a separate
workspace. These complex heads are not able to select complements because they do not have
unsatisfied selectional features. They are only able to act as adjuncts. The derivation in (5)-(6),
adapted from P&T – we changed the adjunct, (their (16), p. 168) of (3) illustrates this clearly. The
complex head maji ‘badly’ is created in the workspace (5). Then this complex head is externally
head-adjoined to the verb, as in (6).

(5)

(6)

Work space

Workspace

Work space

To summarize section X.2, we presented two puzzles introduced by P&T and the authors’
solutions to these puzzles. P&T propose that it is possible to attach adjuncts in the structure not as
XPs externally adjoining to other XPs but as complex heads externally adjoining to other heads.
This proposal, we want to argue, is both unnecessary and undesirable. We introduce the

10

theoretical problems that such a proposal brings in section X.3 while section X.4 concentrates on
the empirical difficulties.

X.3 Theoretical problems
On theoretical grounds alone, there are well-known problems with head movement that
distinguish it from (undeniably syntactic) phrasal movement. Head movement is not strictly
cyclic; it has no interpretive effects (but see Lechner 2006 and Roberts 2010); head-to-head
relations do not seem to involve complementary (matching) features (unlike Agree relations) (but
see Roberts 2010); and after raising, the trace or lower copy is not c-commanded by the moved
head under a simple definition of c-command (well-known arguments by now; see Fanselow
2003, Mahajan 2003, Matushansky 2006). Therefore, P&T’s claim that “head movement and
phrasal movement should have parallel possibilities” seems entirely unfounded.5
Although P&T do mention that accepting head movement involves waiving the Extension
Condition on structure building, dropping the condition has serious unforeseen repercussions.
Hornstein (2009) has argued that c-command is not a syntactic primitive (see also Epstein 1999
and Chomsky 2001) but that it is derived from the Extension Condition. For example, if binding
and obligatory Control are analyzed as involving movement of a DP and if Merge must respect
the Extension Condition, then it follows that the binder or controller must end up in a position
from which it c-commands the bindee or controlee if movement is from within a single rooted
sub-tree. This is illustrated in (7).
5

In fact, this comparison is even more curious, since phrasal movement and head movement are

in essence two different operations, the former being a substitution operation (Set-Merge) and the
latter, an adjunction operation (Pair-Merge).
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(7) John wants to hunt deer.
John <John> wants <John> to <John> hunt deer.

This is an important discovery, since c-command has been a fundamental ingredient in the
formulation of the well-formedness conditions on movement, Control, binding, and even
linearization. By reducing c-command to an epiphenomenon, many cases of the phenomena
mentioned above which do not involve c-command, such as obligatory Control into an adjunct,
shown in (8), may be accounted for in the same way as the familiar cases.
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(8) John saw Mary before leaving the kitchen.
John <John> saw Mary [before <John> leaving the kitchen].

a. Before adjunction

b. Sidewards movement (Nunes 2004)
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c. After adjunction

Even more seriously, complex heads simply cannot exist under any Minimalist conception
of labeling or projection. Given Bare Phrase Structure (Chomsky 1995), an element which does
not project is a minimal projection (X0), while an element which does not project any further is a
maximal projection (XP). Since so-called complex heads must be formed by Merge and syntactic
objects must have a label to be interpreted, the product is necessarily a phrasal category (XP).
This is illustrated for the derivation of the modifier maji ‘badly’ in (9).

(9) Workspace (see (6) above)
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However, P&T’s account requires that instances of Merge may result in either complex head
categories or phrasal categories. It is simply not clear how the grammar could possibly determine
that the object(s) in (9) is a complex head, since it will have the same internal structure as a
phrase: {√,a}. There is no information in a label to indicate whether a category is a head or a
phrase. This information is strictly relational. Worse still, if labelling is part of Merge, and P&T’s
account relies on the output of Merge being a complex head, then P&T must posit two distinct
Merge operations: one which generates phrases and one which generates complex heads. Since
there is little, if any, empirical evidence for this proposal (see section X.4), it appears more
theoretically sound to accept a single Merge operation which generates phrasal categories.
The final theoretical issue is one of overgeneration. If complex adjunct heads can be
generated in a separate workspace before being merged into the spine, then complex heads that
are selecting heads should also be able to be constructed in this way. In fact, Bobaljik and Brown
(1997) propose that selecting complex heads (such as French T0) are generated in a separate
workspace, then cyclically merged with the syntactic spine. P&T must restrict complex head
formation in a separate workspace to apply only in the case of adjuncts in order to establish the
derivational distinction between selecting and non-selecting heads (to derive the distinction
between (1) and (2)), but it is unclear how to do so in a principled manner (but see Stepanov
2002).
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To summarize section X.3, there are many theoretical problems with P&T’s proposal
about the merging of adjuncts as complex heads in the syntax; so much so that it is wiser, we
think, not to appeal to such an operation. In the next section, we turn to the empirical problems
associated with P&T’s account.

X.4 Empirical problems
The first empirical problem is that, as shown in (10), preverbs can be aspectual and take scope
not only over the verb but over the verb and the object NP, that is over the whole VP. The
sentence in (10) means that he started to make sugar (ziinzibaakwad being the object of
ozhitood), not simply that he started to make (something). Compositionally, the whole VP must
be under the scope of the modifier. Under the traditional definition of c-command, however, the
verb cannot take scope over the object NP if we merge the complex head maaji with the verb
along the lines of P&T as in (11).6
6

A reviewer questions this particular argument we are making. They ask: How can one tell the

difference between ‘start [making sugar]’ and ‘[start making] sugar’? For example, if one
repaints a house, they argue that the same house must have been painted before; thus, the
semantics of re- is not adequately captured by a structure such as re-[paint a house]. This is a
difficult problem. Our argument, however, is based on the hierarchical structure involved: the
structure that head movement gives us versus the structure yielded by that phrasal movement.
Empirically, it would be interesting to compare the scope of ‘start’ in Ojibwe with the scope of an
external adverb as in ‘John started building a house again.’ The adverb ‘again’ can scope over
‘start building a house’ giving rise to a meaning such as the following: ‘John started building a
house the other day (but didn't necessarily finish) and he started building a house again today.’
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(10)

Mii

sa

gii-maaji-ozhitood

ziinzibaakwad.

and

then

PST-start-make

sugar

‘And then he started to make sugar.’

(11)

To play the devil’s advocate, let’s assume that the complex adjunct head does have scope
over the verb and its internal argument by way of the verb’s pronominal features. According to
the Pronominal Argument Hypothesis, affixes of verbs in non-configurational languages either
function as syntactic arguments or identify null pronouns that fill this role (Jelinek 1984, Baker
1991, 1996). Overt NPs then stand as adjuncts to clauses that are formally complete without them
and the real arguments of the predicate appear on the verb, suggesting a structure such as (12).

The adverb ‘again’ can also scope under ‘start’ but over ‘building a house’ giving rise to a
meaning such as the following: ‘John built a house a while ago and he starting building another
one recently.’ Now, if there is a word for ‘again’ in Ojibwe that is uncontroversially a
separate word, then we can test this. Unfortunately, we do not have the relevant facts at our
hands.
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(12)

However, the Pronominal Argument Hypothesis is problematic when applied to
Algonquian languages. First, although head-marking Algonquian languages do not always have a
one-to-one correspondence between affixes and NP referents. Suffixes may overlap and blend
together, making it difficult to separate individual affixes (especially in the conjunct order) and
two affixes can indicate properties of a single argument (LeSourd 2006 for MaliseetPassamaquoddy; Tourigny 2008 for Ojibwe). Moreover, not all NP referents are related to
affixes: secondary objects are not marked for agreement (LeSourd 2006 for MaliseetPassamaquoddy; Rhodes 1994 for Ojibwe). Finally, word order is relatively free but not
completely unconstrained and can be derived from a complex array of dedicated syntactic focus
and topic positions (Reinholtz 1999 for Swampy Cree, Tourigny 2008 for Ojibwe). In sum, we
assume subject and object NPs are in argument positions in Algonquian languages.
The derivation in (14) shows that the proposal that preverbs are merged as complex heads
is problematic notwithstanding. A second preverb, for example gagwe ‘try’, would on P&T’s
view presumably be merged as in (14) for the sentence in (13). The aspectual preverb ‘try’ is
adjoined to the aspectual verb ‘start’ and the complex head is adjoined to the verb ‘make’. Under
this configuration, the first modifier ‘try’ cannot take scope over the object NP ziinzibaakwad
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‘sugar’ or for that matter over the verb ozhitood ‘make’ or any of its person affixes.

(13)

Mii

sa

gii-gagwe-maaji-ozhitood

ziinzibaakwad.

and

then

PST-try-start-make

sugar

‘And then he tried to start to make sugar.’

(14)

The second empirical argument against P&T’s analysis comes from noun incorporation.
As shown by Lochbihler and Mathieu (2007a, 2007b), Mathieu (2007, 2008a, 2008b), and Barrie
and Mathieu (2012, 2015), Ojibwe incorporated nouns are not simple roots. In (15), the
incorporated noun surfaces with the nominalizer -an (without the nominalizer, (15) is ill-formed).
The noun, through a process of nominalization, also contains the detransitivizer (anti-passivizer)
–ge that takes a transitive verb and returns an intransitive verb, defocusing the theme (Michelson
1917; Wolfart 1971; Mithun 1984; Mellow 1989, 1990; Hirose 2003). The noun ‘bread’ is made
from the transitive verb ‘cut’ that is turned into an intransitive verb, which is in turn nominalized.
The nominalizer –an surfaces on independent nouns as well, as shown in (15). Following
Distributed Morphology, Lochbihler and Mathieu (2007a, 2007b), Mathieu (2007, 2008a,
2008b), and Barrie and Mathieu (2012, 2015) view these nouns as the combination of a root and a
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category-defining n.7

(15)

a.

gii-naajibakwezhgane
gii-naad-(i)-[bakwezhi-ge-an ]-e
PST-fetch-i-[cut-VAI-NZLR]-VAI

‘He/she went after some bread.’ (PC, 2008-05-05)
b.

nga-naadin

bkwezhgan

n-ga-naad-in

[bakwezhi-ge-an]

1-FUT-fetch-VTI

[cut-VAI-NZLR]

‘I will get bread.’

One could claim that the root first head-adjoins to the nominalizer forming a complex head and
then adjoins to the verb. However, there are problems with this view.
First, in (15), it is problematic to derive the merging of the incorporated noun with the
verb via head movement since the verb naad ‘fetch’ is to the left of the incorporated nominal.
Since head movement otherwise proceeds to the left (in Ojibwe), why would it proceed to the
right exceptionally in this case?
Second, raising the root noun to the nominalizer and then this whole complex to the verb
via head movement violates proper head movement. Consider Baker’s (1996: 284, 2003:53)
7

In simple cases, a root combines directly with a nominalizer. When a noun does not surface

with a nominalizer we assume there is an empty n (except for body parts and classificatory nouns
- Ojibwe has cases where nouns, body parts, classificatory nouns are incorporated without
nominalizers, i.e. as simple roots, but without being referential).
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principle in (16).

(16)

The Proper Head Movement Generalization (PHMG)
A lexical head A cannot move to a functional head B and then to a lexical head C. (Baker
2003, p. 53)

On Baker’s view, it is not possible to move a lexical head to a functional head and then move it
again to a lexical head. For him and many others, nominalizers are functional heads. He in fact
takes (16) to derive the putative observation that incorporated nominals do not contain
nominalizers. However, it is clear that nominalizers incorporate together with roots (including in
Iroquoian) and that verbs are lexical heads in Ojibwe, which seems to suggest that raising of the
incorporated noun is not achieved via head movement. To maintain a head movement analysis,
P&T would have to reject proper head movement or claim that nominalizers in Ojibwe are not
functional but lexical heads.
Third, P&T take the fact that not all phrases incorporate in Ojibwe as an indication that
the phrasal analysis of noun incorporation is flawed. In particular, they use the observation that
the higher domains of the noun phrase cannot incorporate as an argument for the complex head
analysis. However, a lexical expression can be phrasal without being the highest extended
projection in a domain. For example, the extended projections of N all involve XPs in English,
nP, NumP, AgrP. Ojibwe noun incorporation involves all those and possibly even DP, as shown
in (17), on the assumption that possessive morphology heads DP in Ojibwe, as it does in English.

(17)

gii-ikwezhenzhishimi
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gii-

[ikwe -zhenzh

-ish

-im]

-i

-w

PST-

[girl

-PEJ

-POSS] -have.VAI

-3

-DIM

‘He/she has a naughty little girl.’

P&T claim that such examples are derivable via head movement. However, as pointed out by
Barrie & Mathieu (2015), on traditional assumptions, the example in (17) shows that the
derivation cannot unfold via head movement, since we have the merging of an inflectional affix im after the merging of two derivational affixes -zhenzh and –ish, followed by the merging of a
derivational affix -i. It is customary to think of inflectional morphology to be outside of
derivational morphology. We can understand this result assuming a cyclical derivational model.
Although any cyclical model suffices, we explain the derivation in terms of phases (Chomsky
2001, 2008). Under our assumptions, the extended nominal projection, DP, is a phase. Thus, the
bracketed portion in (17) forms its own cycle (a DP phase) that merges with the derivational affix
-i in the next phase. Thus, the derivational affix is added after an inflectional affix, but in a higher
phase (cycle).
Fourth, possessive expressions in Ojibwe (like other Algonquian languages, Déchaine
1999) often have two layers of possessor agreement, indicating that Ojibwe stems are phrasal.
Consider the example in (18). Possessor constructions with verbal suffix -i as in (18) show
agreement surfacing not only in relation to the verb’s participant but also in relation to the
possessed noun. Incorporated nouns can also surface with modifiers indicating again that they are
complex (not shown here, see Barrie & Mathieu 2012, 2015).

(18)

omookomaaniw
[o-

mookomaan] -i

-w
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3-

knife

-have -3

‘He/she has a knife.’

P&T use the observation that incorporated nouns in Ojibwe do not surface with obviative
marking as an argument against the phrasal analysis of NI, the idea being that incorporated
nominals are not fully phrasal. However, there is a simple reason why obviative marking does not
appear on incorporated nouns in Ojibwe. Incorporating constructions are intransitive: the
incorporated nominal is no longer strictly an object of the verb, rather it forms a complex
predicate with it; therefore, obviative marking is not expected. However, the logic is that a noun
does not have to be fully phrasal (i.e. manifest extended nominal projections) to be phrasal. In
English, bare nouns are not “fully phrasal” for many, since they do not contain determiners, thus
they do not project a DP, but English bare nouns are nevertheless phrasal. Thus, to be “partially
phrasal” is good enough and it is thus still possible to entertain the idea that noun incorporation
proceeds via phrasal movement and that phrases can appear inside words.
To conclude section X.4, we showed that there are empirical problems with P&T’s
account. One problem relates to scope, another to the Proper Head Movement Generalization,
and a third to the complexity of incorporated nominals.

X.5 The alternative: phrasal Merge
Instead of externally adjoining complex heads to create words, we propose simply to adjoin XPs
in Ojibwe. This is the most sound and elegant solution to the puzzle at hand and in proposing
this, we simply follow Piggot and Newell 2007, Newell 2008 as well as Newell and Piggott
2014). Consider the derivation in (19)-(20) below for illustration and compare it with (5) and (6)
above.

23

(19)

Before adjunction

(20)

After adjunction

Like P&T, we assume that, because preverbs are specified as bound rather than free elements, the
order preverb-verb does not vary (*verb-preverb) despite the fact that the preverb is an adjunct
(adjuncts often appear to the left or the right of their hosts).
The unexpected vowel hiatus examples introduced in section 2 are accounted for in a very
similar way as in P&T’s account: since adjuncts are spelled out independently of the material that
they adjoin to, the rule of consonant epenthesis does not apply across the spell out boundary. The
difference between our account and P&T’s is that complex adverbial material inside the Ojibwe
word is XP material rather than complex head material.
Our proposal allows us to account for the scope facts mentioned in section 4. In (21),
aspectual preverbs are merged as XPs. Maaji ‘start’, which is the combination of the root maad
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and an adverbial functional head –i, can take scope over the whole lower VP node (direct object
included) and gagwe ‘try’ takes scope over the lower VP node and maaji.

(21)

One consequence of our approach is that morphemes in Ojibwe are edge morphemes, i.e.
elements that attach not to heads but to XPs. This means in turn that the agglutinative character of
the language is the result of a PF operation such that a “word” in Ojibwe corresponds to a
phonological phrase instead of a prosodic word (see also Déchaine 1999, Branigan et al. 2005,
and Compton and Pittman 2010).
Edge morphemes are like PF clitics in that they can be set off from the rest of the verbal
domain (e.g. French, Kayne 1983; Roberts 2010). However, while PF clitics attach to heads, edge
clitics such as tense morphemes and modifiers in Ojibwe attach to XPs (for a similar operation in
Nuu-Chah-Nulth, see Wojdak 2008). The edge morphemes can be either complex or simplex.
There is direct evidence for this view. The argument put forward by P&T that nothing can
intervene between past tense gii- and the verbal stem does not seem to hold. It turns out that there
is a special boundary between preverbs and the stem in Algonquian languages that goes much
further than the boundary proposed by P&T. Often set aside from the stem by a hyphen in
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writing, preverbs can be followed occasionally by intervening independent particles or adverbs.
To illustrate, in (22), the emphatic particle sa surfaces between the past tense preverb gii- and the
verbal stem. Such examples indicate the weakness of the preverb-stem boundary. In (22) the
demonstrative naanda ‘this’ surfaces between the past tense preverb gii- and the verbal stem. The
space left by the separation of the modifier and the stem is indicated by ||. It represents an
intonational pause.

(22)

a.

gye win

maaba niikaanis

waajnokiimag

also he/she

this

with-work-1SG/3SG

gchi-waasa

gii-sa

very-far

PST-EMPH

1-friend

|| wnji-baa
there-came

widi

giiwednong…

over there

to the north

‘My friend here, too, my fellow worker, has come from far away north…’
b.

… bjiinag go

naaw gii-nanda || naajmotwaawaan Niibaakhomoon

shortly indeed thus

PST-this

tell-3SG/3PL-OBV Niibaakhom

‘… so they just made up some kind of story to tell Nibakom.’
(Valentine 2001:62)

A reviewer points out that Valentine (2001) concedes that “such occurrences probably always
represent slips of the tongue” (p. 62). However, in his quote, Valentine quickly adds after this
that such occurrences “also indicate the relative weakness of the PREVERB-STEM boundary”
(p. 62): this is the important conclusion. Even if we view such a phenomenon as a result of slips
of the tongue, they nevertheless clearly show a weak boundary between the preverb and the
verbal complex.

26

It turns out, in any case, that there is evidence that such occurrences are not necessarily
slips of the tongue. First, the phenomenon of splitting preverbs from the rest of the verbal
complex is widespread in Algonquian and has in particular been well documented for Fox.
Michelson (1917: 51) and Dahlstrom (1987: 65-71) show that preverbs may be followed by one
or more enclitic particles or nonenclitic words that are not part of the verbal complex. Dahlstrom
(2000) shows that preverbs and verbal stems can be separated not only by words but also by
phrases and embedded sentences. Voorhis (1971: 71-73) shows that preverbs may be pronounced
as separate words, with a following pause. In Menominee, it has also been shown that particles
can appear between preverbs and verbal stems (Cook 2003, Shields 2008). This
systematicity/ubiquity shows a productive rule rather than random slips of the tongue.
Second, the phenomenon can be elicited. When asked whether it was possible to merge
an emphatic particle such as sa between a modifier such as gichi ‘big’ and the following noun, a
speaker said “but, of course!”. Examples are provided in (23). Go and naa are other emphatic
particles. These examples show that it is possible to split preverbs, not only in verbal contexts,
but also in nominal environments.

(23)

a.

gichi-sa

|| amike

gichi- sa

amik-ke

big

beaver-

PRT

(EW, 2009-06-15)

‘He/she was looking for really big beavers.’
b.

gichi-go ||

amike

gichi go

amik-ke

big

beaver-VAI

PRT

(BJ, 2009-06-15)

‘He/she was really looking for big beavers.’
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c.

gichi-naa ||

amike

gichi naa

amik-ke

big

beaver-VAI

PRT

(BJ, 2009-06-15)

‘He/she was really looking for big beavers.’

Tense morphemes and modifiers are thus proclitics and can thus be grouped with person
proclitics in Ojibwe. The idea that person prefixes are proclitics in Algonquian follows a broad
consensus in the theoretical literature (e.g. Halle and Marantz 1993, McGinnis 1995, Déchaine
1999, Brittain 2001, Richards 2004, Mathieu 2007, Cook 2008, Oxford 2014). The main evidence
for the proclitic analysis is the well-known tendency for person prefixes to be separated from the
verb stem by intervening material, including preverbs, adverbs, and discourse particles. On our
view, tense morphemes and modifiers are no different from those. The fact that they can be
stacked indicates that other preverbs constitute intervening material.
Additional evidence for the idea that the boundary between preverbs and verbal stems is
weak comes from examples such as (24), found in a collection of Ojibwe texts. The adverb is
complex (and this may be why this is allowed in the first place, since admittedly it is doubtful
that gichi ‘great’ could appear on its own) and is clearly separated off from the rest of the verbal
complex. Such an adverbial complex is normally found after past tense gaa- (or gii- in
independent contexts).

(24)

wegonesh

naa

gichi-wewiib gaa-anionji-maajaawaad?

wegonesh

naa

gichi-wewiib gaa-ani-onji-maajaa-waa-d

why

EMPH

great-quickly wh.PST-away-reason-leave-3PL-3(CONJ)

‘Why have they all left in such a great hurry?’ (Williams 1991: 78)
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What about suffixes? Is there evidence that they are edge morphemes rather than syntactic
or phonological clitics? The answer is yes. There appear to be two kinds of suffixes in
Algonquian: inner suffixes and outer suffixes. Oxford (2014) proposes in particular that outer
suffixes in Algonquian are enclitics. Consider the example in (25) to illustrate the difference
between an inner suffix and an outer suffix in Ojibwe.

(25)

nwaabaanaanig.
‘We see them.’
theme sign | inner suffix | outer suffix
___________________
n-

|
waab -aa

-naan

|
-ig

1-

see

-1PL

-3PL

-3

|____________________|

In Ojibwe, the outer suffix always appears in absolute word final position (in contrast with the
inner suffix, Mode can appear between the inner agreement suffix and the outer agreement suffix)
and it remains invariant when juxtaposed with tense suffixes. On the other hand, the form of
inner suffixes in such contexts never changes. This is shown in Table X.1. In Ojibwe, the tense
formative and the inner suffix have fused together into a single morpheme in the present tense,
but not in the past tense. In contrast, the form of the outer suffix remains constant.

Table X.1: Inner and outer suffixes in Ojibwe
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(Source: Oxford 2014: 209)

Oxford (2014) gives two more arguments in favour of the view that outer suffixes in
Algonquian are enclitics: 1) in Proto-Algonquian the outer suffix appeared to share features with
the definite article while the inner suffix did not; 2) in transitive verb forms in which the outer
suffix indexes the object, the outer suffix appears only when the object is definite (in the inverse,
the outer suffix indexes the subject and appears only when the subject is definite, indicating, as
Oxford (2014) points out, that this is not a case of Differential Object Marking).
The idea that the 3PL agreement in (25) is an enclitic is consistent with a recent
development in the theoretical literature, in which it has been argued that many instances of
object agreement are better understood as object clitic doubling (Arregi and Nevins 2008;
Preminger 2009; Woolford 2010; Nevins 2011; Kramer 2014). In the context of this work, the
term “clitic” refers more specifically to a pronominal clitic—that is, a morpheme of category D—
while true agreement is taken to involve the valuation of phi-features on a clausal functional head
(e.g. Nevins 2011:961). Thus, while tense, person, and adverbial elements in Ojibwe are
proclitics, outer suffixes are enclitics.
There exists independent evidence for this. In Plains Cree, if a glide and a vowel meet at a
boundary, the sequence usually contracts when the glide is part of the stem, as shown abstractly
in (26a) and with contrasting examples in (26b), but not when the glide is outside the stem, as in
(26c).
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(26)

Plains Cree contraction
a.

{Vw-e, Vy-e} → V (Wolfart 1973:80a)

b.

*wīhtamawitō-wak

c.

wīhtamātō-wak

〉 wīhtamaw + /eto/

(they tell it to e.o.)

(tell it to so.) (reciprocal)

ê-pimohtê-w-iht
conj-travel-REL-unspec
‘they (unspec) traveled (with relation to him)’ (Wolfart 1973:60b, fn.76)
(Déchaine 1999:47)

Before closing section X.5, let’s address the fact mentioned in the introduction that tense
morphemes in Ojibwe cannot be omitted from the second verb in a coordinate structure, a fact
that P&T take to indicate that Ojibwe preverb/verb expressions are compounds and that preverbs
are not independent words. In (27), observe that, without gii- on the second verb, the latter cannot
be interpreted as past tense (only as present tense).

(27)

nigiiaagamose

gaje

ni*(gii)naajibakwezhgane

ni-gii-aagam-ose

gaje

ni-gii-naad-(i)-[bakwezhi-ge-an]-e

1-PST-snowshoe-walk

and

PST-fetch-i-[cut-VAI-NZLR]-VAI

‘I walked in snowshoes and fetched some bread.’

In English, the situation is different. It is possible to say ‘He has walked in snowshoes and
fetched some bread’ or ‘He will walk in snowshoes and fetch some bread’ without repeating the
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auxiliary. We argue that the difference between Ojibwe and English simply stems from the fact
that auxiliaries in English are free morphemes while in Ojibwe tense morphemes are bound. In
English, we see this clearly independently with past tense –ed. One can say I smiled and walked
out, but not *I smiled and walk out or *I smile and walked out, if both verbs are in the past tense,
ed is required for the sentence to be grammatical and interpretable, precisely because it is a bound
morpheme. Edge morphemes, in Ojibwe, despite the fact that they can be complex and that they
attach to complex material does not mean that they are completely independent words. They are
independent syntactically, but not phonologically. They carry a feature that identifies them as
bound morphemes. They do not, however, necessarily need to attach to the verbal stem. They can
be separated from the verbal stem as long as they attach to something else (a particle, a modifier,
another tense morpheme, etc.).
To sum up section X.5, it was argued that none of the hiatus facts described in Piggott and
Travis (2013) would be lost if modifiers were adjoined via the traditional mechanism of XP
adjunction instead of external adjunction of complex heads, as in P&T (and as in Piggott and
Newll 2007, Newell 2008, and Newell and Piggott 2014). It was also argued that Ojibwe tense
elements and modifiers are edge morphemes in that material can appear between them and their
hosts. If tense morphemes and modifiers in Ojibwe were heads concatenated with verbal stem
heads, no such phenomena would be observed. As edge morphemes, they are, however, not
completely independent words and thus need a host. The complexity/nature of Ojibwe words is
such that it points to the view that they contain phrasal material rather than complex heads only
(in agreement with Barrie & Mathieu 2015, etc.) and such languages have a syntax not unlike that
of more familiar languages, their “genius” being in their PF properties where the notion of
“word” is not a prosodic word, but a phonological phrase.
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X.6 Conclusion
The aim of this paper was to show that it is not desirable to allow adjuncts to be externally
adjoined as complex heads. Contra Piggott & Travis (2013), we argued that words in Ojibwe are
complex, and complex in such a way that they involve XPs rather than complex heads. We
provided theoretical and empirical arguments against their account and argued that the
complexity of many words in Algonquian is such that a head movement analysis is not tenable.
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