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1 Introduction

• The Anaphor Agreement E�ect (AAE) is the cross-linguistic inability for
anaphors to co-vary with φ-agreement.

⊲ Illustration from Italian: φ-agreement with object in dat-nom constructions
impossible if object is an anaphor.

(1) Italian: No nom (φ-agreeing) anaphors

a. a
to

me
me

interess-ano
interest-3p

solo
only

loro

them.nom
‘I am interested only in them.’

b. *a
to

loro
them

interess-ano
interest-3p

solo
only

se-stessi

themselves.nom
Intended: ‘They are interested only in themselves.’ (Rizzi 1990)

• Since Rizzi (1990), it has been observed that languages make use of a variety of
strategies conspiring to bypass the AAE.

⋆ This talk identi�es a novel AAE strategy, based on �eldwork from Inuktitut
(Inuit; Eskimo-Aleut).

• Anaphors in Inuktitut obligatorily bear oblique case, i.e. are lexically-speci�ed
as projecting a PP.
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Alana Johns, David Pesetsky, Norvin Richards, Sandhya Sundaresan, and audiences at MIT, UQAM, and LSA
2018 for helpful discussion. This project was supported by a SSHRC Doctoral Fellowship and an NSF Doctoral
Dissertation Research Improvement Grant. All errors are mine.

• Because φ-Agree in the language is case discriminating, able to target only erg

and abs arguments, encountering a lexical case-marked element leads to failed
Agree (Bobaljik, 2008; Preminger, 2011, 2014).

• The failure of Agree is re�ected as the absence of φ-agreement morphology.

(2) The AAE in Inuktitut

a. anguti
man.abs

sua-qqau- juq

scold-rec.pst-3s.S

ingmi-nik1

self-mod

‘The man scolded himself.’

b.
[φ]

[φ]
DPanguti

PPingminik

×

• Although marking an anaphor with oblique case is an attested means of bypassing
the AAE, this has previously only been discussed as quirky case assigned by certain
verbs, or inherent case associated with certain positions/θ-roles.

• In contrast, the pattern seen in Inuktitut is speci�c to anaphors—thus, o�ering new
empirical evidence for the existence of the AAE as a grammatical phenomenon.

Roadmap:

§2 Overview of Inuktitut case/agreement system

§3 AAE strategies cross-linguistically

§4 Lexical case on Inuktitut anaphors

§5 Deriving the AAE

1While this construction resembles the antipassive construction of the language (which has the same
case/agreement frame), I will demonstrate that the two constructions are structurally distinct.

1



Lexical case as an Anaphor Agreement E�ect

2 The Inuktitut case/agreement system

• The Inuit languages are a dialect continuum spanning the North American Arctic
and Greenland. The data here represent Inuktitut, the varieties primarily spoken in
Nunavut, Canada.2

• Some basic properties: Relative free word order, �xed word-internal morpheme
order, Mirror Principle-obeying.3

(3) Inuktitut obeys Mirror Principle (rightwards→ structurally higher)

a. kivik-sima-qatta-rataaq-tara
lift-perf-repeatedly-imm.pst-1s.S/3s.O
‘I kept lifting it (just now).’

b.
√
Root-Asp-Adv-Tns-Mood.Agr.S/Agr.O4

• Nominals display an ergative (erg-abs) case patterning, while φ-morphology follows
an accusative patterning, (4).5

(4) Case and agreement patterns in Inuktitut

a. Kiuru
Carol.abs

ani-gami
left-becaus.3s.S

‘When Carol left. . . ’

b. Kiuru-up

Carol.erg
taku-gami- uk
see-becaus.3s.S-3s.O

Taiviti
David.abs

‘When Carol saw David. . . ’

• In addition to erg and abs, there are several oblique cases in Inuktitut. Note that
several of these cases exhibit a m∼n allomorphic alternation, conditioned by the
morphosyntactic properties of the preceding stems:

2Unless cited, the data included in this talk were elicited in Iqaluit, Nunavut in August 2016, July 2017,
and September 2017, and over Skype between Fall 2017-Spring 2018, and represent the North Ba�n and South
Ba�n Inuktitut dialects.

3Although the example below would suggest that the language is right-headed, which is often assumed, I
will represent all trees in this talk as left-headed for illustrative ease.

4Based on its sensitivity to mood/clause type and its rightmost position in the word, it is generally assumed
that both subject and object φ-agreement is located in the CP-domain (Johns, 2007; Compton, 2016).

5Often, subject/object φ-agreement morphology appears as portmanteaux, thus obscuring the generaliza-
tion that the φ-agreement system follows an accusative alignment. However, this φ-agreement patterning is
revealed with certain moods, such as the becausative (“when p”) in (4), in which the subject and object are
encoded with separate morphemes.

(5) Allomorphy on mod ‘modalis’ case

a. arnar-mik

woman-mod
‘woman’

b. ingmi-nik
self-mod
‘self’

• φ-Agree in Inuktitut is case discriminating (cf. Moravcsik, 1978; Bobaljik, 2008),
only able to target erg and abs arguments.

⊲ Arguments marked with oblique case (e.g. all ‘allative’ below) cannot be
cross-referenced.

(6) Case-discrimination of Inuktitut φ-Agree

a. Jaani-up
Jaani-erg

piruqsiar-taa-ruti-qqau-janga
�ower-get-appl-rec.pst-3s.S/3s.O

Miali

Miali.abs
‘Jaani got Miali �owers.’

b. Jaani
Jaani.abs

piruqsiar-taa-qqau- juq

�ower-get-rec.pst-3s.S

Miali-mut
Miali-all

‘Jaani got �owers for Miali.’

• Two φ-probes per clause; standard locality conditions on Agree→ nested dependen-
cies, (7a).

⊲ Moreover, φ-Agree may fail in the absence of a viable goal, e.g. in oblique
contexts, (7b), and in intransitive contexts.

(7) Successful vs. failed φ-Agree

a. CP

C[φ]
C[φ] TP

DP

DP

b. CP

C[φ]
C[φ] TP

DP

PP×

⋆ This interaction between case discrimination and failed Agree will be crucial to
our analysis of the AAE in Inuktitut.
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3 The Anaphor Agreement E�ect

• The AAE is a cross-linguistically robust phenomenon, with languages displaying a
range of strategies to avoid φ-agreement with anaphors (Rizzi, 1990;Woolford, 1999;
Deal, 2010; Tucker, 2011; Patel-Grosz, 2014; Sundaresan, 2016, a.o.).

• The grammatical reality of the AAE can be illustrated by examining case/agreement
interactions in Italian (Rizzi, 1990).

⊲ In Italian, φ-agreement systematically targets nom arguments. In (8b), as op-
posed to (8a), φ-agreement with an anaphor in nom object position results in
ungrammaticality.

(8) Italian: No nom anaphoric objects

a. a
to

me
me

interess-ano
interest-3p

solo
only

loro
them.nom

‘I am interested only in them.’

b. *a
to

loro
them

interess-ano
interest-3p

solo
only

se-stessi
themselves.nom

Intended: ‘They are interested only in themselves.’ (Rizzi 1990)

⊲ However, the ungrammaticality of (8b) is alleviated by the presence of default
(3s) φ-agreement, (9).

(9) Italian: Default φ-agreement with nom anaphor

?a
to

loro
them

interess- a
interest-3s

solo
only

se-stessi

themselves.nom
‘They are interested only in themselves.’ (Sundaresan, 2016)

Other AAE strategies cross-linguistically:

• Lexical case: In Icelandic, long-distance anaphors may appear in embedded subject
position only if they are assigned quirky case, i.e. are not targeted by φ-agreement
(Maling, 1984; Rizzi, 1990).6

(10) Icelandic: Quirky case as an AAE strategy

a. *Jón
Jon

segir
says

að
that

sig

(self.nom)
elski

love.3s.subj
Maria
Maria

Intended: ‘Joni says that hei loves Maria.’ (Rizzi, 1990)

b. Hún
she

sagði
said

að
that

sér
self.dat

þaetti

was.subj

vaent
fond

um
of

mig
me

‘She said that she was fond of me.’ (Maling, 1984)

6Rizzi (1990) reports that similar facts hold for Italian, though does not provide the relevant data.

• Complex structure: In Selayarese, anaphors are lexically speci�ed to surface
within complex (possessive) DPs (Woolford, 1999).7

(11) Selayarese: Anaphors appear inside complex DPs

a. la-jañjang- i
3.erg-see-3.abs

kalen-na

self-3
‘He saw himself.’

b. ku-jañjang- i
1s.erg-see-3.abs

kaleng-ku

self-1s
‘I saw myself.’

c. andoP-na
mother-3
‘his mom’ (Woolford 1999, citing Finer 1994)

• The Inuit languages have also been observed to display the AAE (e.g. Bok-Bennema,
1991; Woolford, 1999), given the contrast in (12).

⊲ Anaphoric objectsmay not appear in erg-abs constructions, but rather surface
with oblique case morphology (mod ‘modalis’ case below).

(12) The AAE in the Inuit languages

a. *anguti-up
man-erg

ingmi

self.abs
sua-qqau-janga
scold-rec.pst-3s.S/3s.O

Intended: ‘The man scolded himself.’

b. anguti
man.abs

sua-qqau- juq

scold-rec.pst-3s.S

ingmi-nik

self-mod

‘The man scolded himself.’

• This has traditionally been analyzed as due to a valency-reducing re�exivization
process (Marantz, 1984; Nowak, 1996).

⊲ Under such an approach, the AAE is rendered vacuous by the fact that the
re�exive predicate is intransitive.

⊲ Moreover, this approach analyzes the mod-marked anaphor as a demoted ob-
ject.

• Against this, I argue that anaphoric constructions—at least in Inuktitut—are not
detransitivized, and do not involve any change in argument structure.8

⊲ Thus, in (12b), the anaphor remains a core argument of the verb.

7See also Iatridou (1990), Haegeman (2004) for similar facts in Greek and West Flemish.
8In Yuan (2018), I suggest that whether re�exivization involves valency-reduction is a matter of cross-

dialectal variation across Inuit.
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• Rather, the loss of φ-agreement is entirely due to the fact that anaphors are lexically
speci�ed as bearing oblique mod case.

⋆ Consequences for the typology of the AAE: Inuktitut displays an AAE strat-
egy that is heretofore unattested—yet, fully expected to exist, given that its ingredi-
ents are attested elsewhere.

• Like in Icelandic, φ-Agree is case discriminating, unable to target oblique case-
marked arguments (PPs).

• Like in Selayarese, anaphors are lexically speci�ed as dominated by another XP,
which protects them from being targeted by φ-agreement.9

• The AAE in Inuktitut may thus be recast as a combination of these two strate-
gies, schematized in (13):

(13) The AAE in Inuktitut
CP

C[φ]
C[φ] TP

DP

PP

P DP
ingmi

×

4 Lexical case on Inuktitut anaphors

• Evidence for the lexical nature of mod case comes from three sources:

1. Preservation in complex DPs

2. Structural adjacency to anaphor

3. Appearance in “-gi-transitivized” (obligatorily erg-abs) constructions

→ Together, these facts point towards a picture in which anaphors in Inuktitut enter
the derivation immediately dominated by a PP.

4.1 Preservation in complex DPs

• Argument 1: mod case is obligatorily present even when the anaphor is contained
within a complex DP. Illustrated here with “picture of” constructions:

9For more on this AAE strategy, see Tucker (2011) and Sundaresan (2016) for discussion.

(14) mod case on anaphors inside complex DPs

a. Kiuru-up
Carol-erg

taku-qqau-janga
see-rec.pst-3s.S/3s.O

[dp ajjinnguaq
picture.abs

ivvi-nnguaq
2s-fake.abs

]

‘Carol saw a picture of you.’

b. Kiuru-up
Carol-erg

taku-qqau-janga
see-rec.pst-3s.S/3s.O

[dp ajjinnguaq
picture.abs

ingmi- ni -nnguaq
self-mod-fake.abs

]

‘Carol saw a picture of herself.’

• In oblique contexts, both nominals within the complex DP bear morphological case
through a process of case concord.

• Crucially, the presence of an anaphor results in case stacking, not normally possible
in the language, (15).

(15) Oblique case stacking with DP-internal anaphor

sivuliuqti
premier

[dp ajjinnguar-mut

picture-all
ingmi- ni -nnguar-mut

self-mod-fake-all
]

qimirua-giaqtu-qqau-juq
look.at-go.to-rec.pst-3s.S

‘The Premier went to go look at a portrait of himself.’10

• Moreover, mod case morphology is obligatory on anaphors in complex DPs, as in-
dicated by the ungrammaticality of (16).11

(16) mod case on anaphor is obligatory

*sivuliuqti
premier

[dp ajjinnguar-mut
picture-all

ingmi-nut
self-all

] qimirua-giaqtu-qqau-juq
look.at-go.to-rec.pst-3s.S

Intended: ‘The Premier went to go look at a portrait of himself.’

10It is worth clarifying at this point that the presence of the su�xal modi�er -nnguaq ‘fake’ is not necessary to
illustrate the lexical nature of mod case on anaphors, although these modi�ers are often preferred by speakers
in the contexts provided here. As seen below, case-stacking on anaphors also appears in the absence of any
intervening modi�ers:

(i) sivuliuqti
premier

[dp ajjinnguar-mut
picture-all

ingmi- ni -mut
self-mod-all

] qimirua-giaqtu-qqau-juq
look.at-go.to-rec.pst-3s.S

‘The Premier went to go look at a portrait of himself.’

11Note that, in contrast to the example shownhere, Inuktitut anaphors do not appear withmod casemorphol-
ogy in simplex oblique contexts. I propose that the absence of mod case in such contexts is due to haplology,
triggered by the presence of multiple structurally-adjacent case markers (P0s). However, the haplology rule
does not always apply, hence the ungrammaticality of (16). See the Appendix for a full analysis.
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→ Interim conclusion: Anaphors in Inuktitut obligatorily bear mod case morphol-
ogy, i.e. are obligatorily dominated by a PP.

(17) PP

P0

mod

DP

ingmi

4.2 Structural adjacency to anaphor

• Argument 2: Whereas modi�ers (realized as su�xes; see Compton 2012) usually
appear between the DP and its case morpheme, this is not possible with anaphoric
DPs.

⊲ Compare (18)-(19), inwhich non-anaphors and anaphors display oppositemor-
pheme orderings.

⊲ Assuming the Mirror Principle, this means that anaphors must directly Merge
with P0 (mod).

(18) Modi�ers normally appear between DP and case morphology

a. Taiviti-nnguar- mik
Taiviti-fake-mod
‘(picture of) David’

b. *Taiviti- mi -nnguaq
Taiviti-mod-fake

(19) No interveners between anaphor and case morphology

a. ingmi- ni -nnguaq
self-mod-fake.abs
‘(picture of) self’

b. *ingmi-nnguar-mik

self-fake-mod

→ Interim conclusion: Anaphors in Inuktitut not only obligatorily appear within a
PP-layer, but are immediately dominated by this PP.

(20) Anaphors immediately dominated by PP-layer

a. AdjP

Adj0

nnguaq
PP

P0

mod

DP

ingmi

b. * PP

P0

mod

AdjP

Adj0

nnguaq
DP

ingmi

4.3 Evidence from transitivized constructions

• Argument 3: The presence of mod case morphology survives in “gi-transitivized”
constructions, which normally require erg-abs case frames.

• The transitivizing morpheme -gi appears on psych-predicates and noun incorpora-
tion constructions, (21)-(22).

⊲ Assumption: -gi spells out v0 and introduces an argument in Spec-vP.

(21) -gi-transitivization of psych-predicate

a. Taiviti
David.abs

nagli-gusuk-tuq
love-feel-3s.S

Kiuru-mik
Carol-mod

‘David loves Carol.’
Lit.: ‘David feels love for/towards Carol.’

b. Taiviti-up
David-erg

Kiuru

Carol.abs
nagli-gi-janga
love-tr-3s.S/3s.O

‘David loves Carol.’

(22) -gi-transitivization of noun incorporation construction

a. Jaani
Jaani.abs

igvi-u-quuji-juq
2s-be-seem-3s.S

‘Jaani looks like you.’

b. Jaani-up
Jaani-erg

(pro)
(2s.abs)

uvanga-u-quuji-gi-jaatit
1s-be-seem-tr-3s.S/2s.O

‘Jaani thinks that you look like me.’
Lit.: ‘Jaani considers you as looking like me.’

• The presence of -gi normally obligatorily triggers an erg-abs case frame with S/O
φ-agreement, (23).

(23) -gi-transitivized constructions obligatorily erg-abs

a. *Taiviti
David.abs

Kiuru-mik

Carol-mod
nagli-gi-juq
love-tr-3s.S

Intended: ‘David loves Carol.’

b. *Jaani
Jaani.abs

ilin-nik
2s-mod

uvanga-u-quuji-gi-juq
1s-be-seem-tr-3s.S

Intended: ‘Jaani thinks that you look like me.’
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• In contrast to the *-ed examples above: The presence of an anaphoric object
exceptionally permits an abs-mod case frame, (24).12

(24) abs-mod permitted only with anaphoric object

a. Taiviti
David.abs

ingmi-nik

self-mod
nagli-gi- juq

love-tr-3s.S
‘David loves himself.’

b. Jaani
Jaani.abs

ingmi-nik
self-mod

uvanga-u-quuji-gi- juq

1s-be-seem-tr-3s.S
‘Jaanii thinks that hei looks like me.’

• Again, this follows if anaphors enter the derivation with mod case morphology. In
(24), the argument introduced by -gi is a PP.

• Finally, mod-marked anaphors are not demoted, but are core arguments of the verb,
i.e. constructions containing anaphoric objects are not detransitivized.

⊲ Anaphors cannot be omitted in Inuktitut, (25), perhaps unexpected under a
detransitivization-based analysis (Michael and Spreng, 2014; Yuan, 2018).13

(25) Anaphors cannot be omitted

a. *?kapi-junga
stab-1s.S
Intended: ‘I stabbed myself.’
Authors’ comment: “(25a), if at all possible, has a reading as if falling on a
knife.” (Michael and Spreng, 2014)

b. ingmi-nik
self-mod

kapi-junga
stab-1s.S

kapuuti-mut
needle-all

‘I injected myself with a needle.’

To sum up, I have provided three pieces of evidence for lexical mod case on
anaphors in Inuktitut:

1. Preservation in complex DPs

2. Structural adjacency to anaphor

3. Appearance in “-gi-transitivized” (obligatorily erg-abs) constructions

12Note that, in the presence of a mod-marked anaphor, the subject is abs rather than erg. As I discuss in
Yuan (2018), this is support for a dependent approach to erg case (Marantz, 1991; Bittner and Hale, 1996; Baker,
2015).

13This is a matter of cross-dialectal variation across Inuit, with Kalaallisut (West Greenlandic) and Iñupiaq
displaying a slightly di�erent set of facts. See Michael and Spreng (2014) and Yuan (2018) for discussion.

5 Deriving the AAE

5.1 Case discrimination and failed Agree

• Illustrating with -gi-transitivized constructions, let us now consider how Inuktitut
uses lexical mod case to bypass the AAE.

(26) The AAE in -gi-transitivized constructions

a. Taiviti-up
David-erg

Kiuru

Carol.abs
nagli-gi-janga
love-tr-3s.S/3s.O

‘David loves Carol.’

b. Taiviti
David.abs

ingmi-nik

self-mod
nagli-gi- juq

love-tr-3s.S
‘David loves himself.’

• Recall that φ-probes in Inuktitut are case-discriminating (Bobaljik, 2008), only able
to target erg and abs nominals (i.e. DPs, not PPs).

• If anaphors enter the derivation as PPs, then φ-agreement with the anaphor will
always be impossible, even in argument-structurally transitivized constructions.

⊲ Encountering a PP leads to failed Agree (Preminger, 2011, 2014).

(27) Deriving the AAE in Inuktitut
CP

C[φ]
C[φ] TP

DP

PP

P DP
ingmi

×

• The failure of a φ-probe to be valued is morphologically instantiated as the absence
of φ-morphology—thus, bypassing the AAE.

5.2 Anaphoric constructions are not antipassives

• Finally, note that mod case morphology is also found in antipassive contexts.

⊲ Both constructions have abs-mod case frames, with S-only φ-agreement.
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(28) Anaphoric vs. antipassive objects in Inuktitut

a. luuktaaq
doctor.abs

kapi- juq

stab-3s.S

kapuuti-mut
needle-all

ingmi-nik

self-mod

‘The doctor injected herself with a needle.’ (Anaphoric object)

b. luuktaaq
doctor.abs

kapi-si- juq

stab-ap-3s.S

kapuuti-mut
needle-all

Jaani-mik

Jaani-mod

‘The doctor injected Jaani with a needle.’ (Antipassive object)

• However, these two constructions are structurally and derivationally distinct.
Thus, mod case in Inuktitut has multiple sources.

⊲ Whereas its appearance on anaphors is lexical in nature, its appearance in
antipassive constructions is not.14

→ Lexical mod case is speci�c to anaphors.

1. Antipassive constructions alternate with their ergative counterparts. In contrast,
mod case on anaphors are obligatory.

(29) mod on AP-ed objects alternate with abs

a. Kiuru-up
Carol-erg

nani-qqau-janga
�nd-rec.pst-3s.S/3s.O

[dp ajjinnguar-tuqaq
picture-old.abs

Taiviti-nnguaq
David-fake.abs

]

‘Carol found an old picture of David.’

b. Kiuru
Carol.abs

nani-si-qqau-juq
�nd-ap-rec.pst-3s.S

[dp ajjinnguar-tuqar-mik
picture-old-mod

Taiviti-nnguar-mik

David-fake-mod
]

‘Carol found an old picture of David.’

c. Kiuru
Carol.abs

nani-si-qqau-juq
�nd-ap-rec.pst-3s.S

[dp ajjinnguar-tuqar-mik

picture-old-mod

ingmi- ni -nnguar-mik

self-mod-fake-mod
]

‘Carol found an old picture of herself.’

2. Antipassive morphology on the verb is suppressed when the object is an anaphor, as
in (28) and (30).

(30) No AP morphology in anaphoric contexts

a. Jaani-mik

Jaani-mod
ani-tit-si-junga
leave-caus-ap-1s.S

‘I made Jaani leave.’

14In some previous literature (Bok-Bennema, 1991; Spreng, 2012; Yuan, 2018), this usage of mod case is
analyzed as akin to structural acc Case, assigned by a vP-level head.

b. ingmi-nik

self-mod
ani-tit- ∅ -tunga
leave-caus-1s.S

‘I made myself leave.’

• Setting aside the exact analysis,15 these di�erences demonstrate that the lexical na-
ture of mod case on anaphors is speci�c to anaphors, not shared by other types
of DPs in Inuktitut.

⊲ In other words, lexical case on anaphors—and only anaphors—is truly a strat-
egy developed by the language for bypassing the AAE.

6 Conclusion

• In this talk, I argued that Inuktitut is subject to the AAE and bypasses the e�ect by
leveraging its case-discriminating property.

⊲ Anaphors in Inuktitut bear lexical oblique case. i.e. enter the derivation with
a PP-layer.

⊲ Failure of Agree arises when a φ-probe encounters such a PP, re�ected as the
loss of φ-agreement morphology.

• More broadly, Inuktitut bears on our typology of the AAE in an interesting

way:

⊲ The strategy employed by Inuktitut is novel (in that it is otherwise unattested),
thus extending the cross-linguistic range of AAE strategies.

⊲ At the same time, this particular strategy is fully predicted by the present em-
pirical landscape, given its commonalities with other existing patterns.
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A A note on haplology

• Anaphors may be marked with cases other than mod, as shown in (31a). In this
example, there is no case stacking—unexpected if mod is lexical, and unexpected
given that in other environments mod case is obligatory, (31b).

(31) No case stacking in simple oblique contexts

a. anguti
man.abs

ingmi-nut

self-all
uqalimaa-suuq
speak-hab.3s.S

‘The man speaks to himself.’

b. *sivuliuqti
premier

[dp ajjinnguar-mut
picture-all

ingmi-nut

self-all
] qimirua-giaqtu-qqau-juq
look.at-go.to-rec.pst-3s.S

Intended: ‘The Premier went to go look at a portrait of himself.’

• Proposal: The mod case morpheme is underlyingly present in (31a). However, it is
deleted as haplology when structurally adjacent to another case morpheme.

⊲ Case stacking arises when the haplology rule fails to apply, i.e. when the struc-
tural adjacency requirement fails to be met.

(32) Haplology on adjacent case morphemes
self- mod-all → self-all (ingmi-nut)

• As further support, consider the examples below, which are both attested. In (33b),
the haplology rule does not apply because the case morphemes are structurally non-
local (with the anaphor embedded in the complexDP), despite the surface adjacency.

(33) Case stacking without modi�ers

a. ajjinnguar-mut

picture-all
ingmi- ni -nnguar-mut

self-mod-fake-all
‘(The Premier went to look at) a portrait of himself on the wall.’

b. ajjinnguar-mut
picture-all

ingmi- ni -mut
self-mod-all

‘(The Premier went to look at) a portrait of himself on the wall.’
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