Building a paradigm: Why the independent order works the way it does
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A salient property of most Algonquian languages is the existence of two parallel but formally distinct
paradigms of verb inflection known as the INDEPENDENT and CONJUNCT orders. The conjunct is the older
of the two, reflecting the original system of verb inflection prior to the addition of the independent. The
origin of the independent was identified by Goddard (1974, 2007; see also Proulx 1982): it arose through
the reanalysis of deverbal noun forms as verb forms, a diachronic pathway also attested in Amazonian
languages (Gildea 2008) and Uto-Aztecan (Jacobs 1975) and possibly in Austronesian as well (Starosta,
Pawley, and Reid 1982). Goddard’s account explains the basic properties of the independent order, but
many unanswered questions remain. My presentation will consider three of these questions:

1. No prefix in third-person intransitives. The basic INDICATIVE mode of the independent order has
two distinct inflectional templates for third-person forms. One template involves the third-person
prefix *we- while the other involves the umlauting central suffix *-y. Transitive third-person forms
can use either template, but intransitive third-person forms always use the umlauting template—
that is, they always lack a person prefix. Why?

2. Expansion of the direct-inverse system. In the Proto-Algonquian conjunct order, the direct-
inverse agreement pattern occurs only in TA non-local forms (e.g. ‘she sees him’), but in the
independent order it occurs in both TA non-local forms and TA mixed forms (e.g. ‘she sees me’).
Why was the direct-inverse pattern extended to TA mixed forms in the independent?

3. The exceptionality of local forms. Unlike the rest of the TA independent, the local forms (e.g.
‘you see me’) do not show a direct-inverse agreement pattern; instead, their inflection follows a
similar pattern to that of the conjunct order. Why do the independent local forms work differently
from their mixed and non-local counterparts?

In each case, I will suggest that the answer lies in the strategies that speakers employed to fill out portions
of the independent paradigm that were left unfilled by the original noun-to-verb reanalysis. This gradual
process of paradigm-building explains why the morphological patterns of the independent order are far
more heterogeneous than those of the conjunct order.
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