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Hierarchies of Person¥*
Arnold M. Zwicky

¢ (2) If there is a morphosyntactic category correspording to the
{hio Stabte University S

semantic caegory Ifemale, then nmww this Hﬁﬂ@wnmwnﬂmnﬂwn
category 'feminine * .

1. Iptroductory remarks: form and functicn. It is a ¢ Sy M . L . U S . )
in discussions of grammatical theory that the categories of BorpBf Kot every Hﬁmnmmm has such a morphosyntactic category, of
and syntax are related %o, but distinet from, the nmwmmouumm : ;a:nDuHmmu 50 that a principle like {1}, though ' a miversal, is not of
semantics—that morphosyntactic and semantic features stand IH3e: %}Hﬁnﬁ interest, being essentially definitional. But when we look at
Eﬂﬁﬂ&ﬂﬁﬂﬂ wmwmnpcnmwww. tGramatical’ mu@ .umwsHmH* mm=nmﬂ 5 B -Hﬁ#amwﬂﬁwﬁﬁwn categories present in gil wmnmﬂmﬁmmu principles like
this take on some significance, since they express wiversal
orrespondences between categorisations ﬂﬂ.wnﬂa.mﬂm_amwﬁwum.

is neuter rather than feminine and Thr 4nﬂcﬂ ie feminine ruth S Wﬂm The bulk of this paper is taken up with one morphosyntactic
neuter. Similarly, morphological cases and semantic (or Filime P % mnwﬁmmuwwmﬁwwoﬂ present in all languages, thet of person, and with
eases do not line up one {0 one; in German, the nuHHumedm.n--- 3 w¢¢ﬂrm universsl correspondence mwwﬁnuﬂwmmu anal ogousg to (1}, mmnnnwwwmm

nmmn not only for sgents (ich 'I' in Zch habe ihn mmmwﬂmmml.?.em iy @-with the categories of person. | | |

F ; The position I am taking, then, is the ﬁmﬂmwwmﬂ.ﬂum.ﬁwmﬂ ﬁwmﬂm
s significant linguistic categorization on at lesst two levels N
. eLween the world of objects and events, on the one hand, and
%ﬂ..nﬂawumwnmw forms, oz the other: semantic and morphosyntactic. I
Siheve only a little to say {in the next seection) about the conmection
. etween semantic nﬂwmmcﬂwmm and the resl world, but a mmaﬁ.uwﬂ about
he remaining links in this chain, the connection between semantic
nd morphosyntactic categories, and the nnnnmnﬂpaﬂ ﬁm&ﬂmmﬂ_ﬂﬂﬂﬁunl
yutactic categories and phonological forms.
- Whst I am trying to do is to be clear in my own mind sbout some

pects of an apparently very simple matter, the way in which

and at the same time experiencers are expressed not Duwﬁ.qﬂ Wa
in the nominastive but also by forms in the accusative HHMnWsHHmH
hungert mich 'I'm wﬁmw..ﬂ ) and the dative {mir in Mir ist TaitH
ist mwir kalt 'T'm cold'). In the same way, (surface) senterice™
do not correspond perfectly to semaniic speech act types, mﬁmﬁﬁ
interrcgative sentences are used not only for gquestions (Is &.L
any champagne left?)} but also for requesis (May I have the js
please?), and asseriions (After all, is there any reason to w-.,.
ﬂﬁpmlmwmﬂmnmmav wiile requests are expressed not only by Hﬂﬂm e
(Give me the family economy size, please} but also by wﬂ#mu&&mﬂ
Hﬂﬁcwmrwcﬂ hapd me those Hﬁﬁlﬁmmh.wwmmmmﬂu and declaratives AH
like another piece of Sachertorte, please). Ry
In each of these examples, we have, first of all, & morphs
syntactic categorization of forms—several distinguisheble nmﬁw
{called mmmmmHmw of nouns, several distinguisheble nmﬁmmﬂwwmm i
(called cases} of noun forms, and several distinguishable catppris
(called sentence types) of sentence-sized syntactic nﬁﬁmﬁﬂﬂhﬁﬁﬂ
Next, we have a semantic categorization (of things, mpﬁﬂﬂﬁyﬂﬂmu
events, or whatever). Finally, there is a considersble tenden ¥
the morphosyntactic categories to line up or correlate with ﬁwmﬂw
semantic ones, even though there are excephbicns in both directit
Because of this ﬂmmmmﬂnwu we have certain canonized names for i
morphosyntactic categories { feminine, rather than deciduous, Hﬁ S
the category correliated with the semantic ecategory of wmﬂmwmmv a@i.
interrogative, rather than ablative, for the category nnuﬂmnﬁmﬁ .ﬂa
the semantic category of guestioning; and so on)., I shall dest]
these correlations by means of statements like the wcwwuﬂuum_;u

BN nd I am trying to do this because the category. nw_wmﬂmoﬂ is one’
belor which fthere is a long znd widespread &Hﬁﬁhﬂwah ‘0f assuming that

ﬁ*ﬁwmwm is not mnch difference between the nwmmmwwmnmﬂwoﬁm Hﬂﬁmmmm in
essemantics apd in morphology-synhax: 50, bwﬂum mem qu mm%m that

“—._.__..r.

..,._m_.. ....._..,...
Mﬁﬂmu HﬁmnmﬁmmnﬁwcwmmﬁmnﬁwmnHmmHmemeﬂmﬁHm ﬂwﬁﬁ.umwmwmﬁnm
o to the notion of participant-rcles: the 'first' person is

: used by the speaker to refer to himself ss a subject of
disconrse; the _mmnoum_ persen is used to refer to the hearers
and the 'third'® perscn is used ¢ refer to persons or things
other than the speaker mﬂm ﬁmmﬁmﬂ. Be much is straightforward

encngh.

2. Introductory remarks: displaced uses. Before Gackling the
pain topic, I must say z féw words about some matters I zm
pecifically not addressing here. These are cases of displsced or
Esindirect uses of linguistic ‘forms—-a collection of data that

e

ﬂhamﬂmﬂpmﬁm and philosophers bave been discussing hotly in recent
_ﬂﬂ-w s. The controversy has centered sbout the question of indirect
it _afﬁmmnﬁ acts rather than wﬂﬂﬂnﬂwﬁmw usage, but the issues are mHHHHmH
(or simply: feminine is associated with femsle), meaning nﬁpm mm 5 pacin the two aress.

abbreviation for : s . In the case of speech scts, it Hm.ﬁwmmmnnmcku clear that there

btiie a continuum of examples, ranging from those like

L

(1) If the corresponding semantic category is female, the Hﬂuﬁ b
syntactic category is feminine.

vt?.uﬁwm sre referred to by pérsonal pronouns and inflectional affixes.

L
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() Aren't you thirsty?

used . to suggest going out and getting a beer, in which some
sentence can be intended or used {o achieve scme effect but for
which no one would want to claim that this use was somehow part of
a mesning for the sentence, to those like

(5) Why not go out and get a beer?

in which s syntactic construction has come to be employed specifically
for commmmnicating sowe content at varisnce with the surface form of
the sentence and for which an snalysis with this wuse as part of the
meaning for the sentence is reasonable. In exsmples like (b) the
problem is how to describe the relationship between the semantics

of the sentence and its use in real-world conversational situations,
not how to connect its synmtactic mﬁm.abﬂﬁwnpamunmw form with its
meaning. -

S0 ﬂwﬁw.ﬁﬁoﬂcapﬁmw usage. We have examples like the ﬁﬁﬂﬂmw
inclusive! we in Are we ready for dinner? {said by = nurse wc & .
patient), the msjestic or editorial we, or the intimate or nnummmnmﬂmwﬂmf
he in Is he angry? (said, with Hm,.nwm.wwmmﬂwoﬁ throughout, by wife to .
Uﬁmdﬂhmv in which certain pronouns csn be intended or used to
schieve the effect of other pronouns but for which we would not want
to claim additiocral meanings for these pronouns; and there are some
cases like the German pronoun fzif, which has come to serve as the
polite second-person pronoun as well as third—perscon plural pronoun.
The problem in cases like the phoney first person inclusive is how
to describe the relationship between the semantics of the pronowm
and its use in real-world conversational situations, not how to
connect the morvhological form with its meaning. Accordingly, I
will dismiss displaced uses of pronouns Irom nonmw.u.mﬂm_.ﬂ.oﬂ in the
rest of this paper.

3. Reference sets mﬁm.nnwummﬁounmunm prineiples. The
categories I want to talk sbout are those of person, both in prorouns
and in wverbsl sffixes. TFor my purposes here I will be concerned
only with uses of pronouns and verbal affizes to refer to human
belings, ﬁﬁﬂﬂhﬂ (as has been edmmﬂﬂmﬁ by mmudmupmwm 197TL:ch. Hm and
others} the so-called 'third perscn' is, in & very real sense, m
non-person, since it is used to refer to non—humans {(and Hmwmﬂm to
humang by viTbue of their not being one of the people actually
involved in the speech act). Moreover, I will talk indifferently
of distinctions made in the proncuns and in the verbal or nominal
affixes of g language, though the varicus systems are very often
not the same. | : _

With all these preliminary caveats, exclusions, and hedges out
of the way, I"turn to the categories of person that are relevent for
referential (that is, semantic) purposes; for these I use ordinsry
Arabic numersals:

17

(6) 1:. reference to the speaker

2: reference to an addressee - o 5

3: reference to somecne other than the speakér 61 addreSsee
The referential elements ir (6) can combine with-one aft¢ther to make
reference sets of any size whatsoever, for mHﬁEﬁHm“.

(T) 1+2: reference to the speaker mun one mmﬁummmmm but no one
2+42+3: reference to two mwmﬂwﬂnﬂ addressees and to someone
neither the speaker nor the addressee
3+3:

Hmwmwmﬂnmﬁaﬂﬂﬁwmoﬂwmﬁmuﬁﬁmﬂ ﬂw.ﬂwnﬁ_wm wum mwmmwmﬂ
or the addressee . A

The meaning of a particnlar morpheme can ﬂﬁﬁﬂ&#m.mﬂﬁﬂmmmmn ag a-list
of all the reference sets covered by that morpheme; so,; for the-
Englishk plural perscobel pronouns:

(8) we: 1+2, 1+3, 1+2+42, 1+2+3, H+w+wu...H
you HﬁHﬁHmHV" 212, 213, 2+2+2, 2+2+3, 2+3+3 ..
they: 3+3, 3#3+3, 3+3+3+3,...

But (8) indicates the membership of thrée infinite Iists awwuw”wR

giving any principles that say which reference set is covered by
which preonown. The following ordered set of principles does the

duwnwu
(9) (a) Use the first person (I) pronoun we for any - ﬁmwm&munm
set with the referential element 1; et .
(b) Otherwise, use the second person HHHV proncun you for.
: any reference set with the referential -elemént 2;
(c) _Otherwise, use the third person (ITE) profiotin they.

In (9) I have introduced Eﬁﬂﬁwamquﬂmnﬁpn categories of ﬁmumcﬁu
along with symbols -for them (I, II, III) which are different from
the symbols for semantic nmﬁmmﬁﬂwmm in (6).: Digtinguishing two
sets of categories and developing perallel but distinet formalisms
for the two sets is, from the point of view of describing the
English system of personal prorowns, & gratuitous complication,
even though the categorization that iz interposed between form
(particular morphemes of English) and meaning (the referential
elements 1, 2, 3) is of a familiar type, being just like the cases
I discussed in section 1 above. In fact, I should like to say that
(9) really represents two sorts of principles, one universzl (having
o do with the asspocliztion between morphosyntactic categories apd
referential categories) and one particular to BEnglish (having to do
with the assocliaiion of English morphemes with particular morpho—
syntactic categories). That is, I should like to factor {9) into -
the universal principles




(10} (a} Use a I pronoun for any reference set with the
referential element 1;
(b) Otherwise, use a II pronoun for any reference set with
the referentisl element 2

(¢} Otherwise, use a III pronoun.
and the English principles

(13) (a) I P1 is asscciated with wej
(v} II Pi is associated with you;
{e} III PI is associated with they.

About (11), which concerns the English lexicon, I have little more
to say. But about (10), there is a great deal to be gaid.”

The principles .in {10), moreover, are actually two intertwined
sets of principles—-firsit, the correspondence pripciples .

{(12) {a) I is associated with 1
{(b) II is associated with 2:
{e) III is associsted with 3.

and second, & hierarchy of reference, which says that (12s) takes
precedence over (12b), and (12b} in twn over (12c), or
equivalently thet 1 dominates 2, and that 2 in turn dominates 3

{13) 31 >2 >3

Both (12) and (13} seem to be universal, not specific to
English. They are, in fact, implicit in the characterization of
perscn systems as involving I, 11, and ITI, or a&s involving I+IT
(first person inelusive), I-II (first person exclusive), IT, and
ITI. Anyone who comes across a description of a hitherto ignored
langnage from some remote {or at least unapprecisated) corner of
the globe wili understand the characterization of a pronoun or affix
gystem in terms of these person categories; (12) and (13) are, =o
%o speak, part of the baggage we bring in when we visit the territory
of a new language. These expectations can perhaps be best .
appreciated by imagining what it would be like to have them frus-—
trated. Suppose we came scross a language with exactly three
plurel personal pronouns, as follows:

{1k} *swe: 1+3, th+w¢ H+w+w+wu..
¥syou: 1+2, 2+2, 243, 1+2+2, 142+3, 24P+2, 24243, 2+3+3,. ..
sthey: 3+3, 3+3+3, 3+3+3+3,...

This should strike us sg an impossible system, and indeed no three-
pronoun system like (1) has been attested, although plenty like (8)
have been. The hierarchy of reference in (1B) is not (13) but
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and, apparently, this bierarchy of Hmwmﬂmnnmnﬂbﬂﬁwﬂﬁﬁ;ﬁm%Wﬁﬁwmﬂﬂw:qaﬁ,
The inclusive/exclusive distinetion =dds onty a siight - Hh". %7

Here again 2 dominates 3, so thet we have HmHMHmummnumﬁw.FMWWmmmw
following: . .

complexity to this account of the meanings of plursl pronouns &7

ANV

(16) T+TT: 142, 1+2+2, 1+42+3, 1+2+242, 1+R42+3, 424343, . 0007 1y Feos

T-IT: 2143, 1+3+3, 1+3+3+3,...

Flsborate systems of personal pronoims can then be sumarized
simply by the (morphosyntactic) person features and:the {equally
morphosyntactic} number features—singular (Sg)- for referemce sets
containing exactly one element, dual {Du} for those with two, srial (17)
for those with three, plural (Fl) for those with two or more,
three or more, or four or more, depending on how many other
mmbers are distinguished. Here, for example, is the paradign for
the Austroasiatic language Palamng (Buriing 1970:1b-T}: (* -
indicates a form that does not exist because of naﬂwummwn#ﬂﬁq

cetegories)

3,51 Pl

{17) Sg Dua F1
I+I1 % ar £
I-IT 3 yar | yE
1T mi par pE
III Al gar | ge

and here is the one for the Melanesian Hmﬁmﬂmmm.HQWﬂWﬁ.Hmmmn&wﬂmm
by Ray 1926:386f. under the name Nogugu, and cited by Forchheimer

(18) SE Du T Bk
I+IT1 * Orus otolu rie
I-IT (1) nou omorua omotolu emam
iT 1 nike . OmIrus omtoll emiu

TIT - 1 nikin rarva - ritelu i rir, rire

We do not need to be told that the Nokuku II Tr form omtolu
covers 2+2+3 and 2+3+3 as well as 2+2+2, or that it doesn'’t cover
1+2+2 oF 1#+2+3 (pboth of which are expressed by ctolu). The *
correspondence prineiple in (12) and the hiersyrchy of reference in
{13) are, indeed, assumed by writers setting out pronominal systems
snd by readers interpreting such descripiions. ﬂwwweﬂﬂ.mnw .
exception I know of, apalysis couch their descriptions in ﬁﬂﬂam of
morphosyntactic nmﬁmmawwmmqm and expect their readers 1o nummﬂmﬁmﬁn
them via something like (12) and (13}. . o |

k. The Algonguian promominal prefizes. I twrn now to a
problem in the morphology of the Algongquian family of languages.




According to Bloomfield 1946, Proto-Algonguian had three inflectiomel

prefixes indicating definite person; Bloomfield reconstructs them as

(19) *ke "thou'
*pe 'I°

*m..m ‘Wmu. “._.._u._ _”t ﬂu

He goes on to say (with an interesting ambiguity in his use of the
word person, which is both an ordinary langusge term and a technical
term of linguisties): |

{20) where more than one person is involved as possessor, actor,
or goal, the preference is in the order given; thus "we inc.”

has ke-, but "we exc." has ne—; tr. forms for "I-thee"
snad =ﬁwon1am both have ke- (Bloomfield 1946:95).

These three Eﬂﬂﬁwmuﬁm ocecur with noun stems, in which case they
indicate possession, as in the foliowing Cree forms Hw.._baEH__.m“_.n

1933:257);

(1) kitastubin -ﬂﬁ% hat' (prefix ki- < ¥ke-)
nitastutin "my hat' (prefix ni- < ¥ne-)
uwtestutin 'his hat' (prefix u- < ¥we-)

and in this statement {Bloomfield 1962:38) sbout Menomini:
{22) the father addressing the mother will speak of keta'nen 'our

(irclusive) daughter', but addressing anyone else he will
mﬁmm.w of neta-nenaw ‘our (execlusive) daughter'.

The three Eun.ﬁwmﬁmm ocour alse with pronominal mﬁ%ﬁ.ﬁmmu the
conbinations serving as independent personal pronouns, as in the

following Menomini forms {Bloomfield 1933:256):

(23) Sg F1
I-11 .nenah = nepa”
I+IT ¥ - kena?
IT kenah keniza”
III . wenah . wenua®

And they cccur with verb stems, in which case they supply information
(also marked in suffizes} as to the nature of the subject and object
(Bloomfield's 'actor' and ‘'goal'} of the wverb, as in the following
Menomini forms {Bloomfield 1962:37).

(2} (a) kenian 'I see thee’
kene:wem ‘'thou seest me’
{b} nent:wa:w 'I see hinm’
neniak ‘he sees me'

(¢} kan on€:wa:nan 'he dces not seée him' (pirefix nl.;w.w:mh“_a .

and in the following m.a._um.ﬂm,._...nau. w.um.Em hﬂmwwumhmm.w from muﬂw,mﬂ.nuu.m.mm
65): Il AL I T ILE

- - . A
- + A ga -

e - .- —_—r— . - e

(25) ﬁm,v /k-wapm—-a/ thou seest him -
/k-wapm-a~-mun/ we {and GLhou) mmm, EH ST
/E—wapm-a-wa/ ye see him = . . R

(b) /o-wapm—a/ I see him
/n-wapm-e-mun/ we (not thou) see hinm SRR
(¢) /w—wapm-a-n/ he sees the other (obv. ) -
\ﬂlﬁwﬁﬂlm.ldm.lum they see the others” _ho,nd*u

_Ham.m Vﬁwm contrast between the second form in ﬁm,u and ﬂ&m second form
in (b

In {21)-{23) we sec that the three prefixes cannot be associated
witk the three grammatical persons in +the ou&quszﬁﬂ -since the
*ke— forms cover inclusive first person as well™as second persdm.

* In (2h) and (25) we see similar behavior, but now dn.ﬁb”mwnm..wm@ by “the

fact that the H.H.mE.H ke~ is used if either the m&...umn.q. of the wverb
or the object of the verb (or both) is second m,..mu.mﬁﬂm ﬁ...Hmﬂ ﬂmﬂm_uﬁ
“_.Hn“_.ﬁmu.ﬂm.

The descriptions of these facts in ﬂw_m ﬁ.ﬂ.n:m Emnﬂﬁ&.mh
languages sre unclear as to whether -the p mench - “Edﬁw.qmm h
referential person or Eum...mﬁﬂmHﬂnﬁmhﬂHn person. - BloomfieTd wm.wm -in
{20} above, wroté ambigucusly. Bloomfield 1962 has H&rwn.._...m ﬂmﬁmu
describing the Menomini system, he speaks first (on page 367 of
'first person ng-; second ﬁ.mu.m.un wml .Eﬂ.um ﬁmu.mnn dlﬁﬂlu ' nu.n#mu Says
(on page 37) that - _ B 5

(26) if the addressee is invoived, the _wum._ﬂw.hu.”m _mlmL...HH..._ﬂwﬂ ‘
 addressee is not involved but thé spemker #s, the prefix:
is ng-...If rneither addressee HEH. mﬁmmﬁmﬁ is wﬁddu.dm#
the prefix, if any, is o- (w-}." - S .

Bloomfield 1933:256, again alluding ﬁa =mwmamnpu amwﬁmoum |
referential perscn n& :

(27) an “._.nm.&mmH. element Cke-] appears in the forms that irclude-:
the hearer; if the hearer is not included, {ne-] denotes
the speaker; if neither is included, the initial is nﬂmlu

and this is echoed by Gleason's 1961:230 nﬁmﬁmnﬂmﬂumwﬁwﬂu ‘of the
prefixes in Cree:

(28) /ke-/ ‘'the hearer is involved' |
/ne=/ 'the speaker but not the hearer is involved'
- Jo=/f ‘nm__..nwmu. speaker nor #mm.ﬂmﬂ is Hud.ou_.d.m@.

P




and by Hockett's 1966:61 glossing of the prefixes in Potawatomi:

{29} /[k-/ addressee involved
/n-{ addressee excluded but speaker involved
[w—/ referent not local

Ocecasicnally, morphosyntactic uwumon is explicitly identified
with referentisl person, as in Frantz 1966:51, on BRlackfoot:

spesker

addressees

primary topic

secondary topic, mﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂwumdm to third
person

topic subordinate to fourth person

{30) first person
second person
third person
fourth person

i

fifth perscn

But mnﬂmeﬂmm”ww Seams w& be Enwﬁwomwﬂﬂmnﬁwn ﬁmwmmm thai is
being referred to, as when Pike and Erickon 196L4:202 speak of 'the

prefix wﬁuﬂmﬂpdmm hich are used when the subject personm is 1, 2, 3, -

L, 12, ip, 2p, 3p)* or when Wolfert 1973:15 describes the prefixzes
in mwmpﬂm Cree (thongh note his Hmmﬂﬂwwnﬁmﬂwnu of ﬂmﬁmﬂmuawmp and

morphosyntactic ﬁmumﬂﬂu

(31) The personal mamwwhmm ki-, ni-, and o~ ~ ¢ mark the basic

. person categories in the ﬁommmmmwdm HmﬂmmHME of nouns and
in the independent order of verbs. ki= marks the second
ﬁmﬂman or addressee; ni- marks the first person, o m@mmﬁmwu

| mﬂm.mn.a @ marks the person which includes neither speaker
nor addressee, namely the third...ki- takes precedence over
ni- and o~ ~ @, and ni~ in turn over o— ~ @P. That is
whenever s WGHE.Hﬂddwdmm a. mmnoﬁm.ﬁmwmaﬂ whether as actor
or goal, the prelix is ki-; ete. .The ordering of the set
of wmwmcnmw prefixes refiects a Hﬁummamﬂﬁmw order priociple
of Cree: among the person nm&mmnﬂummu second - precedes first
wi.ch in turn precedes third.

At any rate, it is clear that the Algonquian pPronominal
prefixes involve a hierarchy of person, in some sense of pETSOn.
If this is & hiersrchy of referential (or semantic} person, then
we are in trouble, since our ﬁ:&ﬂ&wdmwﬂ ﬂﬁwdmﬂmmw higrarchy in
(13) is 1 > 2 > 3, but here the hierarchy is as in {13}, that is
2> 1 > 3.

If, on.the other hand, we interprét the Algonquisn hiersrchy
&8 involving some aspect of morphosyntactic person, then there
need be no inconsistency: the hierarchy of reference remmins, and
the I+II, I-II and other forms still follow the corder of dominance
ir (13} with respect to their reference; we understand the Algonguian
categories of person just as we understand those in Palaung (17) or
Nokuku (18}. What Algonquian has is a hierarchy in additicon to (13}.
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Cur oniy problem in stating the Algonguian hierarchy properly
iz that of somehow wuﬁﬂwnm together second person forms with first
person inclusive forms, as against first person exclusive w&uﬁm
But the symbolism I introduced inw {9} sbove (with T, I+IT, I-II,
11, IIT as names for morphosyntactic’ categories) very neariy -
suffices for this purpese. All we need do is make explicit the
complex character of the categories I+IT and $-II:; this can be
done by treating I, II, and IIT as binary Hmmﬁdumm Aunmmeﬁ in
the manper of Postal Hmmmw XX, #II, and *ITT. We- will need to
add some mﬁmnumw assumptions about the Hmwmﬂwnﬁmeﬁm mﬂamm &ﬁmmm
features, so as to obtain the results that 5

e : L
(32) A morphological system with wwwmm person ﬁpmﬂﬂﬁnﬁpnﬁm wmm
exactly the categories +I, +II, and +IIL. . ... |
(33) A norphological system with four person mwmwwﬁnﬁmowm has
mHmnﬁP% the nm&mmﬁﬁHmm +1+TI, +I-IT, +HH mun +HHH .

(and perhaps still further universals in the ‘same’ ,qm.u.nv - Within-
this framework we can then state the bPMﬁﬂﬂﬂwmﬂ hierarchy in ﬂmHEm
aof the features *I, +II, and *I11:

(3%) +IT > +T > +T1I

5. Hypothetical test cases. To be fair, I mast poiat out that
the Algonquian system does not reguire (34} in sddition to ﬁwwu
The way in which morphemes are sssocisted with their Emmmpmmm
could perfectly well be déscribed by means of (15) instead of {3h).
I have argued that assuming (34) in addition to (13) allows us to
avelid positing contradictory referential wwmﬂmﬂnwwmm in w single
language. It is possible, however, wo imagine mwm&mum Hn which
the referential and morphosyntactic wwmﬂmwnWme_Eﬂm¢ he mwmﬁmﬂ
separately if the facts are to be mmmnHHdmm mmmﬁnmﬁmH% 1 do not
know of any actual languages that mmudm gs crucial test cases in
this regard, but what we would néed is a HWﬁmnwmm that Hm otherwise
like an Algonguian language, but in. which the Eﬂﬂﬁwamwnﬂmnﬂwn
hierarchy has III dominating T (I assume that the ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂmﬁwpmp
hierarchy in {13) holds); there are three ﬁﬂmmwwwwuﬁwmm

{35} +III > +I = +II
{36} +III = +IT = +T
(37} +II > +I1T > +I

Hierarchy (35) will do as an examplé. - We aré supposing, then,
that some hypothetical language has & morphoiogies) system with

four person distinctions and that there asre three affixzes selected

on the basis of the hierarchy in (35). By (33), the four morpho-
syntactic categories in this language will be +I+II, +I-II, +II,

and +III. Given the hierarchy in {35), +I-II Pl will pattern with
+I+IT P1 and will be dominated by +ILII Pl--this despite the fact that
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every reference set covered by +I-II Pl contains a 3 (see {16)
above), Just like =ll the reference sets covered by +III. That
is, the hierarchy in (35) is distinguishable from = hiersrchy
stated in terms of referential categories:

(38) 321>2

In our hypothetical pseudo-=Algonquian, {35) holds but {38) does
not, since (38) would predict that +I-IT P1 forms pattern with
+III forms, while (35) says that +I-II Pl forms are dominated by
+IIT forms. Similarly for (3&) and (37) versus corresponding
hierarchies stated in terms of referential categories.

6. The role of morphosyntactic person. Up to this point I
have argued that the selection of pronominal prefix morphemes in
Algonquian—-that is, the mmwmnﬁwan of which morpheme to go mPoum
with which meaning--is properly a matter of morphosyntactic
categories rather than referential categories. I venture to suggesi
that this is not merely a faet about meﬂuﬂ:Hmnu but is really a
ueiversal :

(39} Only the morphosyntactic categories +I, +II, and +IIT, ang
not the referential categories 1, 2, and 3, can figure in
ﬁwﬁﬁnmﬁwmm for the selection ow_aaﬂﬁwmamm.

From (39) we can ﬁﬂmawnﬂ thé sbsence of a ‘pronominal system
like erullﬂuﬁﬁ exaetly three plural pronouns and the hiersrchy of
reference 2 31 > 3, as ir (15). Such a system can't occur because,
on the .one nwﬂﬁ the only possible set of morphosyntactic categories
is +I, +II, and +IIT {by (32)), while on the other hand, hypothesis
(39) rules out moérpheme sSelection on the Basis of the categories
1, 2, and wu so that &Umum is no.ﬂmﬁ to Hﬂﬂ &ommﬁwmw referepnece sets
like 242 (which is +IT) and 1+2 (which is +I), even though both
Hmﬁmwmnnm sets contain the referentizl element 2.

Hypothesis (39) can probably be extended from the selection of
morphemes to their ordering. Indeed, hierarchy (3%), +II > +I >
+ITI, applies to the ordering of Eﬁﬂwﬁmamm in Cree as well as to the
selection of morphemes in that language:

{40) This ordering prineciple C{3%)] is also manifest in the
fixed order of affixes in both noun and verb inflection.
Non=-third markers always precede third-person msarkers,
and among non-thirdg markers, second-person markers precede
first—person Emwwmum. (Wolfart 1973:15)

An mHﬁmﬂmmnu of hypothesis {39} would also mmﬂlhﬂ the formulation i

of a surface structure constraint requiring clitic pronouns teo odeur
in the order .

(41)  4II  +I  +ILX

I B

as in the treatment of Sparish by Perlmutier 1970, bug-wonid bar.
the formylstion of a similar comsbraint Emnwwanwmmawmwmumnmwmw
categories. What wouléd be ruled nﬁw.ﬂﬁdwn be-a. lang which.
had three plursl pronouns ﬁHme mﬁmﬂwmwu mﬁmhﬁmwnﬁ Hmﬂﬁwumm clitic.

pronouns to occur in the order . . . . . . L o L.

PR )

-

(12) > 3 1

Such a language would Hmdm the first ﬁHﬂHﬂH ﬁﬁﬂnﬂsn ﬁumnmmpﬁm &wm
third plural pronoun if the first plural prorouh- Wwas =nmmwm&ﬂnn
inclusively (as, say 1*2) but following the third plural. if the .
first plural was understood exclusively Hmmu S8y H+wu I know of
no ordering principles thst have to be stated like. '{42). rather than
like (41), and so I suggest {with the ususl warming about its
&muﬁwﬁpdmnmmmu the hypothesis

(43) Onply the morphosyntactic categories +I, ¥IT, and . +I1I,
and not the referential categories 1, 2, and 3, can figure
in principies governing the ordering of morphemes.

In contrast to hypotheses like (39) and (43), which comcern
themselves with situations in which morphosyntactic rather than
referentiail categories are at work, there are nwwowwwmmw to be
stated about situstions of the opposite sort, in which referential
rather than morphosyntactic categories are the key. .One example of
this sort is the summing up of person in conjoined nown phrases,
illustrated in the choice of reflexive pronouns in = .. =
{d%) You and I should behave ourselves.

She and I will give ourselves a treat. .
You and Janet and T bhave to get ourselves mﬂwﬂm

You and Herold shouldn't have perjured yourselves.
Margot and Esther made themselves Scarge. .

We would Haw want to sy up morphosyntactic @mﬂmnnu.wmﬂ then the
¢hoice of anaphoric pronowmm wonld have ﬁc be stated in terms of a
erHﬁHnﬁH

(34) +I > +II > +III

that mHﬂn#Hﬂ mﬂﬁwwmwﬁmm the independently Hmﬂﬁwumw wﬁmWWHdnw of .
reference (13}. Instead, we may propose, with McCawley 1968:145 that

(46) +the index of a conjoined noun phrase be the set—theoretic
union of the indices of its conjuncts.

in the sense that the reference set ﬂmmﬂﬂ@ﬂﬁﬂmﬂiﬁﬁw m.nnnmnwnmn.ﬁcnu

.. phrase be the combination of the reference sets associated with its
~econjunets.




T. dJottings on person systems. I turn now o several
questions that concern person systems in general. My comments here
barely scratch the surface; this is po Beitrag zur allgemeinen
Persordehre. And as shove, my remarks treaf person distinctions
only and do not touch on such related features as geference,

proximity, definiteness, gender, obviation, individuation, collectivatyy

and sO on. - .

A morphological system with forms expressing the semantic
categories +I+IY, +I-1T¥, +II and +I11 is nearly as complex as
person systems get. Thiz four-category system naturally resolves
itself into twe binary feetures, +Speaker and +Addressee [or, as
some writers prefer, FBEgo and 3w, or iMe and *You); indeed, dozens
of analysts {for instance, Hale 1973:322 and Burling 1970:16) have
come up with a two-by-two arrangement like

(B3 . ¥ Speaker ~3pesker
+thddressee +T+37 +11 -
—-Addressee +T-17 +ITT

The referential correlates of the features in {4k} are
simple. +8peaker means that the reference set contains/does not
contain 1, and *Addresseé means that the reference set contains/
does not contain 2. The correspondence principle in (12) and the
hierarchy of reference in (13) can be restated in terms of these
features, should anyone want to do this:

(8} (a2} If +Speaker, then +I;
{i} if +Addressee, then +I+II;
{ii} otherwise, +I-I1;
(b} otherwise, if +Addressee, then +II;
(c) otherwise, +III.

However, the question iz whether the features are needed in
addition to, or instead of, the classificetion inte morphosyntactic
persons. I will argue that they are not, at least as part of a
universal vocabulary for language description.

But first I should point out that the feature *Addressee has
gsome wtility, since it can be used to predict syneretisms of person
forms. The reasoning here depends on certain assumptions about the
most expected directions of levelling in morphological systems,
ultimately upon the hypothesis that "Tles lois qui dirigent les
syncerétismes sont en rapport avec les lois dirigeant la structure
du systéme' (Hielmslev 1935:104), but more immedistely on
assumptions like the following:

(L9) The forms most likely to be represented by the same
morpheme are those distinguished by a single feature.
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The assignment of features in (47) along with the hypothesis
in (k9) predicts a formal connection between the ineclusive first
persen plural (+I+II) and the second person {+IT), since these
persons share the feature *Addressee and differ only in the
feature Spesker. This formal connection has in fact been

cwmmwdmm.H:smwwawdmﬂwmHsﬁwm.dmﬂmnﬂﬁmnwwwmnﬁnw.mmwmna
(problem 110 in Nida 1949): | To TR maneR

{50} {a) +I Sg and +I-IT P1 share s ﬁwmwmau_umuﬁ
(b) +II Sg and +I+II Pl share & prefix, ©i—;
(c) +II Pl has a distinet prefix, an-.

(The formal comnection between *+I+IT and +II is to be.seen in (50a)).

And in the Yawelmani dialect of Yokuts {Newman 194%:231f.), the
subject pronouns . S

(51} (a) +I Sg na’, *I-IT Du na’ak, +I-II Pl na’sp share
iritisl na’, while L

(b) +I+IT Du mak, +I+IT PL may show the initial ma of

second person forms like +17 Sg me?, +IT unEMMfmm,.
and +IT P1 ma’sn, .

moﬁwmwﬁﬁmwmHmmmﬁﬂﬂmwnoubmnﬁwoﬂﬁmﬁﬂmmﬂ+H+HHmsﬂ+HH.#aﬂm
observed in (51b).° | L S
From (47} we would expect +T+II forms to show simiiarities to
other first person forms as well as to second pérson forms, and
this prediction is again borne oubt, most strikingly it those
pidgins that have constructed anm inclusive first person plural
pronoun by compounding the first person singular pronour with the
second person singuiar propoun, as in Neo-Melanesian jumi 'we
{incl.)' = ju 'vou {sg.)' + mi 'I', which contrasts with wifelg
'we (excl.)' and jufels 'vou (pi.)' (Hall 3966:50f.). o
The assignment of features in {47} also predicts a formal
connection between the second and third persons (as opposed to
the first persons), sinee +II and +ITI share the festure ~Speaker
and differ only in the feature tAddressee. Some cases of syneretisnm
of this sort have been reported in the Paleosiberian languages:

(52) In Gilyak the neutral moods alone possess a personal and
numper indication in opposing the first to the non-first
person singuisyr; a common form for the second and third
person is g fregquent phenomenon in the conjugation of
a3ll Lucrawetlan languages. {Jakobson 1942:617)

There are also languages with similarities in form between +I1 and
+IF1, short of neutralization as in Luorawetlan. The Menomini
personal pronouns given in (23} above show three stems, for instance:

3 ML



- {53) (a) -nsh in Sg;
(b) -na? in +T+IT Pl and +I-IT Pij
{¢) —mus® in +IT Pl and +IIT P1..

{The similarity in form is exhibited in (53c).)

On the other hand, the arrangement of features in (47) predicts

one formal connection that has never to my knowledge been reported——
between third person and exclusive first person (the +I1I and +I-II
categories sharing the feature -Addressee and differing only in the
fedture *Speaker), as opposed to second person and inelusive first
person.

Moreover, the assignment of features in mrqu fails to predict
one formal connection that has been widely observed, that between
+¥ and +I1 taken together, as opposed to +III-=-for instance in the
meny languages in which the +IJ1I forms differ from the others by
resembling demonstrative pronouwns or ncours, or (as in Latin) in
which demonstrative forms serwve as +III pronocuns; or in the Paleo-
siberian lenguage Tukaghir, where 'the first persen and the second
tend to fuse' (Jakobson 1942:617); or in the Athabaskan language
Chippewayan (Forchheimer 1953:137f.), where the distinction between
the +I Pl and +II Pl disjunctive pronours is reutralized .(+I Sg si
and +IT Sg pen versus +I Pl and +II Pl nukni); or in the Mexican
language Sierra Popoluca, which has among its verb suffixes

(54) =ta®m, used when either the subject or object...is in the
first or second person, snd pluralizing either the subject
or cbject; -yah, used when either the subject or object
is in the third person, end plurslizing either the mﬂﬁumnﬁ
or cbject. (Foster snd mﬁm#mﬂ 1948:18).

Quar mw&wmncHﬁw in getting (47) to fit the known facts of
language via linking assumptions like (49) seems to arise from the
great variety of internsl relationships among the persons in the
languages of the world. Although there are some relationships
(like the one between +I-II and +I11} that have not been exemplified,
virtwally all the others have been, even some that it none of the
classificatory schemes I heve been discussing; thus Jakobson 1942:
61T reports a (rare) case of & neutralization {ir the Paleosiberian
language Ket) of +I and +IIT forms as opposed to +I1. The internal
intricacy of the person categories is well known; it is the source
of dgifficulties that scholars of language vniversals heve had in
deciding which of the categories is the most marked and which the
most unmarked (see the brief discussion in Greenberg 1966:kLf, . and
also Benveniste). In any case, the number of categories under -
analysis is guite small, so that if there are more than a few
internal relationships several different and incompatible analyses
inte features will be possible. £s5 s resuit, I see no rational
way. of deciding whether (LT) is the 'right' componential analysis,
as cpposed Lo, ssy

(55) +Subjective {52)
+Local - +I=I1
~-Local +I1+11 -
s Bl B loaw uﬂquM@mﬂﬂ unw
(an analyeis m.._.m._umﬁﬁq H.m“_.m.&mm ._H. the. &m&uﬁ% e N
Benveniste 1971:197-20k). ciolruted in dimipd 14

¥hatever might be the best. mnwpﬁmwm Hﬁﬂ, aaﬂtj-;:
distinct persons, no system of features “_nﬁwwmﬁwm.u e EL% L) oF
can suffice for the universal analysis au,wmﬂmﬂﬂ mwm&mumaﬂmubnmrw
there sre languages with more than four distined categorpdes...
Popoluca, in particular, has ‘three ﬁmHMH anmou;mwﬁamr alfix

verhs: o R e
T L T E nh.mwfmqf4 rasl LT
(56) The exclusive plural mﬂnwdmmm the ﬁmumnﬂ O PEYSONE, . . ;n.voye -
addressed. The limited inelusive plural includes &wm L |
speaker and the person Or persouns addressed, and excludes ol

wﬂﬁﬂ#wmﬂmﬂwo Emw.dmﬁummmnﬂ oH.HmmeHmm&o. HEwn..-H
generalized inclusive plural includes the m@mmwmuu..umm
person or.persons addressed, and any other person or ;m
persons present, or absent and Hmmmwﬂmm to. (Foster :

and Foster 1948:19) . . : .-.D.Ar-m

SR ol

The first person exclusive mwﬂHmHu like the second person quHmP
in Sierra Popoluca, is indicated {optionally) by the mmmber .. . . -
suffix -ta’m {see {5k) above), and is cbviously the least Eﬁﬂwmn
category of the three; the limited inclusive plursl is Hﬂﬂwmﬂ#mm
by the prefix tal(n)-; and the generalized inclusive, cléarly the
most marked category of the ﬂwwmmu is Hnmknmamm.ﬁw N_H_| uHﬂm s

.-ﬂ -
= H;Hn the framewcrk of mHﬂWﬂHHmE H wmdm ﬁmmu qumHannm_wmﬂmu
the Sierra wﬂﬁaHﬁnm nmﬁmmnﬂwmm are as follows: RN y

[

Enwwwnmwﬂwwhﬂwn Hﬁ&ﬁﬂmunmjmmﬁm:nudmwmm.Hﬂ MH.

..o bategory . o |
+H*HH+HHH HﬁMHmu¢H4mwm&wﬁ.H+m+w+mu...

(57) ame |

mmanmH wnanwwdmxx

first person i
1imited .inclusive . .+H+HH1HHHM. 142, 14242, 1424242, ...
first person :

“_.._”w..._ H._...m.»#.w.u H._..w+.m+w.. R

. exclusive first =~ +I-II .
pPeETrSon L
second person 411 242, 243" m¢m+wa 24343, ...
ﬂwmum_wWWmnu . +III m+w, 34343, 3+3+3+3,...

This - mwmwms,wﬂmmmﬁwm truly umﬂ“mmﬁmnﬂmu since w thFumﬁmm 2. mﬂ

+T+IT (though not; of course, elsewhere).. i
These new details suggest that if any mnm&wﬂmﬂmmwmm
inelusive and exclusive gecond person mmﬂHmHmllH WHQﬂ of none thet

do, but ezxpect that theTe mHm,maEmllaﬁm forms would wm.




(inclusive}
amHhHﬂdemu

(58) +II+III:
+1T-I17:

2+3, 2+2+3, m+m+mu...
2¥z, 2+2¥2, 2+2+2+z,

The predliction would be that no language mpmﬁHHMﬂHm:mm LWo
grammatical persons covering the reference sets:

{50} (a) 2+2, 24242, 24243, 2424242, m+m+m+mu S+2+3+3, ...
{p) m+w, 51343, D+3+343, ...

{in which the 'inclusive' second person in {5%9a) includes two 2s,
while the Yexclusive' second person in (59h) excludes a second 2).
Given all of the observations so far, we can work out the
follest possible m%mﬂma of HﬂHﬁﬁDHomHnmw ﬁmﬂmuam. This would have

iy categories——

(60) category - reference sets covered -

FI+TT+TIT O LARER LHEERHT T 1424343, .
+141I-111 L+2, L+2+2, 1424242, ...
+T-T1T 1,7 1%3, 14343, 1+3+3+3,.
+II+ITI 2+3, 24243, 2+43+3,...
*II-I11 2, 2¥2, 2242, 2¥242+2, ...
111 3, 3+3, 3+3%3,...

plus three possible ‘common' or unspecified categories——

(61) category Subsumes . -
+T+TT . . FTHTI+IET, +I+IT-TII
+T - : : u+H+HHu +1TF .
+1I.T1T

+I1 +II+1171,

so that there is a total of nine possible person categories {exeluding
distinetions of deference, proximity, and the 1ike). I know of no
language with anything like this total, and (interestingly enough)
the relative parsimony of existing person systems arises only in
part from the absence of complex categories like +I+IT+ITI; it
arises also from the absence of common or unspecified categories

in systems that have more complex categories——in some ways & rather
surprising absence, given the fregquency of unspecified terms else-
where in the vocabularies of languages. ” We freguently fingd triples
iike the English persocon ﬁmmH unspecified), woman (sex specified as
female}, and man {sex mwmnwwwmm as male}, but corresponding examples
in person mﬂmﬂmam are very hard to come by. We do not find
languages with three distinet pronouns for the categories +I Dmu

{'me and someone else”), +I+II Du {'me -and you'), +I-IT Du {'me and
him'), though these would parsllel person, women, and mesn in the
sphere of person rather than gender. - What we do wwum.ﬂmmwmﬂwammu

is the neutralization in one number &f subcategorization made in
ancther, as in the 'common' +T Fl proncun kisu in the Himalaysn
language Lower Kanawari (Forchheimer 1953:115), = pronoun that
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subsumes both +I+II P1 and +I-IT wHu.Hﬁnsm& wwm Du has distinet
forms, +I+IT1 Du nisi and +I-IT uﬂ.wmmﬂ. o

mﬁuﬂﬁnwmm SRV

*A shorter version of #Hpm wmwmu ﬂﬁm.nwmﬁuwdﬁﬂmm.wﬁ hﬁn#mm in
January 1975, and sn eerlier oral dﬁHmHﬂh.ﬁﬁm m&mmmMﬂmﬁ at EiHa@.
in May 1975. I am much indebted to those who read the dittoed
version and offered me comments (most especigliy fto Ariéme Berman,
Wolfgang Dressler, and Devid Stampe), to those - -in the ﬂﬁmwmunm at
M.I.T. who criticized my presentation AWanm them" mwwdmwn mﬂnavmwmmﬂu
Catherine Chvany; Morris Halle, and James Herrxis}, to those at the
CLS meeting who offered bibliography and nHH&MnHmEm mpu particular
to Lloyd Anderson, Gerard Diffloth, Eric Hamp, mﬂHHWh?bwmwmuwm N
McCawley, and Jerrold Sadock). They are, of noﬂwmmu Ain. no way
responsible for what I have made of their advice. .

1. I have left out reference sets like 2143, H+H+m and .
1+1+3, sets that would correspond to a true first persen ﬁHﬁHmH_
involving reference to seweral speskers {in comitrast to reference
to one spesker plus one ér more people other than the. speaker):

"If there cannot be several "I"s conceived of by-an actual "I" who
is speaking, it is because "we" is not a multiplication of |
identical objects but & Junction between "I" and ‘the "ono1",

no matter what the content of this "non-I™ may be’ Hmmﬁqmwwmﬁm
1971:202). No language has been reported with multiple speaker
morphemes distinet from spesker pius other a&wmwmﬂﬁmu mdmn,ﬁwoﬂmw
there are occasional circumstances——Greek choruses mﬁm.maam .
Jjolntly written texts—-in which several ﬁmowwm mwmmw mwﬂﬂwﬁmhmcdmww
or 8s one, and for which multiple speaker forms would be mﬂﬁwcﬁﬂwmﬂm*
First person plwural forms are used .on such occasions. As it
happens, this is just what is predicted by the mﬁmnﬂmmyou deuﬂu

so that the omissicn of muitiple speaker Hmwﬁﬂmﬂnm gets from (8)

is not significant.

2. Something like (10) has wwmﬂwmm in Emﬂ% mumnﬂmmpﬂﬂm of
person in langueges, most recently perhaps in Sadock 19Th: mmlwc
where disjunctively ordered rules are mdmamm...

3. Though the names or symbols for those nmﬁmmﬁﬂwmm dﬁﬂﬁ
quite a bit: (inclusive/exclusive) first persom plural, lst Pl
(incl/exel), I Pi {Incl/Excl), 12 vs. 1p, 12 vs. 11, among others.

k. -Pike and Erikson are here writing in response to Hockett
1948 on Potawatomi; Hockett 1966 is a reply in turn.

5.: Botice that the Nokuku system irn (18) sbove is wmusual,
in that it has +I-IT (first person exclusive) wﬁwﬂm resembling the
+1I forms: +1-11 Du, +II Du, +I-II Ty, and +II Tr mﬁmwm the morpheme
om-, while +I-If P1 emam and +IT Pl emjiu contrast with +I+II P1
rie and +III F1 i rir/rire. The peculiarity is apperently
widespread in Austronesian. L
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