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ACTIVE/AGENTIVE CASE MARKING AND ITS MOTIVATIONS

MARIANNE MITHUN

University of California, Santa Barbara

A kind of case marking—termed variously active, active-neutral. active-inactive. ac-
tive-static, stative-active, agentive, agent-patient, split S, and split intransitive—is shown
to be less arbitrary than is sometimes assumed. Its semantic bases can be missed if
sought only in immediate one-to-one correspondences between meaning and form. Case
systems of this kind are often the products of successive diachronic developments, each
individually motivated. Several factors can obscure the motivations, including not only
crosslinguistic differences in detail, but also shifts of defining features over time, gram-
maticization, and lexicalization. To explain why these case systems have the shapes they
do. we must appreciate both the diversity of features that can underlie them and the
dynamic processes that mold them.*

1. INnTRODUCTION. It has been known for some time that languages can differ
substantially in their marking of case. For centuries, descriptions have been
available of languages whose core (direct) case categories differ fundamentally
from the subjects and direct objects of more familiar European languages. Mon-
toya’s 1640 grammar of Classical Guarani, for example, and Chaumonot’s
grammar of Huron (Wilkie 1831, Lagarde 1980) are both over three hundred
years old. Yet a diversity of opinion persists concerning the precise nature of
case systems like those of Guarani and Huron and the motivations behind them.

The basic structure of a system of this kind can be seen in the examples
below from modern Colloquial Guarani, described in Gregores & Suarez 1967.
Core case is distinguished in pronominal prefixes on verbs. As can be seen in
1, the single arguments of intransitive verbs do not all appear in the same case.

* This paper has benefited enormously from discussions with Wallace Chafe. I am also very
grateful to the following speakers who have generously shared their expertise on their native lan-
guages: Leatrice Beauvais, of Kahnawa:ke, Quebec, on Mohawk: Mercy Doxtater, of Southwold.
Ontario, on Oneida; Elton Greene. of Lewiston, New York, on Tuscarora: Reginald Henry. of Six
Nations. Ontario, on Cayuga and Onondaga: Josephine Horne. of Kahnawa:ke. Quebec, on Mo-
hawk: Ruth Isaacs. of Six Nations, Ontario. on Mohawk: Frances Jack. of the Hopland Rancheria.
California. on Central Pomo: Annette Jacobs, of Ahkwesahsne and Kahnawa:ke. Quebec. on Mo-
hawk: Connie Jacobs, of Kahnawa:ke, Quebec, on Mohawk: Ron LaFrance, of Ahkweséahsne.
New York. on Mohawk: Dorothy Lazore, of Ahkwesahsne and Kahnawa:ke. Quebec, on Mohawk:
Winifred Leal. of the Point Arena Rancheria, California, on Central Pomo: Hattie Nelson, of
Kanehsata:ke (Oka), Quebec. on Mohawk: Eileen Oropeza. of the Point Arena Rancheria. Cali-
fornia. on Central Pomo: Florence Paoli. of the Yokaya Rancheria, California, on Central Pomo:
Myrtle Peterson, of Allegany. New York. on Seneca: Rita Phillips. of Kahnawa:ke, Quebec. on
Mohawk: and Stanley Redbird, of Redbud. South Dakota. on Lakhota.

Much appreciated are comments from Andrej Kibrik, Floyd Lounsbury. Sally McLendon, Karin
Michelson. Tsuyoshi Ono. and Janine Scancarelli, as well as Danae Paolino on Crow. David Rood
on Lakhota and Wichita. and Robert Rankin on Proto-Siouan. Especially useful have been sug-
gestions from Randall Garr and Sandra Thompson on an earlier version of the paper. Two anony-
mous reviewers also provided valuable, detailed comments.

Work on Lakhota. Cayuga, and Central Pomo has been supported by the National Science
Foundation grant #8801784. the Phillips Fund of the American Philosophical Society. the Academic
Senate of the University of California, and the Survey of California and other Indian languages.
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(1) Guarani first person singular pronouns:
a-xda. ‘lgo. §é-rasi. ‘I am sick.’
a-pu?a. ‘I got up.’ Se-ropehii. ‘I am sleepy.’
The pronominal prefix a- ‘1" in the verbs on the left has the same form as that
usually used for semantic agents of transitives, as in 2.

(2) Guarani Isg. transitive agents:
a-gwerii aina. ‘I am bringing them now.’
ha upépe a-gara Supé ‘and there I caught him’
The pronominal prefix se- ‘I’ in the verbs on the right in 1 has the same form
as that used for semantic patients of transitives, as in 3.

(3) Guarani Isg. transitive patients:
Se-rerahd. ‘It will carry me off.’
Se-yuka vara mo?a. ‘He would have killed me.’

Grammatical systems in which the arguments of some intransitive verbs are
categorized with transitive agents and the arguments of others with transitive
patients have been designated by a variety of labels, among them active, in-
cluding active-neutral, active-inactive, active-static, or stative-active (e.g. Uh-
lenbeck 1917, Sapir 1917, Klimov 1973, 1974); agentive or agent-patient (e.g.
Chafe 1970a-b, Dahlstrom 1983); split S (e.g. Dixon 1979); and split intransitive
(e.g. Merlan 1985, Van Valin 1987, 1990). The plethora of labels is no accident.

Such grammatical organization involves two kinds of classification. One is
a categorization of the arguments marked for case, e.g. people who go places,
get up, and bring and catch things versus those who are sick, sleepy, carried
off, and killed. The other is a categorization of the predicates that appear with
nominals in each case, e.g. to go or get up versus to be sick or sleepy. Such
classifications are not restricted to the domain of case marking, but have also
been noticed in derivational morphology (Horne 1980), auxiliary selection, pas-
sivization, and elsewhere.

There has been considerable discussion concerning the bases of the classi-
fications—as semantic or grammatical, as motivated or arbitrary. On the one
hand, they do not seem entirely random; the nominals or predicates in each
class tend to share certain semantic characteristics. Furthermore, similar clas-
sifications recur in genetically unrelated languages distributed throughout the
world. On the other hand, there is frustration that membership in the classes
cannot usually be predicted or even accounted for exhaustively in semantic
terms. As Rosen (1984) and others have pointed out, the classifications of verbs
are not equivalent crosslinguistically: a verb may pattern one way in one lan-
guage, but its translation may pattern the opposite way in the next. Even within
a single language, a given verb root may show different characteristics in dif-
ferent constructions.

Some approaches to such systems have been basically syntactic. Categories
are distinguished in terms of the representation of arguments and predicates
in a syntactic model. Intransitive arguments with the same case forms as tran-
sitive agents are described as the underlying subjects of a class of verbs termed
‘unergatives’; those with the same forms as transitive patients are described
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as the underlying direct objects of a class of verbs termed ‘unaccusatives’ (e.g.
Perlmutter 1978) or ‘ergatives’ (Burzio 1981, 1986).

Other approaches have been semantic. It has been pointed out that not all
systems of this kind are based on precisely the same semantic distinctions
(DeLancey 1981, 1985, Van Valin 1987, 1990, Zaenen 1988). Examining various
constructions in Italian, Georgian, and Acehnese, Van Valin identifies ‘inherent
lexical aspect (Aktionsart) and agentiveness as the primary semantic param-
eters governing split intransitivity’, noting that ‘languages vary with respect to
which parameter governs the split’ (1990:251-2). Even within a single language,
different distinctions may underlie different constructions. Zaenen 1988 reports
that, in Dutch, auxiliary selection is based on aspect, while impersonal pas-
sivization is sensitive to agency.

The precise aspectual or agentive distinctions involved may themselves vary.
Van Valin notes that auxiliary selection in Italian is based on a distinction
between activity and nonactivity verbs, while that in Dutch is based on a con-
trast between telic and atelic verbs. DelLancey 1985 reports that, in Lhasa
Tibetan, nominal case marking reflects control, while auxiliary selection is
sensitive to volition.

In what follows, a set of case-marking systems of this kind will be examined.
It will be shown that these systems reflect a coherent kind of case organization
in themselves, motivated both semantically and grammatically. Certain cross-
linguistic differences are the result of variation in detail, itself easily explained.
The motivations behind the systems can be missed, however, if they are sought
only in immediate one-to-one correspondences between meaning and form.
Such case systems can be the products of successive developments over time,
each individually motivated in one way or another. To explain why they show
the patterns they do, we must understand not only their static forms but also
the dynamic processes that shape them.

2. SyNCHRONIC VARIABILITY. Core case marking of the kind described above
can be based on a variety of semantic distinctions, among them aspect and
agency. Several features may even interact within a language to determine case
categorization.

2.1. LExicaL ASPECT: CoLLOQUIAL GUARANI. As we saw in 1, case is dis-
tinguished in Guarani by pronominal prefixes on verbs. The pronominal system
contains distinct forms for three persons, two numbers in first and second
persons, and inclusive and exclusive first persons. One set of pronouns, the
a- set, represents transitive agents and arguments of some intransitives, while
a second, the Se- set, represents transitive patients and arguments of other
intransitives.

Intransitive verbs that appear with the first, or a-, set of pronouns include
not only ‘go’ and ‘get up’ but also gwatd ‘walk’, gwey{ ‘descend, get off’, i
‘come’, yani ‘run’, ita ‘swim’, pwahé ‘arrive’, hasd ‘pass’, vevé ‘fly’, vemonpetai
‘chat’, yeré ‘turn around’, yeroki ‘dance’, mokapu ‘fire a gun’, pitd ‘smoke’,
yemosardi ‘play’, ma.apé ‘work’, and many more. Such actions do typically
involve semantic agents. Yet agency cannot be the defining feature of this class.
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Other verbs that appear with the same «- pronouns include 74 ‘fall’, mané ‘die’,
yepasurii ‘sink’, kasa *stagger’, kayi ‘get lost’, ké ‘sleep’, pa?a ‘get stuck’, pdi
‘wake up’, yeka ‘split, crack, burst’, kii ‘come loose, lose one’s job’, and gwé
‘go out, die away’.

Intransitive verbs that appear with the second, or se-, set of pronouns include
not only ‘be sick’ and ‘be sleepy’ but also yemiahii ‘be hungry’, kane?> ‘be
tired’, akatel ‘be stingy’, akf ‘be tender, unripe’, aki- ‘be wet, soaked, moist’,
kapi- ‘be weak’, -akii ‘be hot, warm’, akwd ‘be fast, quick, lightfooted’,
amirii ‘be dead, deceased, distant’, agatd ‘be anxious, grieved’, aya?i ‘be
downhearted’, apekdi ‘be worried’, ad *have a cramp’, apeyii ‘be ripening’,
apesii ‘be smooth’, apopé ‘be curled, waved (hair)’, aimé ‘be sharp’, apové
‘be sticky’, apu?i ‘be round’, aranii ‘be wise’ mareté ‘be strong, powerful’,
ate? ‘be lazy’, ati ‘be grey-haired’, miri *be humble’, posi ‘be angry’, ayii ‘be
ripe’, anamusd ‘be thick’, karapé *be short’, katii *be possible’, karé ‘be lame’,
moriahit ‘be poor’, and kardsa ‘be mangy, scabious’, among others.

The primary feature underlying this categorization is lexical aspect or Ak-
tionsart. Verbs in the first class denote events—the activities, accomplish-
ments, and achievements of Vendler 1967, adopted in Van Valin 1990. They
imply a certain dynamicity or change over time. Verbs in the second class
denote states and imply time stability. The distinction is quite transparent and
regular throughout the lexicon in Gregores & Suarez 1967.

Several factors could obscure this regularity from the casual observer, how-
ever. One is the phenomenon of categorization itself. Grammatical markers
may impose categoricality, but the real-world distinction between events and
states is not always a crisp one: many situations could be described as either.
For instance, English ‘he is sleeping’ and ‘he is asleep’ might both be used in
the same situation, which might be described by speakers of one language as
an event (‘he is sleeping’), but by speakers of the next as a state (‘he is asleep’).
Similarly, the Guarani verb vi?i is translated ‘to rejoice, be glad’. In English,
‘rejoice’ would usually be considered an event, but ‘be glad’ a state. The Gua-
rani verb is classified grammatically as an event and appears with the first case.
And in English both ‘rain’ and ‘drizzle’ are classified as events, but in Guarani
-ki- ‘rain’ is an event, while -aiviru? ‘drizzle’ is a state.

Some other seeming exceptions to the general principle are due to lexical-
ization. A particir’ar set of pronominal prefixes becomes established with a
given verb stem and may remain unchanged even if the meaning of the verb
expands or shifts. Thus, for example, the verb esavi ‘to wink’ appears with
the second or §e- set of prefixes, normally used with verbs denoting states. It
contains the noun esd ‘eye’ and means literally ‘to have defective eyes’.

Guarani speakers do have some choices; a few intransitive stems can appear
with either case. The differences in their meanings confirm the semantic basis
of the case distinction. The verb karit means ‘to have lunch or supper, to dine’
with the first case but ‘to be a glutton’ with the second. The verb ka?i means
‘to get drunk’ with the first case but ‘to be a drunkard, to be drunk’ with the
second. The verb mimi means ‘to shine’ with the first case but ‘to be brilliant’
with the second. This does not imply, of course, that speakers must select a
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case every time they use a verb. Presumably they usually select a lexicalized
case-plus-stem combination as a unit.

The semantic basis of the case system can also be obscured by language
contact. The Guarani verb avuri ‘to be bored’ is classified grammatically as an
event, appearing with the first case. Yet being bored might seem unequivocally
stative. This verb was borrowed from the Spanish verb aburrir (se). Borrowed
verbs were generally categorized grammatically as events, and borrowed ad-
jectives as states. Guarani also contains a native verb kaigwé ‘to be or become
bored’ that is classified grammatically as a state. Similarly, the Guarani verb
apurd ‘to hurry, be in a hurry’, borrowed from Spanish apurar (se), is classified
as an event, while the native verb -agé., with the same meaning, is classified
as a state.

The Guarani system, based primarily on a distinction of lexical aspect, could
thus be accurately identified as active-stative. Arguments of events such as
getting up, catching things, and falling appear in one case, while arguments of
states such as being sick, stingy, and strong appear in another. But not all case
marking of this kind is based on aspect.

2.2. AGENcCY: LAakHOTA. Among the best-known languages exhibiting case
distinctions in intransitive clauses are those of the Siouan family, particularly
Lakhota. As in Guarani, nouns are unmarked for case, but pronominal prefixes
on verbs distinguish two cases. The pronominal system consists of prefixes for
first, second, and inclusive persons. Third persons are unmarked by pronouns.
Plurality is expressed elsewhere in the morphology.

Compare the forms of the first-person pronouns in the Lakhota verbs in 4.
The Lakhota forms cited here come primarily from the speech of Mr. Stanley
Redbird, of Rosebud, South Dakota, identified with his initials (SR). Additional
forms are from Boas & Deloria 1939 (BD), Buechel 1970 (B), and Rood &
Taylor 1976 (RT).

(4) Lakhota first person pronouns (SR):
wapsica. ‘1 jumped.’ mak"iize. ‘I'm sick.’
wahi. ‘I came.’ maxwd. ‘I'm sleepy.’

The pronominal prefix wa- ‘I’ that is used with verbs on the left matches the
prefix used for semantic agents of transitive clauses:
(5) Lakhota transitive agents (SR):
awd?u. ‘I brought it.’
waktékte. ‘I'll kill him.’

The pronoun ma- that is used with the verbs on the right in 4 matches the one
used for semantic patients of transitives:
(6) Lakhota transitive patients (SR):
amd?u. ‘He brought me.’
maktékte. ‘He’ll kill me.’
The two sets of Lakhota pronouns have traditionally been described in terms

of the kinds of verbs with which they occur. The first (wa-) case is said to
appear with ‘active’ verbs, and the second (ma-) case with ‘neutral’ or ‘stative’
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verbs (Riggs 1893:13, Boas & Swanton 1911:908, Boas & Deloria 1939:23,
among others). Boas & Swanton note that ‘subjective [wa-] pronouns, which
designate the subject of an activity, are differentiated from object [ma-] pro-
nouns, which express the object of an action or the subject of a condition or
state’ (1911:908). The pronominal system thus appears to be the same as that
of Guarani, based on aspect.

The distinction between ‘active’ and ‘neutral/stative’ verbs does play a role
in other areas of Lakhota structure. Under reduplication, active verbs bear
stress on the first syllable (provided there is no prefix), neutral/stative verbs
on the second: compare active psipsi¢a ‘jump’ with neutral puspiiza ‘be dry’
(Boas & Deloria 1939:37). The same root may even appear in both kinds of
reduplicated forms: compare active xépxopa ‘pose, consciously try to appear
at one’s best” with neutral xopxdpa ‘be good looking’ (Boas & Deloria 1939:38).

A closer look at the uses of the Lakhota pronouns reveals that the aspectual
distinction does not completely coincide with the pronominal case distinction.
Most active verbs, i.e. those denoting events, do appear with the first case, as
in 7. (There is no morphological distinction between past and present tense.)

(7) Lakhota wa- with events (SR):

mawani. ‘I walk.’ waniiwe. ‘1 swam, bathed.’
inawazj. ‘I stood up.” waskdte. ‘I'm playing.’
wak’é. ‘I dug.’ waslohe. ‘I'm crawling.’
wawadte. ‘I ate.’ wa?i. ‘I arrived.’
wawdc”ikte. ‘I'll dance.”  iwdye. ‘I spoke.’
wak'ize. ‘I'm fighting.” waléwg. ‘I'm singing.’

Most verbs denoting states appear with the second case, as in 8.
(8) Lakhota ma- with states (SR):

mac"tiwita. ‘I'm cold.’ mahdgske. ‘I'm tall.’
imap"i. ‘I'm full. wamds?ake. ‘I'm strong.’
wamdtikha. ‘I'm tired.”  mawdste. ‘I'm good.’
mamdat"o. ‘I'm mad.”  masice. ‘I'm bad.’
maydzq. ‘I'm in pain.” masldte. ‘I'm slow.’

ivémakp”i. ‘I'm happy.” maldk"ota. ‘I'm Sioux.’

Yet some verbs with the first case denote states:
(9) Lakhota wa- with states (SR, B):

wat’i. ‘I live, dwell.’ tgwdla.  ‘I'm patient.’ (B)
waksdpa. ‘I'm prudent.’ indwaxme. ‘I'm hiding.’
inawawizi. ‘I'm jealous.” (B) waxpdye. ‘I'm lying.’

tawdt’elwaya. ‘I'm willing.’

Conversely, some verbs with the second case denote events.
(10) Lakhota ma- with events (SR, B, RT):

mahjxpaye. ‘I fell.’ t"emdamni. ‘I give out.’ (B)
mat’é. ‘I fainted, died.’ mac"éka. ‘I stagger.” (B)
imdc"aye. ‘I grew up.’ amdkisni. ‘I got well.” (RT)

namdp”op”o. ‘1 blew up in anger.’
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The aspectual distinction between events and states thus fails to account for
a substantial number of Lakhota forms.

Agentiveness is more effective. The notion of semantic agency is a complex
one, as pointed out in Cruse 1973, Lakoft 1977, Foley & Van Valin 1984,
DeLancey 1985, Richardson 1985, Tsunoda 1985, and Tuite et al. 1985, among
many others. Foley & Van Valin (1984:29) characterize their general category
‘actor’ as ‘the participant which performs, effects, instigates, or controls the
situation denoted by the predicate’, features shared by prototypical agents.
They characterize their general category ‘undergoer’ as ‘the participant which
does not perform, initiate, or control any situation but rather is affected by it
in some way’, features shared by prototypical patients. These sets of features
prove helpful for understanding the case-marking systems examined here.

In Lakhota, participants that ‘perform, effect, instigate, and control’ are
designated by pronouns from the first, or wa-, set; those that do not are des-
ignated by pronouns from the second, or ma-, set. The categories of eventhood
and agency largely coincide: most events, like jumping and coming, are in fact
performed, effected, instigated, and controlled by their core participants. Most
states, like being sick and sleepy, are not performed, effected, instigated, or
controlled by their core participants, but states do affect the participants. But
sometimes eventhood and agency do not coincide. Some events, like falling
and dying, are in fact not performed, effected, instigated or controlled by the
participant. As was seen in 10, Lakhota verbs denoting these events appear
with the second (ma-) set of pronouns. Conversely, some states, like living in
a certain place or being prudent, could be viewed as performed, effected, in-
stigated, or controlled by the participant. Lakhota verbs denoting these states
appear with the first (wa-) set of pronouns, as in 9. Agency takes precedence
over eventhood in Lakhota case marking.

In a few situations the features constituting agency—performance/effect/
instigation and control—do not themselves coincide. One who hiccoughs or
sneezes may perform, effect, and instigate the hiccoughing or sneezing without
being in control. In such situations, Lakhota case marking is sensitive to per-
formance/effect/instigation rather than control: hiccoughers and sneezers are
cast in the first case despite their lack of control.

(11) Lakhota performance without control—wa- (B, RT, SR):

blowdkaska. ‘I hiccough.’ iwdxa. ‘I smile.’

wapsa. ‘I sneezed.’ wayjca. ‘I grunt, sob.’
(B)

waglépa. ‘I vomit.” (B) wayopa. ‘I snore.” (B)

iyowaya. ‘I yawn.’ (B) wac"éya. ‘I cry, weep.’
(RT)

howdxpa. ‘I cough.’ iwdhgble. ‘I dreamed.’
(RT)

wakacahe. ‘I shiver.” (B) awaglasna. ‘I misspoke.” (B)

Suwat’e. ‘I missed my aim,

failed.” (B)
iéwaglasnasa. ‘I stutter,

stammer.’ (B)



ACTIVE/AGENTIVE CASE MARKING 517

As in Guarani, some Lakhota verb stems can appear with either case. Rood
& Taylor (1976) list, for example, huwdkase/humdkase ‘1 stumbled, tripped’.
Presumably stumbling could be viewed as either internally or externally insti-
gated, although either way it would be uncontrolled.

It has sometimes been suggested that the grammaticized agent and patient
categories of languages like Lakhota are essentially subjects and objects, re-
spectively. Indeed, many subjects in languages like English are semantically
agentive and would be translated into Lakhota with agent pronouns; many
English direct objects are semantic patients and would be translated with pa-
tient pronouns. It should be clear from the Lakhota examples above that the
English subject and Lakhota agent categories do not coincide in intransitive
clauses. They do not coincide in transitive clauses either. It is not uncommon
in agent-patient systems, where the morphology permits it, for both core ar-
guments of a transitive clause to be classified grammatically as patients if nei-
ther participant performs/effects/instigates or controls. (See, among others,
Lawrence 1977, Williamson 1979, and Jelinek 1990.) Both pronouns in 12, ni-
‘you’ and ma- ‘I’, are grammatical patients.

(12) Lakhota double patient constructions (BD):

ivénimac"eca. ‘I look like you.’
inimaskokec¢a. ‘I am as large as you.’
inimaskola. ‘I am as small as you.’
ivénimahakeca. ‘1 am as tall as you.’
ivénimakip”i. ‘I find you congenial.’
inimata. ‘I am proud of you.’

The two kinds of case systems, nominative-accusative and agent-patient, are
based on different distinctions (Mithun 1986, 1991b).

Markedness may also play a role, as with any categorization. As seen in 9
above, participants in some states, such as residing in a place or being prudent,
may be viewed as performers/effectors/instigators and controllers, and cast as
grammatical agents. The semantic distinction between performers and non-
performers is not always an obvious one, however. In Lakhota, agent case
with stative verbs is a marked choice: only participants that are highly agentive
semantically are cast as grammatical agents.

Like others, the Lakhota case system is the product of development over
time. Combinations of pronominal prefixes and verb stems become lexical-
ized—Ilearned, stored, and selected as units. The original motivation for case
choice with a particular verb may be obscured when its literal meaning is not
recognized. One might certainly expect a verb meaning ‘be scabbed’, for ex-
ample, to appear with patient case pronouns, but the Lakhota verb appears
with agent case pronouns.

(13) Lakhota (B):
hawdgluxpu. ‘I (AGENT CASE) am scabbed.’

This verb stem actually consists of a noun root Aa ‘skin’, a beneficiary prefix
ki-, and a verb root yuxpu ‘pick off’. It means literally ‘pick off one’s own
skin’, an action performed by a semantic agent. Many other verb stems have
similarly intricate morphological structures, often with idiomatic meanings.
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Case marking in Lakhota could thus be described as an agent-patient system.
First and second persons who perform, effect, and instigate, e.g. those who
jump, kill, reside, and hiccough, are referred to by grammaticized agent case
pronouns. Those who do not, e.g. those who are sick, killed, cold, tall, and
similar and those who fall, are referred to by grammaticized patient case pro-
nouns.

2.3. INTERACTING SEMANTIC BASES: CENTRAL Pomo. In the Pomoan lan-
guages of California, two distinctions affect case categorization simultaneously.
Case marking has been described for Eastern Pomo in McLendon 1978 and for
Northern Pomo in O’Connor 1986 and 1987; O’Connor 1986 provides an es-
pecially useful discussion of case. The Central Pomo system is similar.

Case is distinguished in central Pomo on pronouns, which are morphologi-
cally free, and on some nouns referring to human beings. The pronominal sys-
tem distinguishes four persons and two numbers. There are three cases, two
core cases and an oblique. Some intransitive verbs appear with one core case,
some with the other. The Central Pomo cited here comes from the speech of
Mrs. Frances Jack of the Hopland rancheria (FJ), Mrs. Florence Paoli of the
Yokaya rancheria (FP), and Mrs. Eileen Oropeza (EO) and Mrs. Winifred Leal
(WL) of the Point Arena rancheria.

(14) Central Pomo 1sg. pronouns (FJ):
%a- p"diw  ?e. ‘I jumped.’ to- ?"dal. ‘I'm sick.’
“a- ?6yyow ?e. ‘'l went away.’ to- bacii-. ‘'I'm tired.’
The pronoun “a- ‘I’ used with the verbs on the left is also used with transitive
verbs to represent semantic agents.
(15) Central Pomo transitive agents (FJ):
%a- mui-tu ?é-ycadiw. ‘I chased him away.’
%a- mu-tu hk’tim siw. ‘I almost killed him.’
The pronoun to- used with the verbs on the right in 14 also appears with tran-
sitive verbs to represent semantic patients.
(16) Central Pomo transitive patients (FJ):
Mu-l to- ?¢-ycadiw. ‘He chased me away.’
Mu-l to- hk’tim siw. ‘He almost killed me.’
Most verbs denoting events appear with the first case.
(17) Central Pomo ?a- with events (FJ):

“a- waq'i’le. ‘1 would go. %a- p"adé-n. ‘I swam.’
“a- cato-ciw. ‘I stood up.’ “a- swé-lan. ‘1 play.’

a- q"adé-¢’. 1 fight.’ a- ¢"wd-n. ‘I crawl.’
%a- p"di-law. ‘I dove in.’ %a- géyow. ‘I arrived.’
a- sbic’. ‘I got up.’ a- cac’. ‘I escaped.’

a- q;"amlic’. ‘I turned around.’ ?a- ¢ané-n. ‘I talk.’
The second case appears with many verbs denoting states, as in 18.
(18) Central Pomo to- with states (FJ):
to- kasila. ‘I'm cold.’
Qabo-¢& ?e to-. ‘I'm full from overeating.’
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to- smad p'ta- ‘I feel sleepy.’

to- kits’ciw. ‘I'm scared.’

to- thdl. ‘I'm in pain.’

to- SCéw. ‘I'm stuck.’

to- ma- ts’o-ts’a. ‘I'm sad, lonesome.’

to- g"or'a. ‘I'm ticklish.’

lo- 7e gq’ands. ‘I'm weak.’

to- dat’oy. ‘I have a blister on my hand.’
to- mka-t'. ‘I'm surprised.’

But the first case also appears with many verbs denoting states.
(19) Central Pomo ?a- with states (FJ):

%a- béda ?*a-w. I live here.’

%a- ya-qac’'in. ‘I'm careful.’

“a- *na-¢’. ‘I'm hiding.’

%a- mati mtiw. ‘I'm lying down.’
%a- % q"a-m q'di. ‘I’'m kindhearted.’
%a- ?e ¢a-?baya. ‘I'm mean.’

2a- e bané-?t'aw. ‘I'm lazy.’

%a- ¢aw a-w. ‘I'm home.’

208 ?a- catom. ‘I'm still standing.’
%a- ma- bahe’in. ‘I'm conceited.’

And the second case appears with many verbs denoting events.
(20) Central Pomo to- with events (FJ):

to- l6-ya. 1 fell.” to- gasoyam. ‘I recovered.’
to- q'ald-w?k"e. Tl die.’ to: gamda?le¢’. ‘I got angry.’
to- maddts’Ciw. ‘I slipped.’ to- &"q'dala-w. ‘Ilost a bet.’
to- i mdal. ‘I fainted.’ tor ?qa-¢’. ‘I got lost.’
to- mcékciw. ‘I tripped.’ to- Pva-qan- ‘I remember.’
to- malaslasan. ‘I stumbled.’ to- s7u-¢’i’le.  ‘I'd forget.’
to- q"d- snam?”"e.  ‘I'll drown.’

to- q"da- *ném. ‘I fell in the water.’

to- sk"é-nada. ‘I'm getting well.’

The Central Pomo case system, like the Lakhota system, is obviously not based
on an aspectual distinction between events and states. It reflects semantic
agency. Participants cast in the first case, such as those who jump, chase, go
somewhere, reside in a particular place, and are careful, could be viewed as
performers, effectors, instigators, and controllers. Those cast in the second
case, such as those who are sick, chased away, and cold, and who fall and die,
are not.

2.3.1. ConTrOL. Inmost situations the semantic features characterizing pro-
totypical agents, performance/effect/instigation and control, co-occur. But in
some situations they do not: those who hiccough or sneeze do perform, effect,
and instigate the hiccoughs and sneezes, but they do not control them. In
Lakhota, case marking reflects performance/effect/instigation rather than con-
trol; hiccoughers and sneezers are referred to by Lakhota agent-case pronouns.
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In Central Pomo, case marking reflects control; hiccoughers and sneezers are
referred to by patient-case pronouns.
(21) Central Pomo performed by uncontrolled events—to- (FJ):

to- $¢ikciva. ‘I hiccoughed.’ to- té-q'. ‘I burped.’

to- Pés?esva. ‘I sneezed.’ to- msatcin. ‘I blushed.’

to- vat'. ‘I vomited.’ to: dalasciv. ‘I missed.’

to- K'a-sk'a-s. ‘I yawned.’ to- p"atavaq’. ‘I failed.”

to- ’t'é-Cva. ‘I choked.’ to- Syésvew. ‘I tremble.’

to- m¢"é-me'e-q’.  ‘I'm sweating.’ to- $q’'o-n. ‘I got a cramp.’
to- Stistiw. ‘I'm shivering.’

to- savasva-n. ‘I'm staggering.’

The role of control is well illustrated by a set of verbs that can appear with
either case. The case choice reflects the degree of control attributed to the
referent in the situation at hand.

(22) Central Pomo contrasts in control (FJ):

a. “a- sma mti-¢. ‘I went to bed.’
to- sma mti-cka. ‘I must have fallen asleep.’
b. 7a- ¢"ném. ‘I ran into it.’
to- ¢"'ném. ‘I bumped into it (not watching).’
c. “ar mat'ém. ‘I stepped on it (intentionally).’
to- mat’ém. ‘I stepped on it (accidentally).’
d. 7a K'li-k’lu-w. ‘I coughed (intentionally).’
to- K'li-k’lu-w. ‘I coughed (involuntarily).’
e. Wéno 7a- sdi-q’. ‘I swallowed my medicine.’
Q"awé- gadé-n to- sdi-q'. ‘1 swallowed my chewing gum.’

In 22 the participants in control act voluntarily, and those not in control act
involuntarily. Because control and volition so often co-occur, it is difficult to
disentangle their roles in case marking. One verb could suggest that control
takes precedence over volition in Central Pomo case marking, although a single
lexical item can be only suggestive. If I win in gambling, I may have wanted
or even intended to win (volition), but I cannot be said to have been in control.
The Central Pomo predicate ‘win in gambling’ appears with the patient case.

(23) Central Pomo volition without control—to- (FJ):
to- "6? ¢a-q’'ya. ‘I'm on a lucky streak (gambling).

2.3.2. AFFECTEDNESS. Not all out-of-control participants are classified
grammatically in Central Pomo as patients. The prototypical patient was char-
acterized above as ‘the participant which does not perform, initiate, or control
any situation but rather is affected by it in some way’. In Central Pomo, par-
ticipants must be both out of control and significantly affected to be classified
as patients.

The verbs in 18 above, with patient-case pronouns, denote states that sig-
nificantly affect their participants—being cold, satiated, sleepy, scared, in pain,
stuck, sad, lonesome, ticklish, weak, blistered, and surprised. Most imply that
something has befallen these participants, usually resulting in a temporary con-
dition. The predicates in 24, by contrast, denote inherent properties. They are
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timeless. Participants are not necessarily aware, or conscious, of their own
inherent attributes. Arguments of inherent-state predicates are cast as gram-
matical agents.

(24) Central Pomo inherent states (FJ)

%a- ?e gol. T'm tall.” %a- e Sma baku. ‘I'm deaf.’
a- e va-. ‘I'm strong.’ 2a- %e nasav. ‘I'm blind.’
%a- ?e q’di. ‘I'm good.’ %a- Pe Kl ‘I'm dark.’
%a- ?e basét. ‘T'm ugly.’ a- e quasoy. ‘I'm alive.’
%a- e hintil. ‘I'm Indian.’

“a- e msi-naw. ‘I'm beautiful.’

%a- %e doq'il. ‘I'm righthanded.’

The role of affectedness in case marking can be seen in inchoative construc-
tions. The coming into being of a state is viewed as affecting a participant more
than simply being in a state. In the sets of sentences in 25, basic adjectives
appear with agent-case arguments, while their inchoative counterparts appear
with patient-case arguments. This pattern appears in all persons and numbers.
The third person agent-case pronoun is mu-l, and the patient case mui-tu.

(25) Central Pomo inchoatives (FJ):

a. Yém %e “a-. ‘Tam old.’
Yémaq’ to-. ‘I have gotten old.’
Yém e mu-l. ‘He is old.’
Yémaq' mu-tu. ‘He has gotten old.’
b. Pliy % “a-. ‘I am fat.’
P'i-¢ya to-. ‘I have gotten fat.’
Py %e mu-l. ‘He is fat.’
P'i-¢ya mu-tu. ‘He has gotten fat.’
c. “ar macin. ‘T am lame.’
to- maciunaq’. ‘I got crippled.’
Mu-l maciin. ‘He is lame.’
Mu-tu macinaq’. ‘He got crippled.’

Not all affectedness is of equal importance. Affected participants are cast
as grammatical patients only when the speaker chooses to express empathy
with the affectedness.

Only nominals referring to human beings, or to those classed as human beings
(pets, animals in legends), can appear in the patient case. In the transitive
clauses in 26, the pronoun referring to a man appears in the patient case form
mii- tu, but the pronoun referring to a bee can only be the basic form mui-l.

(26) Central Pomo empathy and case (FJ):
Mu-tu ?a- hk’um. ‘I killed him.’
Mu-l ?a- hk’im. ‘I killed it (the bee).’
The same pattern restriction appears in intransitive sentences.
(27) Central Pomo empathy and case (FJ):
Q’ala-w mu-tu. ‘He died.’
Mu-l g’ala-w. ‘It (the bee) died.’

If the effect of an event or state is not evident to the speaker, patient-case

forms are not even used for human beings. With the predicate ‘feel warm’, for
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example, a patient-case pronoun is usually used for first persons, but an agent-
case pronoun is used for third persons. Speakers do not claim to feel what
another individual is feeling.

(28) Central Pomo empathy and case (FJ):

a. Ho mt'a- to. ‘I (PATIENT cASE) feel warm.’
Ho mt’a- mu-l. ‘He (AGENT CASE) feels warm.’

b. to- q"a”an-taw. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) was dreaming.’
Mu-l g"a?an-taw. ‘He (AGENT CASE) was dreaming.’

c. Sya-¢’a to-. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) am afraid.’
Sya-¢’a mu-l. ‘He (AGENT CASE) is afraid.’

d. to- ma’aco- mdal. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) am starving.’
Mu-l ma?aco- mdal. ‘He (AGENT CASE) is starving.’

Even when an event or state has a visible effect on a participant, the speaker
may choose not to portray the affectedness and not use a patient case. The
verb ¢ nd-w ‘fall’, for example, normally occurs with a grammatical patient,
but a speaker seeing a child fall down in the distance may refer to him or her
with the basic pronoun mu-[ rather than the patient case form mui-tu. Speakers
even opt not to use first-person patient forms in certain situations, when re-
porting or describing an event matter-of-factly, where the emphasis is not on
the affectedness but simply on the fact. The distinction can be subtle. A group
was discussing the new houses being built on one rancheria. Mrs. Oropeza
commented dispassionately that, for her part, she didn’t need a new house,
since she had no desire to move.'

(29) Central Pomo (EO):
a-=to béda=htow bé-=vo-w  dd--?-du-w o-w.
1.AGENT =CONTR here =from away = go-P want-RFL-IP-P not-P
‘I don’t want to go away from here.’
Béda ?a: q’la-w="k"e.
here 1.AGENT die-P=INF
I'll die here.’

With the verb ¢’law ‘die’, which usually appears with a grammatical patient,
she used an agent-case pronoun, simply referring to a fact. Moments later, the
same speaker used the same verb ‘die’ with a patient-case pronoun, this time
with more emotion:
(30) “a- ¢a= el ’Ci= hla to- q’la-=hla t' 0?
1.AGENT house =the get=if 1.paTIENT die=if  CONTR
‘What if 1 died after 1 got the house?’

The agent and patient case categories of Central Pomo, like those of Lakhota,
do not correspond to the subject and direct object categories of languages like
English even in transitive clauses. Central Pomo transitive clauses may contain

' The following abbreviations appear in Central Pomo glosses: AGT = grammatical agent. caus
= causative, CONTR = contrastive, IMM = immediate. INF = infinitive/future. IP = imperfective
aspect, P = perfective aspect, PAT = grammatical patient, RrL = reflexive. and sML = semel-
factive. Hyphens (-) indicate affixes: equals signs (=) indicate clitics.
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two agent-case arguments, two patient-case arguments, or one agent and one
patient, either of which might correspond to an English subject.

(31) Central Pomo:
a. Mul ?a- ?yd-g-an-ka-w "6-w. (FP)
3.AGT l.AGT remember-1P-caus-P not-P
‘I (AGENT CASE) couldn’t think of it (AGENT CASE).’
b. to-=wa mto Pd-qan? (FJ)
1.pAT=Q 2.PAT remember
‘Do you (PATIENT CASE) remember me (PATIENT CASE)?’
c. tor qaddal-m-ad=a mu-l. (FJ)
1.PAT hate-NON.EMPATHETIC-IP = 1MM 3.AGT
‘He (AGENT CASE) hates me (PATIENT CASE).’
d. Mu'l qgaddal=a to- 2ida-w. (FJ)
3.aGT hate =1MM L.PAT really
‘I (PATIENT CASE) really hate him (AGENT CASE).’

Case marking in Central Pomo is thus based on the interaction of two se-
mantic distinctions: control and significant affectedness. The grammatical pa-
tient case is more specific or more marked semantically than the agent case.
Core arguments are classified as grammatical patients only if they are simul-
taneously out of control and affected in such a way that the speaker chooses
to express empathy with them.

2.4. SUMMARY: THE DIVERSITY OF SEMANTIC BASES. Overall, the case sys-
tems of Guarani, Lakhota, and Central Pomo appear quite similar. In all of
these languages, one case is used for semantic agents of most transitive verbs
and the single argument of some intransitives, while a different case is used
for the semantic patients of most transitive verbs and the single argument of
other intransitives. The sets of verbs occurring with each case are largely the
same from one language to the next. Most verbs in the first set denote events
performed, effected, instigated, and controlled by their participants (‘jump’,
‘go’, ‘catch’). Most verbs in the second set denote states significantly affecting
their participants (‘be sick’, ‘be tired’, ‘be caught’).

In a few situations, the features of eventhood, performance/effect/instigation,
control, and affectedness do not cluster in the usual ways. It is here that the
differences among the three languages become apparent. In each language a
different feature is critical. In Guarani it is lexical aspect, specifically event-
hood; in Lakhota it is performance/effect/instigation; and in Central Pomo it
is the interaction of control and significant affectedness.

The kinds of intransitive verbs that reveal these differences can be seen in
Table 1. Criterial features are listed in the first column; P/E/l stands for per-
formed/effected/instigated. The symbols 1 and 1I identify the case used with
such verbs in each language—1I for active or grammatical agent, Il for stative
or grammatical patient. For the languages discussed here, performance, effect,
and instigation do not appear to function independently in case categorization.
Affectedness plays a role only with stative verbs.
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Guarani Lakhota C. Pomo
a. +event ‘jump’, ‘go’, ‘run’ 1 1 1
+P/E/l
+ control

b. +event ‘hiccough’, ‘sneeze’, ‘vomit’ 1 I 11
+P/E/
— control

c. +event ‘fall’, ‘die’, ‘slip’ 1 11 11
—P/E/N
— control

d. —event ‘reside’, ‘be prudent’, ‘be patient’ 11 1 1
+P/E/N
+ control

e. —event ‘be tall’, ‘be strong’, ‘be righthanded’ 11 11 1
—P/E/N
— control
—affect

f. —event ‘be sick’, ‘be tired’, ‘be cold’ 11 11 11
—P/E/
— control
+ affect

TaBLE 1. Summary of case marking.

3. DIACHRONIC STABILITY OF THE SEMANTIC DISTINCTIONS. If multiple dis-
tinctions can affect case categorization simultaneously within a language, as
in Central Pomo, we might wonder whether the distinctions underlying such
systems can shift over time. We know that active/agentive case marking has
persisted in some languages for a considerable period. It has been documented,
for instance, in both Classical and Modern Guarani, and across the rest of the
Tupi-Guarani family as well (Jensen 1990). It is found not only in Central Pomo,
but also in other Pomoan languages, as can be seen from the Kashaya material
in Oswalt 1960, 1964, the Southeastern Pomo in Moshinsky 1974, the Eastern
Pomo in McLendon 1978, and the Northern Pomo in O’Connor 1986 and 1987.
Among the Siouan languages, it is not limited to Lakhota, but appears across
the family, as is clear from the lexical and textual material provided on loway
in Hamilton & Irvin 1848, on Tutelo in Hale 1883, on Omaha and Ponca in
Dorsey 1890, on Biloxi and Ofo in Dorsey & Swanton 1912, on Osage in La
Flesche 1932, on Winnebago in Lipkind 1945, on Crow in Lowie 1960a-b and
Medicine Horse 1987, on Assiniboine in Levin 1964, on Hidatsa in Matthews
1965, and on Mandan in Hollow 1970.

The Siouan languages are remotely related to two other groups, the Caddoan
and Iroquoian languages (Allen 1931, Chafe 1964, 1976). These languages also
exhibit active/agentive pronominal case marking. The case systems in the mod-
ern Siouan, Caddoan, and Iroquoian languages are not precisely equivalent in
detail, however. A comparison of these groups, focusing on one modern lan-
guage from each group, reveals ways in which case categories of this type can
shift over time.
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3.1. CabpoaN. The Caddoan family includes Caddo, Wichita, Kitsai, Paw-
nee, and Arikara. As in Guarani and Lakhota, nouns in these languages bear
no case marking, but case is distinguished by pronominal prefixes on verbs.
Separate pronominal forms exist for first, second, inclusive, and indefinite third
persons. There are no prefixes for referential third persons. Arguments of in-
transitive clauses do not all appear in the same case, as can be seen in 32. The
Caddo material cited here comes from the speech of Sadie Bedoka Weller (SB)
of Anadarko, Oklahoma, recorded by Wallace Chafe.

(32) Caddo 1sg. pronouns (SB):

a. ci:widahsSahyah. ‘T jumped.’
cihahytincah. ‘I'm going to go home.’
b. hakkut?naw uhsa?. ‘I'm sick.’
ku:tay?ayah. ‘I'm tired, disgusted, fed up.’

The pronoun ci- in the verbs of 32a is also used for semantic agents of transitive
clauses.
(33) Caddo transitive agents (SB):
ci:wida:kuhnah. ‘I grabbed him.’
ci:ki:?Cah. ‘I’'m going to kill him.’
The pronoun ku- in the verbs of 32b is also used for semantic patients of tran-
sitive clauses.
(34) Caddo transitive patients (SB):
ku:wida:kuhnah. ‘He grabbed me.’
ku:ki:?¢ah. ‘He’s going to kill me.’
As in the other languages, the first case typically appears with verbs denoting
events, as in 35.
(35) Caddo ci- with events (SB):

ci:dih?a?. ‘T'll go.”
ci:nihsaha:yah. ‘I stood up.’
hitciwtahsa?. ‘I fought.’
cika:cutan?ahuhnah. ‘I backed up.’
hitcihwatnukahyuh. ‘I dove in.’
hitciyahkis. ‘I bathed, swam.’
hahcihawkahsi?sa?. ‘I'm whispering.’
ci:yunkihah. ‘I'm running off.’
hahciwka:nna:sa?. ‘I'm talking.’
hahcisdawda?sa?. ‘I’'m gambling.’
hahcihanniwkisa?. ‘I'm digging.’
hahci:cudakanniyah. ‘I'm crawling on the floor.’
cithahnin?a?. ‘I'll stop.”

The second case appears with verbs denoting states.
(36) Caddo ku- with states (SB):
hakku:nassa?. ‘I'm cold.’
kubindaynih?a?. ‘I'm full (I've had plenty).’
ku:cahahdah. ‘I’'m satisfied.’
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hakkudikin?usa®. ‘I'm sleepy.’
hakkuka:wisay?aysa?. ‘I'm angry.’
hakkunah?niihsa?. ‘I'm hungry.’
hakkuyahk’ an?usa?. ‘I'm thirsty.’
ku:hi:nihah. ‘I'm afraid.’
hakku:cihdahsa?. ‘I'm sad.’
hakkuskiimmainku?sa®. ‘I'm dizzy.
kiubam?itna?. ‘I'm weak.’
hakkukadadihsa?. ‘I'm apprehensive.’
hakkuanca?suh. ‘I'm awful hot.’
hakku:tamma?sa”. ‘I'm embarrassed.’
ku:t'ic’ ahkii®hah. ‘I'm enthused.’
hakkukdaw?a?sa?. ‘I'm nauseated.’

Yet, as in Lakhota and Central Pomo, the first case sometimes appears with
verbs denoting states.

(37) Caddo ci- with states (SB):

nahci?va?. ‘I live there, am there.’
hahci:ka:wisa?. ‘I'm sitting by the fire.’
hah?uhcih?va?. ‘I'm still living.’
kiici:wivas?nihnah. ‘I just remained standing.’
hitcikka?a:v?ah. ‘I was in the crowd.’
hitci:dakin. ‘I wore a shawl.’
¢’ayk’ah ci:?ah. ‘I'm greedy.’

widahciwa? ci:?ah. ‘I'm awkward, clumsy.’
wi?nd:nit ci:?ah. ‘I'm gentle.’

winnd:?ah ci:?ah. ‘I'm ornery, mean.’

Conversely, the second case also appears with events.
(38) Caddo ku- with events (SB):

kunawyanhi?ah. ‘I fell.”
hikku:wiyannin?unah. ‘I stumbled.’
hikku:nibahyunih. ‘I slipped.’
ku:wiyahyasatciih?nah. ‘I got lost.’

takkukaw ?ahkidah. ‘I remembered it.’
kudaw?nah. ‘I ran into (a tree).’
kukaywdahdi?a?. ‘I’ll forget.’
kaykahihcah. ‘I'm going to get stuck.’
ku:ki:?ah. ‘I lost a bet, got killed.’
kukappakkah. ‘I got scared.’

The primary distinction underlying Caddo case marking is clearly not aspect.
It is agency. Those who jump, grab, Kkill, live in a place, and sit by the fire are
classified as grammatical agents: they perform, effect, instigate and control.
Those who are sick, tired, grabbed, and killed, and who fall, are classified as
grammatical patients: they do not perform, effect, instigate, and control.
When the usual components of agency do not coincide, Caddo case marking
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reflects control. Those not in control of events are classified grammatically as
patients, even if they are performers, effectors, and instigators.
(39) Caddo performance without control—ku- (SB):
hikank’uhc’i?. ‘I hiccoughed.’

hikku:wisnu?. ‘I coughed.”
kunnaskudah. ‘I choked.’
hakkukawtahsa?. ‘I'm sweating.’

kun?nawtakah. ‘I got an erection.’

hikkuhawkatdikahih.
hakkuka:suhanna:sa®.
kuhan?ay?unah.

ku:t’ awya:wnutnah.

‘I stuttered.’
‘I'm staggering.’
‘I laughed.’

‘I smiled.’

kukah?iw?nah. ‘I burped.’

As in Central Pomo, lack of control is not sufficient grounds for classification
as a grammatical patient. A second requirement is affectedness. The verbs in
32 and 36 with patient-case prefixes all denote states that significantly affect
their participants—being sick, tired, cold, satiated, sleepy, angry, hungry,
thirsty, afraid, sad, dizzy, weak, apprehensive, hot, embarrassed, enthused,
nauseated, and dry/exhausted. Often something has happened to the participant
that has resulted in a condition of which the participant is aware. By contrast,
inherent properties of arguments are generally expressed in Caddo with a dif-
ferent construction, an adjective plus the verb ya?ah ‘be’. This verb always
appears with the agent case, as in 40.

(40) Caddo inherent states with ci- (SB):

hadiba? ci:?ah. ‘I'm tall.’

hadiinku? ci:?ah. ‘I'm short.’
biduhk’uh ci:?ah. ‘I'm short and squat.’
ha?ik’ay ci:?ah. ‘I'm strong.’

ha?imay ci:?ah. ‘I'm big.’

hayiihtiti? ci:?ah. ‘I'm small.’

hasa:yvu? ci:?ah. ‘I'm fat.’

widahni? ci:?ah. ‘I'm intelligent.’
ha?ahat ci:?ah. ‘I'm good.’

habarah ci:?ah. ‘I'm bad.’

hasak’ay ci:?ah.

‘I'm light-skinned.’

In Caddo, as in Central Pomo, the coming into being of a state is viewed as
having more effect than simply being in a state; I am considered more affected
by a change that happens to me than by a property that I embody. While
inherent properties are expressed with adjectives plus the verb ‘be’ with agent
case, inchoatives are expressed with adjectives plus a verb ‘become’ with pa-
tient case.

(41) Caddo inchoatives (SB):
habiwkat ci:?ah.
habiwkat hakku:nihsa?.

‘I (AGENT CASE) am old.’
‘I (PATIENT CASE) am getting old.’
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As in Lakhota and Central Pomo, the Caddo agent and patient categories
are not equivalent to the subject and object categories of languages like English
even in transitive clauses. Thus, for instance, the first-person arguments in 42
are categorized as transitive subjects in English but as grammatical patients in
Caddo.

(42) English transitive subjects = Caddo grammatical patients (SB):
ki :?nutah. ‘I (PATIENT CcASE) like it.’
ka:nit’aihah. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) want it.’

As in other languages, processes of grammaticization can sometimes obscure
the semantic basis of case selection. The verb ‘to lose’ might be expected to
appear with a patient case in Caddo (as it does in Central Pomo), since losing
an object is normally not controlled. It appears with agent case pronouns,
however.

(43) Caddo grammaticization (SB):
ci:yinih?nah. ‘I (AGENT CASE) lost (something).’

This verb stem consists of yunik- ‘absent’ plus a causative suffix -?n and
means literally ‘I caused it to be absent’. Case selection has been grammaticized
with causative verbs: all verbs containing the causative suffix automatically
appear with the agent case, regardless of the actual degree of control involved
in the particular situation.

Lexicalization can also obscure the basis on which case was initially estab-
lished. The verb in 44 contains an agent prefix.

(44) Caddo lexicalization (SB):
hakihahyiiysa?. ‘We (AGENT) die.’
The case choice initially seems strange, since dying is normally beyond one’s
control, and anyone who dies is certainly significantly affected. This verb ac-
tually consists of a progressive prefix hdk-, an indefinite (first person inclusive)
agent pronominal prefix yi-, the verb stem -hah-yin- ‘go home’ and a pro-
gressive suffix -sa?. The full verb means literally ‘one goes home’. Since going
home is usually under the control of the participant, that stem has been lexi-
calized with agent case pronouns.

Case marking in the other Caddoan languages, Wichita (Rood 1976), Kitsai
(Lesser 1977), Pawnee (Parks 1976), and Arikara (Merlan 1975, 1985), is similar
to that in Caddo—basically agent-patient. Those who jump, grab, go places,
and are tall are classified as grammatical agents. Those who are out of control
and significantly affected, such as persons who are sick, tired, and cold, and
who live in a place, fall, hiccough, and like something, are classified as gram-
matical patients.

3.2. IroqQuoiaN. Remotely related to Siouan and Caddoan are the Iroquoian
languages. The Iroquoian family includes Huron, mentioned at the beginning
of §1, as well as Mohawk, Oneida, Onondaga, Susquehannock, Cayuga, Se-
neca, Tuscarora, Nottoway, and Cherokee. In all of these languages, as in
Siouan and Caddoan, nouns bear no case marking, but obligatory pronominal
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prefixes on verbs distinguish core case.? The Iroquoian pronouns distinguish
three persons, two numbers, and inclusive and exclusive first person. Argu-
ments of intransitive verbs do not all appear in the same case.

All of the Iroquoian languages show essentially the same case-marking pat-
terns. They are illustrated here with Mohawk examples from the speakers at
Kahnawa:ke and Kanehsata:ke (Oka), Quebec; from Ahkwesahsne, New York
and Quebec; and from Six Nations, Ontario, listed in the Acknowledgments
note. All the Mohawk forms below were rechecked with Mrs. Annette Jacobs
(AJ) of Kahnawa:ke and are given in that dialect.

(45) Mohawk Isg. pronouns (Al):

a. wa’katkétsko?. ‘I got up.’
akahti:ti?. ‘T'll go away.’

b. wakenuhwdktani. ‘I'm sick.’
tewakhwisphé:yu. ‘I'm tired.

The pronoun k- ‘I’ in the verbs in 45a is also used for semantic agents of
transitive clauses.
(46) Mohawk 1sg. transitive agents (AJ):
tkshere?s. ‘I chase it.’
akéryo?. ‘Il kill it.”
The pronoun wak- ‘I’ in the verbs in 45b is also used for semantic patients of
transitive clauses.
(47) Mohawk 1sg. transitive patients (AJ):
wakshere?s. ‘It chases me.’
awakéryo?. ‘It will kill me.’
The basis for the case distinction in the Iroquoian languages is more complex

than in the Siouan and Caddoan languages, but the complexities are not ar-
bitrary.

3.2.1. ASPECT VERSUS AGENCY. As would be expected, the first case most
often appears with verbs denoting events.

(48) Mohawk k- with events (AlJ):

katd:was. ‘I swim.’ kateri:yos. ‘I fight.’
katsherii:nis. ‘I dress up.’ tékya?s. ‘I gamble.’
akdshete?. ‘I'll count.”  kata:tis. ‘I talk.’
ake?nyd:ka?ne? I'll escape.” akdthkwi?te?. ‘I'll move over.’
wa?katita?. ‘I got in.’ sakahkete? ‘I went back.’
wa kerdtha®. ‘I climbed.” wa?kd:rate?. ‘I lay down.’

The second case appears with many verbs denoting states.
(49) Mohawk wak- with states (AJ):

wakdhtu. ‘I'm full, satiated.’
wakhterii:ni. ‘I'm afraid.’
waktsi?yo:ha. ‘I'm weak.’

2 Most Mohawk nouns contain pronominal prefixes similar in form to those that appear in verbs,
but these do not reflect their case roles within the clause.
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wakatshenti:ni. ‘I'm happy.’

wake nikuhri:ty. ‘I'm depressed.’
waki:ty. ‘I'm poor, pitiful.’
wakore ?sa”. ‘I'm fat.’
wakenhra:thy. ‘I have grey hair.’

An aspectual distinction between events and states does not account for all
case marking, however. The first case also appears with verbs denoting states.

(50) Mohawk k- with states (Al):

kendkere?. ‘I reside (somewhere).’

ke ?niki:rara?. ‘I'm careful.’

katorha?. ‘I'm lazy.’

ki:teru. ‘I'm home, I live (in a place).’
keweyi:te?. ‘I know how.’

ke?néshas. ‘I'm envious.’

kena:ye. ‘I’'m conceited.’

The second case also appears with verbs dendting events. (The combination
of aorist tense wa?- and first person wak- yields uk-. In the Kahnawa:ke dialect
k appears as t before y.)

(51) Mohawk wak- with events (AJ):

wa?tewako?tsisko?. ‘I slipped.’

awaki:ta?we?. ‘T’ll sleep.’

wakahta?s. ‘I get full, satiated.’

wakena:khwas. ‘I get angry.’

watyé:was. ‘I fail to find.’

tawaksteriha?. ‘'l hurry.’

awake ’nikithrhg?. ‘I'll forget.’

awakitskwehtaryehste?. ‘Ul slip on ice.’

ukwatphré:Puhske?. ‘I was widowed, became a widow(er).’
ukeno:ru?se?. ‘I collapsed: it was so difficult that I quit.’

Agency provides a better account of case choice here. Participants who get
up, chase, swim, and are careful perform/effect/instigate and control, while
those who are sick, chased, and afraid, and who slip, do not.

It was shown above that, in Lakhota, performance, effect, and instigation
take precedence over control, while in Caddo control is the criterial feature.
In Mohawk both patterns exist.

(52) Mohawk performance without control—k- (AJ):

wa?kdahsa?ke?. ‘I coughed.’
wa?kdtstike?. ‘I vomited.’
tekewawiheks. ‘I choke.’
katehyda:rus. ‘I grow.’
skate?wahtha?. ‘I miss my aim.’
wa tkaterys?tawirye?. ‘I made a mistake.’

(53) Mohawk performance without control—wak- (AJ):
wakhnyo:tskare?. ‘I have the hiccoughs.’
wa tewaki?tsuhkwe?. ‘I sneezed.’
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tawakskarda:wate? ‘I will yawn.’
watya?tishiihkhwa?. ‘I tremble.’
wakew:nis. ‘I stutter.’
utyéshu?. ‘I smiled.’

Some of the variation stems from the extensive idiomaticity that pervades the
Mohawk lexicon, particularly the small set of verbs denoting events that are
performed but not controlled by the central participant. The literal meanings
of some of these verbs can still be recovered, such as wa?tkaterya?tawjrye?
‘I made a mistake’, literally ‘I mixed my knowing’. Other forms are sufficiently
complex morphologically that it is clear they were once idioms, but their orig-
inal literal senses are no longer recoverable.

One verb suggests that control might take precedence over volition, although
a single verb cannot constitute sufficient evidence for a firm conclusion. Pre-
sumably fishermen always want to catch fish (+ volition) but cannot control
their luck. The verb -enaw- ‘have extraordinarily good luck in fishing” appears
with the patient case.

(54) Mohawk volition without control—wak- (AJ):
uké:nawe?. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) was lucky in fishing, caught a lot (of
fish).’
Whatever the relative importance of performance, control, and volition, the
verbs in this section indicate that Mohawk case marking is sensitive to agency.
Yet this is not the full story.

3.2.2. AFFECTEDNESS. Agency accounted well for the differences in case
marking with the stative verbs in 49 and 50 above. Those classified as agents—
people who reside in a place, are careful, lazy, at home, envious, and con-
ceited—could be viewed as performers and controllers. Those classified as
patients—people who are satiated, afraid, weak, happy, and depressed—would
not be. But agency does not account for all case marking with states. As in
Caddo, affectedness also plays a role. People may not control their height any
more than their happiness, but they are usually less affected by being tall than
by being happy. Stative verbs denoting inherent properties like being tall appear
with agent-case pronouns.

(55) Mohawk inherent states with k- (AJ):

khnj:yes. ‘I'm tall.’
ke?shatste?. ‘I'm strong.’
kkowd:na. ‘I'm big.’
ka? nikad:?a. ‘I'm small.’
khétka. ‘I'm ugly.’
keksd:?a. ‘I'm a child.’
kukwehi:we. ‘I'm Indian.’
kiinhe?. ‘I'm alive.’

This distinction of affectedness accounts for case marking with another set
of verbs. A large number of stative verbs are appropriate only for inanimate
arguments. In Lakhota and Caddo the arguments of such verbs would never
be distinguished for case, because those languages contain no definite third-
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person pronominal prefixes. In Iroquoian, however, such verbs appear with
obligatory, case-marked pronominal prefixes. Some appear with neuter agent
pronouns (w- before certain vowels, ka- elsewhere).

(56) Mohawk states with neuter agents (AJ):

kard:ka. ‘It’s white.’
kahu:tsi. ‘It’s dark, black.’
tkayé:ri. ‘It’s right, correct.’
ka:tas. ‘It’s thick.’
kato:ka. ‘It’s certain.’
kané:ru. ‘It’s precious.’
tewatakwihtu. ‘It’s flat.’
sha?té:wa. ‘It’s the same size.’

Others appear with neuter patient pronouns.
(57) Mohawk states with neuter patients (AJ):

yostdtha. ‘It’s dry.’
yohteru. ‘It’s dangerous.’
yohra:rute?. ‘It’s empty.’

yohri:tu.
yoka:rute?.

‘It’s hanging.’
‘It has a hole.’

yohyo?thi:ye. ‘It’s sharp.’
yoke:tote?. ‘It’s protruding.’
yond:nawa. ‘It’s damp.’

The difference between these two sets of verbs is obviously not performance
or control. It is affectedness. Being white, dark, right, thick, certain, precious,
flat, or a certain size, like being tall or strong, are considered inherent prop-
erties. Verbs denoting these states appear with agent-case arguments. By con-
trast, being dry, dangerous, empty, hanging, etc., like being satiated or afraid,
are considered resultant, possibly temporary conditions: something has hap-
pened to their participants. Verbs denoting these conditions appear with pa-
tient-case arguments.

3.2.3. THE GRAMMATICIZATION OF ASPECT. A large number of verbs occur
with patient-case pronouns that might seem surprising on semantic grounds.
(58) Mohawk patients (AJ):
wakatd-wa.
tewaksha:ktu.

‘I (PATIENT CASE) have bathed.’
‘I (PATIENT CASE) have bent (it).’

yewakatewandty. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) have telephoned.’
wake ’nikuhrha:ty. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) have cheated.’
wakerdakwa. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) have chosen.’

wakenho:tu. ‘I (PATIENT CcASE) have closed (it).’
Mohawk verbs fall into two categories on the basis of their aspectual inflection.
Some verbs denote only states and appear in only one aspect, the stative. Other

verbs denote events and appear in three different aspects, marked by verbal
suffixes.
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(59) Mohawk aspects (AJ):

a. kahtjtye?s. ‘I (AGENT CASE) go away (often).’
b. akahtji:ti?. ‘I (AGENT CASE) will go away.’
c. wakahtityu. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) have gone away.’

The verb in 59a is used for habitual, ongoing, and generic activities. That in
59b, traditionally termed the punctual, is a perfective, and that in 59¢, marked
with the same suffix as many stative verbs, is a perfect. It describes a resultant
state, the effect of an earlier event.

An interesting feature of the aspectual system is its interaction with case
marking. The habitual and perfective aspect verbs in 59a-b appear with the
agent-case pronoun k-; the perfect aspect verb in 59c appears with the patient-
case pronoun wak-. Arguments of intransitive verbs in the perfect aspect, i.e.
participants currently affected by an earlier event, are systematically classified
as grammatical patients. The verbs in 58 thus contain patient-case pronouns
because they are in the perfect aspect. Speakers have no choice: case selection
has been fully grammaticized in this aspect. Because nearly all verbs denoting
events appear in all three aspects, the generalization of patient case in the
perfect has had a substantial effect on case marking patterns in the Iroquoian
languages.?

3.2.4. LExicALIZATION. As in other languages, the process of lexicalization
can result in seemingly unmotivated case choices in several ways. When a verb
enters the language, it becomes established with a particular case. Smiling, for
example, was apparently viewed initially as uncontrolled: the verb -yeshu
‘smile’ has been lexicalized with a patient pronoun. The patient case appears
every time the verb is used, not only to describe involuntary grinning, but even
in requests to smile for a photograph.

(60) Mohawk (AJ):
watyéshu?. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) am smiling.’
sayéshu! ‘(You PATIENT CASE) Smile!’

3 Northern Iroquoian statives actually have two interpretations with verbs denoting events, as
first shown by Chafe (1980) for Seneca. He pointed out that with some verbs, particularly those
denoting events with perceptible consequences like those in 58, the stative aspect is interpreted
as a perfect. With others, it indicates a continuous activity. Some verbs, like Mohawk
tewakatska:hyu, can be interpreted both ways—'I have eaten’ or ‘I am eating’. Whatever the in-
terpretation, the single core argument appears as a grammatical patient in this aspect.

In transitive verbs involving two animate core arguments, there is no shift in case. The transitive
pronominal prefixes remain the same in all aspects.

(i) Mohawk transitives (AJ):

HaBiTuAL  khehrewdhtha?. ‘I (AGT) punish her (pAT).’
PERFECTIVE gkhehré:wahte?. ‘I (acT) will punish her (PAT).’
PERFECT khehrewdahtu. ‘I (aGT) have punished her (PaT).’

Intransitive verbs whose single arguments would be patients anyway appear with patient-case
prefixes in all aspects.
(i) Mohawk aspect (AJ):
HABITUAL  wake?nikithrha?s. ‘I (PATIENT) forget.’
PERFECTIVE gawake?nikithrha?. ‘I (PATIENT) Will forget.’
PERFECT wake?nikuhrhi:?s. ‘1 (PATIENT) have forgotten.’
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A Mohawk verb meaning ‘ride horseback’ appears with patient-case prefixes,

like its cognate in related languages.

(61) Mohawk (AJ):
awakhsa:ta?. I (PATIENT CcASE) will ride (horseback).’

The case might seem odd until it is realized that the verb root -Asata actually
means ‘carry on one’s back’. (The pronominal prefix wak- is used both for a
first-person patient alone and for a first-person patient acted on by a nonhuman
agent—"it/me’.) The literal meaning of 61 is ‘it will carry me on its back’. This
verb is used for riding any animal as well as for riding piggyback, but not for
riding a bicycle, etc. Interestingly, speakers have initially shown surprise when
the literal meaning of the verb was pointed out, but they soon recognized the
connection between riding and carrying. The verbs for riding an animal and
for carrying on the back are separate lexical items for those speakers, learned
and used as separate units.

When the meaning of a verb is extended, the original case usually remains
unaltered. The verb ‘yell, scream’, for instance, appears in Mohawk, like its
cognate in other Iroquoian languages, with patient pronouns in all three aspects
and in commands.

(62) Mohawk (AJ):

tewakharéhtha?. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) yell.’
wa?tewakhj:rehte?. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) yelled.’
tewakharéhtu. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) have yelled.’
tesahj:reht. ‘(You PATIENT CASE) Yell!’

The suffix -At is a causative, suggesting that the verb may once have meant
something like ‘it makes me scream, yell’, etc. The root no longer occurs
without the causative in any of the modern languages. The verbs in 62, like
their cognates in the other languages, are now used for both voluntary and
involuntary actions, but the original patient-case selection remains unaltered.
Case usually remains unchanged even when the meaning of the verb shifts
completely. People who throw things would seem highly agentive semantically,
but the verb ‘throw’ appears in Mohawk with patient pronouns.
(63) Mohawk (AJ):
yewakatye?s. ‘I (PATIENT CASE) throw (it)
isi? ya?sa:ti. ‘(You (PATIENT case) Throw (it) away!”
This verb has cognates meaning ‘throw’ throughout the family, all appearing
with patient-case prefixes, so it is clear that the form is quite old. The verb
stem has an additional sense in Mohawk, Oneida, and Tuscarora. Without a
directional prefix such as the translocative ye-/ya? in 63, it means ‘lose’: Mo-
hawk wakdtye?s ‘1 (PATIENT cASE) lose (it)’. (The directional prefixes do not
ordinarily affect case marking.) Even with the semantic extension from ‘lose’
to ‘throw’, the case has remained unaltered: throwers are classified grammat-
ically as patients. In Onondaga, Cayuga, Seneca, and Cherokee, the original
meaning ‘lose’ has been lost entirely, rendering the basis for case selection
opaque.
Straightness certainly seems like an inherent property, so we might expect

)
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a verb meaning ‘be straight’ to appear with the agent case. Yet this verb appears
in Mohawk with the patient case.
(64) Mohawk (AJ):
yottakwarihsyu. ‘It (PATIENT CASE) is straight.’

An understanding of the derivational history of the verb clarifies the basis for
case marking. The verb consists of the neuter patient prefix yo-, the semi-
reflexive (middle voice) -at-, the root -ta-kwar- ‘bulge’, a stative suffix -i, a
reversive suffix -Asy- ‘un-’, and a second stative suffix -u. The literal meaning
of the verb is ‘it has unbulged (itself)’. This verb is now used for inherent states
as well: yothahakwarihsyu, with incorporated noun root -hah- ‘road’, means
‘the road is straight’.*

Finally, the development of lexical items can obscure the initial motivation
for case selection in another way. It would seem that no one is more agentive
semantically than a worker, yet this verb ‘work’ appears only with patient-
case pronouns in Mohawk.

(65) Mohawk (AJ):

wakyo?te?. ‘I (PATIENT CcASE) work.’ (HABITUAL)
awakyo?tp?. I (PATIENT CcASE) will work.’ (PERFECTIVE)
wakyo?t. ‘I (PATIENT CcASE) have worked.” (STATIVE/PERFECT)
sayo?te?. ‘(You PATIENT CASE) Work?!" (IMPERATIVE)

Comparative evidence indicates that this verb began as a basic stative, perhaps
meaning something like ‘be occupied, engaged’. (In modern Oneida the root
-yo?te? plus a causative means ‘bother’.) Modern stative forms in the other
languages are cognate: Oneida wakyo:te?, Onondaga akyo?te?, Cayuga
akriho?te?, Seneca akyd.?te?, Tuscarora wakyi?nz?. (The Cayuga and Seneca
forms contain an incorporated noun root *-rihw- ‘matter, affair’.) It was only
after the languages had diverged that new aspectual forms were derived, and
working was expressed as an event—a habitual activity, a perfective act, or a
command.

Different devices were used in the various languages to derive the new as-
pectual forms. In Mohawk, an original stative form wakyé ?te ? was adopted as
the habitual with its patient-case prefix intact, and new punctual, perfect, and
imperative forms were derived, all retaining the patient case. Oneida forms

* The semireflexive is somewhat similar to a middle-voice marker, not unlike some reflexives
in Romance languages. Its basic function can be seen by comparing the verbs wakétsko? 1 raised
(it)" and wa “katkétsko? 1 got up’, or gké:sere? *I'll drag (it)” and gkaté:sere? I'll crawl’. It contrasts
subtly with the full reflexive -arat- in implying less conceptual separation between the roles of
agent and patient. It appears with large numbers of verbs but is clearly derivational. producing
autonomous lexical items. Many roots that appear with the semireflexive never appear without it.
Combinations are often not fully transparent semantically: the root -hniny- means ‘buy’, but the
stem -ata-hning-, composed of that root plus the semireflexive, means ‘sell’. The majority of
semireflexive verbs appear with agent-case pronouns in the habitual and perfective aspects. like
the forms here. The core participant instigates and controls an action intimately involving him- or
herself. Many semireflexive verbs appear with patient-case pronouns, however:; an example is
wakathyi:te? ‘] hear’. Hearers neither instigate nor control their hearing. (This root does not occur
without the semireflexive.)
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were derived in the same way, but the patient-case pronoun was replaced with
the agent case: akyo:ti? ‘1 will work’. In Onondaga a distributive suffix was
added to the older stative to form a new habitual verb, but the patient case
was retained. The perfective stem took the same form: gwa:kyo?tehg?
(g-wak-yo?te-hg-? FUTURE-1.PATIENT-WOrk-DISTRIBUTIVE-PUNCTUAL) ‘I will
work’. In Cayuga and Seneca causative and semireflexive affixes were added,
and agent case-prefixes were used: Cayuga gkatrihd?ta:t and Seneca
gkatyo:?ta:t (g-k-at-rihw-o0?t-at FUTURE-1.AGENT-SEMIREFLEXIVE-matter-work-
caUSATIVE) ‘1 will cause myself to be engaged in the matter’ > ‘I will work’.

The extension of this verb -yo?te ?from a stative ‘be occupied’ to a full active
verb ‘work’ may have been prompted by European contact. A general term
for work may not have been necessary in precontact times; one carried out a
variety of activities necessary to daily life, but there may not have been an
important distinction between work and leisure. As Reginald Henry, a Cayuga
speaker, points out (personal communication, 1990), verbs like the newer Ca-
yuga habitual katriho?ta:s ‘1 work’ are usually used even now for paid em-
ployment outside of the home. If one is working around the house, more specific
verbs are usually used—plowing, planting, washing, etc.

Case in Mohawk, as in the other Iroquoian languages, reflects a variety of
distinctions (some not discussed here), but the role of each can be obscured
by grammaticization and/or lexicalization.

3.3. SHIFT OF DEFINING FEATURES OVER TIME. Comparison of the related La-
khota (Siouan), Caddo (Caddoan), and Mohawk (Iroquoian) systems shows
that the semantic bases of case categorization can shift over time. Proto-Siouan-
Caddoan-Iroquoian case marking was apparently based on agency. Agency
remains the primary distinction in the modern Siouan and Caddoan languages,
but another major distinction has been added in Iroquoian: aspect. A com-
parison of the pronominal systems of these three groups of languages reveals
a likely stimulus for the shift.

The Proto-Siouan-Caddoan-Iroquoian pronominal system contained prefixes
only for first and second persons, a common pattern crosslinguistically (Chafe
1977, Mithun 1991a). Cognates for first and second person prefixes can be found
across the three groups. The modern Siouan languages still contain only first
and second person pronominal prefixes. The Caddoan languages contain first,
second, and indefinite human third person pronominal prefixes. In Proto-
Siouan-Caddoan-Iroquoian, as in the modern Siouan and Caddoan languages,
case distinctions were made only for human beings. The Iroquoian languages,
however, have developed full sets of third person pronominal prefixes referring
to both humans and nonhumans. This development probably prompted the shift
in the semantic basis underlying case marking.

Crosslinguistically, case systems based on agency are frequently restricted
to nominals referring to human beings. Such features as performance, effect,
instigation, and control are more readily attributable to human beings than to
inanimate objects. A similar system in Haida appears only in Isg. and Iplu.
pronouns (Lawrence 1977). Dixon 1910 describes a Chimariko system based



ACTIVE/AGENTIVE CASE MARKING 537

on control that is restricted to 1sg. and Iplu. Tonkawa exhibits a case distinction
in pronominal affixes based on control, and affixes exist only for first and
second persons (Hoijer 1931). The Muskogean languages show case distinctions
based on control and contain pronominal affixes only for first and second per-
sons. (See Nicklas 1974, Heath 1977, Davies 1986, Ulrich 1986, and Jelinek
1990 on Choctaw; Nathan 1977 on Florida Seminole; Booker 1980 on Proto-
Muskogean; Boynton 1982 on Mikasuki; Lupardus 1982 and Hardy & Davis
1992 on Alabama; Munro & Gordon 1982 on Western Muskogean; and Kimball
1985 on Koasati.) A Chitimacha system described in Swadesh 1946 operates
only within first person. The volition distinction described in DeLancey 1985
for Lhasa Tibetan is restricted to first persons and to second persons in inter-
rogatives. The Tsova-Tush control distinction described in Holisky 1983, 1987
is limited to first and second persons. The Central Pomo system distinguishes
control and affectedness in nominals referring to humans only. The Georgian
system distinguishing agents in Series 1l verbs, described in Harris 1981, 1982,
is restricted to human beings. The Yuki system described by Kroeber 1911 and
Elmendorf 1981 is restricted to animates.

Sometime after their separation from the Siouan and Caddoan languages,
the Iroquoian languages developed obligatory pronominal prefixes referring to
both human and nonhuman third persons. A substantial proportion of verbs,
particularly those denoting states, appear only with nonhuman arguments. A
distinction based on agency would have little motivation applied to inanimate
entities: specifying whether rocks and trees are performers and controllers
every time they are discussed would hardly be efficient. A distinction based
on aspect, by contrast, would be equally applicable to human and nonhuman
participants.

The feature of affectedness could provide a useful bridge between agency
and aspect. Grammatical patients were characterized as those who do not per-
form/effect/instigate and control but who are significantly affected. Participants
are significantly affected when they are in resultant and/or temporary states:
things have happened to them. The criterial feature for grammatical patient
status could easily be reanalyzed as aspectual, a distinction between events
and inherent states on the one hand versus resultant states (perfects) on the
other.

The extent of lexicalization in the Iroquoian languages may have facilitated
the reinterpretation of the system. Because of the elaborate derivational mor-
phology and noun incorporation characteristic of Proto-Iroquoian, a substantial
portion of the lexicon is highly idiomatic. The meanings of many morpholog-
ically complex verb stems do not equal the semantic sums of their parts. The
motivation behind case choice for many of the verbs was and is opaque, even
to speakers. Speakers would have fewer transparent forms on which to base
inductive generalizations.

4. CONCLUSION: SUMMARY OF MOTIVATIONS. The active and agentive case
systems described here are grammaticized, but they are certainly not arbitrary.
They share a general semantic basis, although differences in detail have resulted
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in minor but systematic differences crosslinguistically. The semantic bases of
these systems may be obscured by several processes, however, including shifts
in defining features over time, grammaticization, and lexicalization.

4.1. THE SEMANTIC BASIS. Prototypical agents of both transitive and intran-
sitive clauses share certain characteristics: they perform, effect, instigate, and
control events. They do things. Prototypical patients of both transitive and
intransitive clauses also share certain characteristics: they do not perform,
effect, instigate, or control events, but they are affected. Things happen or
have happened to them. Systems based on any of these features would yield
similar case marking with the majority of verbs in most languages.

There are a few situations in which the features do not co-occur in their usual
clusters. Some events, such as falling or dying, are neither instigated nor con-
trolled by their participants. Some, such as hiccoughing or sneezing, are in-
stigated but not controlled. Some states, such as living in a place or being
careful, may be viewed as performed and controlled by their participants. Some
states, such as being tall or fair, affect their participants less than others, like
being cold or satiated. A crosslinguistic examination of these minor classes of
verbs reveals that active/agentive case-marking systems are not all based on
the same single feature. In some languages aspect takes precedence (Colloquial
Guarani), in some, performance/instigation (Lakhota), and in some, control
(Caddo); and in some languages several features interact (Central Pomo). Other
features may be criterial in similar systems in other languages. As a result, not
all active/agentive case systems are perfectly isomorphic, although they are
based on the same prototypes.

Understanding the delicacy, complexity, and variability of the semantic dis-
tinctions involved can take us a long way toward explaining why languages
differ in their classifications of particular verbs. This understanding is seldom
sufficient to render all case marking predictable, however. Active/agentive case
systems are usually the result of layers of diachronic development. Case may
be selected on some principled basis at the time a lexical item enters the lan-
guage, but several factors can obscure the original motivation.

4.2. DIACHRONIC SHIFT IN DEFINING FEATURES. Because the majority of verbs
in most languages would be categorized the same way no matter which feature
in the prototype were criterial, the distinguishing feature can shift over time.
Since relatively few verbs are diagnostic of the actual criterial feature, speakers
can easily reinterpret the semantic basis of the system to one that is still con-
sistent with the majority of verbs in the language. Such a shift was traced
through the Siouan, Caddoan, and Iroquoian languages here. An agentive fea-
ture was reinterpreted in Iroquoian as one of aspect, probably prompted by
the addition of obligatory third-person pronominal prefixes referring to non-
humans as well as humans. A comparison of descriptions of Tupi-Guarani lan-
guages in Gregores & Suarez 1967, Kakumasu 1986, Jensen 1990, and Seki
1990 suggests that similar shifts may have taken place within that family.

4.3. GrammMmaTICIZATION. Even if the semantic basis of an active/agentive
case system remains unchanged over time, other factors may obscure it. Gram-
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matical markers are by their nature categorical. Agent-patient case marking
typically allows little room for differentiating degrees of agenthood or patient-
hood with either intransitive or transitive verbs. People who jump or cut things
may seem more agentive semantically than those who reside or listen, yet all
may be classified equivalently as grammatical agents.

The case categories may not divide the continuum of possibilities equally.
One category may be semantically marked in a language, so that, for example,
only highly agentive humans beings are classified as agents, and all others as
patients; or only those who are simultaneously noninstigators, out of control,
and human are classified as patients, with all others as agents (Holisky 1978,
1979, 1981, Harris 1981, 1982, O’Connor 1986). Within a language, one case
may represent a marked choice with some verbs, but an unmarked choice with
others (Holisky 1983, 1987).

Grammaticization can also obscure the semantic bases of case marking when
certain case choices become automatic consequences of other grammatical
distinctions. In Caddo, verbs containing a causative appear with the agent case
regardless of the actual amount of control involved. In Arikara the argument
of any verb containing an inchoative suffix is classified as a grammatical patient.
In Mohawk all arguments of intransitive perfect verbs are categorized gram-
matically as patients, regardless of their actual affectedness.

Like most grammatical systems, case marking can be affected by the pres-
ence of other categories and constructions in the language. If there is a separate
dative case, it may assume some of the roles carried by a patient case in other
languages, as in the Muskogean family. Derivational morphology—inchoative
markers, causatives, reflexives or middle voice markers, benefactive appli-
catives, and others—may interact in important ways with case. The use of
agent-case, patient-case, and/or dative-case pronouns for alienable and ina-
lienable possession may also contribute to the overall shape of the case-marking
system, as in Central Pomo to- g"amal saq"6-1 ‘I (PaTIENT) got diarrhea’, lit-
erally ‘My insides came pouring out’, or to- baldy ba-né- ?¢iw ‘I (PATIENT) bled’,
literally ‘My blood spurted out’.

Despite its effects in obscuring the motivation behind some case marking,
the process of grammaticization is itself highly functional. The grammatici-
zation of case in particular constructions routinizes recurring grammatical de-
cisions, allowing speakers to concentrate on other aspects of their message.

4.4. LexicarizaTioN. The effect of lexicalization in masking the semantic
basis of case marking is well recognized (see for example Munro & Gordon
1982). As mentioned above, case selection may be made on some principled
basis when a predicate becomes established in the language; but the combi-
nation of predicate plus case can become lexicalized and subsequently learned
and used as a unit. Lexical items may be quite complex morphologically and
highly idiomatic. If the literal meaning of the idiom is not perceived, the original
motivation behind the case choice may be obscured. The basic meanings of
verbs themselves may be extended or shift over time, while the case remains
intact. Extensive lexicalization may even facilitate reanalysis of the primary
factor underlying case categorization, as the motivation behind fewer cases is
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discernible. If the basis of case categorization does shift, lexicalization can
further complicate the picture by ensuring that combinations based on earlier
criteria remain in the language along with those based on newer ones.

Lexicalization can be a particularly powerful factor in active/agentive case
systems. These systems encode semantic relations between arguments and verb
stems, not the status of participants in sentences or discourse. Accordingly,
pronouns in these systems very often fuse with verbs morphologically, as in
Guarani, Lakhota, Caddo, and Mohawk. This coalescence may facilitate lex-
icalization—the learning, storage, and selection of such combinations as con-
ceptual units. In fact, lexicalization and idiomaticity have more pervasive
effects in Caddo and Mohawk, where all pronouns are morphologically bound
and obligatory, than in Central Pomo, where pronouns are separate words and
frequently not even present in natural connected speech. The degree of fusion
may also have an effect. Lexicalization seems to play a stronger role in Caddo
and Mohawk, where verbs like ‘smile’ and ‘scream’ appear with patient pro-
nouns even in commands, than in Acehnese, where, as reported in Durie 1985,
imperatives are addressed only to grammatical agents. Caddo and Mohawk
pronouns are tightly fused with verb stems, while Acehnese pronouns are
loosely cliticized to verb phrases that may consist of long strings of words.

Because of lexicalization, a single verb cannot be taken as a reliable indicator
of the primary semantic distinction underlying case marking. Still, despite its
sometimes perverse effects on the transparency of case marking, lexicalization
is also highly functional. It permits speakers to select larger, preformed units
of language as they speak, automating recurrent case choices so that they may
concentrate on more newsworthy aspects of their message.

4.5. CoGNITIVE RELEVANCE. If the semantic bases underlying some active/
agentive case marking can be obscure, should we consider such systems simply
useless artifacts of history with nothing to tell us about the synchronic linguistic
abilities of speakers?

There is good evidence that, even when grammaticization and lexicalization
have eliminated choices, speakers are conscious at some level of the general
principles underlying the system. Recall that in Central Pomo some verbs ap-
pear only with agent-case pronouns, some only with patient-case pronouns,
and some with either. Even when speakers have no choice, their comments
can reveal the salience of the semantic distinctions underlying the case cate-
gories. As Mrs. Jack and I transcribed and translated a taped Central Pomo
conversation together, she heard the sentence in 66, over considerable back-
ground noise.

(66) Central Pomo (WL):
Mu-l mda-ta="7el=to  wa--?w-an
that woman = the =paT walk-around-IP
q'6="ti [6--¢ ti-n.
what =even help-sML not-IP
‘That woman (PATIENT cAsE) was walking around not helping at all.’

The use of the patient enclitic = to with ‘the woman’ was surprising. Mrs. Jack
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commented: ‘It sounds like she’s not walking around on her own power, but
something’s making her walk. She [Mrs. Leal] should leave that to out.” Be-
cause of the background noise, we may never know whether Mrs. Leal actually
used the patient enclitic or the hearsay particle do-. Nevertheless, Mrs. Jack’s
comment reveals her own awareness of the semantic basis of case marking,
even where she feels alternatives do not exist.

Similarly, David Rood (personal communication, 1990) reports that a young
Lakhota speaker once gave his an unusual form, the verb ‘fall’ with an agent-
case pronoun.

(67) Lakhota (DR):
wahjxpaye ‘I (AGENT cASE) fell’
An older speaker in the room quickly corrected him: ‘No one would ever say
that. It would mean you did it on purpose.” The form in 67 was not part of the
language, as pointed out by the older speaker, but the younger speaker had
analyzed the system sufficiently to produce it, and the older speaker was suf-
ficiently aware of the analysis to interpret it. Similar comments have been cited
from speakers of Tsova-Tush (Batsbi) by Holisky (1987), speakers of Alabama
by Hardy & Davis (1992), and others.

In both Central Pomo and Lakhota the semantic bases of case marking are
relatively transparent. In Mohawk, case marking has been affected so exten-
sively by grammaticization and lexicalization that we might expect modern
speakers to have little access to the semantic distinctions it encodes. Yet even
here there is evidence of the ongoing cognitive reality of the system. Recall
that the Mohawk verb -yo?te? ‘work’ appears with a patient-case pronoun in
all aspects. Asked what she was doing at the blackboard one day, a three-year-
old Mohawk child, Kahnekiiohstha’ Edwards, gave the reply in 68, regularizing
the verb along semantic grounds.

(68) Mohawk (KE):
kyo?te?. ‘I (AGENT CASE) am working.’
Adult speakers first heard her answer as wakyé?te?, the version with a patient
case that they would use, but a tape recording confirmed her use of the agent
prefix. Her semantic regularization was not an isolated incident. Since that
time, I have heard the same form from two other children, one aged two years
ten months, the other four years.’

Should we conclude from this evidence that speakers actually do make each
case choice on a semantic basis as they speak? Certainly not. The primary
functions of grammaticization and lexicalization are to automate such on-line
decisions. As is well known, some languages (termed fluid S in Dixon 1979)
offer speakers choices with substantial numbers of verbs, such as Tsova-Tush

S An alternative explanation of this form might be the limitation in child Mohawk on the possible
number of syllables per word. The early utterances of children acquiring Mohawk tend to be limited
first to the single stressed syllable of a word, which is usually penultimate, then to the two final
syllables, then to the last three, etc. The form kyo?te? could be interpreted as a phonological
truncation of wakvoé?re?. That explanation seems unlikely in these cases, since these children
comfortably used large numbers of longer words (Mithun 1989).
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or Batsbi (Holisky 1983, 1987), Tonkawa (Hoijer 1931), and languages of the
Pomoan family (McLendon 1978, O’Connor 1986, 1987, §2.3 above). Many
more languages, however, allow speakers few case choices. The semantic bases
of these case systems come into play most clearly when speakers are the most
creative, acquiring, remodeling, and extending the systems, not necessarily
every time they utter a morpheme.

4.6. ACTIVE/AGENTIVE CASE MARKING. Case-marking patterns like those de-
scribed in this paper constitute coherent, semantically motivated grammatical
systems in themselves. They are not simply inefficient vehicles for expressing
the subject and object categories of languages like English (Mithun 1986, 1991b,
1992, Durie 1987). They are also not hybrids of accusative and ergative systems.
They reflect the grammaticization of semantic distinctions of their own.

Like other case systems, they need not underlie all constructions throughout
alanguage. Active/agentive patterns appear especially frequently in pronominal
affixes within verbs. This is no accident: they represent the grammaticization
of semantic relations between predicates and arguments. Active/agentive pat-
terns seldom if ever govern word order or complex sentence constructions,
areas where other distinctions are more pertinent. In Lakhota, basic word order
is best described in terms of the kinds of distinctions that underlie subject and
object categories, such as starting point and topicality. In Mohawk, word order
is best described in discourse/pragmatic terms: the most newsworthy infor-
mation appears earliest (Mithun 1987).

Of course active/agentive case patterns, like other case patterns, can con-
stitute components of split systems. Just as Dyirbal shows accusative case
marking on pronouns but ergative case marking on nouns (Dixon 1972), Koasati
shows agentive case marking on pronominal prefixes within verbs but accu-
sative case marking on nouns (Kimball 1985). As might be expected, the ar-
rangements of splits are not random. Different distinctions are pertinent to
different areas of grammar.

Human beings can perceive such a rich variety of semantic distinctions that
we should not be surprised to find different sets of features underlying various
grammatical constructions in various languages at various times. If we can
appreciate the variety and dynamism of grammatical patterns like those dis-
cussed here, we may be able to come closer to understanding how and why
languages take the shapes they do.
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