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We saw last week that Adger adopted a set of features for his algorithm, and those
features had contingencies in them. His features are (1). (I’ve �lled the cells with
forms of present tense be that are appropriate for my English.)

(1)

+sing -sing
+participant
+author am are

+participant
-author are are

-participant
+author * *

-participant
-author is are

�e contingency is between the participant and author features and is represented
by the *s in the third column. Adger suggests that this contingency is semantic,
there is no pronoun with this mix of features that could mean anything coherent.

�ere is another kind of contingency in Adger’s feature-set that is represented
by how these features are displayed in the table. He suggests that when something
has a + participant feature, it has an author feature as well.

I will also assume that if a pronoun is speci�ed as [participant:+], it
bears a speci�cation for [author], at least in English, since there are
no pronominal forms in English which do not distinguish between
addressee and author.

(Adger 2006, p. 508)

He suggests that this too is derivable from the semantics of these features.�ese
are the only clues in his papers as to the meaning of the features involved. It’s not
clear to me how to derive these contingencies from the semantics.

Another way of expressing contingencies among features is with hierarchies.
�is employs the “typing” sort of representation that we looked at in the �rst day:

(2) participant

+author

+participant

-author

We could read (2) as saying that to get +author or -author, you must be +partici-
pant: the author features are particular instances of the +participant kind. If we
think of +participant as a kind, and not a feature, then we could also derive that
+participant always comes with an author feature. If we understand things like
+participants as kinds, and not features, then I wonder if we also should, or can,
involve them in agreement relations.

Feature hierarchies have been proposed to express dependencies of these sorts
that show up typologically, and to give ways of characterizing syncretism. �e
typological dependencies are of the sort that Greenbergmade famous. For instance,
(3) are two contingencies from Greenberg (1963).

(3) a. Whenever a verb agrees with a nominal subject or object in gender it
also agrees in number (Universal 32)

b. No language has a dual unless it has a plural. (Universal 34)

Properties of the geometry in Harley

(4) a. Features are privative.
b. If G is a daughter of F, then G cannot occur without F occurring.
c. Let X and Y be combinations of features. X is more marked than Y if

the representation of X requires more nodes that the representation of
Y.

d. Let X (an “organizing node”) be a node in a hierarchy that can have
daughters. Anorganizing nodewith no daughters is assigned a daughter
node by default. (�is node doesn’t count for the markedness calcula-
tion.)

�e geometry encodes morphological relationships, and not semantic ones. (But
they also suggest that their morphological dependencies can be derived from
conceptual relations.)
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�e geometry they propose is (5).

(5) pronoun

individuation

class

neuter/inanimateanimate

masculinefeminine

minimal

augmented

group

participant

addresseespeaker

�ey have a learning theoretic interpretation of what this geometry represents.
�ey suggest that the learning device traverses the space of hypotheses from the top
down.�is is expressed as being a consequence of these assumptions, in tandem
with the geometry in (5).

(6) a. UG provides a minimal initial structure, which is added to in response
to contrasts detected in the input

b. Acquisition proceeds from the top down; a given node must be ac-
quired before its dependents.

(Harley and Ritter 2002, (19): 499)

From a canvass of literature on the acquisition sequence of pronoun systems, they
suggest that the following trends emerge:

(7) a. 2nd is acquired a�er 1st.
b. plural is acquired a�er singular.
c. 1st singular or 3rd singular neuter/inanimate is �rst.

(Harley and Ritter 2002, (20): 500)

For person features, this has the following consequences:

(8) a. If participant is present, then the item is 1st (default) or 2nd
b. 3rd is the absence of participant

We have two ways, then, of expressing a default marking.�e absence of something
(participant) and the �lling in of something (speaker). Evidence for taking 3rd as
being “unmarked” in this sense is:

(9) a. 3rd agreement is o�en zero, unlike 1/2.
b. �e absence of a 3rd pronoun is common (at least in nominative)

c. Many languages have distinct forms for 1 and 2, and use demonstratives
for 3rd.

d. 3rd pronouns are more easily innovated or borrowed than 1 or 2.
e. 1 and 2 o�en show morphological relatedness but not with 3.
f. 3rd is much more subject to objective subdivisions such as class, gender

and location.

Let’s look at how they use this geometry to express pronoun systems.

Daga (Trans-New Guinea)

sing plural

1st

ne

indvpart

nu

indv

group

part

2nd

ge

indvpart

addressee

e

indv

group

part

addressee

3rd

me

indv

mu

indv

group

part→ speaker, when empty.
indv→min, when empty.

Compare this to Kalihna.
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Kalihna (Carib)

singular plural

1st ex

au

indvpart

speaker

aPna

indv

group

part

speaker

1st in

k̈ıxko

indvpart

addresseespeaker

k̈ıxka:ro

indv

group

part

addresseespeaker

2nd

amo:ro

indvpart

addressee

amı̈iyaro

indv

group

part

addressee

3rd

moxko

indv

moxka:ro

indv

group

indv→min, when empty

Kalihna, unlike Daga, has a non-default speaker feature, and this allows partic-
ipant to contain both speaker and addressee. Suppose that we understand the
meaning of speaker and addressee to be as in (10a,b).�en we could use predicate
conjunction to give a meaning to part when it has them both.

(10) a. JspeakerK = λx. x is the speaker
b. JaddresseeK = λx. x is addressed by speaker
c. Jk̈ıxkoK ≈ λx . x is speaker and addressed by speaker

But now, we have to �gure out min means. It can’t simply mean that the cardi-
nality of the group is one. As its name suggests, they must have in mind that it
means something like the “smallest cardinality possible.” If kïxko refers to a group
that includes the speaker and those addressed by the speaker, then the smallest
cardinality would be two?

It seems to me that they are assuming that speaker can refer to a plurality,
which is perhaps questionable. Perhaps they have in mind something like (11).

(11) JspeakerK = refers to a group that includes the speaker.

So here’s the typology this predicts.

(12) If a language has the features speaker and addressee, it will have an exclu-
sive/inclusive distinction.

�ey suggest this derives:

(13) A language will not have an inclusive person if it does not have a 2nd person.

Let’s now look at how this system handles systems where there is more than
just a singular/plural split.�ey o�er Tonkawa as an illustration of a system with a
dual.

Tonkawa (Coahuiltecan)

sing plural dual

1st

ca’ya

indv

min

part

geuca’ga

indv

group

part

geucaya

indv

groupmin

part

2nd

na’ya

indv

min

part

addressee

wena’ga

indv

group

part

addressee

wena’ya

indv

groupmin

part

addressee

3rd

’ayella

ind

min

’awe’ga

indv

group

’awe’la

indv

groupmin

part→ speaker, when unoccupied.

Here we must understand group to mean something like:

(14) JgroupK = λx. x has more than one atom, where x is a group.
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We’d have to work out the precise meaning formin, but the goal would be to �nd
a way of having it combine with group to require that the group be the minimal
number greater than one. (Note that it cannot give us a cardinality of zero.) As evi-
dence for treating dual as a combination of singular and plural, they say “Tonkawa
pronouns support this analysis: the dual appears to be made up of a pre�x from
the plural attached to a singular base.”

So, similar to the part/speaker issue, their system predicts:

(15) If a language hasmin and group, then it has dual.

�ey suggest this derives:

(16) A language will not have a dual number if it does not have a plural number.

Also derived, because of the way indv is interpreted when it has nothing else in it:

(17) A language will not have a plural if it does not have a singular.

And so:

(18) A language will not have a dual if it does not have both a singular and a
plural.

�ese two systems can combine — they o�er Chinook as an example.

(19)

Chinook

sing dual plural
1st ex naika ntaika ntcaika
1st in tXaika lXaika
2nd maika mtaika mcaika
3rd áXka ctáXka táska

�ere is no singular form of the 1st inclusive. But there was in Kalihna. I wonder if
that is a pattern: if you have dual and 1st inclusive, then there is no singular form. It
shows up again in all the languages they discuss with the dual – the �rst inclusive
never has a singular form. Does that follow from their system?

We get more clues about the meanings of the speaker and addressee features
from their treatment of languages that have number distinctions in the �rst person,
but nowhere else.�e suggest (20).

(20)

Kwakiutl

1st sing 2nd 1st ex plur 1st in

-En

part

-Es

part

addr

-Enuxu

part

spkr

-Ens

part

addrspkr

part→ spkr, when it is empty

I didn’t quite understand this system.
For number systems that include a fourth value, which is either paucal or trial,

they suggest that there is a feature aug, which is a dependent of min.�ey say:

We propose a feature Augmented to express the notion that, concep-
tually, the paucal consists of the smallest possible group (two) plus
one (trial) or a few more (paucal).

p. 494

An illustration of a system with this feature is Boumaa Fijian.
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(21)
Boumaa Fijian

sing plur dual paucal

1st ex

yau

indv

min

part

spkr

’eimami

indv

group

part

spkr

’eirau

indv

groupmin

part

spkr

’eitou

indv

groupmin

aug

part

spkr

1st in –

’eta

indv

group

part

addrspkr

’eetaru

indv

groupmin

part

addrspkr

’etatou

indv

groupmin

aug

part

addrspkr

2nd

i’o

indv

min

part

addr

’emunuu

indv

group

part

addr

’emudrau

indv

groupmin

part

addr

’emudou

indv

groupmin

aug

part

addr

3rd

’ea

indv

min

(i)ra

indv

group

(i)rau

indv

groupmin

(i)ratou

indv

groupmin

aug
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Putting aug in this position in the geometry is intended to derive:

(22) A language will not have a paucal/trial number if it does not have a dual
number.

Evidence for their node-counting method of computing markedness comes
from the relative frequencies of the systems illustrated. For person and number
systems they report:

(23)
system no. of lngs.  of lngs examples
1st, 2nd, 3rd 52 57 English
1st in,1st ex, 2nd, 3rd 32 35 Ojibwa
1st, 2nd, (demonstratives for 3rd) 5 5 Ainu
1stin, 1st ex, 2nd (demonstratives for 3rd) 2 2 Halh
(24)
system no. of lngs  of lngs examples
none 1 1 Piraha
only in 1st 3 3 Maxakalí
sing/plur 66 73 English, Hebrew
sing, plur, dual 18 20 Chinook, Wappo
sing,plur,dual,trial/paucal 3 3 Yimas, Fijian

�ere are some other typological generalizations that they aim to understand
with this geometry. One is:

(25) a. Gender distinctions are rare in 1st and 2nd person, and
b. If there are gender distinctions in 1st and 2nd person, they are present

in 3rd person too.

�ey say:

�is is due to the fact that a gendered 1st or 2nd person pronoun
involves elaboration of both major organizing nodes but a gendered
3rd person pronoun involves only elaboration of the Individuation
node.

(Harley and Ritter 2002, p. 509)

Does this depend on something like (26).

(26) If there are pronouns built from independent nodes A and B, then there
must be pronouns built from just A and just B.

I wonder what (26) follows from.
�ey note that this also predicts:

(27) �ere should never be more number distinctions in 1st and 2nd than in 3rd.

�ey report that Guarani and Kosati are counterexamples.

(28)

Kosati

sing plur
1st anó kosnó
2nd isnó hasnó
3rd ibisnó

�ey suggest that the 3rd person pronouns do indeed have group ormin in them,
but that the form is merely syncretic. Evidence for this is that when the 3rd pronoun
is in an agreement relation, the agree-er is either singular or plural.

�e reason for puttingClass inside the node that also holds number distinctions
is Greenberg’s 36:

(29) If a language has the category of gender, it always has the category of
number.

�ey say they know of no exceptions. How is this derived? To have gender, the
INDV node must be present. �ey assume that if that INDV node is present,
then there must be a way of interpreting it as a bare node, and this “would be
uninterpretable in a system with gender, but not number.” (p. 514) I don’t follow
this.

�e geometry also derives, they claim, Greenberg’s Universals 37 and 45.

(30) Universal 37
A language never has more gender categories in nonsingular numbers than
in the singular.

(31) Universal 45
If there are any gender distinctions in the plural of the pronoun, there are
some gender distinctions in the singular also.

Universal 37 just follows from the geometry, and the idea that absence of group in
a pronoun that has indv active is singular. Universal 45 requires something close
to (26):

(32) If independent nodes A, B and C are active in a language, and there are
pronouns that combine A and B, then there are pronouns that combine A
and C.
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Both (26) and (32) express something like:

(33) Maximize Paradigm
Let A, B, C, . . . be independent nodes that are active in a language, L. Build
pronouns that express all combinations of A, B, C, . . . .

�is can’t be an absolute requirement, only a pressure.
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