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Pama-Nyungan clusivity
Claire Bowern

Introduction
Many Pama-Nyungan languages have two sets of first person non-singular 
(that is, dual and plural) pronouns.1 Inclusive pronouns are used when the 
first person denotation of ‘us’ includes the addressee; the exclusive forms 
are  used when the interlocutor is not included. The following sentences 
from Arabana-Wangkangurru (Karnic) illustrate the distinction.

(1) thaŋka-lhuku wadlu-ŋa arnikunha-ŋa

stay-pst Country-loc 1pl.excl.gen-loc
We stayed in our own Country.’ (said to a non-Indigenous linguist) 
(Hercus 1994, 114, ex. 248)

(2) aruna2 yuka-ru, ŋuyu-ŋa withi-iya! 

1pl.inc.nom go-impf one-loc become-irr
‘Let’s go so we can be together again.’ (Hercus 1994, 180, ex. 517)

1	  For more information about pronominal categories in Australian languages, see Gaby and Shoulson 
(2023).
2	  As discussed further below, note that this form is etymologically related to the 1dl (not the 1pl).
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The first person non-singular pronouns of approximately half of Australia’s 
Indigenous languages are marked for a distinction in clusivity.3 Many 
languages from the Pama-Nyungan family reflect a dual inclusive pronoun 
reconstructed to Proto-Pama-Nyungan (PPN) *ŋali and a plural inclusive 
*ŋana; exclusive forms of the shape *ŋalirna and *ŋanarna are reconstructed 
by Koch (1997).4 The daughter languages, however, show many additional 
pronominal reflexes that involve the reshaping of the reconstructed clusivity 
distinctions. The category is clearly subject to frequent renewal.

The purpose of this chapter is to trace these renewals of clusivity marking 
and to examine what they might reveal about linguistic feature systems 
more generally. A common way of thinking about linguistic paradigms is 
by using features, formal properties of words which characterise meanings 
and morphological marking. For example, English pronouns have number 
features (as seen by the difference between ‘I’ vs ‘we’), person features (‘they’ 
vs ‘you’ and ‘us’) and gender features (e.g. ‘he’ and ‘she’). Gender is only 
marked in third person pronouns, and number is only marked in first and 
third person forms. Under this view, then, understanding the marking of 
clusivity involves understanding which features are recruited, and how such 
features compare to the features that characterise other pronouns in the 
paradigm. (For more on features, see Kibort and Corbett 2010.)

Formal studies of clusivity make implicit predictions about how clusivity 
oppositions might be renewed. Hollenbach (1970), for example, suggests 
that one source of inclusives could be an impersonal use of the third person 
pronoun, where the third person lacks personal pronominal features. This 
implies that third person pronouns should be an etymological source 
of inclusives. Harley and Ritter (2002, 485), in motivating an analysis 
of person and number in feature geometry, point out that the fact that 
inclusives are always non-singular does not entail that number is formally 
marked in the category. This is, of course, correct in the abstract, but it might 
need to be revisited if a source of clusivity renewal involves overt number 
marking. Bickel and Nichols (2005, 66) typologise clusivity systems based 
on shared roots, and find three types of systems. In the first, inclusive and 
exclusive are built on distinct stems. In the second, the exclusive is built 

3	  See below for the interaction of number and clusivity, particularly as it relates to minimal-augment 
systems (McGregor 1989; Greenberg 1988; Cysouw 2003), and Siewierska and Bakker (2005) for further 
exploration of the notion of ‘clusivity’ and persons.
4	  Note that the reconstructed exclusives appear to be built on the inclusives. Koch (2014, 61) gives 
only *ngali and *ngana as securely reconstructed PPN pronouns, without reference to clusivity. For the 
form -rna, *ngarna, and its history in Pama-Nyungan languages, see Laughren (Ch. 10, this volume).
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on the inclusive. The third type is a minimal-augment system, where the 
‘dual inclusive’ patterns with singular pronouns in many cases (see also 
Greenberg 1988; McGregor 1989). They show that Australia (along with 
New Guinea and Oceania) is an area where clusivity distinctions tend to 
be retained. While I do not disagree that clusivity is old in Australia, such 
a claim ignores the remaking of clusivity distinctions across families and 
subfamilies.5 Lichtenberk (2005) argues from historical evidence from 
Oceanic (Austronesian) languages that inclusive pronouns are more stable 
than exclusives; that where clusivity oppositions are merged or remade, the 
inclusive is more stable. Such points can also be tested with Australian data.

Here, I reconstruct some of the patterns of clusivity renewal across 
subgroups of Pama-Nyungan, and use the result of these reconstructions 
to shed light on which types of features inclusive and exclusive morphology 
tend to reference. Language users have no access to historical facts about 
their language, but historical linguistics can elucidate formal description. 
For example, Harley and Ritter’s (2002) claim that inclusive and exclusive 
pronouns do not contain reference to number is questionable if it can 
be shown that one of the sources of these pronouns includes number 
marking. Cysouw (2003) and Moskal (2018) look at these topics through 
synchronic suppletion and syncretism, but we get a more nuanced picture 
when considering etymology. Cysouw (2005, 99) suggests that the role 
of diachrony is to ‘clarify’ how syncretisms arose. I argue here, however, 
that understanding the dynamics of such systems also allows us to see how 
features ‘work’ from a cognitive point of view, echoing Harley and Ritter’s 
(2002, 482) aim to characterise how cognition constrains and motivates 
the patterns observed cross-linguistically.6 Examining clusivity changes 
in a single language family allows us to look at the dynamics of a closed 
system and to see how different marking strategies may arise from a single 
starting point.

5	  Note that Koch and Turpin (forthcoming) point out that clusivity marking in Kaytetye is not 
exhaustively categorising; that is, that the exclusive is marked for exclusivity, but the inclusive need 
not be marked for inclusivity. I lack data to investigate this in proper detail for the languages in the 
sample but expect that it is more widespread than Kaytetye alone. Rumsey (Ch. 2, this volume) provides 
another example of this phenomenon in Bunuba. Also omitted here is proper discussion of clusivity 
relationships that interact with other pronominal marking. In Panyjima, for example, the inclusive/
exclusive distinction is merged in first person non-singular pronouns that mark disharmonic generations 
(Dench 1980, 114). 
6	  This view of linguistics works from an assumption that features of language are mostly shaped 
by systems of cognition, either in contrast (or, better, in addition to) usage-based theories of language, 
where the dominant explanation for linguistic features is interaction. 
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The category of inclusivity/exclusivity
Hollenbach (1970) is an early treatment of clusivity distinctions and 
illustrates the different referents of the inclusive and exclusive pronoun by 
means of Venn diagrams (Figure 11.1). The three circles represent three 
persons (1st, 2nd, 3rd); inclusive is thus defined as the intersection of either 
first person and second person, or first person, second person and third 
person, and exclusive is the intersection of first person and third person 
(that is, not second person).

Figure 11.1: Venn diagram after Hollenbach (1970, 29).
Source: Author.

There are, however, problems with this approach. For example, this 
diagram does not mark numbers. The outer part of the first person must 
be singular; it can only refer to the ‘speaker’;7 while there can be more 
than one addressee, there can never be more than one speaker. The same 
does not apply to second and third persons, which can be singular or non-
singular. The intersections are by definition non-singular, which languages 
mark clusivity and number in different ways (this is what distinguishes 
minimal‑augment systems from dual-plural systems). There is thus 
a mismatch in the numbers represented by the circles and their intersections, 
which fails to capture the variety of clusivity systems seen across languages.

7	  I follow the previous literature in using this term, treating it as modality-independent.
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While Hollenbach (1970) implies that the third person has the same 
status as first and second, and the exclusive is thus first person + third person, 
a different analysis is advanced in Harley and Ritter (2002). Rather than 
directly describing clusivity in terms of person distinctions, Harley and 
Ritter use a combination of speaker and addressee features to distinguish 
inclusive, exclusive and persons. Using the features [participant], [speaker] 
and [addressee], they define feature geometries for typical languages marking 
inclusive, exclusive and number in the pronominal system as follows:8

(3) Inclusive Exclusive 1sg 2sg 3sg
RE RE RE RE RE

Part Indiv Part Indiv Part Indiv Part Indiv Indiv

Sp Ad … Sp … Sp Min Ad Min Min

In this system the third person is represented simply as lacking the feature 
[participant]. That is, exclusives are not marked with third persons 
(contrasting with inclusives marked with second persons); the exclusive 
reading emerges from the lack of addressee feature.

Such an analysis implies that exclusives are not the simple merger of the 
features of first person and third person; rather, exclusives are not specified 
for the addressee (that is, they are truly forms of participant exclusion). 
It would thus be expected that inclusives are, in general, the more highly 
formally marked pronoun in language, since if Harley and Ritter are correct, 
they are more highly functionally marked. On the other hand, Lichtenberk 
(2005) observes that Oceanic inclusives are more polyfunctional (that is, 
occur in more contexts) than exclusives, which may imply that they are the 
unmarked member of a clusivity opposition. This accords with Koch and 
Turpin’s (forthcoming) and Rumsey’s (Ch. 2, this volume) points that in 
Kaytetye and Bunuba (respectively), exclusive is functionally marked but 
inclusive is not.

8	  Abbreviations are RE Referring Expression (e.g. agreement marker, pronoun); Part participant; 
Sp Speaker; Ad Addressee; Indiv Individuation; Min minimal (usually equivalent to ‘singular’). Some 
features not relevant to the discussion have been omitted.
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Pama-Nyungan clusivity distinctions
In the following sections, I review the patterns of clusivity distinction found 
among Pama-Nyungan subgroups from across the country.

Methods

Logically, there are five possible morphological relationships between the 
inclusive and exclusive pronouns – four involving combinations of clusivity, 
and a fifth where there is no distinction.9 The types are enumerated 
as follows:

a.	 Exclusive built on inclusive stem
b.	 Inclusive built on exclusive stem
c.	 Inclusive and exclusive built on common stem
d.	 Inclusive and exclusive built on distinct stems (i.e. suppletion)
e.	 No distinction.

All four of these relationships are found in the Pama-Nyungan subgroups 
examined, and it may be seen that the type of marking involves a prediction 
of the origin of that marking (that is, that inclusives come from certain 
sources and exclusives from certain other sources). This is taken up further 
below. It is not necessarily the case that the dual and the plural pronouns of 
a given language will show the same type of patterning, and indeed, several 
languages do show distinct patterning in duals versus plurals (though most 
have parallel patterns).

Harley and Ritter’s scheme accords most closely with scenario (b), but is 
also compatible with (c) and (d); to be compatible with type (a), there 
would either need to be subtractive morphology, which may end up looking 
identical to type (b). In addition to the relationships between inclusive 
and exclusive stems, there are further considerations: the etymology of the 

9	  Type (a) is the ‘Balhara’ type identified by Bickel and Nichols (2005). Type (d) is their ‘Chechen’ 
type. Type (b) is not found in the Bickel and Nichols survey, and Type (c) is, I believe, subsumed under 
their Chechen type. I did not find direct evidence for minimal-augment systems in the Pama-Nyungan 
data, though they exist in several Non-Pama-Nyungan families. Dixon (2002, 243ff ) has a typology of 
pronominal systems in Australian languages which concentrates on the type of marking (e.g. presence or 
absence of clusivity distinctions, minimal/augment or unit augment systems and so on). Döhler (2006), 
concentrating on non-Pama-Nyungan languages, provides a synchronic typology of person/number/
clusivity interactions, concentrating on ‘clusivity flip’ (Döhler 2006, 17ff ), where a morpheme marking 
first person in the minimal conditions, but exclusive in non-minimal ones.
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non-stem material, for example, and where stems are merged and show no 
clusivity distinction, what is the source of the merged pronoun. Such points 
are examined below.

Data

The following discussion is based on an analysis of pronouns taken 
from the Chirila database (Bowern 2016, 2021) of Australian languages. 
I concentrate here on Pama-Nyungan forms; that is, systems descended from 
those marked by the pronouns reconstructed by Blake (1988, 1990) and 
others. Additionally, in-depth discussion of several subgroups is provided. 
Classifications are per Bowern (2023).

Dual exclusive pronouns are less frequently recorded than the inclusive ones. 
It is not clear what the reason for this is: whether there are covert ‘fourth 
person’ systems (cf. McGregor 1989) in Pama-Nyungan languages, not just 
non-Pama-Nyungan ones, or whether the dual inclusive forms were simply 
more straightforward to elicit. The lack of clearly recorded exclusive duals 
in the data made it difficult to determine some of the dual clusivity systems.

The total number of languages with each type of system is given in Table 11.1:

Table 11.1: Number of languages with each type of clusivity system.

Dual Plural

A 24 6 Exclusive built on inclusive

B 4 3 Inclusive built on exclusive

C 6 14 Built on common stem

D 2 22 Suppletive

E 13 16 No clusivity distinction

Summary of findings
In this section, I discuss each of the types in turn, along with the forms 
used to  mark clusivity oppositions (if present) and their etymologies. 
Note that this section is essentially a synchronic typology with diachronic 
notes. That is,  in some cases, the pronouns have further histories beyond 
the synchronic distinctions that are discussed here (these are noted 
where known).
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Languages with no clusivity distinctions

Bandjalangic, Thura-Yura, most Central NSW languages and Kurrama 
appear to have no clusivity distinctions in first person non-singular 
pronouns.  Central NSW neutralises the dual to a reflex of *ngali10 and 
an innovative plural *ngiyani, while Bandjalangic appears to have reflexes 
of the dual *ngali for all non-singular pronouns. Likewise, Thura-Yura; 
though there are distinct dual and plural first person pronouns, the 1dl 
is reconstructible to *ngali and the 1pl to *ngalu (Simpson and Hercus 
2004, 200).

The *ngali/*ngiya distinction also appears in Yuin-Kuri languages; 
pronominal reflexes are also in Gumbaynggirr, with 1pl.incl ngiyaa 
and 1pl.excl ngiyagay (built on *ngiya). Yuin-Kuri languages such as 
Darkinyung also have a clusivity distinction in the plural (e.g. exclusive 
ngiyangwayi vs inclusive ngiyang). Whether these distinctions are a single 
common innovation or an areal feature cannot be determined from current 
information.

Thus, where there is no distinction, dual inclusive expands to cover the 
exclusive features, rather than vice versa (which is consistent with Koch and 
Turpin’s observations for Kaytetye). A number of languages also show the 
merger of dual and plural marking in favour of the dual *ngali, as further 
discussed in the following section.

Languages where the exclusive is built on the 
inclusive stem (type A)

This is the most common pattern for dual pronouns. It is found in languages 
of the Pilbara region, along with Yolngu dual pronouns (the plurals have 
distinct stems, type D, discussed below). Data for Pilbara languages and 
reconstructions are from Dench (particularly Dench 1994).

10	  Wiradjuri has a distinction in the dual, where the exclusive ngaligunha is built on the inclusive stem 
ngali. The exclusive form is not etymologisable.
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Table 11.2: Inclusive and Exclusive pronouns in Pilbara languages.

Subgroup Language Dual Incl Dual Excl Plural Incl Plural Excl

Central Panyjima ŋali ŋaliya ŋalikuru ŋaliyakuru

Ngarluma ŋali ŋaliya ŋalikuru ŋaliyakuru, 
ŋanarna11

Ngayarta Kurrama – – ŋali ŋaliya

Jurruru ŋali ŋaliya ŋaliku(u) ŋaliyaku(u)

Martuthunira ŋali ŋaliya ŋaliwa ŋanarna

Northern Ngarla ŋali ŋaliya ŋanytyarra ŋanarna

Ngayarta Nyamal ŋalilu ŋanytyula ŋaliya ŋanturta,12 
ŋanartu

Kanyara13 Thalanyji ŋali ŋaliya nhanhurru ŋanarna

Mantharta Jiwarli ŋali ŋalityu ŋanthurru ŋanthurratyu

Tharrkari ŋadi ŋadiyi ŋanhurra ŋanhurrayi

Proto-Pilbara – *ŋali *ŋaliya *ŋaNTHurra *ŋanarna

*Dual > Plural
In three Central Ngayarta languages and in the Northern Ngayarta language 
Nyamal, the historical dual forms have been suffixed with the nominal 
plural *‑kuru. Thus, there was likely a period in these languages where there 
was no formal distinction between 1dl and 1pl, only between non-singular 
inclusive versus non-singular exclusive.

Dual
The reconstruction of inclusive *ŋali and exclusive *ŋaliya is straightforward. 
The Mantharta language Jiwarli shows the same suffixation of the 1dl 
marker (<*ŋatyu) that is reconstructed for the Western Desert language 
Ngaanyatjara below.

Plural
Dench (1994) uncontroversially reconstructs *ŋanarna as the plural 
exclusive. Laughren (Ch. 10, this volume) reconstructs *=rna as a first person 
singular bound clitic pronominal form, in which case *ŋanarna (and other 
forms involving the affixation of -rna to a free pronoun) may be related.

11	  Different generations, same generation.
12	  The etymology of this form is unknown.
13	  Here represented by Thalanyji – other languages are identical for the relevant features.
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In the Mantharta languages Jiwarli and Tharrkari, the plural inclusive/
exclusive distinction has been remodelled on the analogy of the dual. 
The plural inclusive has served as the stem for the creation of a new exclusive 
pronoun. The following stages can be assumed:

(4) Incl Excl
I ŋanthurra ŋanarna

II ŋanthurra ŋanthurra

III ŋanthurra ŋanthurrayi (< dual)

Several languages (Ngarla, Thalanyji, Jiwarli, Tharrkari) preserve the form 
reconstructed by Dench as *ŋanthurra. Dench provides no analysis of this 
form; however, it is possible that this is related to the numeral *kutharra 
‘two’, invoked in the reconstruction of the dual exclusive in Warluwaric 
and elsewhere. Here we would assume syncope of the final vowel of the 
reconstructed inclusive stem ŋana, as follows:

(5) I ŋana

II ŋana (ku)tharra

III ŋanawuthurra

IV ŋanthurra

Thus in summary, these languages show a dual *ngali with an exclusive built 
on the bare inclusive stem. The plurals in most Ngayarta languages appear 
to also show a reflex of the dual stem *ngali, while Kanyara-Mantharta 
shows the *ngali (dual) vs *ngana (plural) stem opposition reconstructed 
elsewhere for PPN. It is unclear if this is a retention or a reborrowing.

Languages where the inclusive is built on the 
exclusive stem (Type B)

Only a few languages have evidence for the exclusive stem being the base 
for the inclusive. This category is not found in Bickel and Nichols’s (2005) 
typology of stem forms and is rare in the sample here. They are only found 
in Karnic languages (Diyari, Arabana, Yandruwandha and Wangkumara). 
It is worth considering the history of these forms in some detail. See Bowern 
(1998) for sources and further discussion.
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Not all Karnic languages have a clusivity distinction. In Pitta-Pitta, for 
example, the distinction is not marked mophologically; there are two 1nsg 
pronouns which may be either inclusive or exclusive (dual ŋali, plural 
ŋana). If the inclusive is to be emphasised, 2sg is used in juxtaposition to 
the first person dual or plural. (Note that this is the opposite of the situation 
in Kaytetye.)

(6) ŋali ina yanthanyi

1dl.nom 2sg.nom go-pst
‘You and I went.’ (Blake and Breen 1971)

Table 11.3 gives the forms of the dual and plural first person singular 
pronouns in each of the languages under consideration.

Table 11.3: Karnic pronominal forms.

Dual Incl Dual Excl Plural Incl Plural Excl

Arabana arimpa ari arniri arni

‘Wongganguru’14 ‘arunto’ ari aniri ani

Wangkangurru aruna ari arniri arni

Ngamini ngali(kuli) ngalku(kuli) ngayini(wara) nganyuruwara

Diyari ngaldra ngali ngayana ngayani

Yawarrawarrka ngald(r)a ngali(na) ngali nganrra ngani

Yandruwandha ngaldra, ngalu- ngali ngandra ngani

Wangkumara ngala ngali ngandra ngana

Arabana-Wangkangurru exclusive forms are based on *ngali and *ngarni. 
Initial /ŋ/ is lost in at least some forms (it is not clear how regular the 
change is; cf. Harvey [Ch. 8, this volume]) and *l > r in post-tonic position. 
The other languages also show these stems (though there is a need for further 
discussion below). The exclusive forms are un-augmented (except for the 
Ngamini dual), while the inclusive forms show different final syllables: 
-mpa in the Arabana dual, -dra in Diyari and Yandruwandha and optionally 
-kuli in Ngamini.

14	  These data are from Reuther (1894).
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Innovation through overt number marking
In Ngamini, the dual inclusive/exclusive distinction is shown through 
different stems; the exclusive stem is ngalku, and the inclusive is ngali. 
A plausible origin of the suffix -ku is the dual suffix ‑kuli. The fact that the 
ergative suffix is -li in this language could account for the loss of the second 
syllable of the dual (through the common reduction of identical syllables). 
If this is correct, Ngamini’s exclusive is formed by the suffixation of the 
word for ‘two’.

‘me and you’
Consider now Reuther’s data for the Wangkatya dialect of Wangkangurru, 
collected in the late nineteenth century (Reuther (nd.a, 10)). In the dialect 
he describes, cases are built on a stem ‘arunto’, which we can phonemicise as 
aruntu. Simpson Desert Wangkangurru (the basis of Hercus’s study) has a 
stem aruna, and Arabana has arimpa (Hercus 1994, 112).

These three forms appear very much as though they were a combination of 
the 1dl ari (regularly from <*ngali) and a second person singular pronoun 
declined for case; compare the Wangkangurru 2sg.ERG untu, nom unpa 
and acc una (and Arabana inpa). It seems that in forming the morphological 
dual inclusive, the different dialects of Arabana-Wangkangurru have 
bleached the second person singular of any case semantics and each has 
used the form as a stem to which new case markers are added. The stages 
are delineated in (7):

(7) Stage I
ari untu ari unpa ari una

1dl + 2sg-erg 1dl+2sg.nom 1dl+2sg.acc case of 2sg 
applies over both 
pronouns

Stage II
ari=untu ari=unpa ari=una cliticisation of 2sg
Stage III
aruntu arimpa15 aruna

1dl.inc.erg 1dl.inc.nom 1dl.inc.acc incorporation

15	  Nasals in the codas of unstressed syllables are subject to assimilation to the place of articulation of 
the stop of the following onset. Compare, for example, the nominative antha (< *ŋanytya < *ŋanyka).



319

11. RECONSTRUCTION PATTERNS IN PAMA-NYUNGAN CLUSIVITY

Stage IV
aruntu-ø arimpa-ø aruna-ø different stems 

generalised in 
different dialects

Wangkatya Arabana Wangkangurru
dl.inc stem dl.inc stem dl.inc stem

Arabana has generalised the nominative of the compound, Wangkatya the 
ergative and Simpson Desert Wangkangurru the accusative. These became 
the pronominal stems to which other cases could be added in the modern 
languages. This analysis provides us with a clue to the origin of the forms 
ngaldra and ngandra in the rest of Karnic. Forms such as ngandra are found 
in several languages; however, they are not always in the languages that 
contain the corresponding dual ngaldra. We should thus be wary of the 
possibility of borrowing. Yandruwandha and Yawarrawarrka both show 
both ngaldra and ngandra, so reconstruction will proceed, assuming that 
the forms originated in this language. Note also that the following solution 
shows that the forms may be derived in Yandruwandha, but not in Diyari 
or Wangkumara.

In Yandruwandha, there is a regular change in the pronouns: the vowel of 
the second syllable of disyllabic pronouns is syncopated when a case suffix 
follows. For example, the accusative of the second person dual is yulhu (from 
*yulanha with syncopation, cluster simplification and vowel harmony). 
We can invoke such a syncopation for the origin of the forms ngandra and 
ngaldra. Nasal and lateral apical clusters, which show voicing and trilling 
of the stop, usually come from plain voiced stops in nasal or lateral clusters 
where the initial consonant of the word was a nasal (see further Bowern 
1998, 38ff ).

Now, remembering that in Arabana-Wangkangurru the inclusive forms 
came from the juxtaposition of first and second person pronouns, we could 
hypothesise that the forms in Yandruwandha had a similar origin. We would 
thus need to find a form of the second person pronoun that included the 
final sequence -ta. Such a form is the reconstructed locative of the second 
person, *nyunta. We would thus assume the following changes:
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(8) *ngali yundra16 > *ngalundra > (*ngalndra) > ngaldra

Equally, for the plural, the following would apply:

(9) *ngana yundra > *nganundra > *(nganndra) > ngandra.

Since the form ngaldra can be motivated in Yandruwandha, but not easily 
in Diyari, where the form also occurs (in the dual only, not in the plural), 
or in Wangkumara (where only the plural ngandra is found), it would be 
plausible to suggest that the form is a borrowing from Yandruwandha into 
Diyari. Yawarrawarrka also shows ngalda, without the trilling of the stop.

‘you and me’ two – the plural in Diyari and Ngamini
Ngamini and Diyari have similar forms in the inclusive plural; they are 
ngayini and ngayana, respectively. In Diyari, the exclusive form is ngayani. 
The nominative in Ngamini is optionally further suffixed with the plural 
marker -wara. It is expedient to assume that these forms also represent the 
combination of the first and second persons. Diyari has undergone further 
vowel harmony. We can argue that the changes in Diyari and Ngamini 
are parallel to those reconstructed in the Yandruwandha above; that 
is, they originate from the juxtaposition of *ngana ‘1pl’ and *yini ‘2sg’. 
The remaining forms can be accounted for by vowel harmony:

(10) *ngana *yini > *nganayini > ngayini > ngayani > ngayana

The vowel alternation in Diyari could be explained by analogy with the dual 
forms, ngali and ngaldra.

Alternating stems
Yandruwandha exhibits an alternating stem in the dual. Table 11.4 shows 
the forms:

Table 11.4: Yandruwandha 1dl incl; alternating stem.

Case Form

Nominative ngaldra

Accusative ngalu-nha

Genitive ngalu-ngka

16	  The initial nasal of the second person is lenited in this word (see Bowern 1998, 44; Hercus 1979). It is 
assumed that addition regular phonetic changes such as voicing of the stop and trilling of that stop have 
already taken place, but the relative chronology of these changes is not important for this discussion.



321

11. RECONSTRUCTION PATTERNS IN PAMA-NYUNGAN CLUSIVITY

All other cases are built on the genitive stem. Applying the same argument 
used above for ngaldra to derive the stem ngalu- would give us an inclusive 
accusative based on the second person singular accusative, and a dative 
likewise based on the second singular dative.17 Thus:

(11) *ngali *nyuna > *ngali *yuna > *ngali-yuna > *ngaluna > ngalunha

Interim summary
A distinction between inclusive and exclusive cannot be reconstructed 
for proto-Karnic. The stem ŋali is the basis for both the inclusive and 
the exclusive in all Karnic languages which manifest a distinction; for 
many, the inclusive can be shown to be derived from the stem ŋali and an 
inflected form of the second person singular; this can also be shown to have 
happened after a number of other changes which differentiate languages. 
The precursor stage is attested in Pitta-Pitta, with juxtaposition of a second 
person pronoun to indicate inclusive. In Ngamini, a distinct exclusive has 
been innovated on a new stem.

Forms built on a common stem (type C)

Wati/Western Desert and Ngumpin-Yapa are subgroups of Pama-Nyungan 
where clusivity distinction forms are built from a common stem. Discussion 
here focuses on Wati or ‘Western Desert’, a dialect continuum spoken over 
a large region covering parts of South Australia, the Northern Territory 
and Western Australia (cf. Babinski, Bowern and Rojas-Berscia 2023). 
Not every variety in the Western Desert group manifests a distinction in 
the inclusive and exclusive. In those that do, it varies as to whether the 
distinction is shown only in the free pronouns or in both free and bound. 
Gugada (spoken at the south-easternmost edge of the continuum; cf. Platt 
1972) does not exhibit bound pronouns.

Pitjantjatjara/Yankunytjatjara and the first person plural
Inclusion and exclusion are marked analytically in Pitjantjatjara and 
Yankunytjatjara. There is thus no morphological marking of the distinction. 
The 1pl pronoun, ŋanarna, however, would appear to be cognate with 
other 1pl exclusives in the area (compare the PPN reconstructions at the 
beginning of this chapter). The expected inclusive form, ŋana, is listed in 

17	  The second person singular exhibits ablaut in the vowel of the stem. For further details see Bowern 
(1998).
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Goddard (1987) as a type of exclamation, used as a greeting, ‘to attract 
someone’s attention without using their name’, e.g. ala wati ŋana! (‘hey, 
husband ŋana’).

Thus, we may probably reconstruct 1pl.excl *ŋanarna and 1pl.incl *ŋana 
for Proto-Western-Desert, given that both forms still exist in one of the 
languages, albeit with one having a very specialised usage.

Analytical marking
In languages with analytical marking, 1dl ŋali is not inherently marked for 
inclusive or exclusive, and may be used alone, in which case the category is 
simply unspecified. If inclusion or exclusion is to be marked, two pronouns 
are used in juxtaposition, as given in Table 11.5.

Table 11.5: Pronominal juxtaposition in Western Desert dialects.

Dual Dual Incl Dual Excl Plural Plural Incl Plural Excl

Gugada ŋali nyura ŋali ŋali gudyara/
baluru ŋali

ŋanarna –

Pitjantjatjara/
Yankunytjatjara

ŋali nyuntu ŋali – ŋanarna nyuntu 
ŋanarna

–

The dual inclusive pronouns are all 2sg + 1dl. The dual exclusive in Gugada 
is 1dl + ‘two’ or 3sg + 1dl. In the plural, Pitjantjatjara/Yankunytjatjara has 
2sg + 1pl, again through juxtaposition, like in Pitta-Pitta.

Gugada shows an analytical distinction only in the dual. Pitjantjatjara/
Yankunytjatjara use juxtaposition only for inclusive, the construction not 
being limited to first person + second person pronouns. It can be used with 
names, for example, such as Yami-nya ŋali, ‘Yami and me’ (C. Goddard, 
pers. comm.). It could be argued that this is not grammatical ‘inclusion’ 
but a type of coordinate structure, and while such a structure can act as a 
source of grammatical inclusive marking, in Pitjantjatjara it has not yet been 
grammaticalised and restricted to first person pronouns.18

Gugada appears to have had two dual exclusives, 1dl + ‘two’ and 3sg + 1dl. 
Nothing is known about which was used in what circumstances.

18	  As further evidence for this, consider the fact that such structures are common in languages with 
full morphological marking of both the inclusive and exclusive, such as Arabana-Wangkangurru (Hercus 
1994).
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Morphological marking
Pintupi/Luritja (spoken west of Alice Springs), Ngaanyatjara (Warburton 
Ranges) and Martu Wangka (Jigalong Community, north-west of Pintupi 
in Western Australia) are three varieties with morphological marking of 
the inclusive and exclusive. All show the distinction in the free pronouns 
in the plural, while only Martu Wangka has no distinction in the dual. 
Pintupi/Luritja and Ngaanyatjara both also mark inclusive/exclusive in 
bound pronouns, but no data were available for Martu Wangka (there is no 
published grammar, only a dictionary; Marsh 1992). Due to the complexity 
of the bound forms, only the free pronouns will be discussed here (although 
the same etymologies appear to hold for the bound pronouns as well).

Table 11.6: Morphological marking of inclusive/exclusive in Western Desert 
dialects.

Dual Incl Dual Excl Plural Incl Plural Excl

Martu Wangka ŋayu.kutyarra19 ŋayu.n.pa ŋayu.rtin

Pintupi/Luritja ŋayu.nyali ŋayu.nyali.tyu ŋayu.n.pa.la ŋayu.n.pa.la.tyu

Ngaanyatjara ŋayulu.li.n ŋayulu.li.tyu ŋayulu.la.n ŋayulu.la.tyu

Source: Marsh (1992) for Martu Wangka; Hansen & Hansen (1978) for Pintupi/Luritja 
and Glass & Hackett 2003 for Ngaanyatjara.

Here, the inclusive and exclusive are built with the addition of elements 
of singular pronouns to 1dl. Historically, the stem ŋayu- was 1sg, while 
ŋayulu was the ergative case-marked form in the same paradigm. Subsequent 
changes generalised the ergative-marked form as the first person subject 
pronoun. The marking of non-singular persons with singular pronouns 
is an innovation within Western Desert and happened in all persons; it is 
therefore not relevant to the discussion of inclusive and exclusive here.

In Ngaanyatjara, the element -n in the dual and plural inclusive can be 
related synchronically to the second person singular (bound form -n); the 
element -tyu, which is part of the exclusive forms, is possibly historically a 
reduced form of *ŋatyu, the first person singular dative pronoun.20 The same 
analysis also holds broadly for Pintupi/Luritja. In this dialect, in the dual, the 

19	  Boundaries marked in these forms by a full stop represent etymological morpheme boundaries. 
No claim is made about their synchronic status.
20	  An alternative etymology of the element -tyu is suggested by James Gray (pers. comm.), who points 
out the similarity of -tyu to the word kutju ‘one, only’. Parallels for the reduction of kutju to tju would 
be the reduction of the numeral two *kutharra (as discussed above), as well as the form wiyatju ‘nothing’ 
(from wiya neg + kutju) in some of the northerly Western Desert languages.
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inclusive is morphologically basic and the exclusive is historically 1dl + 1sg.
dat. In the plural, the inclusive shows the -n also found in Ngaanyatjara.21 
In Martu Wangka, the dual is historically 1sg *ŋayu with the addition of 
the PPN *kutharra ‘two’. Analysis of the plural inclusive proceeds as above, 
while the plural exclusive is historically 1sg with the addition of the plural 
morpheme -rtin.

Proto-Western Desert
A number of different strategies are used in the Western Desert languages to 
form inclusives and exclusives: the distinction has been lost and/or renewed 
in several varieties. From these data, we can reconstruct a dual *ŋali. If there 
was an inclusive/exclusive distinction in the dual, the exclusive form is not 
recoverable from the data in the modern languages. We can also reconstruct 
a plural inclusive *ŋana and exclusive *ŋanarna. We can see, from the 
fact that different Western Desert dialects use different stems to form the 
inclusive and exclusive pronouns, that the innovations have happened 
separately in each language. Some dialects have lost the distinction, while 
others have recreated it by incorporating second person pronouns in the 
inclusive and either first person or third person pronouns in the exclusive. 
Exclusives in these dialects have been innovated either by the addition of 
the numeral ‘two’ (in the dual) or the first person singular dative pronoun.

Forms built on distinct stems (type D)

Warluwaric (Brammall 1991) is a subgroup of five languages spoken in 
far north-west Queensland. Its southernmost languages adjoined Karnic 
languages. Warluwarra and Bularnu form a subgroup within Warluwaric. 
Yanyuwa is not contiguous with the other languages. Data from Yindjilanji 
is omitted due to a lack of attested forms. These languages exemplify the 
case where inclusive and exclusive are built on distinct stems.

The forms in the languages are from Brammall (1991). The plural forms 
in all the languages are type D (built on distinct stems), while Bularnu and 
Wakaya have duals built on the inclusive (i.e. type A).

21	  -pa is a common deictic element. For historical discussion, see Koch (1994).
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Table 11.7: Warluwaric first person non-singular pronouns.

Dual Incl Dual Excl Plural Incl Plural Excl

Warluwarra (D/D) ŋali ŋayarra ŋabala ŋanu

Bularnu (A/D) ŋali ŋaliya ŋabala ŋanu

Wakaya (A/D) ŋal ŋalii ŋambel ŋanii

Yanyuwa (D/D) ŋali ŋadharra ŋambala ŋanu

Proto-Warluwaric *ŋali *ŋaliya *ŋambala *ŋanu

From these forms, the dual inclusive is easily reconstructable as *ŋali, and 
the plural exclusive as *ŋanu (for the form in Wakaya, see below). The plural 
inclusive pronouns in all languages show the expected reflexes of a Proto-
Warluwaric *ŋambala. Thus, only 1dl.excl is problematic. Brammell 
(1991, 19–20) reconstructs *ŋadyarra and assumes that Bularnu ŋaliya is a 
borrowing from Wanyi (far to the south-east) and Wakaya ŋalii is an internal 
renovation in the model of the feminine singular form yambii and 1pl.
excl. There are, however, a number of problems with this analysis and an 
alternative reconstruction is given below.

Dual
It may be seen from a number of languages that ŋaliya is not an isolated dual 
exclusive form. At present, it has no etymology and might be considered a 
candidate for the dual exclusive in PPN (pace Koch 1997); even if it is not of 
Pama-Nyungan antiquity, it is widespread. Conversely, Yanyuwa’s ŋadharra 
has a clear etymology, being related to the independent numeral gudharra 
‘two’ (cf. PPN *kutharra), suffixed either to the singular stem ŋa- or to the 
dual stem *ŋali-, with syncope of the final syllable. Such an etymology gives 
the form in Yanyuwa. Warluwarra, it may be argued, shows the same stem 
with further lenition of *dh to y, which is a regular sound change in this 
language. While it may be unusual for the same change to have happened 
independently in such closely related languages, we can cite in support 
of this the number of times *kutharra has been used in other parts of the 
country in forming inclusives (for more examples, see below). It seems to be 
a highly productive grammaticalisation path within Pama-Nyungan, so the 
fact that the same change seems to have happened within two subgroups of 
Warluwaric should not be surprising.

The form in Wakaya, ŋalii, has a simple etymology which follows regularly 
from Brammall’s own reconstructions of sound changes. Wakaya has 
undergone a sound change where many final vowels are lost (for the exact 
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conditions, see Brammall 1991, 8). If we assume a proto-form *ŋaliya, the 
sound change in Wakaya would give ŋaliy, which could easily have been 
phonemicised ŋalii (i.e. [ŋali:]). This form could then serve as the analogical 
basis for the plural ŋanii.

Thus it seems preferable to assume in Warluwaric the Proto-Warluwaric 
pronouns *ŋali (inclusive) and *ŋaliya (exclusive), with replacement in 
Yanyuwa and Warluwarra by *ŋadharra, with reinforcement from a numeral.

Plural
The exclusive plural is clearly reconstructable as *ŋanu; however, no 
etymology of the final vowel can be given (cf. PPN *ŋana). The inclusive 
plural is also uncontroversially reconstructed as *ŋambala; this form is, 
however, traceable.

The second person dual is PW *yimbala (PPN *nyuNpalV). As will be seen 
in a number of other subgroups, there is a tendency for inclusive pronouns 
to incorporate some element of a second person pronoun, either juxtaposed 
as an independent word (as in Pitta-Pitta (Karnic) and Gugada (Western 
Desert)) or morphologically, as in Ngaanyatjara. We can assume that this 
is what has happened here in Proto-Warluwaric. The second person dual 
appears to have been analysed by speakers as yi-mbala and the suffix has 
been transferred to the first person to mark inclusion.

Discussion and conclusion
We have seen that while the languages described here were spoken in 
many different parts of the country, the processes by which inclusives and 
exclusives were formed have been quite similar.

New inclusives come from the juxtaposition of second person singular forms 
to non-singular first person pronouns. Inclusives tend to be inherited; the 
dual inclusive *ngali in particular appears to be stable and serves as the base 
not only for dual exclusive renewals, but for plural pronouns too. Thus, 
Lichtenberk’s (2005) findings for Oceanic, that inclusives are more stable 
than exclusives, appear to apply to Pama-Nyungan as well.
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Exclusives come from the juxtaposition of either first person singular dative 
pronouns or third person singular pronouns to the non-singular first person 
pronouns. In addition, dual exclusives are also formed by the juxtaposition 
of the numeral ‘two’ to non-singular first person pronouns.

Etymology of types

Type A
In this relationship, the inclusive pronoun is X and the exclusive pronoun 
is X-y. That is, the inclusive pronoun is unmarked and the exclusive is 
marked with respect to the inclusive. This is found in all languages where 
the exclusive is historically based on 1nsg-1sg or 3sg-1nsg.

Type B
This is the reverse of Type A – here the exclusive is morphologically ‘basic’ 
and the inclusive is marked. This is the situation found in some Karnic 
languages, and historically arises from the incorporation of the second 
person into the first person to mark inclusive, after an earlier merger of 
inclusive and exclusive (e.g. *ngali). It is the rarest of the marking types in 
the data.

Type C
This type, where both the inclusive and exclusive are built on a common 
stem (i.e. X-y, X-z, where X = first person, y = ‘+you’, z = ‘-you/+him’). 
Such  a type of marking is only found in the Western Desert complex. 
In many ways, Type C is a combination of Types A and B, and it arises from 
the same sources.

Type D
The frequent incorporation of the PPN word for two *kutharra has resulted 
in suppletive stems in a number of the languages considered, particularly 
for dual pronouns. In this type, there is no clear synchronic formal relation 
between the inclusive and the exclusive.

Clusivity and feature typologies

Finally, let us consider how these reconstructions bear on the discussions of 
featural marking of clusivity. All analyses of clusivity consider the inclusive 
as ‘first person + second person’ (or in feature geometry terms Participant > 
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[speaker], [addressee]). This is reflected in the historical changes described 
in this chapter. Inclusives are regularly formed from the amalgamation 
of first and second person pronouns, the formal correlate of the feature 
marking. There is no evidence for Hollenbach’s claim that third persons can 
be recruited as inclusive markers. The data here very strongly imply that the 
innovation of new inclusives arises from the marking of features [speaker] 
and [addressee] more overtly. The third person pronoun contains neither 
of these features.

The exclusive, however, is more problematic. Remember that Hollenbach’s 
analysis entailed the definition of Exclusive as ‘first person + third person’, 
while Harley and Ritter’s feature geometries imply that the Exclusive is ‘first 
person and not second person’. Given this, the use of third person to mark 
exclusive is not expected, since third person (for them) contains no person 
features. It adds no features to the feature bundle of the pronoun, since third 
person carries only the ‘individuation’ node, which is already contained in 
other pronouns.

Neither Harley and Ritter nor Hollenbach refer to a number in their 
formal representations of the inclusive/exclusive. Certainly, the number 
is not always important in marking inclusives and exclusives. Harley and 
Ritter (2002) provide evidence for this. Yet, the widespread reinforcement 
of exclusives with the numeral *kutharra ‘two’ implies that exclusives can 
involve a number feature.

Conclusion
In contrast to the analysis proposed by Harley and Ritter (2002), there 
is a relationship between exclusive pronouns and number marking. Since 
Harley and Ritter’s feature geometry for pronouns is a general schema for 
describing pronominal oppositions, it should hold at all points in time. 
That is, it must constrain historical changes as well as describe synchronic 
systems. The historical source of pronouns is, therefore, an important 
additional source of evidence for universality. Morphologically marked 
inclusives typically come from the juxtaposition of second person and first 
person pronouns, while exclusives are derived either from first person and 
third person pronouns or two first person pronouns. This has implications 
for feature geometry, if we are to describe the historical changes involved 
in creating inclusive and exclusive pronouns in terms of the merger of 
feature bundles.
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