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1 Chukotko-Kamchatkan Agreement
Portmanteaus as contextual allomorphy

(1) The Itelmen finite verb
agR1 – cond’l – ap – caus –√ – vb – deRiv* – asp – tns – class – agR2.complex

• Agreement tables at end of handout - Sedanka dialect.

• NB: Substantial variation (source, dialect, inter-/intra-speaker) esp. fine detail of Class II
forms.

(2)
PREFIX - STEM - SUFFIX

Subject
Mood

} {
Subject(Intransitive)
Object(Transitive)

(3) t’-
1sg.S-

əɬčku
see

-(ɣ)in
-2sg.O

‘I saw you.’
(6) t-

1sg.S-
k’oɬ-
come

-k(ičen)
-1(sg).S

‘I came.’

(4) n-
3pl.S-

əɬčku
see

-(ɣ)in
-2sg.O

‘They saw you.’
(7) Ø-

2.S-
k’oɬ-
come

-č
-2sg.S

‘You came.’

(5) n-
3pl.S-

əɬčku
see

-βum
-1sg.O

‘They saw me.’

(8) t’-
1sg.S-

əɬčku
see

-čeʔn
-1>3pl

‘I saw them.’

(9) Ø-
2.S-

əɬčku
see

-(ə)ʔn
-2sg>3pl

‘You saw them.’

< -čen
1/Ø>3sg

+
+
⟨ʔ⟩
pl

(10) n-
3pl.S-

əɬčku
see

-neʔn
-3>3pl

‘They saw them.’

(11) Ø-
2.S-

əɬčku
see

-sxen
-2pl>3pl

‘Y’all saw them.’ (Kov.)

cf. -sx
-2pl>3sg
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(12) Agr Prefix Class Agr Suffix (Complex)
m(ə)n- 1pl.iRR -čiŋ- 3sg>3 -βuʔm >1pl
m- 1sg.iRR -čŋ- %2sg>3.in -βum >1sg
nt- 1pl -čγʷ(i)- 3pl>3; 2sg>3pl.iR %2sg>3.in -sx >2pl
t- 1sg -ik 2pl>3sg; 2sg>3sg.iR -(γ)in >2sg
q- 2pl.iRR -xk- 2pl>3pl; >2sg; >1 -sxen 2pl>3pl
xӑn- 3.iRR -ki- >2pl; {1,Ø}>3; >3IO -ne(ʔ)n 3>3(pl)
n- 3pl.tR -kn- pRtc = intRans -če(ʔ)n 1>3(pl)
Ø <else> -k- non-finite = intRans intRans

-k 1>Ø
(-ŋ) (2pl>3 Bog.) -sx 2pl>Ø

-č 2sg>Ø
… …

Bobaljik (2000); Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (2001)

(13)
AGR.PREFIX - STEM - CLASS AGR.SUFFIX-complex

Exponent of: Subject Class II Object
Allomorphy for: Mood Mood, Subj, Obj Mood, Subj

Primary and secondary exponence, see esp. Carstairs (1987); Noyer (1997)
(14) Portmanteaus as contextual allomorphy (Bobaljik 2000; Fenger 2018, 2024)

/-sxen/ ⇔ [ 3pl ] / [ 2pl …[
/-neʔn/ ⇔ [ 3pl ] / [ 3 …[
/-čeʔn/ ⇔ [ 3pl ] / (1 and impersonal)
exponent probed features context (allomorphy)

(15) Inwards-sensitive = (morpho)-phonology
Outwards-sensitive = (morpho)-syntax
* Potentially derivable: cyclic v.i.

Alternatives: Cyclic Agree
(Béjar & Rezac 2009)

(16) [t]-
1sg.subj-

tɸ
bringII

-s
-pRes

-ki
-clII

-čeʔn
-1sg>3pl

(č’eβuzlaχaʔn
(tasty

kɬčleʔn)
rotten.heads)

‘I’m bringing tasty rotten (mouse) heads.’ (field notes: KL25)

2



CP

agR
[obj.3pl]

-sxen
-neɁn
-čeɁn

TP

veRb.stem
-əɬčku-

agR
[subj:x]

2pl ⇔ Ø-

3pl ⇔ n-
1sg ⇔ t’-

Contextual allomorphy (asymmetric)

Object agr shows allomorphy for subject:
(simplified - suffixes have internal complexity)

(17) OBJ:3pl ⇔ -sxen / [ 2pl …[

OBJ:3pl ⇔ -neɁn / [ 3 …[

OBJ:3pl ⇔ -čeɁn /

Extension to double-marking of intransitive subject?

(18) [subj:x] intRans [obj:Ø]
2pl ⇔ Ø- -sx OBJ:Ø ⇔ -sx / [ 2pl …[
1pl ⇔ nt’- veRb.stem -k OBJ:Ø ⇔ -k(ičeɁn) / [ 1pl …[
3pl ⇔ Ø- -iɁn OBJ:Ø ⇔ -(ɣ)iɁn / [ pl …[

2 New Evidence: Plural Inclusive Imperatives (Hortative)
(19) The Inclusive Imperative (Hortative)

(Khrakovskij 1992; Dobrushina & Goussev 2005; Гусев 2005))
a. Let’s go! [English]
b. Gehen wir! (Gemma!) go.pl we [German]
c. pojd-em-(te)! go-1pl-(2pl) [Russian]
d. ıl-ıax! ‘let’s take!’ ıl-ıaɣ-ıŋ ‘let’s take! [Sakha] (Nevskaya 2005)

(‘dual’ = you and me)’ (you-pl and me)
e. mn-iɬ-k(ičen)! or: mn-iɬ-sx! [Itelmen]

1pl.iRR-go-1pl 1pl.iRR-go-2pl

(20) Asymmetry I: Composed inclusive: Imperative only, not indicative
a. qat

already
n-niŋ-kičen
1pl-load-1plS

[*n-niŋ-sx],
1pl-load-2pl

xaɬč
hoRt

mn-ənta-qzu-sx
1pl.iRR-cross-asp-2pl

‘We’ve loaded up. Let’s go across!’
b. desjat

10
n-ɬəm-čeʔn
1pl.S-kill-1>3plO

[*-sx-ŋiʔn],
-2plS-2>3plO

xaɬč
hoRt

čβanoke
to.camp

mn-əntxla-qzu-sx-ŋiʔn
1pl.S-take-asp-2plS-2>3plO

‘We killed 10. Let’s take them to camp.’ (Bogoras 1901, Bobaljik et al. 2023)

(21) Asymmetry II: Itelmen-specific questions (composed inclusive)
• Why suffix replacement, not stacking (cf. Russian, Turkic) esp. if calque?
• Why 1pl-V-2pl not 2pl-V-1pl?

3



3 Asymmetry I: Composed inclusivity without an “inclusive”
(22) Clusivity (Zwicky 1977) – Parameter or Syncretism?

a. Clusivity b. General we c. *syou
Referents Evenki English *n/a*
auth (not addR) bu we *swe
auth and addR mit we *syou
addR (not auth) su you *syou
neither nungartyn they they

Dobrushina & Goussev (2005); Goussev (2005)

(23) (Basic) 1pl imperative always inclusive
(24) a. Imperative: requires that addRessee be (part of) subject

b. vs. Jussive, others: addRessee control, but not part of subject
(25) Diverse morphological strategies

• Attested: Composed plural inclusives in imperative, no inclusive in indicative
– Even if they lack an inclusive category elsewhere
– Subset draw addressee-number distinction (composed incl)
– Subset of those: morphologically composed: 1pl + (2)pl

• Unattested?: Composed inclusivity in indicative only

(26) Composed Minimal-Augmented Imperative (Dobrushina & Goussev 2005: 202):
2pl 1pl 1pl+2pl

a. idi-te idʲ-em idʲ-em-te [Russian] (from 17th C)
b. -yŋ -yax -yaɣ-yŋ [Sakha]
c. -yŋ -aly -aly-ŋ [Turkmen] < Middle Turkish, 13th C (Erdal 2004: 237)

Aside: I suggest the Russian pojd-em-te form (17th C) may be a calque from Turkic (see Appendix)

(27) Imperative operator

C/TP

…

…

agR(i+)j

[subj]

Imp
Opj

[addRessee:sg/pl]

• cf. Jussive: Zanuttini (2008) (but see also
Kaufmann 2011)
note: no -sx in Itelmen Jussive

• Semantics: addRessee-oriented, ad-
dRessee must be included in subject

• (Relation to allocutive agreement? Antonov
2015; McFadden 2020)

• addRessee-# vs. subject-# at distinct
nodes!
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(28) Composed Inclusive
Itelmen, Russian, Siberian Turkic

TP

agRj
[1pl]

[+1pl]

we

Imp
Opj
[2pl]

(29) Contrast True Inclusive
Evenki etc.

TP

agR
[1,2pl]

[+1,+2,pl]

mit

(30) cf. Russian (roughly): davaj-(te) po-id-em cf. nu=te, na=te, brys’=te
davaj-(te) po-id-em-te inteRj=pl clitic
let’s-2pl po-go-1pl-(2pl) (Jakobson 1932; Kasenov 2024)

(31) cf. Russian (roughly): davaj-(te) po-id-em cf. nu=te, na=te, brys’=te
davaj-(te) po-id-em-te inteRj=pl clitic
let’s-2pl po-go-1pl-(2pl) (Jakobson 1932; Kasenov 2024)

(32) Imperative only, not indicative
a. qat

already
n-niŋ-kičen
1pl-load-1plS

[*n-niŋ-sx],
1pl-load-2pl

xaɬč
hoRt

mn-ənta-qzu-sx
1pl.iRR-cross-asp-2pl

‘We’ve loaded up. Let’s go across!’
b. desjat

10
n-ɬəm-čeʔn
1pl.S-kill-1>3plO

[*-sx-ŋiʔn],
-2plS-2>3plO

xaɬč
hoRt

čβanoke
to.camp

mn-əntxla-qzu-sx-ŋiʔn
1pl.S-take-asp-2plS-2>3plO

‘We killed 10. Let’s take them to camp.’ (Bogoras 1901, Bobaljik et al. 2023)

• Itelmen: suffix replacement, not stacking ∴ not a (simple) Russian calque

(33) a. regular b. composed c. unattested d. phon OK e. morph OK
[mn-iɬ-k] [mn-iɬ]-sx *[mn-iɬ-k]-sx q-ŋiksx-č q-ančp-miŋ-sx
[mn-iɬ-kičen] [mn-iɬ]-sx *[mn-iɬ-kičen]-sx 2.iRR-sleep-2sg 2.iRR-teach-1sg.O-2pl
1pl.iRR-go-1.S 1pl.iRR-go-2pl 1pl.iRR-go-1.S-2pl ‘sleep!’ ‘teach me!’

(34) last
how.many

… ɬəm-sx-ŋiʔn?
kill-2plS-2>3plO

skažem
say

desjat
10

n-ɬəm-čeʔn
1pl.S-kill-1>3plO

[portmanteaus]

‘How many did y’all kill? Let’s say we killed 10.’ (Bogoras 1901)

(35) Attested 2plA>3O Corresp. 1plA>3O forms:
mən-čanzo-sx let’s follow (it) mən-čanzo-čen Bog. Class I
mán-ɬam-sxen let’s kill them mán-ɬam-čeʔn Joch
х[ă]n-əntхla-s[x]ŋin let’s take him х[ă]n-əntхla-kičen Vol. Class II
mn-əntxla-qzu-sxŋiʔn let’s take them mn-əntxla-qzu-kičeʔn Bog.
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(36) Asymmetry II: Itelmen-specific questions (composed inclusive)
• Why suffix replacement, not stacking (cf. Russian, Turkic)?
• Why 1pl-V-2pl not 2pl-V-1pl?

(37) Answer: special way C-K agreement works (prefix-suffix asymmetries)
Prefix = subject agreement
Suffix = object agreement, plus contextual allomorphy (for mood and higher F)

CP

agR
[obj.3pl]

-sxŋiʔn ⇔ Ø/ [ 2pl.clii…[

TP

-əntxla-
‘take’

agRj
[subj:1pl]

1pl.iRR ⇔ mn-

Imp
Opj
[2pl]

…

agR
[obj:3pl]

-sxen ⇔ 3pl / [ 2pl…[

…

CP

agR
[obj.Ø]

-sx ⇔ Ø/ [ 2pl…[

TP

-iɬ-
‘go’

agRj
[subj:1pl]

1pl.iRR ⇔ mn-

Imp
Opj
[2pl]

(38) If clusivity not parameterized (Ackema & Neeleman 2018)
unexplained: restriction to imperatives (cross-linguistic); prefix-suffix difference (Itelmen)

CP

agR
[obj:3pl]

-sxen ⇔ 3pl / [ 2pl…[

TP

veRb.stem

agR
[subj:1,2pl]

1pl.iRR ⇔ mn-
2.iRR ⇔ q-
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4 Probing alternatives
• What would it take to do this with Probe-Goal agreement only?

(39) Mimic account here:
• Upward probing needed to get 2pl from imp
• All probing is upwards (Reverse Agree, Wurmbrand 2011 a.o.)?
• (Or first downwards, then upwards, cf. Béjar & Rezac (2009))

(40) Implausible (Mirror Generalization):
• agreement (and class) morphology is peripheral (outside of asp, tns).
• Moving subj, obj, obl to high heads first would need another set of probes
• prefix-suffix asymmetry re: imp[2pl] ?
• Special problemwith oblique agreement / prominence (Bobaljik &Wurmbrand 2002)
• NB. Chukotkan might be “high absolutive” (Royer 2025)

(41) More conventional? Multiple (or Insatiable Deal (2015, 2024)) Probes
(42) Some issues for both generalized probes and simple probes + allomorphy

• GF-discriminating probes (Itelmen has no Subj v Obj case)
• Optionality in Itelmen? (unlike Russian, Turkic, Udmurt)
• Fine structure of suffix complex

5 Conclusions
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Table 2: 3rd person direct object agreement.
DIRECT OBJECT

SUBJECT 3sg 3pl

1sg t-__-(ki)čen
m-__-(ki)čen

t-__-(ki)čeʔn
m-__-(ki)čeʔn

1pl nt-__-(ki)čen
mən-__-(ki)čen

nt-__-(ki)čeʔn
mən-__-(ki)čeʔn

2sg
Class I Class II
__-ən __-čɣʷin
q-__-x q-__-čik

Class I Class II
__-əʔn __-čɣʷiʔn

q-__-xiʔn q-__-čɣʷiʔn

2pl __-sx(ik)
q-__-sx(ik)

__-sxiʔn __-xkiʔn
q-__-sxiʔn q-__-xkiʔn

3sg __-(čin)nen
xən-__-(čin)nen

__-(čin)neʔn
xən-__-(čin)neʔn

3pl n-__-(čɣʷə)nen
xən-__-(čɣʷə)nen

n-__-(čɣʷə)neʔn
xən-__-(čɣʷə)neʔn

Impersonal n-__-(ki)čen
xən-__-(ki)čen

n-__-(ki)čeʔn
xən-__-(ki)čeʔn

Table 3: Intransitive Agreement
SUBJECT PERSON SUBJECT NUMBER

sg pl

1 t-__-k(ičen)
m-__-k(ičen)

nt-__-k(ičen)
mən-__-k(ičen)

2 __-č
q-__-xč

__-sx
q-__-sx

3 __-in
xən-__-in

__-ʔn
xən-__-ʔn
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