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Themes for today

Just how much do
languages differ from one
another?

What explains limits on
variation?

What can we learn from
under-studied /under-
represented languages?

Case study from Itelmen
(Kamchatka, Russia)
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Itelmen background
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Linguistic Universals - Morphology

* If a language has a dual
category, then it also has a
plural category.

|11 12 ] =2

# kuluk —kuluk — kuluk (Balinese)

¢+ dog —dogs  — dogs (English)

+ gimmiq — qimmik — gimmiit (Inuktitut)

(Greenberg 1966, U34,
Corbett 2000, Harbour 2014)

* Implicational universal (if — then)

» Universal of categories/inventories

* *dog —dogs-2 — dog (*funattested)



Linguistic Universals - Morphology

Czech: basic —CNIPR - — SPRI

+ ‘young’: mlad-y — mlad-§i — nej-mlad-si
+ ‘soft’: bled-y —bled-s{ — nej-bled-si
+ ‘weak’: slab-y —slab-§i — nej-slab-si

+ ‘good’: dobr-y —lep-si —

+ ‘bad’:  Spatn-y— hor-§{i —



Linguistic Universals - Morphology

Czech: lgasic. —CMER - — CSPRL

* ‘young’: mlad-y — mlad-§i — nej-mlad-si
+ ‘soft’: bled-y —bled-8i — nej-bled-si

+ ‘weak’: slab-y —slab-§i — nej-slz

¢ ‘good’: dobr-y — lep-3i nej-lep-si *nej-dobr-si

+ ‘bad’:  Spatn-y— hor-sf nej-hor-si *nej-Spatn(e)-si

In Czech, the superlative is built from the comparative.
Add [ nej- [ COMPARATIVE ] |



+ god — bed-re — bed-st (Danish)

* asko — gehi-ago — gehi-en (Basque)

Linguistic Universals - *ABA

* If the comparative degree of an
* dobr-y —lep-8i —nej-lep-si (Czech)  sdjective is suppletive, then the
* hea — pare-m — par-in (Estonian) superlative is also suppletive
(i.e., with respect to the
positive) = "ABA.

+ osda — dajehla — wi-dajehl-A?i

(Cherokee) (Bobaljik 2012, cf. Ultan 1972)




Linguistic Universals - *ABA

* big — bigger — biggest (AAA
1g 1gger iggest ( ) * If the comparative degree of an

adjective is suppletive, then the
# bonus — melior — optimus (ABC) superlative is also suppletive
(i.e., with respect to the

» * good — better — goodest ("ABA) positive) = "ABA.

+ good — better — best (ABB)

+ * g00d — gooder — best (*AAB) (Bobaljik 2012, cf. Ultan 1972)

* Implicational universal (if — then)

+ Universal of contextual allomorphy (alternations in form)



Contextual Allomorphy

* Superlative = more than

Czech: all others

+ ‘yvoung’: mlad-y — mlad-8i — nej-mlad-si . :
o Y ) * Contains the comparative.

+ ‘good’: dobr-y — lep-§i — nej-lep-si

Exponents:

GOOD — [lep-/ /| __ CMPR * Competition:

* Specific (narrow) rule takes

GOOD — /dobr-/ precedence (Panini, Saussure, etc)



Contextual Allomorphy

Czech:
+ ‘young’: mlad-y — mlad-5i{ — nej-mlad-si SPRL
+ ‘good’: dobr-y — lep-§i — nej-lep-si CMPR
ADJ
Exponents:
GOOD — /lep-/ / __ CMPR * Competition:

* Specific (narrow) rule takes

GOOD — /dobr-/ precedence (Panini, Saussure, etc)
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Linguistic Universals - *ABA

+ god — bed-re — bed-st (Danish)

* dobr-y — lep-8{ — nej-lep-si (Czech) =
* hea — pare-m — par-in (Estonian) e
+ asko — gehi-ago — gehi-en (Basque) 22
* bonus — melior — optimus (Latin)
Hidden Structure

Col > belE | CENIER
Superlatives are always “built from”

GOOD — /god-/ comparatives, even when some pieces
are unpronounced.

11



Clusivity and Universals of Person

PLURAL (x) = group that includes x

* [1] = AUTHOR (SPEAKER)

* [2] = ADDRESSEE (HEARER)

* [3] = OTHER

(associative plural)

+ [1PL] = INCLUDES AUTHOR

* [2PL] = INCLUDES ADDRESSEE

* [3PL] = OTHERS

Forchheimer 1953, Cysouw 2003, Simon 2005, Bobaljik 2008, Harbour 2016

112



Clusivity and Universals of Person

+ [1INCL] = includes AUTHOR,

. but not ADDRESSEE
+ [1PL] = includes AUTHOR

* [1EXCL] = includes AUTHOR,
and ADDRESSEE

“ [2PL] = includes ADDRESSEE, + [2PL] = includes ADDRESSEE,
but not AUTHOR but not AUTHOR
+ [3] = others + [3PL] = others

¢ ) ¥ T
- Comienga el ars
Lo :,._a.,ﬁknglu general
| Pery,llamads, Quic

h

Universal: These are the only two systems of person
(esp. Zwicky 1977, Filimonova ed. 2005, Harbour 2016)
(Domingo de Santo Tomads 1560, see Cysouw 2003)

13



Clusivity and Universals of Person

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

Competing proposals:

Parameter — languages vary = ditferent categories
English we means [1PL]

Syncretism — universal categories, some
distinctions neutralized in some languages

14

English we is ambiguous



Inclusive Imperatives (Hortatives)

* Let’s go!

“ Allons-y! (French)

“ Gemma [gehen wir] (German)

double-marking (composed inclusive):

g0 -1PL —2PL

XN pojd-em(-te) (Russian) \
“ bar-1ay(-m) (Sakha, Turkic)

“ pot-o-m-(-i) (Udmurt, Uralic)b

* mn-il-sx (Itelmen) =

a Nevskaya 2005, Dobrushina & Goussev 2005, » Masliukov 2024

15
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Imperative: command /
invitation for addressee [2PSN]
to do something! (Kaufmann 2012)

Inclusive imperative:

command /invitation for
addressee [2PSN] to do
something together with author
[1PSN]

Default interpretation of 1PL

imperatives in all languages
(Goussev 2005, Dobrushina & Goussev

2005)



Composed Inclusive Imperatives

g0 -1PL -2PL

& pojd_em(—te) (Russian)
“ bar-1ay(-11)) (Sakha, Turkic)
“ pot-o-m-(-i) (Udmurt, Uralic)

* mn-it-sx (Itelmen)

Two “types’: stacking type
Itelmen type

16

* Main proposal (broad):

* Distribution of Composed

Inclusives easily explained
(only) if these languages lack a
person category of [1+2]
inclusive.

* some quirks of the Itelmen forms

— some agreement is contextual
allomorphy



Itelmen verbal morphology (nutshell)

PREBFIX - 5TEM —SUBEIX

Subject
Mood

1. - aicku -in
1SG-see  -25G
‘I saw you.”

2. t'- it -k(icen)

1sG-go -1
‘Twent.

j

Subject (intrans)
{ Object (trans)

3. n- aicku -in
3PL-see  -2S5G
‘They saw you.’

4. n- oicku -fum
3PL- see  -1SG
‘They saw me.’

17



Itelmen imperatives

PREBFIX - 5TEM —SUBEIX

Subject Subject (intrans)
Mood } { Object (trans)

5. m(e)n- il -k(i¢en) 6. q- il -sx
1pPL.IMP- go -1 2IMP- go -2PL
‘Let’s go!’ ‘Go! (pPL)

7. m(@n- 1l -sx
1pPL.IMP- go -2PL
‘Let’s go!”

composed inclusive
attested in texts

not in previous grammars
(passing mention Ono 2021)

2. - it -k(iden)
15G- go -1
‘Twent.

18



Composed inclusive imperatives
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Only Imperatives

n-nin-kicen |.. xal¢ mn-senta-qzu-sx

already 1PL-load-1 ... PRTCL 1PL.I-cross-ASP-2PL
‘We’ve loaded up. Let’s go across!’

desjat

n-tem-Ce?n,| xal¢ <EPanoke mn-antxla-qzu-sx-nin

10.

1PL-kill-1>3PL, PRTCL to.cam 1PL-take-2PL-2>3PL

‘We killed 10. Let’s take them to camp.’

* n-nin-sx
1pP1- ... -2PL

* n-fam-sx-ni?n
1PL: - 2P

Bogoras notebook (1901):
Seal hunting narrative

Okhotsk coast, Achvanch island in
background at left. © E. Kasten 1994



Only Imperatives

Imp
Opj

|[ADDRESSEE:SG/PL]

C/TP

* Imperative Operator

(cf. Zanuttini 2008)

“ ADDRESSEE must be

included in SUBJECT

* but, ADDRESSEE and

SUBJECT are
syntactically distinct

Imperative/hortative: addressee must be included

Jussive /hortative:

2

addressee brings about P



Only Imperatives

IMPERATIVE [ Subject Verb-Agr ...
(ADDRESSEE)

Russian (and Udmurt): two ways of making imperatives
Khrakovskij and Volodin 1986, also Kasenov ms.

SUB] ADDRESEE

pojd-em PL SG
Analytic pojd—em—te PL PL (or roLITE)
go—1PL-(2PL)
davaj pojd-em EE SG
Synthetic davaj-te  pojd-em IPIL PL (or POLITE)

PRTCL-(2PL) go—1PL

i)



Only Imperatives

Imperative:  + [ we go-1PL] Inp
; :SG/
[2 (PL)] # [ y/ all gO'ZPL] |[ADDRESSEE:SG/PL] /\ |
* [ you go-2sG] Af;iﬂ
daVaj'(te) pOjd-em Inclusive is composed
d_a_va'j_ — p(ijd_ﬁn:te 1pl and 2pl have different

sources

PRTCL-(2PL) go—1PL-2PL

25



Speech Act Theory: Performative Hypothesis

Every sentence has a silent representation of the Speech Act type:
(Ross 1970 < Austin ; Wiltschko 21, Miyagawa 22, Krifka 23, Baker 24)

+ Decl: <I tell you that>S

-lordecyolte=S % S=—| Subjeck vetb |
\ /

<[ ask you if> S

+ Imper:

+ Interr:

Deep Structure (interpretation) Surface Structure (form)

S

SA-
structure

I tell you that

S

p-
structure

Performative
Deletion

I have a dog

Figure 1. Ross’ (1970) performative hypothesis

24

S
p_

structure

I have a dog

Wiltschko & Heim 2016




Only Imperatives

gat n-nig-kicen |.. xal¢ mn-anta-qzu-sx * n-nin-sx
already 1PL-load-1 ... PRTCL 1PL.I-cross-ASP-2PL 1PI- . 7P
‘We’ve loaded up. Let’s go across!’

desjaf n-lom-ce?n, | xal¢ ¢Panoke mn-antxla-qzu-sx-pyi?n  * n-lam-sx-yi?n
10.  1pPL-kill-1>3PL, PRTCL to.cam 1PL-take-2PL-2>3PL TPl 2P 25
‘We killed 10. Let’s take them to camp.’

Bogoras notebook (1901): Seal hunting narrative

25



Clusivity and Universals of Person

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

Competing proposals:

Parameter — languages vary = ditferent categories
English we means [1PL]

Syncretism — universal categories, some
distinctions neutralized in some languages

26

English we is ambiguous



Clusivity, imperatives

Composed Inclusive Contrast True Inclusive
Itelmen, Russian, Siberian Turkic Evenki etc.

e TP

iad /\ [+1,+2,PL]
[+1pL]

| e 1 AGR
j mi
we
[1PL] [1,2PL]
Inclusive only in the presence Imperative operator not
of imperative operator needed for inclusive forms

27



Interim summary

# Clusivity as a parameter

“ Argument from an unanticipated source:
composed inclusives across languages restricted to
imperative.

s

* pojd-em(-te) (Russian) =

“ bar-1ay(-11) (Sakha, Turkic)

“ pot-0-m-(-i) (Udmurt, Uralic)

K.:. mn-il-sx (Itelmen) =

28



T'wo new puzzles

* Jtelmen:

* Why not stacking?

* Why 1PL-V-2PL,
oL P\ 1P]

“ pojd-em(-te) (Russian)
* bar-1ay(-1m) (Sakha, Turkic)
“ pot-o-m-(-i) (Udmurt, Uralic)

* mn-it-sx (Itelmen)

29

m(o)n- il -k(icen)
1PL.IMP- go -1
‘Let’s go!’

q- i} -sx
2IMP- go -2PL
‘Go! (PL)

m(o)n- il -sx
1PL.IMP- go -2PL
‘Let’s gol’



Itelmen verbal morphology (nutshell)

PREBFIX - 5TEM —SUBEIX

Subject
Mood

1. - aicku -in
1SG-see  -25G
‘I saw you.”

2. t'- it -k(icen)

1sG-go -1
‘Twent.

j

Subject (intrans)
{ Object (trans)

3. n- aicku -in
3PL-see  -2S5G
‘They saw you.’

4. n- oicku -fum
3PL- see  -1SG
‘They saw me.’

30



Portmanteaus

PREEIX = STEM —-SUFEEX
Subject } {Subject (intrans)

Mood Object (trans)
t'- olcku -Cen J- olcku -sx
1sG-see  -1>3sG 2- see -2PL>3SG
‘I saw it.” ‘Noall s it
J- oalcku -n n- aicku -nen
2- see -25G>3SG 3PL-see  -3>3SG
“You saw it.’ ‘They saw it.’

# Quirk of Chukotko-Kamchatkan agreement

+ If Obj is 3PSN, then suffix is a portmanteau SUBJ>OB]J

Sl



Prefix:

“ primary
exponent of
subject
agreement

« allomorphy for
mood

Portmanteaus

PREBFIX - 5TEM —SUBEIX
Subject } {Subject (intrans)

Mood Object (trans) Suffix:
CP “ primary
exponent of
Ar>\ object
[SUBJ:X|
el agreement
= [0B].3PL]

2 @by —o or 1)

2pL < 0. o * allomorphy for
VERB.STEM :

3PL < n- . -ne?n higher person

1sG & t'- -cetn features

32 Bobaljik 2000: Ins and outs of contextual allomorphy



Portmanteaus

PREBFIX - 5TEM —SUBEIX
Subject } {Subject (intrans)

Mood Object (trans)
CP
AGR
SUBJ:X :
Cunx - * allomorphy for higher
TP (081,371 person features (partial):
IPL < O- -sxen OBJ:3pl & -sxen /[ 2PL...[ __
VERB.STEM
3PL < n- ; -ne’n OBJ:3pl © -netn/[3..[ ___
: -oicku- :
1s¢ & t- -Certn OBJ:3pl & -den/[1...[

33  Bobaljik 2000: Ins and outs of contextual allomorphy



Putting the pieces together

Imp
2P1]
AGR;
[suBJ:1PL]

s AGR
> TP
| i [9:3K%]
1PL.IRR < mn- -if- sx =@/ [ 2pL.. |
CgO’

Obj agreement slot

Subj agreement 1PL declarative: doubles 1PL subject

no allomorphy

34

imperative: 2PL available from IMP



Only Imperatives

gat n-nig-kicen |.. xal¢ mn-anta-qzu-sx * n-nin-sx
already 1PL-load-1 ... PRTCL 1PL.I-cross-ASP-2PL 1PI- . 7P
‘We’ve loaded up. Let’s go across!’

desjaf n-lom-ce?n, | xal¢ ¢Panoke mn-antxla-qzu-sx-pyi?n  * n-lam-sx-yi?n
10.  1pPL-kill-1>3PL, PRTCL to.cam 1PL-take-2PL-2>3PL TPl 2P 25
‘We killed 10. Let’s take them to camp.’

Bogoras notebook (1901): Seal hunting narrative

35



Putting the pieces together

AGR;j
[sUBJ:1P1]

E TP

-antxla-
‘take’

1PL.IRR & mn-

Subj agreement 1PL
no allomorphy

36

AGR
|0BJ.3PL]

L/

-sxnitn & O/ [ 2pL.CLIL...[

Obj agreement slot
declarative: doubles 1PL subject
imperative: 2PL available from IMP



Itelmen summary

* The Itelmen pattern is unique

“ But, it is the result of

combining the analysis of
composed inclusive
imperatives ...

“ ... with the independent
properties of Itelmen (CK)
agreement portmanteaus (and
double intransitive marking)

57

* Positing that Itelmen has an

inclusive [1+2] category of
person could describe the
facts...

* But does not explain why the

prefix suffix asymmetry, and
lack of stacking, play out as
they do.

* (The complex transitive portmanteaus also

show this is not just a calque from Russian)



Notjusta calque

Stacking [... 1PL-2PL | is unattested:

a. regular b. composed c. unattested
[mn-if-k] [mn-it]-sx *[mn-it-k]-sx
[mn-il-kicen] [mn-il]-sx *[mn-if-kicen]-sx

1PL.IRR-go-1.S  1PLIRR-go-2PL  1PL.IRR-go0-1.S-2PL

Forms would be independently OK:
phon OK: morph OK:

q-piksx-¢ q-anép-min-sx
2.IRR-sleep-2SG 2.IRR-teach-15G.O-2PL

38



Aside: Russian as calque?

* Russian is the only Slavic language with this form, why?

* 13th C - loss of distinction: imperative vs. future (Ivanov 1983:357)
1PL: -ém v. —im; 2PL: -éte vs. -ite

Bb3MbBTEe VS. BO3MUTE
vozm-éte vozm-ite
take-2PL.IMP take-2PL.FUT

+ 17th C - first attestation of -em-te forms: (Belousov 1982:152)

nocBIMMbTe, MIAast OpaThs, Kb cBoeMy 11apio Co10MOHY
pospés-im-te, milaja bratja, k svoemu tsarju Solomonu
hurry-1PL-2PL, dear brothers, toself’s tsar Solomon

(I'Tos. 11. Aas. XVII, 69)

39



Aside: Russian as calque?

& Pl 2P i 2P

-6m  -te -ém-te [Russian] (from 17th C)

-yax  -ymn -yay-yn [Sakha]

-aly  -ypy -aly-n  [Turkmen]
= Middle Tirkie, 13th C (Erdal 2004 237)

Conjecture: Turkic as source for Russian calque

40



Conclusions

* Itelmen: unique construction:

“half-and-half” inclusive
imperatives.

“ Shares key properties with
other “composed inclusive
imperatives”

* Differences combine general
analysis with independent
differences in agreement

41

* “Every language in its own

terms” — obscures deep
commonalities

* Composed inclusives in

imperative only

* Clusivity is a category

difference (not syncretism)

* But variation is limited — there

are (apparent) universals!



Democracy demands wisdom.

Any views, findings, conclusions, or recommendations
expressed in this presentation do not necessarily represent
those of the National Endowment for the Humanities
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