
6. Hierarchy of features and 
ergativity 

Michael Silverstein 
0.1. Introductory 
This paper deals with the type of grammatical system that for diverse reasons 
has been called 'ergalive' in the literature, trying to elucidate one universal 
aspect of the structure, namely, the 'split' of case system. Data for all ergative 
languages show a distinction between at least two complementary configura
tions for indicating the grammatical function of the principal noun phrases 
in a sentence. In this area of grammar, traditionally called 'case-marking', we 
find one kind of two-way distinction usually called 'nominative-accusative', 
another two-way distinction which we can call 'ergative-absolutive' (or 
'ergative-nominative"), and sometimes three-way distinctions which we can 
call 'objective-agentive-subjective' after Dixon's (1972: xxii, 128) 0-A-S 
lettering system (especially useful for Australian languages). 1 

'Ergative-absolutive' (or simply 'ergative') languages, by minimal definition, 
identify noun phrase constituents in normal active, declarative surface forms 
as follows : the object of a transitive verb and the subject of an intransitive 
are treated alike , and the subject of a transitive verb is treated differently from 
both of these. Contrast in (I) this ergative schema A with the schema 8 of 
' nominative-accusative' (or simply 'accusative') languages, such as the lndo
European languages with which we, as speakers, are familiar. 

(I) A. Ergative : Subject of transitive 
(ergative) 

B. Accusative : Subject of transitive 
Subject of intransitive 

Object of transitive 
Subject of intransitive 

Object of transitive 
(accusative) 

:rypically, the unique treatment of one of the three principal noun phrases is 
1n terms of a case-marking formative attached to at least the head noun of 
~he noun phrase, called the 'ergative' case-marking in type A, the 'accusative' 
·~ type B, and I suggest that our terminology be standardised along these 
liaes. 2 Note also that I neutrally say 'treated differently' because not all 
ergative languages have nominal case-marking at the surface. It is obvious, 
however, that such syntactic mechanisms as agreement of verbs with noun 
phrase adjuncts and affixation of pronominal formatives, as well as word 
order, all express the same kind of grammatical-semantic information, 
nam:ty the syn.tact~c rclati.ons between noun phrase and verb, which we may 
call case-relations . So, m a transformational account , for example, the 
'str.uctural descriptions' of all these transformational processes are the same, 
while the formal 'structural changes' differ. We can equivalently speak of 

I 
I 
I 
1 
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case-marking in all these systems, regardless of the actual surface 
manifestation. 

In this paper, l want to bring out the fact that 'split' of case-marking is not 
random. At its most dramatic, it defines a hierarchy of what might be called 
'inherent lexical content' of noun phrases, first and second person as well as 
third person .This hierarchy expresses the semantic naturalness for a lexically
specified noun phrase to function as agent of a true transitive verb, and in
versely the naturalness of functioning as patient of such. The noun phrases 
at the top of the hierarchy manifest nominative-accusative case-marking, 
while those at the bottom manifest ergative-absolutive case-marking. Some
times there is a middle ground which is a three-way system of 0-A-S case
markings. We can define the hierarchy independent of the facts of split 
ergativity by our usual notions of surface-category markcdness. 

All ergative systems seem to show such split case-marking systems , 
minimally one of the 'lexical content' variety, but more often additional 
splits in independent vs. subordinate clauses, as in Nga!uma-Yintjipa1,1~i 
(Hale 1970:772) or Tsimshian (Boas 191 lb:404), splits in present 
(-imperfective) vs. past(-perfective) tense(-aspcct), as in Georgian or Pashto 
(Pen7.I 1955:98, 132-33), and so forth, in a non-random fashion. Some of 
these will emerge from a consideration of two extended examples below. 

0.2. Importance to grammatical theory 
Grammatical theorists who distinguish between surface and underlying form 
have been particularly concerned with ergative systems because of the 
question of universality of some underlying level of syntactic-semantic 
representation for languages. For this reason , a certain importance has 
attached to the question of whether or not a language is 'accusative' or 
'ergative' at the underlying level of representation. Certainly, within any 
variant of the 'standard theory' (Chomsky 1972: 66) or 'extended standard 
theory' (Chomsky 1972 : 134) of transformational grammar, the existence of 
an underlying 'ergative-absolutive' syntax would contradict the postulated 
universality of 'nominative-accusative' categorial distinctions at the level 
of the base component. The problem for the standard theory, which operates 
with a 'subject-of' (or 'nominative') case-relation and an 'object-of' (or 
'accusative') case-relation, as shown in (2), is that there is no direct relation
ship between such underlying case-relations in normal active declarative 
structures and the actual ergative surface case-marking, as shown in (1 A). 

(2) s 
/''" 

/ "'"' NP Pred 
'subject-of ' 

(transitive or intransitive) 

Pred 
A 

// ~ 
V NP 

'object-of' 
(transitive only) 

We might conclude, with the standard theory, that even the simplest active 
declarative of an ergative language does not manifest a direct relationship 
of surface case-marking and underlying case-relation, while the active 
declarative of an accusative language does. We can make the observation in 
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this theory that in accusative languages, after the passivisation transformation 
has applied, as in (3), the underlying object of the transitive appears in a 
surface case-form that looks like that of the subject of an intransitive verb, 
and the underlying subject of the transitive winds up in some surface 
instrumental phrase. 

(3) Passivisation: 
s[NP[Thc boy] Preo[v[hit] Nr[the ball]]] 7-

s(~p(The ball] l'rcd[be(hit] pp(by the boy]]] 

(cf. s[NP[The ball] Pre<l (roll)]) 

This division of case-marking in the passive sentence~ of accusative languages 
matches that of (IA) ~or the minimal ergative schema. Hence we might say 
tha~ apparently ergativc languages are really accusative languages with 
obligatory passive expression of transitive sentences. 3 Kenneth Hale in fact 
has essen~ially yroposed just such a schema, in keeping with 1he 'standard~ 
theory. His article, The passive and ergalive in language change: the Australian 
case (197_0) _resuscitat~s thi_s old Schuchardt ( l 896)-Uhlenbeck ( 190 l) theory, 
based pnnc1pally on 1deahsed typological data, rather than actual linguistic 
systems.- He seems to claim that at least historically all ergative languages are 
accusatJve languages with obligatory passivisation transformation. Some 
lang~ages (hi~ type B-1) remain as this 'pseudo-ergative' type, where 'the 
crg~ttve _case is simply that of the agent of a passive', but not the 'surface 
subject 1n that sentence' (1970:764). Some languages (his type B-2, or 
'passive ergative') have no passivisation rules after reanalysis of surface 
structures, but where underlying ' nominative NPs are subjects in both deep 
an? surface structures' ( 1970: 769), so that the 'subject-of' relation is preserved 
as m the standard theory. Some languages (his type B-3, or 'active ergative') 
reanalyse the 'subject-of' relation so that 'the subject of a non-transitive 
sentence is the nominatfre NP and the subject of a transitive sentence is the 
ergative NP' (1970:771). 

_There are difficulties of fact and presentation in Hale's argument (see 
Dixon 1972: 136--37 for a few of them), which I will not dwell on here. But 
Hale's _schema rightly focuses upon the systemic nature of ergative and 
accu~attve case-marking schemata, trying to explain (alas, incorrect) cor
relat1onal facts from several areas of grammar, for example, the relationship 
between voice and case system. It is important also that Hale is disturbed by 
the fact t_hat pronominal systems in particular are not compatible with his 
hyp?thesis,. both by the fact that they arc at least partly accusative, with 
d1stmct dative case that looks just like his putative proto-accusative case
form, _and by ~he fact that they are morphologically ergative only where~ 
there. 1s extensive cross-reference of noun phrases as the means of case· 
marking (!970:775-76), al the surface. In other words, what is most difficult 
to Hale's inherited approach becomes the focus of the discussion here. First 
we must t<r:ke the notion ~f 'surface subject', the keystone of his argument, a~ 
problematic rathc~ than given. Jt will become apparent that 'surface-subject' 
1s not a_ ready univ_e~sal conslant, but varies according to the interaction of 
underlying (propos1t10nal) case-relations of adjunct NPs and discourse-bound 
(sequential) reference-relations of lopic NPs. (For al I three of these levels, 
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Hale uses 'subject' as encouraged by the standard theory and its derivatives.) 
Second we must observe the patterned surface case-marking distinctions of 
noun phrases in terms of their actually occurring formal features, which will 
show the importance of including first and second person pronouns in defin
ing the total syste~. There is a di~tinction w~ will have to maintain betw_een 
nominative-accusallve 1•s. ergal!ve-absolut1ve alternants, and ergattve
absolutive vs. nominative-dative alternations, just as Hale perhaps suspected. 
And third, we must distinguish between types of reference relations expressed 
at the discourse ~s. propositional levels, to understand the relationship between 
cross-reference, one from among several kinds of reference-maintaining 
mechanisms, and ergativity. 

For, as is well-known, without any restrictive formal control over the 
power of postulated transformational rules based on given surface data, we 
can transform an arbitrary proposed underlying structure into an attested 
surface form. lt is equally plausible, in other words, that without such control 
we might postulate that all languages are underlying crgative-absolutive 
systems, and use some obligatory 'anti-passivisation' to derive all accusative 
language structures (by reversing (3)), as Hans Vogt ( 1950) in essence 
observed apropos Georgian. We need hypotheses on thejunclion of ergative 
systems at both levels, that of propositional semantics and that of discourse 
reference, in order to show what formal devices must be built into grammar. 
One such advocated here is the hierarchy in inherent lexical content ofNPsand 
the generalisation of rule schemata that can be accomplished with features. 
We should ask what are the functions at these two levels of incontestably 
ergative ca:se-marking systems, as stable linguistic surface types, which seem 
to have associated several recurrent properties: possessors and ergators (or 
apparent agents) are frequently identified at the surface at least (Eskimo, 
Chinook, Tsotsil, Quiche); non-ergators (or apparent patients) arc incor
porated into verb-complexes in the same way, whether they are in transitive 
or in intransitive structures (Iroquoian, Tsimshian, Wichita); mediopassives 
and reflexives are identical in syntax and sometimes in form (Dyirbal, 
Chinook, Bandjalang) ; the 'antipassive' forms an 'active intransitive' -----in 
Sa pi r's ( 1922: 150--51, 153-54) felicitous phrase-with the underlying agent 
of the transitive in nominative case (Chinook, Aleut), or it forms a 
nominative-dative schema for inAectional purposes (Dyirbal, Georgian). 1 
cite these to indicate that there recur certain transformational relations 
associated with ergative case-marking, and that these arc evidence for a 
functional significance to the ergative system and its associated splits in 
ergativity. The range of stable surface features is greater than voice-case 
correlations, as discussed by Hale, and this must be encompassed by 
linguistic theory. 

0.3. Outline of argument 
The argument here, concentrating on lexical hierarchy but attempting to 
deal with several other aspecls of the problem as we! l, proceeds from the 
discussion of markedness lheory as applied to feature specification of noun 
phrases of all types, necessary to selling up some notion of inherent lexical 
content independent of the case-marking systems. Using such notions as 
markedness relations and feature specification, we can then characterise the 
kinds of split ergative systems attested, in a formal typology based on the 
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conditioning factors for split and the resulting surface configurations. Thi:s 
leads to a detailed consideration of two such split ergative systems, that of 
Chinook (Columbia River, North America) and Dyirbal (Cairns Rain Forest, 
Australia), as lwo contrastive types of surface struct~res which "'.'ani~est 
highly comparable functions of the ergacive-absoluuve 1•s. nominative· 
accusative systems. 

Chinook shows transformational relations of 'plain' and 'inverse' transitive 
inflections, where the 'plain' inflection is accw;ative vs_ ergative depending on 
a lexical spli t, and the 'inverse' inflection is dative-nominative. As it turns 
out the transformation of 'inverse' into split ergative - accusative 'plain' 
infl~c tion is also triggered by a lexical hierarchy, so there a.re two inter
locking systems of alternations, both conditioned by lexical content. 
Chinookan surface st ructure is 'appositional ', that is, every major constituent 
has cross-referencing pronorninals showing the derived (but rccoyerable) 
grammatical function of any noun-phrase adjuncts. Hence at the discourse 
level only a system of co-reference anaphora by zero is necessary acres~ 
propositional boundaries. But in complex sentences, for example, with 
embedded nominalisations, it turns out that 'antipassive· forms, with 
nominative-dative inflection, arc regularly used. The antipassive inflectional 
system is reminiscent of the ·inverse' inAection of tran:.itivcs, which provides 
the key to the underlying form . . _ . . 

Dyirbal, too, has two systems of al~ernat1ons , .one a lc~1c~I hi.crarchy rn 
which nominative-accusative vs. ergat1ve-absolut1vc are d1stmgu1shed, and 
another which alternates in discourse, where non-initial clauses show a 
' normal' nomioative-dative jnfleclion, with the a lternat ion to ergative
nominative determined by the co-presence of an 'indirect object'. Dyirbal 
surface structure shows grammatical case i nftection localised on the very 
noun phrase adjunct which enters into a construction. Hence, at the dis
course level, where there is also zero anaphora for co-reference, a system of 
switch-reference is found which employs 'antipassive' forms of transitive:>. 
and spi.:cial forms of intransitives, to signal switch of _under.lying gramm3:tical 
function of the co-referent noun phrase, and the plain sph t system to signal 
no switch. The special switch-reference forms show nominative-dative case· 
marking (with the transformation. no~ed above. to ergative-nominati~e), 
while the plain system shows nommallve-accusat1ve - ergat1ve-absolut1ve. 

The patterns of the two la~guages in fact.point lo the ~omr:non nominative
dative system of case-marking as the basic one, the 1uncttonal balance of 
usage in structuring discourse as indeed similar !n bo~h languages, and the 
splits of ergativity patterned with respect to a lexical hierarchy. 

I start, then(§ l), with a characterisation of markedness relat ions among 
noun phrase types, and then il lustrate the range o f types of split systems of 
case-marking that can be characterised in terms of fea tures expressing 
markedness relations. Then I outline the syntactic systems of Chinook (§ 2) 
and Dyirbal (§ 3), drawing out conclusions at both the syntactic and semantic 
levels that are important for theory (§ 4). 

l.1. Types of ooun phrases 
We attempt here to illustrate a kind of maximal syntactic feature analysis of 
noun phrase types, to impo5e structure on the inherent lexical conte.nt that 
emerges from the facts of reference_ 4 Under such an analysis, there are 
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basica lly only two personal pronoun types, tradi tionally ca tegories of 'first' 
and 'second' persons. These, we should note, arc 'shifters' or indexical signs 
that both denote and index (or presuppose/create) the participants in the 
speech act. s The traditiona l ' third perso n' of Tn do-Europea n morphology in 
some ways para llels these personal pronouns in form ; however, its syntactic 
behaviour is entirely different. 'Third person' noun phrases are basically 
nominal, chat is, they are basically lexical nouns, and in transformational 
terms we can say that languages have rules of several kinds for 'pronominal
isat ion' >.1nder certain conditions, giving rise to anaphoric (co-referencing) 
and appositional (cross-refe rencing) surface unit~ that preserve, co different 
degrees, lexical properties of the underlying nominal expressions. In 
Benveniste's terms, the 'third person' is a 'non-person', and the referent of 
the surface pronoun depends on the underlying nominal expression plus the 
pronomi nalis-ation rules of syntax. 6 

On the basis of the classical theory of markedness, which operates with 
surface distributions and forrna l properties, we can classify true pronouns 
and cross· or co-referencing forms by several cross-cutti ng features, as in (4). 7 

(4) Feature specification of noun phrases: 

A B "' c D E F G H 
a. ( +/- ego] + + + + -1-

' + - r · + · ·~· + ; b. f+/·- t\I) 
-, + + + - 1 I . c. [ + / -- plural] 

<l. [ + /- restricted] + -(+) - (+ ) + - (+ ) 

A . first person inclusive dual 
B. first person inclusive plural 
C. first person exclw;ive dual 
D. fir~t person exclusive plural 
E. first person singular 
F. second person dual 
G. second person plural 
H. second person singular 
l. third person dual 
J . third person pl ural 
K. third person singu lar 

J K 

.= }'person' 

+ ~ (~)}'number' + 

This is a kind of theoretical maximum for systems with an inclusive vs. 
exclusive distinction of 'person' in lines a. and b., and a singular-dual-plural 
dis1inction of 'number' in lines c. and d. The letters over the columns are 
keyed lo the sta ndard names of the feature bundles. Thus, the column D, 
commonly ca lled 'first person exd usive plural', is positively specified for the 
feature (ego] . This grammatical feature has a semantic interpretation (or is 
generated by) a rule indexing and denoting the speaker in a speech silualion. 
It is nega1ively specified for the feat ure ftu ], which means that it does not 
index and denote the hearer. These characterise the 'person' categories of the 
noun phrase. We find also that it is positively specified for [plural], meaning 
that it denotes more than the speaker {but, as opposed to column B, the 
other individual or individuals are not specified as hearer(s)). I t is negatively 
specified for (rest ricted), meaning that the further individuals are nol specified 
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as unique and finitely enumerable. By a residual rule, (5), that is standard in 
markedness theory (see Jakobson 1932, 1936), this is interpreted as (or codes) 
more than one other de11otatum. The other columns are similarly to be read 
off. 
(5) Rule of residual semantic interpretation (coding): 

Let grammatical feature [F;] code semantic property A. Then [+Fi] 
means 'A' while [-F;] is interpreted as failure to specify A, i.e., [-F1] 

means ~'A'. But, residually, 
....... 'A'=> ',.....,A', 

i.e., [-Fil can be interpreted as the negative of A. 

Some languages lack any surface paradigmatic distinction of columns A 
and B from columns C and D, and it is not clear that there are trans
formational relations which motivate the distinction as a necessary universal 
underlying one. If there are none such, then clearly features in rows a. and b. 
are not independent, as in our maximal distinction, but the expansion of b. 
depends on the negative value ofa ., and the positive ofa. entails (redundantly) 
the negative of b., so that we get a system as in (6). This matches in relative 
positions the first two lines of (4), a three-way 'person' distinction being 
particularly widespread. 

(6) Person system with features a. and b. linked: 

c D EI F G H 111 a. + + + - - - -
b. (-)(-)(-) -:- + -+ -

J K 

These three-way systems of person, in fact, h.ave been analysed by using 
features [+/-participant], to capture the distinction between 'participants' 
in the speech situation, first and second persons, and the third person, a 
' non-participant' (by definition; not being speaker or hearer, but perhaps 
an 'audience' at best). 8 Then [+participant] is subdivided as [+/-·ego], so 
that ultimately [+part, +ego] is 'first' person , [+part, -ego] is 'second' 
person, and [ ·-part) is 'third' person. I prefer to see [participant] as a derived 
no~ion, an abbreviation meaning either [-ego] or l+tu] (or both), that is, 
to include those categories with some positive specification for person, since 
that is how we must incorporate them into hierarchical rules. 

In addition, there is the question of which of [ego] or [tu] is the higher of 
the person features, as will be raised by the facts of split ergative systems, 
some of which distinguish 'first person' ([+ego]) forms from all the rest, 
others which distinguish 'second person' ([+tu)] forms from all the rest. ln 
~tfect, while [+ego] presupposes the speaker and hence is a presupposing 
index, [+tu] creates the hearer as referent and hence is relatively more 
performat~ve . On the other hand, the whole set of forms for referring to the 
hearer which we deal with under the rubric of 'politeness' indicate that the 
·~ol_ite second person' forms are the most highly marked ones if categorially 
distinct. (In fact, Quiche, a Mayan language of Guatemala, has split ergativity 
with second polite forms set off from all the rest.) Both of these presupposing 
and performative forces seem to be at work in hierarchisation. 
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Turning to the number categories, it should be noted that the dual category, 
including all columns of (4) with non-parenthesised positive specification for 
lined., is a subcategory of plural. (l do not take up trial forms, the relation
ship of which to duals is not clear at present .) This subcategorisation is 
expressed by having only one value of the (plural) feature further sub
categorised for the feature [restricted). Thus, the feature possibilities are 
somewhat like those for the three-way 'person' distinctions shown in (6). 9 

We need a rule to explain the hole in the pattern that occurs in chart (4) at 
the third column, marked with an asterisk. Any noun phrase with double 
positive specification for features (ego] and [tu) must be [+plural]. We can 
indicate this by a rule such as (7). 

(7) Person-number i ntcraction: 
[+ego, +tu]= [-t-pluralj 

Thus there is a systematic interaction between the features of 'person', a . and 
b., and the features of 'number', c. by rule (7), and, in turn, d. by subeate
gorisation rules of the normal variety. So again we have a means of indicating 
the ranking of the features, for part of the system at least: a. and b. are 
higher ranked than c. and these are all higher-ranked than d. 

It seems that the feature [restricted] is redundantly specifiable as positive 
for the singular category, as I have indicated in (4) with parentheses in line 
d. of columns E, H, and K. This is on lhe basis of our residual rule (5), and 
unifies the dual and singular categories as 'countable' on the basis of their 
feature specifications. Every once in a while, we come upon a marginal 
agreement rule, such as those for supple1ive verb stems in Chinook, that 
operates on the basis of this common e-0untability of denotata that arc either 
singular or dual, m opposed to true unrestricted plural. Singular and dual 
also seem to operate as a class in Gumbayl]gir split ergativity, as outlined 
below (§ 1.4). 

Now the heavy double vcrtlcle lines separating columns A through H 
from columns l through K are meant to indicate the distinction between 
'personal' and 'non-personal ' noun phrases. The last three bundles represent, 
then, those forms that arise by transformational mechanisms of anaphora. 
Noun phrases that index neither speaker nor hearer (hence rows a . and b. are 
negatively specified) arc either nominal or pronominal, with the pronouns 
deriving such features as number by copying rules that are part of the trans
formational pronominalisation process. Note in particular that many other 
features of noun phrases are usually represented in pronominal forms of the 
' third person', such as animacy, gender, countability (in a sense different 
from that <>four [restricted] feature) , semantic shape class, and so forth. 
These latter features depend on the lexical coding of nouns (or simple noun 
phrases, if you wish), different for each language, and, in the classical theory 
of pronouns which l formulate here, enter the pronominal system by the 
fact that 'third person· forms stand for regular lexical nouns. The formal 
parallelisms of true personal pronouns or indices, and pronominal markers 
or anaphors, is seen at the surface level; frequently there is an extension of 
'third person' features elsewhere in the paradigm, as we find commonly for 
gender. But in an underlying, semantic:illy-rclcvant consideration, there arc 
two distinct systems we are dealing with . 



120 GRAMMATICAL CATEGORIES IN AUSTRALIAN LANGUAGES 

1.2. Neutralisation and implication . 
Thus, the formal basis for a classification of noun phrases as shown 1n (4) 
becomes all the more interesting. Our notions of markedness values, reflected 
here by the assignment of pluses and minuses, as '."ell as b~ the hier~rchi.cal 
ranking of features, are based upon language-specific criteria of distribution 
and neutralisation and parallel formal elaboration (along the columns of 
(4)), as well as upon general implicational relationships that seem to hold 
universally (along the rows of (4)). 

(8) Neutralisation (of gender) by person category: 

Chinook} 
Russian 
Dyirbal 
Tunica 

3rd 2nd 1st Neutralisation distinguishes 

no yes 

no no 

yes 

yes 

I st, 2nd person from 3rd 

1st person from 2nd, 3rd 

Observe in (8) that the 'third person' noun phrases, doubly negative in 
rows a. and b. in (4), show surface gender distinctions in many languages 
(for example, Chinook, Russian, Dyirbal), while the 'personal' forr:ns do not. 
With respect to personal (first and second) ~s. non-personal (third)., then, 
features of gender are neutralised in the personal forms, the positively 
specified, marked members. 1 0 Some languages (for example, Tunica) ha~e 
gender distinctions overtly in both 'second' and 'third' persons, but not in 
'first'. So 'first person' shows a neutralisation of features of gender by 
comparison with 'second' and 'third' persons. 

(9) Distribution (of person categories) by syntactic type : 
Grammatical category Person categories 
which takes pro-form: 3rd lst, 2nd 
[--]NP yes yes 
[---ls yes no 
[----]A<1J yes no 

On a second basis of classification, as in (9), 'third person' forms, represent
ing anaphoric pronominalisations of many kinds of surface noun phrases, 
usually of sentences and sentential nominalisations as well as of adjectives, 
are more widely distributed than 'first' or 'second' persons in the syntactic 
surface structure. This can be determined simply by counting up privileges of 
occurrence of formal types. These two criteria within a language give evidence 
for marked and unmarked values of surface-coded semantic distinctions 
represented in the pronominal system. 

(I 0) Unidirectional neutralisation: 
[F1] neutralised with respect to [FJ, F~, ... ] ~ [FJ, F~, .. . ] never 

neutralised with respect to [F;]. 

At the same time, if the neutralisation of some feature with respect to all 
others is consistent and unidirectional as in (10), we define a hierarchy of 
features in tenns of distribution, one feature always defining a subdivision of 
another. Thus note that taking together all our examples of neutralisation of 
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gender indicates that these features are not so widely distributed (in surface 
privileges of ?ccurrence), as fea~ur~s of person. In rule (7) also we predict 
that number ts not so widely distributed as person as a distinctive feature . 
Further, lhat for example Russian pronominal categories neutralise gender 
with respect to number, but never vice-versa, predicts that number is more 
widely distribu~ed a.s ~ disti~ctive feature, and hierarchically prior. 

On a cross-hngu1st1c basis, now, we can give laws of implication that 
combine these two kinds of observations into general conditions on the 
claboratio~ of fea~ure systems, just as in phonology. These are of two kinds. 
The ~rst kind, as in ( 11), says that if a language uses distinctive feature [F], 
then It uses feature [FJ; an example of this is the relationship of 'dual' a~d 
'plural' categories as. expressed by the features [plural] and [restricted], 
[F;] and [Fi] respectively. Thus. if a language distinguishes [+restricted] 
'duals" from [-restricted] other numbers, then it always distinguishes 
[+plural] "non-singulars' from [-- -plural] 'singulars'. 

( 11) Universal of hierarchisation of features: 
Language L uses h · I -- F1 J ~ language L uses [ + / - F 1]. 

( 12) Universal of markedness hierarchisation of features: 
Language L uses [+/--Fi) for [aF,J =>language L uses h-/- Fi] for 

[ -:xF k], where r:1. is usually taken to be • -1- '. 

The second kind of implication is a combination of general markedness 
C?~ditions (by ~he criteria outlined above) with feature hierarchy, the con
d1t1onal then being of the form ( 12), that if a language implements distinctive 
fe~ture [Fd within the category defined by [~Fk]. a being plus or minus, then 
1t implements [F,] within the category [-aFkJ- In general, a is taken to be 
'plus', s<? that ~e have a general criterion that marked values will, in general, 
be less d1ffercnt1atcd than unmarked ones, as is the case for 'person' categories 
b~i~g d.ifTerenti.ated by 'gender'. ln some cases, as for example the 'number' 
d1stinct1ons, this do~s n_ot seem to be. tr~e . These apparent exceptions might 
be one way of mot1vatmg a set of distinct m = 'marked', u = 'unmarked' 
values for these features, which can then be transcribed contingently into 
pluses and minuses. I do not wish to take this up here, however (but see 
fn. 9). 

Notice that our schematic pronominal system of (4), on the basis of cri1eria 
of ~nalysis that operate at the surface level, is nevertheless making systematic 
claims at the level of semantic naturalness. First there is the claim about 
ranking or hierarchy of features, then there are claims about marked and 
unmarked values of each of the features, and finally the implicit claims about 
indexical-referential and simple referential specificity. We would like to 
maintain that languages in general do show a relationship between surface 
morphological patterns and syntactic distributions on the one hand, semantic 
classes on t~e othe.r h3~d . If c:rnr semanti~ representations are systematically 
related t::>, 1f not 1dcnt1cal w11h, underlying forms, and these, in turn, are 
systema11cally related to surface patterns (assuming many constraints on 
transformational apparatus), we should in fact expect some recurrent 
relationsnips between semantic and surface levels. Historical changes in well
explored paradigms within Inda-European as well as elsewhere attest, for 
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example, to the constant vitality of the triply-unmarked 'third person singular' 
forms as semantically without positive specification, a referential zero form. 
This motivates constant reinterpretation of whatever surface forms are 
associated with third singular as real semantic .zeroes, and the spread of 
third singular morphological material, made devoid of referential value, 
throughout the surface paradigm. No other explanation is acceptable. Only 
this explanation is theoretically adequate, since it shows the semantic basis 
for the change, and thus motivates it. In all these cases, the language is 
ironing out, as it were , the surface structures on the basis of semantic 
patterning, mediated by distribution. (See Kurylowicz ( 1960) for the general 
theory and Watkins (1962, 1969) for extensive Inda-European exemplifica
tion.) 

1.3. Hierarchy and split ergativity 
The split ergative systems appear lo be stable, recurrent types, which we can 
characterise using the framework just developed. If we take the notion 'case
marking' in its broade:st sense, as the surface means of indicating case
relations of noun-phrase adjuncts, then split ergative systems show a split 
along the hierarchy of 'person' and 'number' features of the adjunct noun 
phrases . lf an ergative system splits simply into two two-way case-marking 
schemes, then minimally either the [+ego] (or the [+tu]) forms are 
nominative-accusative, the rest ergativc-absolutive. Next, the [+tu] (or, 
respectively, the ( : ego]) forms are also nominative-accusative, the rest 
ergative-absolutive. Next, the pronouns, including the [--ego, -tu] 
anaphoric forms, all show accusative patterning, where such anaphoric 
pronominalisation usually applies to certain categories of nouns, proper 
personal nouns or animates. In each form of such simple binary two-way 
split subsystems, the rest of the noun phrases, below a certain point in a 
hierarchy, are ergative-absolutive. And so forth, as in (13). When we say [F;] 
forms, we mean sentences with this feature specification in the noun phrases. 

(13) Possibilities for simple lexical split of case-marking: two two-way sub
systems, 'accusative' vs. 'crgative': 

Ace Erg 

+tu -tu 

+ego -ego 'pronouns' 

-:- proper -proper 'nouns' 

+human -human 

+animate -animate 

(Vertical lines mark successive divisions of accusative vs. ergative case
marking, only one in a given language) 

For cases of simple, binary, two-way split ergativity, I want to maintain 
that, looking at this hierarchy of features of noun phrases, the lowest NPs 

6. HIERARCHY OF FEATURES AND ERGATIVITY 123 

characterised by the features lexically distinctive of nouns, the highest ones 
'person' features of surface pronominal paradigms, the following holds: If 
the noun phrases of a language have accusative case-marking at a certain 
plus-value of a feature [F,], and ergative case-m~rking ~or [-F1], then no~n 
phrases are accusative for all features above [F;] m the hierarchy and ergatJve 
for all features below [F;] in the hierarchy. Curiously, it is not only accusative 
•·s. ergative case-marking that operates in this fashion. For the principles of a 
lexical hierarchy being at the basis of a grammatical split in surface patterns 
are actually widespread. 

This fir5t kind of split gives a clear idea of the general form of the relations 
between hierarchical feature specification of noun phrases and functional 
surface grammatical systems. It is an interesting fact that such simple, binary, 
two-way splits usually are defined around some feature F1 from among those 
of 'person·. But there are ~everal complications in the attested examples---the 
entire set of ergative languages-which lead to characterising the type just 
given as SIMPLE, LOCAL, Oll'iARY, and uniformly TWO-WAY. 11 This typology 
can be elaboraled upon by decomposing the form of the generalisation we 
just made. 

Consider the fact that, by and large, it is the 'nominative' case of a 
nominative-accusative system, and the 'absolutive' case of an ergative
absolutive system, that are the unmarked, 'zero' citation forms, or forms for 
sentences with one NP, as well as for one of the adjuncts of a transitive. 
Thus, both the 'accusative' in the one system, the 'ergative' in the other, are 
marked, specific forms that signal the unique grammatical status of one of 
the adjunct NPs of a transitive verb. That is, there are really two distinct 
principles of case-marking hierarchy at work, each making its own jndepen
dent statement about the naturalness (hence unmarked realisation) of NPs 
to serve in Agent or Patient grammatical function . As shown in (14), by 
using distinct subscripts, there is no logical necessity for the same feature 
[Fk] to be the one controlling the agent hierarchy and the patient hierarchy. 
When the two fall together in one feature, the result is a BINARY, TWO-WAY 
split system, binary because there are two subsystems, two-way because each 
subsystem makes two case-marking distinctions at the surface. 

(I 4) Functional characterisation of case-marking splits: 
a. Agent hierarchy : F1_ni ..• +F;/-Fi. .. . F;+m> ... , --NP 

BELOW[+ F;], all NPs have ergative case-marking when func
tioning as transitive agent . 

b. Patient hierarchy: FJ-p• ... +FJ/-F1 , •• ., FJ+q• •. . -NP 
ABOVE [-F. ], all NPs nave accusative case-marking when 

. . J • . . 
functioning as trans1t1ve patient. 

However, when the two crucial features of (14) do not coincide .in the 
middle of the hierarchy, we have distinct but overlapping subsystems of 
case-markings. There are patterns that emerge. For example, it is a curious 
fact that the overlap always produces more case distinctions in the mid-to
lower range of the hierarchy than in the upper range. It is clearly a generalisa
tion of great interest to the theory of markedness, since the formalism should 
guarantee that the less marked categories have the greater number ofsyntactic
morphological surface distinctions . Depending on the placement of the 
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features [F.J and [Fi] in ( 14), then, we have many possibilities for addit ional 
types ofsy~t~ms , as shown in (15). The typology is keyed, where appropriate, 
to the trad1t1onal names for them. 

( 15) Some. types of split case-marking systems (with reference to ( 14)): 
I. F; ~s NP (hence no [+ NP) gets ergative marking) 

F) 1s NP (hence all [+NP] get accusative marking) 
Simple, local, unary. two-way 'nominative-accusative· system. 

2. Fi> Fj ~oth not _NP .. F, > F1 (hence ergative marking overlaps with 
a?Cusat1ve marking tn the mid-range of the NPs) 
S1mp_le, local, ternary, 2-3-2 accusative-agentive-ergative system. 

~3 . F,, Fi bo~h not ~P. Fj >. F; _(hence accusative marking does not 
overlap with ergat1vc marking in the mid-range of the NPs) 
Simple, local. ternary , 2-1-2 system [no examples found to my know
ledge]. 

?4. F; is NP (hence no [·+- NP] gets ergative marking) 
~J not NP {hence some NPs have accusative marking) 
S1n:iple, local, binary 1- 2 nominative-accusative system with neutrali
sation . 

5. F; i~ not NP (hence some NPs get ergative marking) 
~j is NP (hence_ all NPs get accusative marking) 
Simple, lo~al, binary, 2- 3 accusative-agentive system. 

6. F; ~nspec1fied (hence cv_ery1hing gets ergalive marking) 
F.i 1s NP (hence cverythmg gets accusative marking) 
Simple, local, unary, 3-way agentive system. 

•7, F; is NP (_hence no [...L NP] gets ergative marking) 
F.i unspecified (hence no NP gets accusative marking) 
Simple, local , unary I-way system [impossible not to have means of 
agent-patient inflectional d istinction]. 

We t~us establish the dis~i~ctions among unary, binary, and ternary splits, 
depending on how many distinct case-marking schemata arc associated with 
noun phrases, and among the two-way, 2-3-2, 2-3, etc. types of case-marking 
sc.hemata by the number of surface case-distinclions. We should also deal 
with the ~rst . tw? ~ode? ?f classificat_ion_ of split systems. 

The ad1ec11ve simple 1s meant to indicate 1hat OM feature is involved in 
defining the hierarchy. This is opposed to 'complex' systems where more 
than one feature is ~eflning, in particular to a combination of both person 
features, a .. a:'1d b . 1n schema (4), and features of ·number', c. and d . In 
g~neral , posll1ye features for a .com~lex of person-and-number specification 
will be_ operative for the Agentive hierarchy, while negative features will be 
operatl~e fo_r the Patientive hierarchy. Tt is a distinction that can best be seen 
by considering the geometric analogy to distinctive features where certain 
areas of the n-dir:nen_sional space are defined by several features simul
taneously. The claim is that the areas of any particular subsystem of case
marking will be adjacent one to another. 

The adjectiv~ 'local ' is to be opposed to the adjective ·global', where 
these are us.ed. in Chomsky's.(1965) sense. The spl it systems that are 'local' 
h~ve tw.o distinct rules,. as in ( 14)_ a . and b., each of which specifies the 
bifurcation of case-marking depending on the features found in ONE NP, the 
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Agent adjunct in a., the Patient adjunct in b. In this way, there are in effect 
at most two distinct case-marking systems which can co-occur in a single 
transitive sentence. On the other hand, if the split involves a contingency 
depending on TWO (or more) NPs of the sentence, referable to the 'global' 
level of the whole proposition. rather than the local level of one NP, then we 
must reformulate the rules of agentive and patientive hierarchy. The rules 
will have to state that the split in case-marking for both agent and patient is 
sensitive not only to the features of the NP in question, but also to the 
feaiures of the NP which functions as its opposite member in the proposition . 
This is a distinct, but common type of transformational rule , which will be 
formulated below. In effect, such global case-marking splits collapse parts 
a. and b. of ( 14). 

Complex, global case-marking systems are the most difficult to characterise. 
I take up the example of Chinookan, reminiscent of many in Australia, in 
detail in§~ 2. 1-2.3. Complex, local case-marking systems operate with agent 
and patient hierarchies specified in terms of two independent principles of 
feature-specified markcdness, one in the realm of 'person' and one in the 
realm of 'number" or other lexical content. 

For the simple, local systems of(l5), we can take number two, the simple, 
local , ternary, 2-3-2 accusativc-agentive-ergative system as an example, to 
see how ( 14) is applied. In such a language, for some feature [F;] in the middle 
of the ranked series of features, ( l 4a) specifies that below [, F ;], that is, for 
all noun phrases characterised by [·-F;] and lower, there is a distinct case
marking coding the propositional function A, agent of transitive. Similarly, 
( l 4b) specifies that above some [ - Fj], that is , for all noun phrases [+Fi] 
and higher, there is a distinct case-marking coding the propositional function 
0, patient of transitive. The ergative rule proceeds from the bottom of the 
hierarchy of NP types, as it were; the accusative rule from the top. Specifying 
in (!5 .2) that i > j, that is, that feature [F;] is higher than (F ·] in the ranking 
of features (yielding the characteristic hierarchy of noun phrase types), we 
insure that there is a region of overlap of at least one noun phrase type, 
including cverythi ng between[ - F;] and [ + FJ The other examples in (15) 
are to be analysed similarly. 

Thus case-marking systems for indicating agents, patients, etc. can be 
referred to lexical hierarchy. These divide as simple vs. complex, depending 
on the number of defining features (from 'person' and 'number' categories); 
as local vs . global, depending on the one-NP or two-NP nature of the rule of 
split ; as r,-ary depending on the number of splits, reflecting the relative cali
bration of features along the hierarchy defining split; as p-way, or q-r-way, 
etc. depending on the contour of the total system that emerges, indicating 
the number and type of case-markings to which the traditional nomenclature 
applies . There are numerous ' holes' in the pattern, and these mean we have 
the opportunity for further constraint of the system as it is outlined here. 
What is important to see is the essentially semantic motivation for case
marking schemata. Some Australian examples of split systems of several 
different types follow. 

1.4. Examples of split systems 
Bandjalang, a language of the New South Wales-Queensland border, shows 
a complex, local , ternary, 2-3-2 accusative-agentive-ergative split system. 
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With. three 'pe~sons', two 'numbers', ~nd masc~line and feminine 'gender' in 
the singular third person, the pronominal paradigm has a two-way accusative 
sys.te~ for [ +e.go, + ~lur~I] (_the most highly marked pronoun), a three-way 
ObJect1ve-agent1ve-subJective m all the rest of the pronouns and all human 
nouns, and a ~wo-way ergativ~ in~ection o_n all the rest of the ~ouns. Clearly a 
two-feature h1erarch1cal ranking 1s operative here with one feature from each 
of the pers.on and number categories defining the upper bound of the ergative 
cas~-marktng (what appears as 'agentive' in the middle part of the hierarchy) 
'."'hile the. lower bound of accusative case-marking (what appears as 'objective~ 
m th~ middle part) are the [+human] lexical NPs. As shown in the display 
of this system at (16), [ego] ranks above [tuJ in this system. 
(l 6) Bandjalang split-system: 

ego 
tu 
plur 
fem 
Pro 
hum 

A B C D E F G H 
+ + -
(-)(-) + + 
+ - + + 

I 
T 

+ + + 

A. first plural 
B. first singular 
C. second plural 
D. second singular 
E. third plural 

--+- - f. third sg. feminine 

/
--- ' G. third sg. masculine 

ergative case-marking H. human nouns -----r I. other nouns (animates 
accusative case-marking etc.) ' 

In Dhirari, .the . split of c~e-marking has duals and plurals of all true 
pronoun.s nommattve-accusat1ve, while everything else of the pronominal and 
anaphoric systems shows thr~e case-forr:'ls and, finally lexical noun phrases 
~ave two case-forms of ergat1ve-absolut1ve .pattern. As shown in (17), there 
is thus a compl~x, local, .ternary, ~-3-2 spltt system, as in (15.2). The upper 
bound of~ ~1stmct .erga~1ve case is {..!..participant, -plural] (where [+part] 
means _pc_is1t1ve spec1~cat1on .for any person feature), while the lower bound 
for a d1stmc~ accusative case 1~ the lowermost non-lexical NP. This distinction 
betwee~ lexical and anaphonc or non-lexical 'third person' NPs should be 
expressible by the. feature [Pro], .in the. usual transformational manner. The 
system as shown m .(17) looks d1scontmuous, but that is due to the linear 
method of presentation. 

(l 7) Dhirari split-system : 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M 
ego + + + + + 
tu + + 
plur + + 
restr + 
fem 
Pro 

+ + + 
+ + -t- -1- + + 
+ -(+)+ -(+)+ -<+X+> 

+ 
+ + _,_ 

+ -,_, 
1-

ergative case-marking 

accusative case-marking 
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A. inclusive dual 
B. inclusive plural 
C. exclusive dual 
D. exclusive plural 
E. first singular 
F. second dual 
G. second plural 
H. second singular 
I. third dual 
J. third plural 
K. third sg. feminine 
L. third sg. masculine 
M. lexical nouns 
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Aranda, according to Strehlow (1942-44 [1945]:74-76 ; 91-93), shows a 
svstem of noun phrases which includes pronouns of three persons and 
n"umbers, 1 2 and nouns which are subcategorised as human, animate, 
inanimate at least . The pronominal forms show nominative-accusative case 
distinctions, except for the first person singular, which has a three-way 
distinction. Apparently, this two-way accusative system goes part way through 
the nominal stems, the animates being partially so inflected; while the rest of 
these, along with the inanimates, have an ergative-absolutive distinction. 
As shown in ( 18), there appear to be two split systems in Aranda, each one 
operating on a distinct funct_ional basis. The first split system .is a corn pie~, 
local, binary, 2-3 case-marking system for the true personal indexes, as m 
the configuration of (15.5), with first perso~ singul.ar ~he lowes.t in th~ hi~r
archy, and the unique true pronoun showing obJect1ve-agent1ve-sub1ect1ve 
case-marking, all the higher ones showing nominative-accusative marki~g. 
The second split system involves the 'non-personal' noun ph~ases, of th~ third 
person. This is a complex, local, binary, 2-2 system, not m (15), with the 
anaphoric pronouns of the third person, used for some animates as well as 
humans, and the nouns they stand for showing nominative-accusative case
marking, then the anaphoric 'demonstratives' which are used for the rest. of 
the animates and the inanimates showing a two-w_ay A-0, S case-marking 
system, and finally the inanimate nouns also showing an ergative-absolutive 
system. The animate nouns must be sub.di~ided further ?Y some_ f~atu.res 
which are unclear from Strehlow's descnptron, as there ts the d1stmct1on 
shown in (18) between those animates which pattern like human nouns with 
nominate-accusative case-marking, and those which pattern like the demon
stratives for inanimatcs, with a three-way case-marking scheme. The 
schematisation here in (18) at least provides a basis for seeking further 
information on this. 

( 18) Aranda split-systems 

A B c 0 E F G H J K L MlN 
tu + + T 
ego -r + + 
plur + ..L -t" + .J.. + -1- + I • 
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restr -r - ( +) + - ( -1-) + - ( - ) + - ( +) 
hum + + + + + + -
an1m (+)(+)(+) -
Pro + + + - - - + 

Norn-Ace OAS Norn-Ace Erg 

I<-! :---
ergative case-marking 

.~~~~~~-~' 

accusative case-marking 

A. second dual 
B. second plural 
C. second singular 
D. first dual 
E. first plural 
F. first singular 
G. human anaphor dual 
H. human anaphor plural 
l. human anaphor sg. 
J. human (anim) noun du. 
K. human (anim) noun plur. 
L. human (anim) noun sg. 
M. non-animate anaphor 
N. non-animate noun 

[n Gumbayl]gir, a language of New South Wales, according to Smythe 
( 1948/9: 38-39), the duals exclusive and inclusive, as well as the second 
person singular, show nominative-accusative case-marking, the rest or the 
true pronouns show three-way 0-A-S marking, and the third person forms, 
both anaphoric and lexical, show ergative-absolutive marking. Diana Eades 
(personal communication) has recently shown that there is a small class or 
kinship terms and 'section nouns' (titles or epithets?), seemingly functioning 
as definite-reference names. with a three-way case-marking. Jt appears 
further that the 'exclusive' dual and plural consist basically of the 
'inclusive' forms with -gay suffix (eliminating vowel length) which would 
indicate that these are not independent pronominal roots, but derivatives. 
Discounting these 'exclusives' it is the second singular and inclusive dual, 
namely both [+tu, ...Lrcstr] forms, which show nominative-accusative case
marking, as shown in (19). 

(19) Gumbayl)gi r split-system: 
A B c D E F G H I J K L M 

tu + + I + -' ego + ..!.. 
I - - - + + 

plur + + -+- + + - + res tr ' ' -(+)- -(+)+ - (+) ' 
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Def + 
,..-1 ' ,...__ 

ergativc case-marking 
------------•I 
accusative case-marking 

A. inclusive dual 
B. inclusive plural 
C. second dual 
D. second plural 
E. second singular 
F. exclusive dual 
G. exclusive plural 
H. first singular 
L kin, section names 
J. anaphoric dual 
K. anaphoric plural 
L. anaphoric sg. 
M. lexical nouns 
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The second person dual is irregular, by this reckoning. ln the complex 
hierarchy of Gumbayl)gir, below these two-way true pronouns, the rest of 
the true pronouns show three-way 0-A-S case-marking, as do the kin a~d 
section items, while usual 'third' person forms, both lexical and anaphoric, 
have two-way ergative-absolutive case-marking. Thus we have a complex, 
local, ternary, 2-3-2 split system, the split from accusative to agentive 
(three-way) controlled by [-;- tu, +res tr], that from agentive to ergative by 
definite rs. indefinite reference. 

In Dalabon, a language of the Northern Territory, according to Capell 
(1962: 102-3), we have a simple, global, binary, two-way system of inflection 
on noun phrases at the surface. Jn such a global system, the Agent noun 
phrase gets a suffix -yi by a rule which depends on the feature specification 
of both Agent and Patient noun phrases. In the sentence bulw;an ga ?manbunil) 
'my-father he-made-it', with [+animate] Agent and [-animate l Patient, 
there is no suffix on the Agent noun phrase. But in the scnlence bulw;an-yi 
wuduwud ga?nan 'my-father baby he-is-looking-at-it', with both Agent and 
Patient [+animate], the Agent takes the suffix -yi. This occurs also for all 
[ -ani m] Agents (since they are the lowest in the hierarchy of noun phrases). 
Also , in the sentence ni!Ji-yi da ?nalJ 'you you-saw-me', with [-ego) Agent 
and [+egol Patient, we get the same suffixation of -yi on the Agent. All of 
these ca~cs of suffixation can be unified under one rule, if we rank the noun 
phrases in a hierarchy such as the ones for local systems, and specify that the 
insertion of the suffix depends on the Agent being below or at the same 
feature-level as the Patient. So animate-on-animate, inanimate-on-anything, 
second-on-first transitives get the suffix, the other ones do not. 

2.1. Chinookan regular lnflectioo and categories 
A typically ergative morphological structure characterises Chinookan , in 
particular the Wasco-Wishram dialect from which examples are discussed 
here. Case-marking is in terms of cross-referencing pronominal elements 
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obligatorily incorporated into the verb or other main constituent of a 
syntactic unit. These pronominal elements appear in apposition to lexical 
nouns for third person forms especially, and sometimes in apposition to 
emphatic external pronouns, but none of these external noun phrases has 
any case-marking independently showing its own syntactic function. The 
pronominal clements are characterised both by distinct arrangements in 
order-classes, and, within order-classes, by distinct forms. ln the correlation 
-or regularity in lack of correlation-between order-class and pronominal 
form, we have data to interpret syntactically about the case relations of 
adjuncts and their configuration in a split-case system. 

Chinookan shows a regular, or 'plain' transitive 1•s. intransitive verb 
schema, paralleled by a regular nominal one. l discuss these first, giving the 
global ergative case system for distinct shapes of pronominals . Then I will 
complicate this description with global order-class restrictions, which feed 
into global shape assignment, defining an 'inverse' nominative-dative tran
sitive schema in verbs, and its equivalent in possessed nouns. 

(20) i-kala ga-M-(a).\'-1-u-y'iada (i)l-sq'"a (i)s-gagilak 'the man rhrew the 
water at the two women' · 

(21) ga-c-i-(a)s-1-u-y'iada 'he threw it at the two of them· 

(22) ga-c--l-u-y'tada i-kala (i)l-sq"'a 'the man threw the water' 

(23) ga-i-(a)i-1-(a)J-y' ka (i)-i-Jq"·a (i)s-gagilak 'the water came flying over to 
the two women' · 

A kind of maximal simple sentence form, with regular transitive verb, is 
shown in (20). Each of the three nouns in the sentence is provided with its 
obligatory number-gender prefix: -kola 'man' has singular masculine i-, 
cross-referenced in the verb by the third person singular masculine transitive 
subject pronominal -c-: -sq"·a 'water' has neuter-collective (i)i-, cross
rcfcrenced in the verb by the neuter-collective transitive object pronominal 
-1-; -gagilak 'woman' has dual (i).S-, cross-referenced in the verb by the third 
person dual indirect object pronominal ·s- (with epenthetic -a- because of 
phonological cluster restrictions). The inflected verb st ands alone in a fully 
pronominalised sentence such as (21), where anaphoricdeletion has operated 
on lexical nouns, and the pronominals give only the person-number-gender 
of the agent-patient-indirect object. The initial morpheme of the verb is the 
tense prefix, here ga- for the 'remote past': the -/- is the lexical post position, 
giving the specifics of the indirect object relationship, here 'to, toward'; 
the -u- directional morpheme means 'motion away from'; finally -viada the 
root is 'throw'. The minima! constituents of such a regular transitive sentence 
are subject and direct object, as in (22). The verb in an intransitive sentence, 
such as (23), regularly shows all the surface form classes of the transitive one 
save the transitive subject, with the same permissible pronominalisation and 
optional elements. 

The nouns ofChinookan also show appositional inflection, with a minimum 
of one, and a maximum of two pronominal elements. The nouns may be used 
as predicates (some derived nouns always so). Hence the number-gender 
prefixes of nouns such as those in (20)-(23) can have a function akin to 

6. HIERARCHY OF FEATURES AND ERGATIVITY J3l 

subjects (S) of intransitive verbs; in fact first and second person pronominal 
prefixes also occur with nouns, as in (24) and (25). In regular nouns, a second 
pronominal form cross-referencing the possessor, can occur in position after 
that shown in (20)-(23). Thus (26) is a full possessive noun phrase, while (27) 
reflects anaphoric deletion of the possessor noun, the cross-referencing 
pronomir.al remaining. 

(24) n-sk'u/ia 'I, Coyote; I am Coyote' 

(25) ms-nadida11ui1 'you, Indians; you are all Indians' 

(26) i-stamx a-ia-knim 'the chief's canoe' 

(27) a-ia-knim 'his canoe' 

In general then, we can see a parallelism in order classes in 'plain' verb 
and noun, as shown in (28). 

(28) 'Plain' morphological schema of Chinookan inflection: 
Noun: (Pers-)numb-gend (Possessive) 
Verb: (Trans subj) (Intrans subj\ (l ndir. obj. + postpos) 

lTrans obj J 

The 'plain' transitive verb has an ergative morphological order-class, followed 
by a nominative (or, absolulive), and an optional dative (or 'indirect object') 
with the following lexically-specific postposition. The intransitive verb has 
the second and third of these, and, in parallel fashion, the noun has a 
nominatii'e (or absolutive) order-class, serving usually as a number-gender 
prefix, and an optional geniJive (or dative of possession). The parallelism is 
even more secure in syntactic terms, as will become apparent. 

These morphological order-classes intersect with formal distinctions 
among cross-referencing pronominals, The forms of pronominals are 
displayed in (29), keyed by order-class. Where there are conditioned phono
logical variants, the morphophonemically basic alternant is listed first, 
separated by a slash, as also where there are syntactically-significant 
alternants, separated by commas. There arc basically three distinct forms for 
pronomina!s: the fundamental one, serving as absolutive (nominative) and 
dative; the second, regularly nominative shape plus -a-, serving as genitive: 
the third, regularly nominative shape plus -k-, serving as ergative. The 
impersonal serves only as ergative. The phonological alternants in the 
genitive, or possessive, of rows F and L are palatalisation variants (k-c), 13 

those of the nominative in row L are due to prcvocalic vowel truncation 
(a+u -> u), and that of the dative in row J is an ancient, morphologically 
conditioned oddity. 14 The other variations in forms, within order-classes, 
indicate the type of case-marking system. The two rows J and K, third 
person dual and plural, show an alternation between the nominative forms 
·SI-, -tk-, used as intransitive subject (S) and -s-, +, used as transitive object 
(0). Hence for these two noun phrase types, there seems to be a locally
conditioned three-way case-marking schema for verbal cross-reference, 
accusative-dative (0), ergative (A), nominative (S), of little syntactic interest 
except as it fits precisely as we expect into lhe mid-range of the configuration 
of case-marking. The other variations are global, and require a consideration 
of person and number to explain. 



132 GRAMM ATICAL CATEGORIES IN AUSTR,\ LlAx L1\NGU1,G l:S 

(29) Wasco-Wishram Chinookan pronomina!s: 
Morphol: Ergatii>e Nominative, Datfre Ce11iti1•(! 
Syntax : A S, (S)O(D), D G 

A incl du t(x)-k- -tx- -tx-a-
B incl pl /(.~J-k - -1.Y- -Ix-a-
c sec sg 111- ·In- . ,;,;. 
D sec du mt-k- -mt- -mt-a-
E sec pl m.v-k- -mf- -ms-a-
F excl sg 11, </>- ·II· -t /k V-
G excl du 111-k-. q- -nt- -111-a-
H excl pl n.f-k-, q- ·II.~- -11.f-a-
I th rd du Jt-k- -.rt- . -J- -JI-a· 
J thrd pl t-k- -tk -, .(., jll'- -tk-a-
K th col-neut i-k- -i - -I-a-
L thrd sg fem k- -af<P- -Nk-a-
M thrd sg msc c- -i- -i-a-
N impersona l q-

The Chinookan noun phrase types include specifications for 'personal' vs. 
' impersonal', and within 'personal' noun phrases, for inclusive, second, first 
and third persons. There is a regular distinction of singular, dual , and plural 
number in all persons, and the third person has a distinction of masculine. 
feminine, and neuter(-collective) gender, the last strongly intergrading with 
number categories. 1 s In (30), the feature specification of the noun phrase 
types is set out, with the columns corres ponding to the rows in (29). h should 
be noted that the fi rst featu re is [tu], so that immediately after the inclusives, 
the second person forms are displayed. Also, within the number distinctions, 
it should be observed that for lirst and second person fo rms, the singular is 
given as the most highly-marked term ([ -)-sg, +rescr)), while f~x thi~d per~on 
forms, it is the dual ([ + plu . + restr)). Jn olher words, there 1s a d1stmct1on 
of markedness polarity in the feature (plural ~ singular] for the participants 
(f- sg]) and non-participants ((-i-plu )), reflecting the distinction between 
indcxical (pragmatic) categories and non-indexical (see fn . 9). l t is interesting 
that in some languages the d istinction between pragmatic an d semantic 
markedness should be as directly expressed in syntactic phenomena as in 
Chinookan. For the duals and plurals of inclusive, second, and first person 
categories are much more regular in behaviour than the singulars. 

(30) Feature specification of pronorninals: 
A B C 0 E F G H I J K L M N 

a. definite + ..L 
I + + + -!- ·!- + + + + + 

b. tu + _1. + ' ,-
c. ego + + + + + 
d. lsg (I, 2) ..L ..L 

I I 

pl (3) -1- I 
T 

e. restric - (...;...) + - (- ) + . + 
f. fem + 

Returning to our formal d isplay (29), we see that the unexpected forms 
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in the ergative order-class occur precisely in row C, the second person sin
gular, and in rows F, G, H, the first person ('exclusive") categories. 16 There 
is no formal distinctio n whatsoever by order-class in the second person 
singular -m-, which appears as such in all verbal order-classes. In the ergative 
order-class, the first person singular also shows no formal distinction when 
the object is third person, and the exclusive dual and plural have ergative -k-. 
But the alternants ef>- (sg), q- (du, pl) occur just when the nominative or 
dative noun phrase adjunct is second person. Observe that the distinction of 
dual vs. plural is neutralised in the apparent ergacive q-, as indeed is the 
distinction between the first person a nd 'impersonal' fo rm, row N. 1 ' When 
the second person noun phrase adj unct is an indi rect object (D), then gender 
distinctions in direct object are neutralised (co [-fem]) ; when the second 
person noun phrase adj unct is a direct object (0), then a dummy morpheme 
-i(a)- a ppears in the ergative position if none other occurs (that is, for first 
si ngular agent (A), underlying 1'-). Thus the transitive form (3 1) with third 
plu ral ergati ve (A) and second singular absolutive (0) corresponds .not to 
(32)<! ., fo rmed by analogy form-class by form-class, but to the ambiguous 
surface form (J2)b., which has the q- ' impersonal' ergator in place of the 
first exclusive plural. Similarly, form (33) with third singula r mascu line 
ergative (A), third dual absolutive (0), and second dual indi rect object (D), 
corresponds not to (34a)., as we would expect , bu t to (34b)., with zero 
ex pression of the ergacive. 

(31) ga-tk-m-u-vl~a111a 'they told thee · 

(32) (a) **ga-nsk-m-u- v Jxama 
(b) ga-q-m-u-,l lxanui 'chou wert !old ; we/we two told thee' 

(33) ga-c-s-(a)mt-k - v'q'Hti-mita 'he made it (-s-) rain on you two· 

(34) (a) **ga-n-J-(a)mt-k--y'q'iiti-mita 
(b) ga-s-(a)mt-k -q'iiti-mita ' J made it rain on you two' 

Sum ma rising, then, the second singular shows no formal distinctions 
across order-classes, the first person singular has a special ergative form just 
where the object (0, D) is second person, and the second and lirsc non
sineulars. as well as the thi rd persons, always have a distinct ergative form. 
Fo~ the first person nonsingu lars, this is regular for third person objects, and 
special for second person objects, giving a kind of im personal-agent ~onstruc
tion. Jn other words, in form, as opposed LO order-class, we have a spht-system 
of plain inflection, with G LOOAL assignmcnc of shape, defining a hierarchy 
2 > I > J, such that the most marked form tha t can fi gure in the schema, 
the second singular 18 (under C in (29) and (30)) gives a one-way subsyst~m, 
the first singular (under F in (29) and (30)) gives a one- vs. two-way ergat1ve
absolutive system contingent on the object (0, D), and the rest of the forr~s 
are two-way ergativc-absolutive. Thus we form ulate (35) to express this 
regular split of form. . 

As it is written, it is a set of ordered sub-pans form mg a complex summary 
of the sc\·eral kinds of formal case-ma rkings encountered in different sections 
of the person-number hierarchy. Jt incorporates as one part the global rule 
schema in terms of a feature variable that runs over the first three features of 
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the ranked set in (30) in the order given . lf F; does not satisfy the conditions 
for the change, then we look at F;+ 1 . Functionally, the global case-marking 
rule is to be formulated for the singular, with an overlay of politeness marking 
in dual and plural exclusive. 

(35) 'Plain' inflection case-marking : 
(a) A 

[ 
aF 2 ] < ->aFJ 

< -sg> 
=- Erg 

(b) A, S 0, D 
[-F;] h-F;] (i = 1, 2, 3) = Erg 0 

(c) 0, D 

[ -
-F; ] (i = 2) =Norn 

F; 1- 1 

(d) G = Gen 

(e) X c:- Absol 

2.2. Global order-class restrictions 
Chinook, like many languages, has a restnct1on on surface forms which 
prohibits first or second person <licect objects (0) from co-occurring in the 
same verb with indirect objects (D). 1 9 So, in forms with three pronominal 
order classes, the absolutive (0) cannot be first or second person if there is 
a dative (D)- Hence, for all three-slot verbs, there are systematic gaps for all 
these theoretical possibilities of inflection. Only third person direct objects 
(0) of transitives occur with indirect objects (D). Hence there is no way to 
say with a single Chinookan verb form such as (36) ·He is taking me for her'; 
a foreigner such as an inquiring linguist might very well produce such a form 
by analogical patterning. 

(36) **l~-n-a-l-u-y'i-ami1 'he is taking me for her' 

But no such examples occur in any of the text collections in four dialects, 
and Wasco-Wishram informants, when badgered, will admit at most to 
knowing what one intends to say, presumably also filling in the 'hole' in the 
transitive surface pattern. It is clearly just ungrammatical. Since all would-be 
order-classes are filled independenrly in such analogically-predicted forms, 
there is no manipulation of inflectional apparatus possible to produce accept
able words coding such 'participant'-object A-0-D propositions. 

Jn morphological terms, it should be observed, this is a restriction on 
possible absolutive or nominative order-class of transitive verbs occurring 
together with possible dative order-class. Were underlying grammatical 
functions identical with morphological order-classes, under an 'ergative' 
hypothesis, then exactly the same order-class restriction would apply to 
inrransitive verb forms coding subject (S) and indirect object (D). [n fact, 
there are many morphologically intransitive forms which show first or 
second person pronominals in apparent violation of this restriction. Thus, in 
(37), the first exclusive plural (H in (29) and (30)) is intransitive subject, 
while the third singular masculine (M in (29) and (30)) is indirect object, 
both showing 'absolutive' or 'nominative' form in their respective order-
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classes. This parallels form (38) with third person pronominals, and form 
(39) with third singular masculine intransitive subject (S) and second singular 
indirect object (D). [ntcrcstingly, as shown in (40a), when there is first person 
intransitive subject and second person indirect object, exactly the same 
globally-determined shape of the first person is found as in the transitive 
inflection we saw above, as shown in (40b). Of course, wilh only two order
classes filled, it is indeterminate at the surface whether or not the verb has 
been, as it were, 'inlransitivised'. Given (35), it is simpler for descriptive 
purposes to have a rule (41) which precedes that case-marking rule. 

(37) ga-n§·i-gl-u-vya 'we (excl pl) went toward him' 

(38) ga/-a-i-gl-u-yya 'she went toward him' 

(39) ga/-i-m-gl-u-v'ya 'he went toward thee' 

(40) (a) **ga-n1/11s-m-g/-u-yya 
(b) ga-q-(a)m-gl-u-yya 'we (excl du or pl) went toward thee' 

(41) S D A 0 
[-F;] [-1- F;] :o:· [-F;] [+F;] (i =I, 2) 

But exactly the same restrictions as in 'plain' transitives apply to morpho
logical nominative-dative order-class co-occurrences in certain apparently 
·intransitive' constructions with fixed lexical postposition. 20 Thus, in such 
constructions, it is impossible to have first or second person nominative or 
absolutive and any indirect object. There was nothing to be done about such 
a restriction, recall, in the transitive inflectional schema, since all available 
:surface positions are filled. For such apparent intransitive schemata, the 
transformational process of 'thematization' operates, creating 'theme verbs' 
in the late Walter Dyk's (1933) terminology. We can express this restriction 
as essentially akin to that on transitive A-0-D schemata if we recognise that 
these apparent intransitive verbs are really inverse transitives with a direct 
object (0) in nominative order-class and a kind of dativised agent ('D') in 
dative order class. (The sense in which 1hey are inverses of the plain transitives 
will become apparent when we consider the derivation of anti passive schemas 
of inflection .) · 

(42) -v'la- 'to stink, waft (odour)' 
i-u-y'ia-11a11 'he stinks', his odour wafts' 

(43) i-n-1-vla 'I smell him' 

As an example, we can take the verb root \ 1-ia, as in (42), with a continu
ative suffix -nan. This is basically an intransitive, with characteristic absolutive 
pronominal subject (S) -i-. From this root is formed the construction -1-ia as 
in (43), with postpositional element -/-. Herc we have an apparent 'intran
sitive' construction still, with morphological nominative -i- and indirect 
object (dative) -11-, perhaps to be glossed structurally as 'he wafts towards 
me.' 21 That such thematic constructions are distinct from the intransitive 
(S-D) construction examined above is shown by their systematically split 
paradigm, however, with morphologically transilive constructions for all 
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those combinations of expected first or second person nominative. What 
should appear as an 'intransitive' construction (44a) for the gloss 'he smells 
us' actually appears as a transitive construction (44b). Referring back to our 
pronominal chart in (30), we can formulate a general principle that when the 
expected nominative noun phrase of the sentence has plus specification for 
features in lines a ., b., and c. of (30), and the indirect object (dative) has 
minus specification, then the postposition-plus-intransitive-stem combination 
is restructured as a surface transitive. So we formulate rule (45). 

(44) (a) **ns-i-1-vla 
(b) c-ns-1-vfa 'he smells us (excl)' 

(45) Function: 0 A 
SD: [...1- FJ[ --F,] (i=l,2,3) 

=>SC : [-F;] [7FiJ 
Order-class: Erg Nom Dar 

Note that for first and second person pronominals in both expected order
classes, nominative and dative, the occurring transitive construction is subject 
to the further case-marking schema (35b). So an expected inverse form (46a) 
is thematised by (45) to form (46b), but appears actually as (46c). Similarly, 
note that (47a) is thematised to form (47b) but appears as (47c), while (48a) 
is thematised to form (48b), which is formally identical to, but functionally 
the inverse of the non-occurring (47a). The thcmatised 'inverse' forms with 
ultimate special first person ergative pronominal shapes (representing A), as 
in (46b), thus merge with the results of first person intransitive subjects (S) 
with second person indirect objects (D), as in (40b), and with the 'plain' or 
regular transitives . 

(46) (a) **m-nJ-1-y/a 
(b) *""nsk-(a)m-/-.,/ ia 
(c) q-(a)m-1- y''la 'we (excl du or pl) smell thee' 

(47) (a) **m-n-1-via 
(b) **n-m-1-y'la 
(c) i-(a)m-1-y'ia 'I smell thee' 

( 48) (a) **n-m-1-v-la 
(b) m-n-1-y'la 'thou smellest me' 

. l~ is rem~rkable tha_t for third person animate nominative and third person 
indirect object, there is a tendency among speakers to extend this restriction 
on plus-minus combinations to the features of number as well, so that an 
ex~ecte~ (49a) fo~ the glo~s 'he smells the two of them' appears as (49b). 
This spllts ~he cnt~re par~~1gm of such theme verbs into a regular minus-plus 
morphologically 1ntrans1t1ve sec and a restructured plus-minus morpho
logically transitive set. 

(49) (a) **s-i-1-via 
(b) {-s-1-v'ia 'he smells the two of them' 
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The same process of thcmatisation seems to be at work in the nominal 
paradigm, wh~~e possessive sche~ata show a split _ betwee~ th~ n~minat_ive
dative (or gen1t1ve) order-class, as m (26), and ergat1ve-nommat1ve mAechon. 
When the pronominal in nominative order-class is first or second person, 
with positive feature specification, the construction is thematised. Thus, 
where we would expect (50a), with first person nominative pronominal in 
apposition to the noun stem, and third dual possessor, we actually get (50b). 
Contrast (51), where thematisation need not operate . The fact that thematisa
tion operates on such possessive schemata allows us to interpret possessed 
nouns as akin to inverse transitive verbs . That is, the nominative-possessive 
(genitive) pronominals arc not parallel to true intransitives with indirect 
object (else we would have forms parallel to (37)), but to inverse schemes 
representing, in order, object (0) and dativised agent ('D'). 

(50) (a) **n-Jra-xan 
(b) Jrk-n-a-xan 'I, their (du) child' I am their (du) child' 

(51) i-:,'ta-xan '(he,) their (du) child; he is their (du) child' 

Indeed, the parallelism is striking even in formal terms, since in thematised 
possessives like (50b), for example, the pronominals are clearly of ergative 
and absolutive form- and order-classes, the characteristic -a- postfix of the 
possessive pronouns in (29) remaining, like the fixed postposition of inverse 
transitives. Thus we can interpret the possessive schema as a kind of functional 
nominative-dative - ergative-absolutive construction, like inverse tran
tives, with -a- the special postposition characterising the possessive relation
ship. The facl that in the 'plain' possessives the pronominal shapes of singular 
first, second, and third person feminine (C, F, and 1 in (29)), and third 
person plural (Jin (29)) are somewhat irregular, ii justifies our calling this 
series a distinct 'genitive' form. But from a syntactic perspective it becomes 
obvious that the genitive is functionally a specialised adnominal dative case, 
and that the possessive schema is the expression of an inverse transitive 
relation with agent(A)-like noun phrase in dative case-relation, patient 
(0)-like noun phrase in nominative case-relation. 23 Observe that in thema
tised possessives, the regular ergative and absolutive pronominals are used, 
even where there are irregular genitives, for example, (52b) and (53c). Tn 
those [ + p!u] third persons, dua! and plural, which make a distinction 
between the 'O' and 'S' functions, moreover, in the 'plain' possessive schema 
it is the 0 shape that appears in nominative order-class, rather than the S 
shape. Thus the formal indications are that the possessive schema is 0-A 
(or 0-'D') rather than S-0. 

(52) (a) **n-ia-xan 
(b) c-11-a-xan 'I, his child ; l am his child' 

(53) (a) *"m-ca-xan 
(b) **11-111-a-xan 
(c) i-(a)m-a-xan ' thou, my child; thou art my child' 

2.3, Case markings 
Taking together all these observations about the syntax underlying order-
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class arrangements and pronominal shapes, we can develop a chart as in 
(54), showing the resulting system of marking case-relations. Up to now, I 
have been using the terms ergative, nominative, and dative (genitive) both 
for order-classes and for pronominal shapes, trying to distinguish between 
the two. Having examined the basic paradigmatic relations of these, however, 
we can speak in terms of inilial and 11011-initia/ order-classes of the inflectional 
configuration, and assign pronominal shapes to these according to the under
lying syntactic functions they repre_scnt, nfter the operation ?f the various 
restructurings. ln (54), the pronominal shapes are labelled with the under
lying functional designations they can represent in the order-class in which 
they appear. so that we are plotting surface shape in possible surface inflec
tional configurations against underlying syntactic function. The boxes are 
drawn about similar shapes, to duplicate essentially the information of (29). 
(54) Form and order-class of pronominals: 

Pronominal J nit ial No11-i11itia/ 

Second of 2 Second of 3 Third of 3 

A. incl du ~x)k A 
, r:t S ' ·'! O_, D -- f~~2 __ i 

B. incl pl 7t...x)k A 
"·s ]x1i D -- 1>:~9 

C. sec sg ll/ti"A,"5 1i1 O. D -- m D 2 
D. sec du mtk A 

!mtS mtO D -- mr D 2_] 

E. sec pl msk A 
lmsS m.\-0, D -- ms~ 

F 1 fir sg <PA, S, D 1 

F2 ,, . II A, s n]I,TI -- nD2~ 
G 1 fir du q A, S, n-;-
G2 ,, ntk A 

111-S 111 0, D -- nt D
1 
__ 

H 1 fir pl q A, S, D, 
H2 " 

nsk A 
! 11§ s 11f 0, D -- ns D2__J 

I. thir du .fk A .St S 
.f 0 sO, D 

.. .so .fD 2 __ ! 
J. thir pl t-:f A 1k S 

ifO I 0, D tO J w Dz 
K. th col-n. lk A 

·ls. 0 iO D i_Q l 0 2-=i 
L. th sg f kA 

i {a) S, 0 (a) 0, D (a)_Q_ {a) 0 2~ 
M. th sg m c'A 

l[i s. 0 iO~ iO iD~ 
N. impers qA 

Thus, for the inclusive dual of row A, the shape l(x)-k- in initial order
class uniquely represents the direct transitive agent, A," while the shape -1;y-
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in initial order-class uniquely represents the intransitive subject (S). For non
initial order-classes, the shape -t~- as second of two pronominals can represent 
either direct transitive object (0), inverse transitive 'agent' (D 1 ) or intran
sitive indirect object (D 2). As third of three pronominals, -Ix- can represent 
only the transitive indirect object (D 2). The inclusive dua! does not occur as 
second of three pronominals . In the other rows, the data are to be read off 
similarly. So in row G, the exclusive dual, the shape q- in first position repre
sents function A, S, or D 1 when there is another adjunct that is second 
person ([-tu]); otherwise in initial position shape nr-k- represents direct 
transitive agent (A), while shape nt- represents intransitive subject (S). In 
non-initial position, shape -nt- represents transitive object (0) or indirect 
object (0) in second position of two, and it represents indirect object of 
transitive (0 2 ) in third position of three. It does not occur in second position 
of three. 

The results encapsulated in the table permit us to make certain observations 
about case-marking in Chinookan. Taking the similar rows together, the 
shape-order configurations define several subsystems by lexical classes of 
the pronominals. Rows A, B (inclusive nonsingulars), and D, E (second 
nonsingulars) pattern alike, both being [-+tu, ·-·sg]. In rows G, H (ex.elusive 
nonsingulars), the pattern is the same just with additional adjunct of third 
person (rows G 2 , H 2), never with additional second person adjunct. This 
pattern formally distinguishes A function from S function in the initial 
position, and distinguishes 0 (and D) function by order, occurring non
initially only, though not by form, from both A and S. These define an 
'accusative' system by order, identifying A and S as possible initial pro
nominals, excluding 0 and D. This order system is overlain by an ·ergative' 
system formally, identifying S and 0 (and D) as simple pronominals, A as 
distinct pronominal with postfix -k-. Together, we may call this a three-way 
agentive form-order inflection . 

Row C, the second singular, together with row F 2, the first singular with 
additional non-second adjunct, form a set ([+part, . .1...-sg), or [ ·l F;, +sg] 
i = l, 2, 3) having a single form throughout, which serves as A or S initially, 
versus O(D) non-initially, that is, an accusative system by order over a 
neutral one by form, giving a two-way accusative form-order system. 

Rows F 1, G,, H, form the subsystem of (exclusive) first person with 
additional second person adjunct ([-tu, -ego] on [+tu, -ego]), and these 
show accusative patterning both by form and by order, identifying A and S 
(with D 1 ) as opposed co 0 (and D 2), though a special marked accu~tive 
system. 

Rows J and J, the third person nonsingulars ([-cu, -ego, +pl]), form a 
subsystem which distinguishes every function, 0, A, and S, in initial position, 
but excludes all but 0 (and D) in non-initial position; thus, a three-way 
formal distinction, two of the forms (A, S) restricted to initial position, is an 
agentive system of case-marking slightly different from that of the [ + F;, -sg] 
system. (In third person forms , the object {0) function is not excluded from 
initial position, and has distinct formal expression vis-d-~is A and S; in the 
other system, object (0) occurs only non-initially.) 

Rows K, L, M, the nonplural third person forms ([-tu, -ego, -plu]), 
constitute a distinct inflectional system, in that A function is different from 
both S and 0 in form, while A and S (that is, all but 0 and D) are excluded 
from non-initial position. 
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Having made these observations on the groupings by rows which pattern 
according co lexical content, we can make observations about the columns of 
(54). We observe that for all rows, the last two or three columns exclude A 
and S funct ions, these being confined to the initial column. Hence a!I coding 
of A and S in Chinookan is in the initial order-class. So the question of case
marking devolves upon an examination of the initial order-class. If we group 
significant formal-func tional patterns in this initial order-class, exactly the 
same groupings emerge as did by row. So we can say that the properties or 
the first order-class arc the defining properties for the splits of case system, 
and develop hierarchy (55). ln this hierarchy, the pragmatically mosc marked 
form, che second singular (C) is fully and unconditionally accusative, the 
first person singular (F) being contingently accusative, as also the first person 
(exclusive) nonsingulars (G, H). Whereas the first singular alternates between 
two distinct accusative systems (F 1 YS. F 2 ) , the first nonsingular alternates 
between an accusative and a three-way subsystem (G 1 11s. G 2• H 1 vs. H 2 ). 

The third group (A through H 2) shows three-way subsystem, excluding 0 
from initial position, while the next subgrouping (J and J) shows a three-way 
subsystem permitting 0 in initial position. finally, there are true ergatives 
(K-M) a nd a defective ergative (N). 

Except for the contingent accusativity of the firs t person, the system splits 
by local criteria of inherent lexical content o f che noun phrase in question. 
But for the first person especially (though the rule would cover third person 
agent as well), we must formulate the split of case-marking in global terms, 
depending on the presence or absence of another adjunct further up in the 
hierarchy. 

2.4. Antipassivisation 
There is a derived form of direct tra nsitive construction which superficially 
has inflection exactly analogous to the passive of our own accusative 
languages. As Kury~owicz (!949 [1946]) points out, for accusative 
languages, there are examples of passive constructions that exclude gram
matical expression of the underlying agent (A) in the same clause, for 
example Pashto, apparently (Penzl 1955 : 127-28), and languages where the 
passive constructions permit the inclusion of the age nt, as in English (see (3) 
above), but there are no languages where there is obligatory expression of 
the agent, nor only expression oft he agent, in passive constructions. This is 
of course due to the nature of the passive voice, to express a transitive as a 
superficially intransitive construction, with underlying patient (0) as the 
'subject'-that is, discourse topic-·and at most facultative expression of the 
underlying agent with some kind of adverbial/instrumental expression. 
Now, in accusative systems, the patient is regularly expressed in direct 
transitive constructions by the 'unique' case-marking (as shown in (I), 
display B), the accusative, and in pas5jve constructions this assumes the 
' paired' case-form, the nominative. Ergative systems have an analogous 
construction, here termed the antipassfre, which has all the properties of the 
passive, as Kurytowicz again saw. The ' unique' case here is the ergative, 
coding the unique function of direct transitive agent (A). and in antipassive 
forms the transitive agent is expressed by a surface absoluti've (or nominative) 
case-marking, the verb has a change of voice, with a special mark, the tran
sitive object (normally coded by surface absolutive case) appearing at most 
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facult~tively in so~e oblique, adverbial ~ase-marking. Some languages, such 
as ~y1rbal, to be d1scus.sed be!ow, permit expression of the transitive object, 
while ?the~ langu~ge~, hke Chmookan, do not regularly permit expression of 
the ob_1ect m prcd1catmg forms. The verb is an 'active intransitive' expressing 
agency but not indicating an obiect. ' 

(56) ga-c-t-u-\f tino-~ 'he customarily killed them' (plur verb stern) 

(57) gal-i-k'i-y'tina->f 'he customarily killed (many)': 'he was a hunter' 

The formal _expr~ssion of the antipas~ive is with a prefix -k'i- that regularly 
r~places the d1r~ct1onal m?'.Pheme -u- m expected direct transitive construc
tions. Thus a direct trans1t1ve such as (56) is related to antipassivised form 
(57). It would seem th~t the t.r~nsitive _subj.ect exp~essed by the ergative of (56) 
appears as a surface in_tran~1t1v~ ~ubjcct m nominative (or absolutive) case
forr:n, a~d that the object is ehmmared. Boas (191 la:591) in fact calls the 
ant1passi~e morpheme an elcm~nt which 'ne~ate~ d!rection towards an object'. 
While it is tru~ that no expr~ss1on of the object 1s incorporated in forms such 
as (57)? tw~ lines of reasoning lead us to a reconstruction of what must be 
the an51pa~s1v~ config~ration of transitive object and subject, (I) the be ha vi our 
of \ex1cal m~ire~t o_bJects u_nder antipassivisation, and (2) the formation of 
denved nom~nahsations of inherent or habitual agency. 

When a d1r~ct transitiv? _construction includes an indirect object there is 
an ac~ompan~ing postpos1t1onal morpheme, of a set of seven or eight, such 
as -/- to, !nto (the unmarked postpositional), -gf- ·~o"'.'ard_, for·, -~/- . 'from', 
as _exemplified ~b?ve, for example, (20}-(21). The elimination of an indirect 
obj~t (D2)-:d~sll~ct from ~' A, _o_r S:---is formally expressed by morpho
Jo_g1cal reA~x1visatJon _(f1!ed1opassiv1sat1on) of the postpositional element 
With prece~1~g -~-. This 1s the clement used for direct object reAexivisation 
(med1.opas~1vrsat10~), ap~eanng after the pronominal, though for indirect 
reflexives It combines with the lexical postposition morphophonemically, 
-~+I~ -+. -~/-, -~-+. gl- -)> -xi-, ~~..;,._. g_l- ->_~·I-, etc. The transitive agent of 
such 1n_direct reflexives appears in the dative (D 1 ) order-class, as is shown by 
t~~ pa1~ of forms (58) and (59): Notice that 59 is clearly an inverse tran
s1t1ve, ~ince. the form ~f. the t~ird plural morpheme, underlying -1- voiced 
to -d-_. ts uniquelyyans1t~ve Object (0) of row J of (54). Furthermore, where 
such 111_verse_trans1t1ves v10late the permissible sequence constraints, they are 
them~t1sed, JUS~ as w~ would expect. So the transitive agent in such indirect 
!eflex1ves (med1opas.s1ves) t~kes the D 1 for~-or?e_r position, ousting any 
indepen~ent D2 1~d1rect o?je~t. ".'nd the antip~ss1v1sed for_m corresponding 
to (58) ~s (60), with ~he el1msnat10n of the object, preserving only a single 
pronommal representing underlying transitive agent A. 

(58) ga-k-t-i-g/-u-y'pC.!a-la/ 'she was sewing them for him' 

(59) ga-d-a-xl-11-y"pf."!a-/al 'she was sewing them for (herself)' 

(60) gal-a-x/-k'i-v pf~a-lal 'she was sewing (sthg) for (smone)' 

In both kinds of antipassives, .then, those from two-adjunct direct predi
cates, and those from three-adjunct ones, there is a single overt cross-

r 
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reference. Those pronominal sh:n~s 1~hich ::r<' distinct in regular 'plain' 
inflection for Sand 0 functions (111 ch:trt (54) r-..J\\'3 1, J), and for 0 and D 
functions (row J), indicate that the sinrle pron·.)n-,inal of the antipassivised 
predicate corresponds ~o dative (D) .inO~cticn . \'. ith the evidence of forms 
such as (59) showing inverse trans!t1ve intlect.::c 1, we should probably see 
this as specifically the D 1 or derived dativised ag-!nt inflection . 

2.5. Nominalisation 
The justification for seeing the antipassive as having derived D 1 inflection 
emerges from a consideration of derived nominalisations, which express 
habitual or inherent capacity for agency. These inalienably possessed nouns 
have a derived stem which consis!s of everything but the directional mor
phemes, built generally from Cl contin_uative or repetitive verb form . From 
an intransitive such as (fi!) we get derived noun (62). Observe that for such 
intransitives, the un~..-:rlying intransitive subject (S) becomes the possess~r 
(Di, or 'G') of the derived noun, and the first, obligatory _order-class (0) is 
filled by the unmarked masculine singular dummy pronomma!, i- . 

( 61) ga-i-u-v g" .1-laJ 'they (coll.) were flying about' 

(62) i-ia-ga-lal ·· hey (who) fly about', 'the Aiers-abou t', 'they always fly 
about' (rrcJicatively) 

For trans:Live verbs, derived nominals arc formed from antipassive con
structions, and the possessor of the derived noun is the underlying transitive 
agent (A). The first, obligatory form-class in nouns, however, is the under
lying transitive patient (0), which, it will be recalled from (57), (60), appears 
nowhere in the predicating form of the antipassive. Compare forms (63) and 
(64), also derived from (56) and (59) respectively. It_ should ?e obse~ved h~re 
that postpositions such as that ;2 (64) all ha~e spc~1al reflex1ve-med1opass1ve 
forms in derived nominals, regularly alternating with the verbal forms. Also, 
where the derived noun violates permitted pronominal arrangements for 
inverse transitives, it is thematised, as in (65), confirming the unexceptional 
nature of these nouns. 

(63) t-ia-k'i-dina:~ 'he (who) kills (many), 'the killer (hunter)', 'his game' 

(64) it-ka-xi-k'i-p(:t:a-lal 'she (who) sews them', 'the sewer (f.) of them', 'her 
sewing' 

(65) c-11-a-~i-k'i-g""ou1{'a1.1-mat 'I (who) beat time for him', '[, his time

beatcr', 'he has me for time-beater' 

Now in comparing the treatment of underlying adjuncts in these derived 
nominals we can see that both the underlying S and A pronominals emerge 
as dative' (Di) possessors (the latter thematised in some combinations to 
ergative), while the underlying 0 emerges as first-slot 0 _number-gender, or 
second slot 0 in thematised forms equivalent morphologically to the verbal 
arrangement. That is to say. in passing from antipassivised to_nominalised 
form, the underlying transitives have simply changed syntactic status, so 
that verbal D 1 becomes ad nominal D 1 ( = G). It is thus also seen to be a 
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feature of the predicating form or lhe antipa ss ivc that 110 morphological 
object (0) is regularly expressed , as Kuryfowicz's conditional universal 
provides. The antipassive nouns show the underlying form of the syntactic 
construction. 

I have so far been speaking of these various noun phrase~ from the perspec
tive of the inflectional apparatus developed up to ~ 2.1. In this way, we 
recognise the derived nominals as having an (0)-0 1 ~ A-0 system of 
inflection, expressed in Nom-Dat- ,..,, Erg-Abs- order-classes. But note that 
within the 'inverse' system of antipassive nominalisations, underlying A and 
S function arc treated alike in the derived D 1 (dative or genitive) form-order 
inflection, while underlying 0 is treated distinctly in the derived 0 (nominative) 
form-order inflection: in the themarised forms, there is a derived A (ergative) 
and derived 0 (nominative) form-order inflection. Thus, as shown i11 (66), 
we have a system where A and S are treated alike, while 0 is treated 
distinctly . 

(66) Derived nomina! system of' case-marking: 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

L 

J. 

K. 

L. 

M. 

N. 

Nominative 
/11ilial order-da.1·.1· 

l(>f )k A 

l(.y)k A 

mA 

mtk A 

msk A 

i(a) A 

qA 

qA 

sk A .rO 

tk A rO 

ik A 10 

kA (a) 0 

cA iO 

qA 

Ergative I 

. -· -----

Datil'e 
Second ordcr-cln.1-.1· 

I.ya 0, A, S 

I.ya 0, A, S 

I ma 0 miA, S 

1111a 0, A. S 

mfa 0, A, S 

-,-;(, 0 11kV A. Sl 
~ 

nta 0 , A, S 

nfa 0, A, S 

.rta A, S 

tka A, S 

111 A, S 

<~/ka A, S 

w A, S 

·----
Nominatil'C' Datil'e 
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Thus, we have a basic split ergative system in derived nominalisations, 
where the split, reflected in 'thernatised' possessed forms, is triggered by 
h- F;] (i = 1, 2, 3) underlying 0 adjunct, and results in preposing the A 
pronominal. Otherwise the system is 'nominative-accusative' , where the 
'nominative' is representing A and S, found in the dative order-class, and the 
'accusative', representing 0, is found in the nominative or absolutive order
class. The system split by order-class arrangements generates in this fashion 
three potential order-classes, as shown at the bottom of (66), to be identified 
with the three order-classes of the independent predicate presented in§ 2.1 and 
§ 2 .2. The middle potential order-class is unified by underlyi~g function, but 
split for surface relative position by complementary distribution over person 
features (I, 2 persons vs. 3). Inasmuch as only two adjacent order-class~s of 
the three potential ones are filled, an order-class marking rule such as (67) 
suffices for the antipassive nominalisalion system. ln terms of pronominal 
shapes, for the two antipassive order-classes, we have contrast in first position 
for the ' third person' forms and contrast in second position for the first and 
second singular only . That is, in terms of form-order marking, there is a 
special third person A marking always, and a special first and second singular 
0 marking always, to take the marked functions resulting from (67a). There 
is a special A form in first person only with second person 0. 

(67) Derived nominal case-marking: 
Let (0, A), (S) represent propositional functions, 
Let [X, Y) represent order-classes. 
(a) (+F;, -f;) ~,.. [-F;, -! .f;) (i =I, 2, 3) 
(b) otherwise, 

((x,)y) ~,.. [(X,)Y] 

It is easy to sec that the plain and inverse regular i~flcctional systems, .as 
in (54)-(55), can be derived from the system of (66), including such restnc
lions as that on first and second person 'direct' objects with ' indirect' objects. 
If there is an object (0) in second position in the antipassive form. then no 
further dative or indirect object is permissible. This demonstrates what we 
suspect on grounds of antipassivisation alone, that the 'direct object' is 
really a kind of' underlying dative-what we may call a grammatical dative
lhat excludes expression of another, lexical da1ive in the same verb. From the 
antipassive forms characterised by case-marking rules (67), we can further 
specify (68b) that all A and S pronominals are coded in the first position.' .the 
A or S form being identical with the A or S form still found in second pos1110.n 
in the antipassive, except in the singular of all persons, where the form is 
identical with the 0 form, unless already specified by thematisation (so the 
parts of (68) are ordered). The 'inverse' transitives, it will be noted, undergo 
(68a) but not (68b), in other words, behave like antipassives of regular 
transitive verbs. 

(68) Case-marking in general: 
(a) = (67a) 
(b) ( , A/S) = [A/S, ], 

where formally [-1- sg] or [---pl} gets nor ma I 0 form, otherwise 
A/S form. 
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2.6. The structure of discourse 
In each Chinookan clause, there is a constant cross-referencl! within any 
syntactic unit, so that the functional relationships of noun phrases as adjuncts 
to other constituents are signalled in the pronominal schemata prefixed to 
surface verb and noun. Cross-reference mechanisms of this sort thus give 
derived syntactic information about noun phrase contributions to propo
sitional reference . Taken together with the other grammatical information, 
they permit us to understand the propositional content of the clause ~ taken 
alone, however, they present merely the derived noun phrase adjunct relations. 

In terms of discourse, however, the pronominals serve an additional func
tion, namely that of maintaining discourse reference. Anaphoric co-reference 
over a stretch of discourse includes the set of devices which show that the 
identical referent is denoted by more than one adjunct in surface sequence. 
Frequently there are elaborate restrictions on what surface configuration 
noun phrases can be anaphorised by the various devices, for example, 
deletion, pronominalisation, etc. (sec Ross, 1967). Of course first and second 
person pronominals automatically have this co-reference function, since 
their indexical nature always makes the discourse reference definite. Third 
person pronominals, in general, agree in number and gender with, and cross
refcrence, a lexical noun phrase elsewhere in the clause. So they serve this 
co-reference function additionally when anaphoric deletion of co-referent 
lexical noun phrase has taken place. Thus, forms such as (21) and (27) in 
§ 2.1 stand as complete predications non-initially in discourse, the reference 
having been established in preceding discourse by forms such as (20) and 
(26) respectively, with full lexical noun phrases. Since pronominals also 
occur in distinct form-order classes for derived functions within the clause, 
these are also indicated for co-referent adjuncts in other clauses. The system 
of person-number-gender subdivisions of pronominals makes it unlikely 
that functionally correct co-reference will fail to be indicated,24 except where 
precisely the same third person number-gender forms constitute the several 
adjuncts of clauses. In such cases, two syntactic means become important for 
indicating functionally-specific co-reference. 

The first such mechanism is the implementation of discourse-bound 
deixis, equivalent to English the former (that) and the latter (rhis), which take 
the point reached in the discourse itself as the focus for comparison of 
'distance', nearer the point reached or further away. Wasco-Wishram third 
person demonstratives such as sg. masc. yaxia 'that way off', ya~tau 'this', 
and ya:xka 'that unmarked', sg. fem . axia, etc. thus appear in certain cases to 
be topicalised disambiguators that serve as anaphoric co-reference elements 
taking the place of lexical noun µhrases. Whether or not the derivation 
proceeds from a full noun phrase that includes the demonstrative is 
immaterial to this discussion. What is important is that the actual surface 
demonstrative, in characteristic surface positions for derived function 
(V-S/A-(0)-D - S/A-Y-(0)-D "" 0-V-S/A-D, etc.), appears to be an 
'independent' pronoun maintaining discourse reference over clause 
boundaries. 

The second additional co-reference indicator is of more interest to us, in 
discussing the discourse reference of ergative systems, because antipassivisa
tion seems to play a prominent role. Within complex sentences, in particular, 
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every language shows certain special, derived forms of subordinate clauses, 
be they relative clauses to head nouns in noun phrases, complements to head 
verbs as sentential objects, indirect discourse, etc., the anaphorically deleted 
nominal adjuncts of which bear specified functional relationships to some 
co-referent noun phrase in the independent clause. Thus, in English, comple
ment clauses to a class of verbs including want arc derived infinitive clauses. 
The derived surface nominative (derived 'subject') of such clauses is deleted 
under conditions of co-reference with the subject of the higher clause . 
Comparing examples (69) and (70), we can see that co-referent vs. non 
co-referent derived subordinate clause subject is signalled by deletion vs. non
deletion of the entire noun phrase. 

(69) The man, wants himi to go there. 

(70) The man; want [him ;] to go there. 

(71) The man; wants [him;] to be taken there. 

(72) The man, wants [him;) to take himi there. 

Adding (71) and (72) to our .:onsideration shows that where the co-refere~cc 
holds between two noun phrases in subject-(underlying) 'object' relationship, 
the subordinate clause is passivised so that the derived surface co-reference 
appears as subject-( derived) subject. We can say that deletion with. no 'vo~ce' 
change in complement clause signals underlying 2 5 subject-underlying subject 
co-reference, while dektion wilh complement passivisation signals under
lying subject-underlying object co-reference. Infinitive clauses with and 
without anaphoric deletion of noun phrases (as distinct from overt 
'pronominalisation'), with and without passivisation, thus serves what h~s 
aptly been termed the function of .switch reference (Jacobson, . l967~ in 

addition to co-reference. That is, these constructions serve to signal 1~ a 
noun phrase co-referent with another in some specific s~rface_ co.nfigurat1on 
has the same or different underlying functional relallon.sh1p in its o:vn 
clause as the noun phrase with which it is co-referent has in 1ls own respective 
clause. 

Thus, cross-clause reference-maintaining signals can operate at two levels, 
the one being co-reference relations for certain derived positions of noun 
phrases the other being 'same' or 'different' with respect to a given under
lying p;opositional function of these noun phrases. The cr.iteria of 'same' or 
'different' here in terms of underlying propositional functions set up classes 
at the discourse level that are precisely analogous to the k~nds of classes set 
up by case-marking systems at the propositional level of single clauses. The 
classes set up at these two levels define markedness relations, so that ~he 
switch-reference 'same' class has the same status as nominative in accusative 
systems, absolutive in ergative systems. In the case of Engl.ish in~niti.ve 
complements (73), 'same' is defined with respect lo S, A, 'd1fferenl with 
respect to the residual functions of a set of possibilities for the secon.d n?un 
phrase, here 0 and D. So inter-clause reference is isomorphic to a nominat1ve
accusative system of case-marking. 
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(73) English infi nitive complement clauses: 
Discourse NP Underlying 

features functions Surface clause featun's 

non co-referential 
non co-referential 
co-referentia I 
co-referential 

(A)-A/S 
(A)-0(/0) 
(A)-A/S 
(A)-0(/D) 

obj pron or noun-inlin active 
obj pron or noun+infin passive 
no obj pron/noun+infin active 
no obj pron/noun +in fin passive 

In Chinookan, virtually al) subordinate clauses are in full form, with 
finite verb inflected with pronominals for the several adjuncts. Such full 
clauses arc regularly exlraposed, that is they occur in discourse in sequence 
with independent clauses so that each clause retains an uninterrupted con
tinuity in speech . Anaphoric deletion of co-referent lexical nouns does not in 
general interfere with maintaining discourse-reference relations, because 
the pronominals, plus (third person) demonstralives, keep the underlying 
syntactic relations plus co-reference relations straight. With this mechanism 
of pronominal incorporation, co-reference is generally permitted over all 
possible sequences of D, 0. A, Sin such finite-verbal complex sentences. We 
might conceive of this as the assimilation of complex sentences to the form of 
multi-sentence discourse. 

Even most 'relative clauses' operate with this mechanism of pronominal 
cross-reference plus extraposilion and anaphoric deletion of lexical nouns. 
Thus (74) and (75) correspond lo English relative constructions. The quasi
adjectival form of the subordinate verb with continuative suffix (-x, -/al), 
should be especially noted. 26 Such relative clause formations, which intersect 
with clauses of contemporaneous predication ('when', 'while'), describe one 
of the nominal adjuncts lo the main clause a:; actually engaged in some 
activity or state. 

(74) ga-c-a-gl-.Ygla-ya a>fia agagilak k -d-a-g/-k'"i-c-x id-unayax 'he caught 
sight of the woman for off who/while; when she was pouring huckle
berries out of it (the pail)' 

(75) i-u-,lg""a-/al U-c'inunks ga-ik-i-ns-gl-u-,!qdi-gova-ya H-sq'"a 'the birds 
(who were) flying around pointed out to us the water' 

There is another class of relative clauses, which basically describe a 
referent as habitually doing something or being a particular way, because of 
inherenl nature. We might call these relative clauses of inherent quality, as 
opposed to the clauses in (74) and (75), those of actual quality. 2 7 The 
descriptive predicate in these clauses is an antipassive nominalisation, with 
co-referent pronominal appearing in the 'dative' or 'ergative' form-order 
class. 

(76) agagilak it-ga-xi-k'i-k"''i-(-x idunayax 'the woman who always pours out 
huckleberries' · · 

(77) iic'inunks i-ia-ga-la/(-ma~) 'the birds who always fly about' 

Thus (76) and (77) correspond to (74) and (75) as inherent quality clauses. 
Though the underlying function of the co-referent noun in the higher clause 

, 
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is immaterial, only co-referent adjuncts of underlying A and S functions, 
coded in the aolipassive dative (or ergative) order:class! arc expressed by 
lhc subordinate clause. For other co-referent functions in the subor<hnate 
clause, namely O and D, we h~~e ~o paraphrase, usin~ t~e ~nite rclati.v~ 
clause plus such adverbs as gwan/Slm always, we:t awe:J a again and again 
and so forth . 28 So the possibilities in Chinookan give a table such as (78), 
where the appearance of the devcrbati_ve nomin~lisation signals underlying 
A/S function of the co-referent noun in subordinate clause, as opposed to 
0(,D). 

(78) Chinookan habitual relatives: 
Discourse NP Underlying 
features func1ions Surface clause /eatureJ 

co-referent NP-A antipassivc deverbative 
co-referent NP-S deverbative 
co-referent NP-0(/D) finite relative+ adverb 

Thus the dcverbativc nominalisation at the level of single-proposition 
syntax treats the underlying A adjunct as derived D 1 in the antipa.ssive form, 
along with underlying S, as shown in (66), and the sys~em of restricted cross
propositional reference in complex sente~ces, using. ernbe?ded clau~e 
nominalisations, focuses exclusively on co-reference relations with A or S 111 

the embedded clause, as shown in (78). 

3.1. Dyirbal plain split inflection . . 
Having treated Chinookan at some length, [ can in _briefer compas~ turn to 
Dyirbal as a contrastive case both at the ".1orpholog1cal ~nd syntactic l evel~. 
lo the Oyirbal dialect proper, we have a_s1mpl~, _loca~ . ~1narr. two-way splrt 
accusative-ergative system of case-marking, d1stin~u1sh1ng first and .second 
persons (participants) from third persons, accomplrshed by case-endings on 
nominal adjuncts. . . . 

Dyirbal is thus a 'case' language in the classical sense, with substan11ves, 
adjectives, and pronouns appearing as words independe_nt of. the verb, and 
having obligatory case desinences marking their funct1o~s in a s~ntence. 
Word order is 'free', but preferential patterns emerge, and 1n long discourse 
topical isation rel ations give discourse order sequences. Lexical. nouns .have 
seven su rface syntactic case5, the conditioned allernanls of .wh1.ch are 1ll~s
tra ted by examples in (79). The first four are the ·gra~mallcal cases, with 
many syntac tic relations holding amo~g themselves, .while the l_asl three .are 
the familiar 'local' cases. Observe that 1n form, there 1s systematic syncreusm 
between dative and allative desinence; these are syntactically disting';lish~ble 
at the level of the full noun phrase, however, the dative only occurring in a 
full construction, like the other grammatical cases. 

(79) Case allomorphy in Dyirbal; 
'man' 

(

ahs yara 
'grammat' erg yara1Jg11 

dal yaragu 
gen yaraou 

'woman' 
djugumbil 
djugumbiru 
djugumbilgu 
djugumbill)u 

'black bean' 
miranj 
miranjdju 
miranjgu 
miranju 

'dilly bag' 
djawun 
djawundu 
djawungu 
djawun11 
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loc yara')ga 
all yaragu 
ab! yara1Junu 

djugumbira 
djugumbilgu 
djugumbiltjunu 

miranjdja 
miranjgu 
miranjl)unu 

djawunda 
djawungu 
djawum1unu 

Nouns are lexically distinguished by class, a kind of expanded gender 
classification that subsumes the classical grammatical gender distinctions of 
male vs. female, ultimately semantic at the core (Dixon, 1968; 1972:306-12). 
Every common noun is accompanied in the four grammatical cases by a 
'marker' which agrees in case and class (-gender) wilh the head noun, and 
codes as well the deictic indexes of the usual sort, 'there visible', 'here visible', 
'not visible'. The first of these is the unmarked form, as seen in (80). Under 
rules of anaphoric pronominalisation, which delete repeated co-referent 
lexical nouns, these noun markers, in general the ha/a- (unmarked) forms, 
stand for the entire noun phrase in one of the grammatical cases. Thus, 
whether or not we should call them 'pronouns' in these circumstances is 
purely a terminological issue. They have the same morphological inflection 
when they constitute the entire surface noun phrase as they do when they 
accompany lexical nominals. The rule of 'pronominalisation' is basically 
like that of Chinookan, deletion under discourse co-reference. 

(80) [+non-visible] l)ayi yara/!Ja/an djugumbil miyandanju 'man/woman 
heard, not seen, is laughing' 
[ -n.-v., +proximal] yayi yara/yalan djugwnbil miyandanju 'man/ 
woman here is laughing' 
[-n.-v., -··proximal] bayi yara/halan djugumbil miyandanju 'man/ 
woman (there) is laughing' 

In (80) we saw third person noun phrases in absolutive case illustrating an 
intransitive sentence subject (S) case-relation. As an ergative language, 
Dyirbal uses this case-form for the patient (0) of a transitive, and the ergative 
case-form for the agent (A) of the transitive, as can be seen in (81 ). Here the 
transitive object bayi yara 'man' is in the absolutive case, and the transitive 
agent hal)gun djugumhiru 'woman· is in the ergative case. The verb huran 
ends in transitive aorist inflection -n, on stem bural-, rather than the intran
sitive aorist inflection -nju on stem miyanday- in (80). 29 Notice that the verb 
contains surface inflection only for transitivity and tense, not for person, 
number, etc. The case-relations of noun phrases are coded in the case
markings of the noun phrases themselves . 

(81) hayi yara ha!)gun djugumbiru buran 'woman is looking at man' 

(82) 1JOdja/1Jinda miyandanju 'I am/thou art laughing' 

(83) 1Jadja/1Jinda ainuna/l)ayguna buran 'I/thou look(est) at thee/me' 

Personal pronouns, which show a nominative-accusative case-marking 
system, occur in senlences with exactly the same verb forms as do nouns. In 
(82), first and second singular pronouns arc exemplified in the nominative 
case for intransitive subject (S) and in (83) these pronouns occur in the 
nominative case for transitive agent (A) and the accusative case for transitive 
patient (0). Observe that where nominals and pronouns are mixed in a tran-
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sitivc sentence. wc get the case-markings proper to cac_h at the surface. as in 
(34:i) and (84b) . Here the firsc singular pronou~, s~1fting from a~enl (~).111 
(a) to palient (0) in (b), changes from nomm~11ve to accusative;. third 
person' lexical noun, shifting from patient (0) in (a) to agent (A) m (b), 
changes from absolutive to ergative. From these examples, we should observe 
chat the first or second person pronoun, regardless of case-form, tends to 
precede Che third person noun phrase, but this is an issue of order preference 
independent of case-marking as such. 

(84) (a) IJOl/ja bayi yara buran 'I am looking ~t the ~an' , 
(b) 1Jayguna baugul yaralJf{U buran 'man is looking at me 

Jn terms of surface case-markings, there are six types of sentences t~ be 
distinguished, as shown in chart (85a). We can sh?w surface.case-markings 
in each of four transitive possibilities of underlymg pr_opm1t.1onal adjunct 
configurations, implcmenling the major feature break in Dy1rbal between 
'participant' and ·~on-participant' noun phrases. In the ch?~l: for ~ot~ first 
and second and third person noun phrases (represented. as .- and - ): ~he 
underlying adjuncts A and 0 arc distributed accord1~g to the trans1t1ve 
proposition type, (A, 0) = ( j , - · ), (-, -1-), etc., of which they fc_irm a p~rt 
(rows I through IV), and according to the surface cas~·ll'.arkmg which 
characterises the adjunct (columns with desincncc-typ~). S1m~lar!y, the_ l~st 
two rows show the desinential distribulions of S-adJuncls m mtrans1t1ve 
(one-adjunct) propositions. The order of listing is not rand?m, a~ can be 
observed, but the non-randomness emerges only when we 1nvest1gate the 
relalionship between inherent lexical content of the noun phrases nnd the 
infleclional possibilities in sentences. 

(85) Inflectional schema of Dyirbnl: 

I. I /2 ·>3 ( i·, - ) 

case-markings: 
erg nom abs ace 

A 0 
-·- -------·---- --·---·-----1 

II. 3· >3 (-,--) A 0 

Ill. 2/J--,.J/2(i, ·i·) A 0 

case-markings: 
erg nom/abs dar 
(0) A 0 

(0) 
L 

A 0 

A 0 
--- ---·-·--·-------·---- ---

IV. 3-> l/2 (-.-·~) A 0 0 

V. 1/2 ( T) s [S] 

VI. 3 (-·) s s [S] 
·-- .. ---------·-------·11 

(a) 'plain' (b) 'normal' 

switch-refr:rence: 
A : O/(S) 

------------

For example, the chart codes the fact of complementary distribution of 
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nominative and absolutive case-markings over feature content of noun phrases, 
first and second person showing nominative but never absolutive, third 
person vice-versa . In particular, these two case-forms appear in rows V and 
VI to be conditioned only by the nature of the noun phrase, the prop
ositional function remaining the same. So we can see that they are mani
festations of the same, unmarked citation form of noun phrases. The other 
two cases, ergative and accusative, contrast always in two respects, in the 
following way. Whenever there is a 'plus'-NP in 0 function, it is accusative 
in form, whenever there is a 'minus'-NP in A function, it is ergative in form. 

Thus, for the transilives, we can read the lines as showing progressively 
more elaborately marked propositions. I, first or second person acting on 
third, is coded with both adjuncts in the same zero case-form, nominative for 
agent, absolutive for patient. II, third person acting on third has agent 'dis
placed' as it were to ergative case. Hl, 'participant' acting on 'participant' 
has the patient 'displaced' to accusative case. IV, finally, third person acting 
on first or second has both the agent 'displaced' to ergative case and the 
patient 'displaced' to accusative case. 

So the case-marking system here seems to express a notion of the 
'naturalness' or unmarked character of the various noun phrases in different 
adjunct functions, particularly the transitive ones. It is most 'natural' in 
transitive constructions for first or second person to act on third, least 
'natural' for third to act on first or second. Decomposed into constituent 
hierarchies, it is natural for third person to function as patient (0) and for 
first and second persons to function as agent (A), but not vice-versa. The 
marked cases, ergative and accusative, formally express the violations of 
these principles. So using a chart of noun phrase types such as (86), analogous 
to those above, we can see that the Oyirbal system of split case-marking makes 
a neat distinction into two disjoint sets, those that have accusative case
marking in 0 function, and those that have ergative case-marking in A function. 
This is accomplished by a set of ordered rules such as (87). In any rule of(87), 
the form depends on lexical content expressed by a single feature at a time, of 
only one of the two possible adjuncts. Hence it is a 'simple' and 'local' case
marking rule, to be distinguished from the 'complex' and 'global' ones of 
Chinookan (see (35), (67)-(68)). Further, the boundary of accusative case
marking along rhe series of noun phrase types in (86) is exactly the same as 
that of ergativc case-marking, making the split binary and uniformly 
two-way. 30 

(86) Dyirbal pronouns and nouns: 

A B c D E F G H I A. first dual 
ego + + B. first plural 
tu ...!... + -1-
pl + -t- + + ..L 

C. first singular 
D. second dual 

restr + -(+)- - (-1-) + - (+) E. second plural 
F. second singular 
G . third dual 
H. third plural 
I. third singular 

,,;. 
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(87) Dyirbal case-marking: 
Let ( +) represent adjunct with [ + F;], for i = 
Let ( - ) represent others. 
Then: for schema (0, A), (S), 
functions case-marking 
(x,--) =:- [x,erg] 
(+, y) => [ace, y) 
( ) = [nom/abJ] 
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I, 2; 

3.2. 'Normal' inflection with -gay- verbs 
Each 'plain" transitive clause seems to be associated with an alternate form 
called the '-!JO)'- form' by Dixon ( 1972 : 65-67), from the characteristic 'voice·
like suffix on the verb stem. For sentences with third person agent (rows 11 
and LV of (85a)), the -ljay- alternant seems to be an antipassive form, the 
agent noun phrase occurring with absolutive case-marking, the patient noun 
phrase, if it occurs overtly, appearing in darive case. However, just as in 
Chinookan there is a principle of mutual exclusion between a lexical dative 
'indirect object' (0 2 ) and the grammatical dative (D 1) resulting from anti
passivisation. While in Chinookan the indirect object is eliminated from the 
cross-referencing inflection (§ 2.4), in Dyirbal an expected 'third person' 
grammatical dative that results from anti~passivisation obligatorily has 
ergative case-marking when there is a lexical indirect object coded in the 
dative case. This alternation of dative to ergative is otherwise optional. Thus 
(88) is the anti passive form of (81 ), with ergative case alternative batJgul 
yara1Jgu or regular dative case bagul yaragu expressing the und~~lying patient 
(0) adjunct. The verb bural1Ja11ju has suffix -l)ay- on the transrnve stem and 
intransitive inflection -nju (cf. miyandanju in (80)). For transitive sentences 
with first or second person agent, which in the plain forms (rows I and Ill 
of (85a)) have nominative case-marking on agent, there are .-!JOY· forms ~n 
which the agent still appears in nominative case, but the patient appears in 

dative case, with alternation to ergativc if third person, under the given 
conditions. Thus for example we have (89) as the -vay- form of (83). 

(88) balan djugumbil bagul yaragu ( -bal)gu/ yafal')gu) burall}anju 'woman is 
looking at man' 

(89) 1Jadja/1Jinda uinungu/l')aygungu bufa/ijanju 'I/thou look(est) at thee/me' 

So two principles seem to operate in these -ljay- forms, which indicate that 
the 'antipassive' formation for third person agent is part of a larger system. 
First, all agents appear in these -l)ay- forms in nominative (or absolutive) 
case, and all patients appear at least in regular formation in dative case. 
Second, the alternation of dative to crgative for third person patients demon
strates the principle of mutual exclusion of 'grammatical' and "kxical' dative. 
The rule we can write for this alternation, (90), has a form that 1s very mucb 
similar to the Chinookan rule for 'thematisation' of inverse verbs (as in (45; 
above). The parallelism of the 'inverse' and antipassive of Chinookan i~ 
repeated, with significant differences, in Dyirbal. 
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(90) Ergative alternation: 
case-markings: erg nom dat 1 dat 1 

SD: X [-F;.J] Y 
=-SC: [-F1.j] X Y 

obligatory when Y #- efJ , optional otherwise. 

v +uay
v +vay-

(i,j = I, 2) 

The -l)ay- forms, together with the intransitive forms that cannot have this 
suffix, thus form a system of inflection distinct from the 'plain' forms of(85a). 
I have indicated the patterning of these 'normal' forms in (85b), normal 
alluding to the parallelism of standardised form of equations, etc. with respect 
to orthogonals or fixed points of reference. Indeed, all of the adjuncts line up 
in columnar fashion in (85b), as distinct from the scattered inflectional pos
sibilities of (85a) . And the system of inflection , using nominative/absolutive 
and dative case-markings, is tyrologically an 'accusative' one, where A and S 
functions are coded by the first case-form, and 0 function is coded by the 
second, subject to the ergative alternation of (90). 

This is exactly the same general pattern as in Chinookan (§ 2.5), except 
that there the A/S function was coded by the dative form-order class, and the 
0 function by the nominative form-order class, with the global split-ergative 
rule (67b) overlaid, a rule which is reminiscent of lhe crgative alternation 
(90) in part. It can also be observed !hat formally the split-ergative system 
displayed in (85a) can be derived from the uniform normal forms of (85b) by 
application of (87), taking account of inherent lexical content. Other than 
this contrast of case-forms, the only ditTerence between the two systems of 
inflection in (85) is in the appearance of -vay- on the transitive verbs , and 
hence we must explore the function of this apparent 'voice' suffix in the system 
of Oyirba!, that is, we must examine the occurrence of clauses containing 
derived -l)ay- forms of verbs and accompanying 'normal' inflection on noun 
phrases. 

3.3. Switch-reference system of discourse 
As Dixon noted, the -l}ay- constructions normally occur non-initially in 
discourse, as demanded by certain co-reference sequences (1972: 79-81 ). They 
give structure to 'topic chains'. More particularly, these forms occur in 
clauses where some underlying noun phrase adjunct is co-referential with a 
noun phrase in another, preceding clause, and the underlying function of the 
noun phrases 'switches' from S to A or from 0 to A. If this switch does not 
occur in sequence, so that co-referent S/0-S/0 noun phrases are involved, 
no suffix appears and no normal inftection, but rather plain inflection, in 
both clauses. 

As I mentioned in § 3.1, co-reference anaphora in the third person is 
expressed by zero, that is, by deletion of the noun phrase head . For certain 
forms of anaphora, defined over a domain of types of relations between 
clauses (see § 2.6) there is a possible total deletion of the second, co-referent 
noun phrase, encompassing all 'persons' . In Dyirbal , the domain of operation 
is very wide, including most ·kinds of relations between clauses up to general 
sequential conjunction, which is handled more loosely in the form of dis
course in many languages. 31 For example, in (91) we have a purposive 
construction, with the second clause in nominalised purposive form, the 
verb babil-1Jay-gu showing the dative case-ending -gu. The underlying agent 
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(A) of the second clause ('I') is co-referential with the underlying patient (0) 
of the first clause. Only the first token of the co-referent noun phrase actually 
occurs, in accusative case-form (of plain inflection), and the co-referent 
second example is deleted. The deletion, obligatory for -l}ay- constructions, 
is indicated in (91) by brackets around the underlying agent of the sub
ordinate clause. The verb of the second clause signals the sequential switch 
from underlying 0 to underlying A with the suffix -l)ay- . In terms of normal 
forms of clauses, it can be seen that (92a) would be the normal form of the 
first clause, and (92b) the normal form of the second. With respect to the 
normal inflectional system, the appearance of the)witch-rcference marker 
signals change from would-be dative to would-be nominative of the co
referent noun phrase; of course the first clause appears in plain rather than 
normal form, and the second token of rhe noun phrase is deleted from the 
second. 

(91) l)ayguna bal)gu/ yara1Jgu munda11/(1Jadja] bogum miranjgu babil-l)ay+gu 
'man took me/ (for) [me] to scrape black beans' 

(92) (a) l)aygungu bayi yara m11ndal1Janju 
(dat] [nom] 

(b) l)Odja bogum mironigu hobibJanju 
[nom] (dat) 

(93) ba!an djugumbil yanu/[ba/an djugumbil] bagum miranjgu babi'1Janju 
'woman went/and [woman] scraped beans' 

Similarly, (93) is made up of two basically conjoined clauses of sequential 
value, showing co-referent underlying adjuncts which switch function from 
S to A. The verb of the second clause (or conjoined sentence) has -l)ay- and 
finite aorist desinence -nju. Observe that the first clause is intransitive with S 
adjunct. In the normal form, as in row VI of (85b), this takes nominative 
(abso!ucive) case-marking, but for purposes of switch-reference, it is classed 
together with underlying 0 function. That is, the switch reference system 
with -T}ay- vs. -4>- for 'different' vs. 'same' underlying function of co-referent 
noun phrase operates on an ergarfre principle, though the normal form case
marking system itself operates on an accusative principle. 

That this analysis is correct is shown by Dixon's other 'topic chain' con
struction, with verbal suffix -l}ura. 3 2 Where co-referent noun phrase did not 
switch function across clauses, then the plain inflection and no voice change 
occurs in both, let us recall. Where co-referent noun phrase switches from S 
or O to A, we have -l)Oy- in the second clause, and normal inflection. In the 
remaining cases, where co-referent noun phrases switch from A in the first 
clause to Sor 0 in the second , the second clause appears in surface form with 
plain inflection and verbal suffix -l)ura, the co-referent noun phrase being 
optionally, though characteristically, deleted (indicated in (94) by brackets 
enclosed in parentheses). This suffix has another, probably historically prior 
function, and differs from -t)ay-, the historical antipassivc voice suffix, both 
in taking plain inllection on the noun phrases, and in not taking further tense 
inflection on the verb. Note for example (94), with first clause which would 
appear in normal form as (95). The agent is normal-nominative, and .hence 
the switch-reference marked by -yura in the second clause is to the subject ol 
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the intransitive (S), which for discourse purposes functions like a normal
dative (0). With the strictly accusative case-marking system of the normal 
schema of inflec::::ln, however, the intransitive subject (S) would appear with 
nominative case-marking. In al! such cases of switch in clause sequence from 
normal nominative A to normal nominative S or normal dative 0, the ·fJUra 
marker is used on the second clause. 

(94) l)adja ha/a yugu madan/([uadja])waynjdji!Jura 'l threw stick and l went 
uphill' 

(95) l)adja bogu yugu madaltyanju 
[nom] [<lat] 

The markers -l)ay- and -1Jura, then, are discourse markers that show the 
switch of underlying function of co-referential noun phrases. So we can 
develop a table such as (96) for Dyirbal, analogous to (78) for the Chinookan 
forms that incorporated an antipassive. Observe that the ·1Jura suffix indicates 
switch from A function to S/O, the -l)ay- suffix switch from S/O to A, and no 
verbal suffix indicates no switch. (For cross-clause co-reference of A with A 
noun phrase, both clauses can appear in -f}ay- normal form, with the second 
noun phrase of the pair deleted. Alternatively, the -l)ay- normal derived 
form of the second clause, with co-referent NP in derived nominative/ 
absolutive 'S' form, can be further suffixed with -1J11ra-the implications, 
both synchronic and diachronic, need not be dwelt on here.) 

(96) Switch-reference constructions of Dyirbal: 

reference 
relations fu11c1io11s 
co-refer A-A 

co-refer 
co-refer 
co-refer 
non-co-r 

A-S/0 
S/0-A 
S/0-S/O 
NP-NP 

formal fealllres of inflection 
clause I clause 2 

{

normal+ normal +-1Jay-; co-ref NP deleted 
-l]a}'-

plai n normal +-ljay- -+- -yura:,, 
plain (plain)+-t,iura; ,, (optionally) 
plain normal +-1Jay-
plain plain; ,, 
NO CLAUSAL CONJUNCTION WITH DELETION 

There is a difference between the two kinds of systems in these two 
languages. In Chinookan, the function of the noun phrase in the matrix 
clause, or the first noun phrase, was unrestricted, so that the construction 
types with antipassives, namely the habitual relatives, restricted the noun 
phrase possibilities D, 0, A, S which could appear with co-referential deletion 
in the second clause, allowing from this set of underlying functions only A 
and S. In Dyirbal, on the other hand, the switch-reference system across 
clauses specifies the relative func1io11 of the two noun phrases involved in 
co-reference relation. 

3.4. Relative clauses and possessive phrases 
The Dyirbal system of maintaining discourse reference, however, begins to 
look very much like the Chinookan one in relative clauses, where the NP 
functions that can enter into co-reference relations are restricted to what-

6. HIERARCHY OF FEATURES AND ERGATIVJTY 157 

ever can be in derived nominative case. The co-referent noun phrase is 
deleted from the embedded clause, along with the finite verb inflection, and 
a suffix -l)U- is added to the verb. The case-function of the noun phrase 
modified by the relative clause (the head noun) ranges over every possibility 
except allative and ablative. so·me examples appear in (97) through (99). 

(97) ho/an djugumbil [1Jadja hura-f}u] njinai~iu 'the woman [whom l am 
watching] is sitting down' 

(98) bayi yara bal)gun djugumbiru [waynjdJi-1Ju+ ]ru huran ·[as she was going 
uphill] woman saw man' 

(99) f}adja njinanju yugwyga [yafOIJgU 11udi-1Ju-'-- Jrn 'I am sitting on the tree 
[that the man felled)' 

(lOO) fJGdja balan djugumbil buran 'I am watching woman' 

(IOI} ba/an djugumbil way1!jdjin 'woman is going uphill' 

( 102) ha/a yugu bal)gul yara1Jgu nudin 'man felled tree' 

In (97) the relative clause is formed with underlying subordinate clause 
( 100), where the co-referent noun phrase is transitive object (0) .. The ~erb of 
the relativised clause ends just with -f)u, that is, -l}U ·i-¢, agreeing with the 
absolutivc case of ha/an djugumbi/, which functions as intransitive subject (S) 
in the main clause. fn (98), the relative clause is from the intransitive clause 
(IO I), where co-referent noun phrase is intransitive subject (S), and the 
relative clause in -l)u+ru agrees with the ergative inflection of bal)gun 
djugumbiru in the higher_ clause .. ~n (99~, the relative clause is_ from ( 10~), 
where co-referent noun 1s trans1t1vc object (0), and the relative clause in 
·IJU~-ra agrees with the locative inflection of yugu-l)ga. . 

When the underlying transitive subject (A) of the relative clause 1s co
referent with the head noun, the relative clause appears in normal form with 
-l)ay- suffixed to the verb stem. So examples (103) and (104) both cont~in 
relative clauses in which -uay- is suffixed to the verb stem dji/wal-, preceding 
the relative clause marker -f)U-, and the morpheme for case-agreement with 
the co-referent noun phrase head, nominative (cf. balan djugumbil) in (103), 
and crgative (cf. baf}gul yafGl)gu) in (104). The object (0) in both relative 
clauses appears in normal dative form, with -gu suffix, though apparently 
the ergative form (ba1Jgul 11jal1Jga1Jgu) is optionally permitted. 

( 103) balan djugumhil [bagul njabygagu djilwa/-1Ja·1JU] bal)gul yarw;gu buran 
'man saw woman [who kicked child]' 

(I 04) balan djugumbil bal)gul yarangu [bagul njalygagu c/jilwal-1Ja-1Ju+ ]ru 
buran 'man [who kicked child] saw woman' 

[n this use the -!Jay- is not functioning as part of a switch reference system, 
since it tells us nothing about the relations of 'same· or 'difTe~e~t' _of !-lnd_er· 
lying case-relations of two co-referent noun phrases. Rather, 1t ts 10d1catin~ 
that A, as opposed to S, 0, etc., is co-referent with the head noun. Relative 
clauses being limited to derived nominative/absolulive case-forms of the 
embedded co-referent noun phrase, only configurations which can be sc 
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transformed can serve as relative clauses. The anti passive 'normal' form of a 
relative clause thus signals co-reference of the deleted noun phrase and at the 
same time indicates the underlying A function of only the deleted noun 
phrase. 

The case-marking schema of the transformed antipassive or normal form 
would be nominative-dative ("' nom-erg) for underlying A-0 adjuncts, it js 
important to note. Recalling in general that normal forms have a uniform 
'accusative' case-marking in terms of nominative and dative surface cases, 
for the relative clauses in (97) and (99) the co-referential deleted noun phrases 
would be in dative case in normal form, while in (98) the deleted element would 
be in nominative case. So, in terms of normal forms, the -l)ay- marker on the 
antipassivised verbs distinguishes those normal-nominatives which represent 
A function from all other normal case-forms. So the ergatiw! principle of 
co-reference for relative clauses is maintained, just as the principle of switch
reference was ergativc in formal class distinctions over clauses. 

Turning to possessive phrases, which have traditionally been interpreted 
as a kind of reduced relative clause, we can see that the construction marker 
on lexical noun possessors is -l)U, of exactly the same shape as the verbal 
suffix in relative clauses. Thus (105) (a) and (b) are predicating forms, which 
overlap with absolutive case-forms of the noun phrases. Contrastively, (106) 
shows a sentence incorporating possessed noun phrase in ergative case-form. 
The possessor here has its characteristic genitive marking -l}U- followed by 
an element -(nj)djin- and finally the ergative desinence -du agreeing with the 
case of the (possessed) head of the noun phrase. 3 3 

(105) (a) l)aygu bafan guda 'the dog is mine; it is my dog'; 'my dog [abs easer 
(b) balan guda bal)ul yara1Ju 'it is the man's dog'; 'the man's dog (abs 

case]' 

(106) halan djugumbil bal}gun guda>Jgu [bal}ul~djin+ ]du [yara-l)u-njdjin]du 
badjan '[man's] dog bit woman' 

Under the hypothesis that possessives and relative clauses are similar, we 
want to ask what is the configuration of adjunct functions that underlies such 
phrases. Clearly, there has been deletion of a noun phrase co-referent with 
the possessed, the head of the dominating noun phrase. Since there is no 
-l)ay- marker in the possessive phrase, in the underlying possessive relation 
the possessed must function as underlying S or 0 adjunct, and the possessor 
must function as some other kind of adjunct. On the basis of several lines of 
reasoning, I would conclude that the possessor is in underlying or normal 
grammatical dative case relation, and the surface 'genitive' case is the special 
form for adnomina/ dative, just as the surface 'accusative' case has turned out 
to be a special form for adverbal dative (in going from normal to plain 
inflection). More particularly, I conclude that the possessive schema is a 
kind of two-place schema of underlying relations exactly as we found in 
Ch.inookan, the distinction between the two systems being in the case
relations. In Chinookan we discovered possessives had an 'inverse' transitive 
schema of 0-0 1 configuration; here it would seem the schema is S-0 1, as 
shown in the surface configuration of {105). 

There is an alternative possibility for the underlying function of the 
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possessor, giv~n the relativisa~ion hypothe~i~, namely that it be A, agent-like. 
But in these circumstances, with true transttive A possessor and 0 possessed, 
there seems to be a comitative adjective used, as in (107) and (108). The 
first constitutes a full sentence, contrasting with (105a), while (l08) shows 
ergative case-intlection on noun ~n_d adj~ctive botl~. N<?ti~e th~t t_he -hi/a
construction is not formally relat1v1sed with -l)U-, since it 1s adJeCt1val. The 
possessive relation seems. to be _at the semantic ~ore of this construction 
(Dixon, 1972 : 71, 108), with vanous u~clear entailments. of actual _ accom
paniment expressed apparently by the discours~ seq1:1ence incorporating such 
phrases (cf. Dixon, 1972: 222-23 and paper 18 tn th rs volume). 

(107) l)adja guda-bila 'I have a dog'; 'I, {being) with dog' 

(108) '.}ayguna baygul yara1Jgu [guda-bila+ ]gu balgan 'man [with dog} hit me· 

4.1. Lexical splits and ergative structure 
From the two extended examples presented here, it can be seen that the 
typology of lexical splits such as those in § 1.~-1.4 is a fact of t~e s~rface 
case-marking structure. This typology can be given a first approx1!11all.on to 
grammatical systematicity by formulating the r~les for case-m~rkmg m the 
basic active declarative forms. The case-marking rule of Chinookan (35) 
assig~cd order-class and form to cross-referencing pronominals, and on this 
basis there were two kinds of splits. One was 'complex' and 'local', in the 
sense that third person nonsingulars (two features here) have a distinct 
ergative and a distinct accusative case-form. The other was 'complex' and 
'global' in the sense that in the singular there is a special ergative mark ~he~
ever the patient has a positive specification for <l: person_ feat~re occurn.ng in 
che ordered hierarchy and the agent has a negative specification. In Dy1rbal, 
contrastively, the lexical split is much neater in the plain forms, in that the 
rules for case-marking, (87), arc 'simple' and 'local', depending on the 
specification of person feature in the hierarchy for the given noun phrase 
receiving case-inflection. 

We can assemble the universal hierarchy offeaLures from the set of language
specific examples such as those presented here. While it is true that the exact 
place along the sequence of noun phrase types generated by the feature hier
archy, at which any given language splits its accusative-agentive-ergative 
subsystems, is not fixed by the machinery proposed here, the form of the 
split(s) is determined. The more highly marked noun phrases (in t~e se!1se of 
feature specification) will always show an accusative case-~~rkm~ ~f les~ 
highly-marked ones do, as defined by one or more features JO•ntly (simple 
vs. 'complex' conditioning). Inversely, the less highly marked noun phr~ses 
have ergative case-marking if the more highly-marked ones do. There 1s a 
possibility, realised for example in Chinookan (and in the Giramay dialect of 
Dyirbal, cf. fn. JO), that the two case-marking schemata will overlap, giving 
a three-case middle ground. But it is in the formal treatment of one o.r b?th 
of the two adjuncts (0, A) of the transitive predicate that the characterisation 
of the system lies. The appearance of a distinct S case is, it can be seen, a 
residual phenomenon. 

Among the languages we have examined to different degrees, there seem to 
be examples of splits at almost every expected point along the sequence of 
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noun phrase types. But surface case-marking typologies such as those of 
§ 1.4 must be carefully related to the rules of the grammatical system, lest the 
true nature of the split systems be missed. For Bandjalang in ( 16) and 
Dhirari in (17), for example, there are splits which distinguish the lowest
ranking noun phrase types, non-human nouns, and all lexical nouns, 
respectively, as having ergative-absolutive system. 'Third person' pronouns, 
the anaphoric co-reference markers, seem to pattern with higher-ranked noun 
phrases. But we must examine the rules of anaphora to determine the status 
of the third person pronominal forms. In several other cases (for example. 
Western Desert, Guugu-Yimidhir) where pronouns-including anaphoric 
markers-are reported with one case-marking system and nouns with 
another, it turns out that only human proper nouns or their like are repre
sented by overt pronouns, the other noun phrases being simply deleted under 
conditions of co-reference. In turn, such restrictions can depend on syntac
tically unmarked underlying propositional functions (for example, restric
tions in Chinookan on 0 occurring with lexical D), so that the whole surface 
ergative pattern, while fitting neatly into the expected hierarchy, is a kind of 
epiphenomenon. 

For this reason, it is necessary to investigate the syntactic rules which 
induce the apparent ergative structure, both on the level of propositional 
function, where adjuncts receive case-marking, and on the level of discourse, 
where noun phrases have privileges of co-reference limited by function. It 
seems clear that the first kind of rule is always sensitive to inherent lexical 
content, and that the second kind of rule (exemplified by anaphoric pro
nominalisation or by switch-reference) may be sensitive to it. Thus the case
marking rules, those of the first kind, are always to be formulated as rule 
schemata, where ranked features themselves are variables down or up the 
scale of which we must read, to test propositional adjuncts for applicability 
of accusativity/ergativity in their case-marking. The equivalent of such rule 
schemata have been recognised for certain phenomena such as Algonquian 
(North America) 'direct' 1·s. 'inverse' verb inflection (see Bloomfield, 1946). 
but it requires the broader perspective of a universal hierarchy of lexical 
content of noun phrases to show the true general nature of the facts. 
Algonquian languages become another example of simple global two-way 
ergative-accusative case-marking accomplished by morphological machinery 
in the surface verb. We must re-evaluate a number of such examples in the 
light of feature hierarchy. 

For the second level of structure, that of cross-clause maintenance of 
reference relations, two principles are at work. One is the surface-function 
(derived) privileges of occurrence of noun phrases subject to anaphoric 
processes, which, as we saw in Chinookan and Dyirbal, are highly restricted. 
Another is the distinction mentioned just above, on types of anaphoric 
processes based on lexical content. Since co-reference or switch-reference 
devices always operate on Jcxically-comparable noun-phrases (for example, 
both third person singular, etc.), such rules will always be equivalent to local 
case-marking, rather than global. They form an overlay on the fundamental 
case-marking rules, and introduce an additional layer of classification of 
underlying adjuncts by ergative vs. accusative principles. Hence we can have 
languages with split-ergative case-marking at the propositional level with 
accusative co-reference rules for various multiple-clause constructions in 
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discourse, as in Chinookan. It is an interesting open question as to the 
existence of the inverse phenomenon, the answer to which will take us vastly 
further in understanding ergativity. 

4.2. 'Normal' forms with nominative-dative inflection 
Jn both of the examples presented, there is regularity of patterning in that 
the lexically-split ergativc schema of inflection alternates with two kinds of 
accusative systems. One ofrhese is the regular formally nominative-accusative 
system of plain inflection that constitutes the rest of the paradigms defined 
over noun phrase content, whether locally or globally. The other. however, is 
a system functionally 'accusative' in configuration, distinguishing A and S 
from 0 in case-marking, but the particular case-markings in terms of which 
this 'accusative' distinction is marked are formally 11omi11ative (abso/u1ive) 
and datil•e. This grammatical dative in Chinookan is the case of the under
lying A/S adjunct, while in Dyirbal it is the case of the underlying 0 adjunct. 

In both languages, there is a rule which strictly separates the grammatical 
dative from datives of indirect object, either by excluding the possibility of 
indirect object dative with this inflectional scheme (Chi nookan), or by 
transforming the grammatical dative into an crgative (Dyirbal) when a 
lexical dative co-occurs. 34 The functional relations of this derived nominative
dative construction arc then contrastive in the two languages, and the rules of 
dative 'bumping' as well. Jn Chinookan, the underlying A/S becomes formally 
derived dative, and the indirect object is 'bumped'; in Dyirbal, the under
lying 0 becomes formally derived dative, and it is itsc!f'bumped' intoergative 
case if there is an indirect object dative in the same clause. This does not 
seem to be a chance correlation. In those languages, such as Georgian, where 
the nominative-dative rs. split ergative systems alternate along such dimen
sions as tense-aspect, the distinction between grammatical and lexical dative 
must play a different role. 

In the two languages examined here, however, the nominative-dative 
schema was uniquely associated with the antipassivc form of transitive 
constructions, which have a privileged status among the systems of propo
sitional representation as a kind of basic form from which all the others, for 
example. plain, inverse, etc ., could be derived. The fact of cross-linguistic 
compatibility of the formal schemes of inAection, being the nominative and 
dative case-representations, combined with the fact that the rest of the 
inflectional apparatus can be derived from the normal forms with split
crgative case-marking rules, makes this schema a candidate for a true universal 
basic form of propositional representation. Thus note that the direct and 
inverse transitivcs of Chinookan are derivable, by the fact that the antipassive 
forms are inverse constructions. (Contrast Dyirbal, where the antipassives 
are direct constructions.) 

In a sense, the antipassive forms of these ergative languages, together with 
the equivalent intransitive construction that together make up the 'normal' 
inflections, reduce propositions to isomorphic uniformity, independent of 
the actual split ergative case system of the plain forms, so that by knowing 
(I) number of adjuncts in a proposition, (2) whether the proposition is direct 
or inverse-semantically linked classes , no doubt, (3) inherent lexical content 
of the adjunct noun phrases, all the inflectional possibilities are determined. 
The case-marking rules operate in terms of these three semantic factors as 
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primary. The 'normal' systems of nominative-dative inflection thus give a 
window on the primitives of syntactic structure. 

4.3. Syntactic hierarchies of case and co-reference 
From these primitives, we can draw out further conclusions about syntactic 
universals in the form of hierarchies of the very case configurations and 
clause sequences permitting co-reference relations. 

1f nominative and grammatical dative are the most elementary of case
markings, in the 'normal' forms of propositions, then the regularities of 
elaboration of case systems in the various 'plain' inflectional schemata, based 
on the syntactic rules for deriving these constructions, themselves may be 
seen to form a universal hierarchy. For example, the 'genitive' case in bolh 
Chinookan and Dyirbal was derived from a dative form in normal inflection, 
as a specifically adnominal dative. Thus for case systems in general, we 
would predict that the existence of a distinct ad nominal genitive case implies 
the existence of a grammatical dative case. Similarly, a distinct 'accusative. 
case is in plain inflection derived from a normal nominative (absolutive) in 
Crunookan, from a normal dative in Oyirbal, by rules of split ergativity. 
Hence the e,~istence of an accusative case distinct from all others implies the 
existence of nominative/absolutive and dative. Again, the existence of a 
distinct crgative implies the existence of a nominative/absolu1ive and the 
existence of a dative. So we can develop a typology of elaboration of case 
systems, something as in (109). 

(109) Case hierarchies: 
Abs/Norn: Dat 1 ~A~<:= Erg ".= Gen 

(,.) 
Dat2 ~~ Inst·<= Loe ·c •.• 

propositional functions 

adverbial and propositional 
functions 

Indeed, such a typology represents a summary of universal laws of syntactic 
structure in that case elaborations from the minimal dyad depend on func
tional rules. Just as in the feature hierarchies, languages vary in the cut-ofT 
point of case elaboration, but the distinct cases they have follow inclusion 
relations by areas of referential content. 1f there is a distinct case--marking to 
represent 'plain' propositional (referential) function 'Y', then there will be a 
distinct case for functions 'X', 'Z', etc. So case-marking systems are solving, 
as it were, several problems in semantic hierarchy: they represent referential 
adjuncts in propositions sensitive to inherent lexical content. 

Similarly, of course, we can elaborate on the differences we saw for co
reference relations across clauses, where a case-like classification of functional 
possibilities operates. The criterion of elaboration in case systems per se is 
distinct surface case-treatment for certain propositional functions. The 
analogous criterion at the discourse level is distinct co-reference treatment 
for certain kinds of clause linkage. As we saw, in split ergative systems, there 
is a certain kind of clause-sequencing relationship which requires nomioalised, 
antipassivised 'normal' forms to express permissible co-reference relations 
between noun phrases, with anaphoric deletion. The possible propositional 
functions of the co-referent noun phrase io the second (or embedded) clause 
were fixed, or severely reduced, in both languages, in the most marked type, 
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Chioool<an. 'habitual' relative clauses, Dyirbal relative clauses (see §§ 2.6, 
3.4). Jn Chrnookan, all other kinds of clauses are conjoined at the surface, 
extraposed so that they are in sequence and so that they appear in full finite 
inflectional form. As I characterised the structure in § 2.6, Chinookan 
assimilates most logical subordination of various kinds to sequential discourse, 
co-reference simply being marked by deletion of noun phrases. Dyirbal 
however, has a switch-reference system that operates over stretches of other: 
wise simple conjoined clauses, depending on co-reference relations. Besides 
the relative constructions in nominalised form, there are nominalised 
purposive constructions (as in (91)) and various other clause types which 
are nominalised, formally embedded at the surface, and marked with case
endings, agreeing with some underlying co-referent noun phrase. To a much 
greater extent, Dyirbal assimilates much of discourse to the forms of sub
ordinate clause constructions, especially nominalisations. 

The point here is that by looking at the mechanisms for surface expression 
of co-referentiality in clause relations, there are distinct mechanisms of 
increasing formal complexity, marking the surface result as qu ite different 
from ordinary 'plain' inflection, as we move along a hierarchy of c/ouse
c/ause logical relations. So again we have an implicational hierarchy of form 
(I JO). proposed on che basis of generalisation from many languages, including 
these ergative ones. Ifa language uses a special form for co-reference relations 
over a logical connexion at a certain point, it will use at least that mechanism 
for everything above, and possibly even more elaborate formal distinctions. 

(110) Logical-relations of clauses (with co-referent NPs): 

t Ergative 

I
I languages 

S::4.>"'>. 
I .~ ·~ E -8 
! ~.a.2:; 

·- I 1-:: ~-;;; .~ 
~·.;; E ~ 
a~ o c: 
·- ·- c ~ i: E (13 

(13 0 ._ 'o.: 0 
.,..o g 
~ ~ *Vj 

:0:: ~ 
:<j .0 c.. 
.0 «:I v> 
0 .c := 
a. e "' 

0.. 

possessive 
habitual actor 
habitual agent 
relative clause (making definite reference) 
purposive complement (dative infinitive) 
desire complement 
indirect discourse complement 
temporal adverbial clause 
if- then 
disjunction 
conjunction 
clause sequence (sequitur) 
clause sequence (non-sequitur) 

In terms <.>f the split ergative systems we sec here, as we move up chis hier
archy it becomes more and more the case that a language will suspend the 
lexical hierarchy for split ergative, use antipassivised forms of transitives in 
nominative-dative 'normal' forms, and nominalise with a possessive or 
equivalent schema. Where, along the hierarchy, a language makes its syntactic 
distinction between 'embedding' as it were, and 'discourse' is not specified, 
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but the universal proposed ranking of clause connexions means that this 
split must be consistent with the others . 
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Notes 
I. l deal with such three-way case-marking systems marginally in this paper, 

having selected for principal consideration two two-way spilt ergative 
systems. They provide further evidence, however, for the approach 
adopted here, and I give sketchy indications on their description. 

2. Eskimologists, for example, use the term 'relative' for the Eskimo-Aleut 
ergative case. Recently, with the interest in semantic-case grammar, some 
have called this the 'agentive' semantic relation (Fillmore 1968 ; Chafe 
~ 970), but note that this idealised underlying level of 'semantic' structure 
1s not the same as a case indication in overt syntactic form. ln Australian 
linguistics, there is a tradit ion associated with Capell ( 1956, 1962) and 
others of calling the ergative case-marking on nouns and pronouns the 
'operative' or 'instrumental' case. 

3. Fillmore ( 1968 : 57-6-0), in discussing topicalisation, gives references, both 
vague and specific, to some of these kinds of arguments, but within the 
framework of 'case'-grammar. Since his underlying forms include verbs 
with adjuncts that are marked for semantic 'case', he must have a rule of 
prefe.rential 'subjectivalisation' or 'primary topicalisation', which gives 
the simple declarative active-voice surface forms (among others). On the 
other hand, he sees ergative languages, 'described as only capable of 
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expressing transitive sentences passively', as really 'lacking the gram
matical process of primary topicalisation' (1968 :58), that is, of 
'subjectivalisation ', which begs the issue of just what such an anglo-centric 
view of 'subject' in so-ca lled 'surface structure' really means. Since 
'primary topicalisation for English involves position and number 
concord' ( 1968: 57), that is, case-marking in our sense, ergative languages 
are not to be distinguished on these grounds-· indeed , they all show 
case-marking. Fillmore's definition of primary vJ. secondary topicalisa
tion depends on the controversial universality of the way in which surface 
'subjects' are distinct from 'topics' . The point to be developed below is 
that discourse and propositional levels sometimes interact differently in 
ergative languages, not that the two levels are indistinct. 

4. It would be necessary to give an extensive theoretical discussion of 
principles of markedness to justify fully a feature analysis of noun 
phrases. But see the several papers of E. Benveniste on 'pronouns' and 
'person· reprinted in his Problc;mes de linguistique generale (1966) for a 
clear exposition of this line of reasoning. These are fully in the spirit of 
the feature analysis of the Prague sort, from which al! our notions of 
markedness ultimately derive. 

5. This formulation follows the pragmatic analysis of C. S. Peirce, and of 
Roman Jakobson. See my paper 'Roman Jakobson et l'anthropologie 
sociale" to appear in L' Arc ( l 975a), and my paper 'Shifters, linguistic 
categories , and cultural description' to appear in Meaning in cultural 
anlhropology, ed. by K. Basso and H . Selby (1975b). 

6. Postal's (1966) analysis of all English surface pronominal forms as 
appositive constructions in underlying form, partially criticised by 
Delorme and Dougherty (1972) on syntactic grounds, docs much violence 
to the distinction between indexical personal pronouns and anaphoric 
devices . So also do attempts at a 'performative' or 'hypersentence' 
analysis of the deep structures of sentences that conflate patcerns of 
surface anaphoric (discourse bound) and non-anaphoric (speech situation 
bound) pronominal forms. Though peripheral to the present discussion, 
it is an interesting illustration of the fact that we can easily refuse to 
benefit from a great deal of previous work because it is couched in terms 
we can dismiss on the basis of current theoretical concerns . 

7. This display deals only with ' person' and ·number', the catcgorial group
ings always represented in the short pronominal NPs. Clearly, for those 
systems which also represent gender, and other lexical features of ana
phoric 'third person' forms , there is a continuation of feature marking 
below the several germane to this section . Chinook and Dyirbal, treated 
below, show just such further NP features. 

8. These pragmatic facts must be treated from the social anthropological 
point of view, and I gloss over the problems in this formulation. Much 
interesting material on the interaction of linguistic categories and 
'cultural pragmatics' can be given on this subject, moreover. 

9. lt is obvious that while the general form of asymmetric, subdivided 
categories is common to both these tripartite schemes, the case of 
'person' features, which are indexicals, shows the relatively unmarked 
[--ego] form further subcategorised by the [+/-tu] feature, as is 
expected by the theory of markedness, while the case of ' number' features, 



166 GRAMMATICAL CATEGORIES IN AUSTRALIAN LANGUAGES 

which are not indexicals, shows the marked [+plural] form further sub
categorised by the [+/-restricted) feature. Perhaps this latter situation 
led Mccawley (1968 : 568-69) to speculate that there were arguments 
for the marked, rather than unmarked, nature of the traditional 'singular' 
category. 

On the other hand, it is clear that notions of markedness are not the 
same for indexical and non-indexical referring categories. In terms of 
referential specificity, the indexicals 'inclusive dual', 'first person 
singular', and 'second person singular' are more highly marked semantic
ally than 'exclusive dual ' and 'exclusive plural'. The implementation of 
'number' distinctions for these indexical categories-the [ -1- plural] 
feature, for example, usually indicating that there are specifically 'more 
than one' of the object referred to--is semantically incorrect, as 
Benveniste points out, but one of those economies of structure univers
ally found in languages . lndexical 'plurals' derive from summing indi
viduals in the speech situation, with or without other referents. The 
plurality is thus not of identical referents, but such a derived, counted-up 
plurality chat masquerades as true plural. 

Thus, if we eliminate the indexical first and second persons, we are 
still left with the problem of markedness in the so-called 'third person' 
number categories, and to solve the problem adequately one might wish 
to introduce either of two notions: either (I) to distinguish between 
[m/u F;] for all features, as distinct from [ + /- F ;), as in the proposal of 
Chomsky and Halle {1968 :ch. 9) for phonology, or (2) to note that the 
features themselves are a universal inventory of oppositions from which 
each language, subject to systemic constraints , chooses which member of 
the opposition is marked, which unmarked (cf. Friedrich 1974; Silver
stein 1974:§ 7.1). The second proposal strikes me as better for both 
syntax and phonology, and can be incorporated into a hierarchisation 
schema like the one here. Following on my discussion of tense-aspect 
systems in the paper just cited, I suspect that there are [ + plural]-dominant 
systems and [-t restricted]-dominant systems, and the apparent marked
ness relations of the categories (not, note, of the features) differ depending 
on which schema defines them. 

10. Since, as Bill Darden has reminded me, the verb in Russian agrees in 
gen~er <:>f the underlying referent of a singular nominative NP serving as 
subJ~ct in all persons, we need some underlying specification of this for 
all singulars; however, the tests for markedness operate with surface 
categories, which I deal with here. 

I I . This typo.l'?g.Y, and indeed the discussion of this section, owes a great deal 
to the cnt1c1sm of my Canberra lectures (September, 1974) by David 
Nash, who may still not be satisfied with this response to his doubt. 

12. I disregard the distinct pronominal forms based on moiety and section 
which function as subdivisions of the categories analysed here. 

13. Se~ Sapi~ (1926) for the historical interpretation, as well as for the 
(sh~h~ly maccurate) historical derivation of the ergative masculine and 
femmme from *i·k-, *a-k-. 

14. For the historical antecedents of this and all other alternations in form, 
see my paper 'Person, number, gender in Chinook, syntactic rule and 
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morphological analogy', presented at the 1973 A.A .A. and L.S.A. 
meetings. 

15. See Silverslein (1972) for a presentation somewhat different in style and 
conclusions. 

16. The masculine and feminine of rows L and M are historically (and 
perhaps morphophonemically) regular; see fnn. 13, 14. 

J 7. Hence the source of the formation, in a 'second person polite' construc
tion, is probably patent, the speaker showing deference by avoiding 
mention of himself (and others) as agents with respect to the hearer. 
Such impersonalisation in deference behaviour is, of course, widespread, 
frequently manifested by switch of 'second' to 'third' person pronominal 
forms for polite reference to the hearer (see Bcnveniste 1966 [1971], 
Silverstein ! 975b and refs. there). 

18 . The inclusive forms (under A and B) cannot technically figure here, since 
they are positively specified for both [tu] and [ego]. Hence any inclusive
A-on-second-0/D would be in reflexive form, with which Wasco
Wishram deals in an entirely distinct manner. Actually, when pressed, 
informants assimilate these doubly-marked inclusives to the hierarchy, 
permitting regular ga-lk-11-u-y'q'mil 'we (incl) saw me [In a mirror]' and 
ga-q-m-u-q'mil 'we (incl) saw thee', just as we might expect. 

19. This is true of the agentive language Takelma (Sapir 1922) as.well as of 
Algonquian languages (Goddard 1967), where a whole conjugation type 
is created, the 'pseudo transitive animates', to obviate the difficulty. 

20. Characteristically, these verbal constructions exclude the directional 
morpheme -u- 'distad' from between postpositional and verb root, 
though the marked member of the directional opposition, -1- 'proximad' 
does occur, as in regular indirect object constructions. 

21. Compare Yiddish, E~ sh1ink1 mir ... and many other parallels in Tndo
European languages. 

22. From the historical perspective, these irregularities arc important 
evidence about earlier inflectional layers in Chinookan. -k/cV- and -mi
were formed by analogy with *-wi- 'third person dative' in the earliest 
layer that allowed only one pronominal prefix. -k/ca- and -tka- demon
strate that the ergativc pronominal is directly related to the dative of 
possession and antipassivisation. For these, and other points, see my 
paper referred to at fn . 14. 

23. Essentially this conclusion was reached by Calvert Watkins about earliest 
Inda-European in a brilliant article, 'Remarks on the Genitive' (1967) . 
Sec also W. S. A lien ( 1964). 

24. Jeffrey Hcach, in a recently published paper (1975), develops in explicit 
manner the interdependence between coding of lexical information in 
pronouns and discourse-reference maintenance. ln addition to this co
rcference function, however, languages have to have some mechanism 
for indicating the sequence of underlying propositional functions of noun 
phrase adjuncts, and it is in this second area, which overlaps entirely 
with anaphoric co-reference in Chinookan, that Dyirbal differs greatly 
in formal expression. 

25. I use this terminology, compatible with the 'standard' transformational 
theory (see §0.2) even though the notions of underlying and surface (or 
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derived 'subjects· and 'objects' arc ultimately to be defined in terms of 
the primitives developed in the more inclusive theory here presented. 
Observe that the discussion at this point is unaffected by argumentation 
about what is the real 'underlying· level, though the point of view 
developed here ultimately rejects the notions of the 'standard' theory. 

26. For plural co-referent adjuncts, in fact, these forms with intransi1ive 
surface inftection can take the regular nominal plural suffix -max 
especially when preposed to the modified noun. Were we to quibble ove; 
terminology, perhaps we should call these forms strict 'relatives' with
frorn the English point of view- unambiguous translation equiv;lents. 

27. The parallelism of Benveniste's (1948: esp. 62) two kinds of nouns of 
action/agency in proto-Jndo-Europcan and several of the earlier daughter 
languages should be pointed out. Cf. my remarks in Silverstein (1972: 
391-92, esp. fn . 33) and Silverstein ( 1974: S78-9, esp. fn. 62). We can add 
that sociologically this corresponds to the distinction between ascribed 
and achieved status. 

28. Act~ally, th~re ~re _a great many n~uns. of obvious et~mology in anti
pass1ve nommahsattons, the very historical specialisation of which as 
lexical items (some with obligatory possessive, some with optional) 
demonstrates the rigidity of the .syntactic rule of cross-clause reference 
possibilities . 

29. ~s Di~on ( 1972: 54-55) points out, the split of the -I- stem vs. -y- stem 
1nf1ecl1onal systems correlates very highly with transitive vs. intransitive 
stems, and thus can the semantico-referential core of the formal distinc
tion be interpreted. An interesting study of the exceptional cases could 
be undertaken to seek parallels to the formally-intransitive split 'inverse' 
transirives and apparent transitives of bodily states (for example, 
Walu g-n-u-y'x-t 'Hunger [fem sg] acts on me') in Chinookan and other 
languages. · 

30. T~e Giramay dialect ?f Dyirbal h.as a 2-;--3-;--2 syste~ of case-marking, 
with first and second singular showing a d1st111ct ergac1ve case, as well as 
nominative and ac~usative. !his is accomplished by having a 'complex' 
local rule for ergat1ve, the simple rule for accusative in the patient hier
archy remaining the same. See Dixon (1972: 50, 243-46). The historical 
interpr~tation of this_ divergence is an interesting study in itself, given a 
semantic theory of hierarchy. 

31. The . c~mtrast w_ith Chinookan is st.riking, where essentially only a 
specialised relative clause type manifests such structuring. Compare 
a_lso Engli~h, where certain c.omplement clauses and purpose construc
tions, relatives, etc., have special co-reference constructions but discourse 
generally has anaphoric pronominalisation. ' 

32. Dix.on pr~fers to see these -t)ura constructions as 'linking together two 
topic ch~ins'., thus defi~ing possible discourse topic as having uniquely Sor 
0 function m underlying propositional form. This point of view, like 
those cited in §0.2, pre-judges the relationship between surface 'subject' 
and discourse topic, seeing in derived nominative-case noun phrases both 
functions. I seek to avoid such a pre-judgment here. 

33. Apparently (Dixon 1972: 106) the possessive construction does not 
it~r~te, with_ ~ultiply-modified genitive noun phrases such as "*-1Ju
n1d1111-(tJ)u-11Jd1111-(1J)11- .. ., for self-embedded genitive constructions. 
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Rather, multiply-embedded possession is expressed by an ordered 
sequence of plain genit_i".e~ , each with appropriate inllectio.n. 
w. S. Allen, in 'Trans1t1v1ty and possession' (1964) essentially stumbles 
over the universal here, not interpreting its significance but rather 
compiling many more fascinating examples with languages of the 
Caucasus and Indian subcontinent. 

34. 
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