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Abstract 
 

The purpose of this dissertation is to account for the syntactic and semantic traits of Tłı̨chǫ 

modal clauses within a cross-linguistic typology of conditional clauses.   

 This dissertation provides a comprehensive description and analysis of clauses that are 

introduced by nı̨dè, a Tłı̨chǫ word with cognates in many Dene languages. Clauses that are 

introduced by nı̨dè are modal adjuncts, which cover predictions about the future (future 

temporal adverbial clauses, when), hypothetical scenarios (conditional clauses, if) and 

generic or habitual generalisations about the world (restrictive clauses, whenever).  

 I provide a unified account for all of these uses by showing that they are all in the 

realm of modality. I then hypothesise that nı̨dè is a complementiser which introduces a 

modal adjunct clause. I follow von Fintel (2006) and Kratzer (2012) and suggest that nı̨dè 

restricts a modal operator in its apodosis. This account explains apparent gaps in the Tłı̨chǫ 

grammar, and in particular within concessive adjunct clauses ('even though...'), which 

cannot be introduced by nı̨de, and attributes this mismatch to the difference between the 

factivity of concessive adjunct clauses on the one hand and modality in clauses introduced 

by nı̨dè on the other hand. I contrast this with concessive conditional clauses ('if.... even...'), 

which can be introduced by nı̨dè, and in which nı̨dè scopes over the concessive adverb kò 

(following Bennett, 1982, 2003). 

 This work highlights the ways in which Tłı̨chǫ conditionals are different from, and 

similar to, previous cross-linguistic generalisations of conditionals. Conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ 

and other Dene languages differ from many accounts of conditionals, which focus on the 

role of the verbal form in communicating speaker attitudes about the hypotheticality of the 

proposition in the conditional (Iatridou, 2000; Karawani, 2014). In contrast, Tłı̨chǫ uses 



 iv 

verb aspect inside clauses to indicate the action as complete or incomplete, much like in 

matrix clauses. Tłı̨chǫ speakers communicate their attitudes of the likelihood and 

hypotheticality of the proposition using other means, such as adverbs and evidentials.  

 However, Tłı̨chǫ is also similar to other languages, in extending the modal nature of 

conditional clauses to a subtype of conditionals called premise conditionals, which 

communicate rhetorical devices and a variety of metatextual comments (Dancygier, 1993, 

1999). This is unexpected, as I argue that nı̨dè must introduce a modal clause, whereas 

premise conditionals seemingly deal with facts. I argue that despite first impressions, 

Tłı̨chǫ premise conditionals are still within the realm of modality, as they are either used 

to express propositions that are not accepted as fact by the speaker, or are used to restrict a 

modal in the adjoined clause, much like hypothetical conditionals. The structure of Tłı̨chǫ 

premise conditionals is likewise similar to the structure that has been proposed in the past 

for other languages (Haegeman, 2003, 2010).  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Simple language abstract 
 
In this chapter, I explain what I will be doing in this dissertation.  

 I am learning about the Tłı̨chǫ word nı̨dè by looking for information from three 

different places. I look at stories that were told by Tłı̨chǫ Elders, because it's important for 

me to be able to see how Tłı̨chǫ people use nı̨dè when they speak. It's also important for 

me to represent the Tłı̨chǫ people and language correctly, and the stories told by the Elders 

(traditional stories and biographies) are a good reflection of Tłı̨chǫ culture.  

 I am also learning from reading the Tłı̨chǫ translation of the New Testament and 

comparing it to English, Greek, and Hebrew. Because of the size, there's a lot of different 

examples of nı̨dè, and I usually know the context and the reason people use nı̨dè in that 

sentence.  

 Lastly, I learned from asking four people from Behchokǫ̀ how to say certain sentences: 

Rosa Mantla, Cecilia Rabesca, TSD and MAM. I gave them sentences in English and asked 

how they would say this in Tłı̨chǫ, and they translated for me. Sometimes I tried to 

construct sentences in Tłı̨chǫ and they told me whether I was right or wrong. This was 

important because I could check what kind of things I can say with nı̨dè and what kind of 

things I can't. All of these sentences are in Appendix 2. I hope that Tłı̨chǫ language learners 

will find them useful.  

 In the rest of the chapter, I give explanations about Tłı̨chǫ: what are the sounds, how 

different verbs look, and what kind of sentences can be made.  
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 At the very end of the chapter, I explain who I am. I am not a member of the Tłı̨chǫ 

Nation, I am not Dene, I am not Indigenous, and I am not Canadian. I am from Israel. My 

own language is Hebrew, which was revitalised over a hundred years ago. My 

grandparents' language is Yiddish, which I do not speak. I care deeply about language 

revitalisation, and I am grateful that I had the chance to learn from the Tłı̨chǫ people. These 

simple language abstracts are written for language learners and language teachers, and I 

hope that I can give back to present and future Tłı̨chǫ speakers a little with them.   
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 
       
1.1 The focus of the research 

The focus of this research is the Tłı̨chǫ particle nı̨dè, which can be translated into English, 

in different contexts, as 'if', 'when', and 'whenever'. Thus, in one way, the focus of this 

research is conditional clauses, or bi-clausal sentences in which one clause is introduced 

by a conditional word such as if. 1  What makes a clause a conditional clause? Are 

conditional clauses a separate category? Are they a part of a bigger story about how we 

communicate our beliefs and understanding of the world? 

 However, first and foremost, the focus of this research is Tłı̨chǫ, and thus my focus is 

not a cross-linguistic phenomenon that is assumed to exist, but rather one word in Tłı̨chǫ, 

nı̨dè, and the meanings it communicates. Thus, I begin by discussion Tłı̨chǫ, which is both 

the name of the people and their language. 

1.2 The Tłı̨chǫ community 

Tłı̨chǫ (lit. 'Dog-rib') is the endonym of a Dene nation in the Northwest Territories, whose 

territory is located between Great Slave Lake (Tıdeè) and Great Bear Lake (Sahtı̀). The 

Tłı̨chǫ Nation comprises of four communities: Behchokǫ̀, Whatı ̀, Gamètı,̀ and Wekweètı ̀, 

with a population of over 2,000 people (Tłı̨chǫ Government, n.d. (a)) The four communities 

are also known in Tłı̨chǫ as Dı̨hkǫ̀ (lit. 'four communities'). The Tłı̨chǫ nation completed a 

                                                
1 This short ad hoc definition is given for the purpose of this introduction, to clarify that by conditional clause 
I am speaking of the bi-clausal structure. In chapter 2, section 2.1, I dive deeper into the question of the 
definition of conditional clauses.  
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land-claim and self-government agreement with the NWT government and the Canadian 

federal government in 2005, the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement; thus, the Tłı̨chǫ are now a self-

governing nation (Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, 2003). The borders of the Tłı̨chǫ self-government 

territory were applied to the Mǫwhı̀ Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè, the territory which was recognised 

in Treaty 11, signed by the Tłı̨chǫ leader Mǫwhı ̀ in 1921. Mǫwhı ̀'s words during the 

negotiation and signing of the treaty are echoed to this day in Tłı̨chǫ culture and guide the 

Tłı̨chǫ people (Tłı̨chǫ Government, n.d.(b)): Dıı sa naet’a, dehcho nı̨lı̨ı̨ ekèt’a anajà-le 

nı̨dè, ası̀ı wǫzı̀ı gogha wets’àèt’ǫ ha-le. Dıı dè gòɂǫ gots’ǫ̀, edàesı̨ı̨ sı̀ı, hanı̀ hòɂǫ ha. 'This 

sun that rises, if it does not go back on itself, this Great River that flows, if it does not flow 

back on itself, on this land, we will not be restricted from our way of life. For as long as 

this land shall last, it will be exactly as I have said.' (Chief Zephirin Mǫwhı ̀, quoted in 

Tłı̨chǫ Community Services Agency, n.d. (a)). 

 The Tłı̨chǫ people, like other Dene peoples of the Mackenzie Drainage, have 

traditionally lived in the bush, fishing, hunting, trapping and snaring (Helm, 1965). The 

Tłı̨chǫ came into contact with Europeans in the last decade of the 18th century (Helm, 

2001), mostly for trade. The Tłı̨chǫ oral history relates the story of this contact, in part by 

telling of a conflict the Tłı̨chǫ were having at the time with other Dene people, and of a 

woman who was saved by European settlers from captivity (The Woman Who Came Back, 

2013). The Tłı̨chǫ today stress the importance of being "strong like two people", 

maintaining the Tłı̨chǫ culture and traditional way of life, while being able to benefit from 

the non-Indigenous world: Eyıt’à chekoa hotıı̀ ełexèht’e laanı̀ nàowo nàk’e t’à hoghàgeetǫ 

nı̨dè, dǫne nàke laanı̀ nàgetso-ha 'So if the children are taught in two cultures equally, they 



 5 

will be strong like two people' (Elizabeth Mackenzie, quoted in Tłı̨chǫ Community 

Services Agency, n.d. (b)). 

 In the past decades, as a result of the move to permanent settlements, traditional 

activities take a smaller role in the Tłı̨chǫ way of life. However, they are still practiced by 

community members. The traditional way of life is strongly reflected in the Tłı̨chǫ culture 

and in many communal practices and initiatives, such as the Trails of Our Ancestors annual 

journey (Zoe, 2007), workshops in traditional activities on the land throughout the year, 

and youth camps in which traditional activities and Tłı̨chǫ worldview are taught (Mantla, 

2017). 

 The majority of the Tłı̨chǫ people today are fluent in English. In the Statistics Canada 

(2017) survey, 1,050 residents of Behchokǫ̀ (57%) reported their mother tongue as English, 

while 42% reported their mother tongue to be Tłı̨chǫ. This is a rapid change from only a 

few decades ago, when the majority of Tłı̨chǫ people, both adults and children, spoke 

Tłı̨chǫ as their first (and often, only) language (Diane Naud, p.c, 2016; also metioned in 

Helm, 2001). The Statistics Canada 2016 survey further reflects this language shift by 

noting the mix of languages spoken at home: 93% of respondents indicated that English is 

spoken at their home, while 52% also listed Tłı̨chǫ as spoken at their home. These numbers 

reflect a reality in which the majority of adults (40 years and old) speak Tłı̨chǫ with their 

peers and Elders, but the majority of children and youth do not speak the language. The 

Tłı̨chǫ Government and the Tłı̨chǫ Community Services Agency are promoting language-

revitalisation activities and institutions, such as a Tłı̨chǫ immersion K-2, and as of 2019, a 

Mentor-Apprentice program. Tłı̨chǫ language activists and educators further take part in 

programs such as the University of Alberta's Canadian Indigenous Languages and Literacy 
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Development Institute (CIILDI), the University of Victoria's Masters in Indigenous 

Language Revitalisation, and Aurora College's Aboriginal Language and Culture Instructor 

Program (ALCIP).  

1.3 Theoretical assumptions 

The empirical focus of my research thus leads me to the following theoretical focus and 

assumptions, which follow me throughout this work: 

1. Descriptive focus: The description of uses of nı̨dè in Tłı̨chǫ, an element of the 

language which has not been described in depth in the past. I conduct this 

description from two complementary approaches: my main approach is form-to-

function; that is, I seek to describe the uses of nı̨dè rather than describing a pre-

defined cross-linguistic category of conditionals. I therefore focus less on other 

forms of conditionals, such as 'do this and...' structures which are semantically 

similar to conditionals (Culicover & Jackendoff, 1997). Within this approach, I take 

a function-to-form approach, and describe the different types of nı̨dè-clauses based 

on the differences between the semantics of each clause type, and not by solely 

relying on differences in the syntax or morphology of the clause. This approach 

helps me connect nı̨dè to cross-linguistic observations of conditionals and modality. 

I mostly take a synchronic approach in my description, with some reliance on 

comparative evidence for diachronic discussions.  

2. Semantic and syntactic focus: My descriptions are followed by syntactic analysis 

and some semantic analysis and ideas about the Tłı̨chǫ forms I am discussing.  I 

follow a broadly generative approach (e.g. Bogal-Allbritten, 2016). In chapters 3 

and 4, I discuss the Tłı̨chǫ clause structure (and its implications for my analysis of 
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nı̨dè). For this discussion, I adopt previous analyses of the Tłı̨chǫ syntax by Saxon 

(2014, in press) and Welch (2012, 2015). These accounts lay out specific 

assumptions about the Tłı̨chǫ clause structure, including a number of functional 

heads particular to Dene languages, which I follow in this work. In chapter 3, I 

discuss semantic analyses of if as a particle whose function is to restrict a modal 

base (Farkas & Sugioka, 1983; von Fintel, 2011, 2015; von Fintel & Gillies, 2015; 

Kratzer, 2012). These analyses argue that English if and when do not carry any 

meaning of their own, but that there is a modal base in the clause that is restricted 

by them, which contributes the proper semantics. I use these analyses in order to 

provide a unified account for all of the uses of nı̨dè. In chapter 4, I follow the 

analyses of Dancygier (1999), Haegeman (2003, 2010) and Iatridou (1991), who 

analyse conditionals as belonging to two types: one which denotes hypothetical 

scenarios, and one which is used to comment on events that are presupposed as 

facts. I further follow their assumptions that a semantic difference between two 

types of conditionals should also be expressed by a syntactic difference, and use 

Haegeman's (2003, 2010) framework to suggest the syntactic structure of two types 

of nı̨dè-clauses. In chapter 5, I follow Bennett's (2003) analysis of concessives in 

order to discuss concessive constructions in Tłı̨chǫ. This account argues that 

concessive conditionals are additives and are composed of the meaning of the 

conditional and the meaning of the concessive. I use Bennett's differentiation of 

concessives which scope over the conditional and concessives which scope under 

the conditionals to explain the distribution of nı̨dè in concessive constructions in 

Tłı̨chǫ.  
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1.4 The research questions and the structure of this dissertation 

Four questions guided me in my research, through my research focus and theoretical 

assumptions. Each question is represented in a different chapter of this dissertation. 

1. What are conditional clauses, semantically, syntactically, and morphologically? 

Can Dene languages be said to have conditional clauses?  I examine these 

questions in chapter 2, in which I conduct a literature review of the linguistic work 

that has been done on conditionals. I look at different definitions of conditionals, 

different methods in which different linguists chose to identify conditionals, and 

what they suggest these constructions communicate. I further look in chapter 2 at 

other Dene languages, from Navajo in Southwestern United States to Dene Zhatıé, 

spoken a short car ride from Tłı̨chǫ territory, and try to identify commonalities 

between different Dene languages, and the extension of a cross-linguistic theory of 

conditionals to these Dene languages. 

2. What is the Tłı̨chǫ word nı̨dè? What are the syntactic and semantic environments 

in which it is used? What do all its different uses have in common? I examine these 

questions in Chapter 3, in which I describe the uses of nı̨dè in temporal, habitual, 

and hypothetical contexts. I show that nı̨dè is used to talk about events that are in 

the realm of modality: when Tłı̨chǫ speakers use nı̨dè, they indicate that they are 

not talking about one specific event that has happened. Instead, nı̨dè is used to talk 

about the future, which is always a form of prediction; nı̨dè is also used to talk about 

hypotheticals and possible scenarios; and it is used to communicate when the 

speaker is making generalisations about the world, another form of prediction. 
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3. Can nı̨dè be used to talk about facts at all? Under what circumstances? What are 

the unique traits of those nı̨dè-clauses? There is a subtype of conditionals in a large 

number of languages which are used to offer additional context and extratextual 

comments. In Chapter 4, I examine under which circumstances nı̨dè can be used 

for these purposes. I show that nı̨dè can be used to talk about contexts in which the 

proposition in one of the clauses is deemed as factual. I show that sentences with 

nı̨dè still need to be modal, but that they do not need to be predictive. I further 

investigate the syntax of these clauses and suggest that it is different from the syntax 

of predictive nı̨dè-clauses, along lines similar to that of other languages. I 

hypothesise that nı̨dè is a complementiser which selects a modal clause.  

4. What can clauses which do not use nı̨dè teach us about nı̨dè? In chapter 5, I 

examine two types of clauses which refer to facts. The first are temporal adverbial 

clauses about the past (past 'when' clauses), the temporal environment in which nı̨dè 

cannot be used. The second are concessive clauses ('even if', 'even though') in which 

nı̨dè also cannot be used. In both of these clauses, Tłı̨chǫ uses an adverb kò. I show 

that kò can be two different adverbs, one temporal and one concessive. I show that 

unlike nı̨dè, kò is not a complementiser, and I analyse it instead as an adverb. I 

suggest that kò cannot scope over nı̨dè due to the mismatch in semantics between 

the two particles.  

1.4.1 A note on terminology 

Before continuing, I must offer a note on the terminology used throughout this dissertation. 

There are many different ways to discuss the different parts of bi-clausal sentences. Declerk 

(1997) discusses temporal clauses and uses HC for head clause and WC for when-clause; 
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however, this terminology is not useful for Tłı̨chǫ, due to the multiple meanings of nı̨dè. 

Aarts (2006) uses the generic subordinate clause for the clause marked by nı̨dè and main 

or matrix clause for the other clause, and defines subordination as follows: 

 If an element ! is subordinate to an element ", it is less prominent than " and usually 

 ! is dependent on ".             (2006, p. 248) 

 Using this terminology would involve explicit theoretical assumptions regarding the 

nature of nı̨dè, which may not be valid. Using terminology that explicitly refers to nı̨dè 

clauses as subordinate clauses pre-defines nı̨dè's nature and role. Since I will be exploring 

those traits of nı̨dè in this work, it seems prudent to not use this terminology. Instead, in 

my description of the Tłı̨chǫ data, I will use the language-specific terms nı̨dè-phrase or 

nı̨dè-clause for the phrase that is immediately followed by nı̨dè and which I suggest is 

affected by nı̨dè's meaning. This language carries within it the assumption that nı̨dè is the 

head of a phrase and has an effect on that phrase, but does not presuppose the nature of that 

phrase. When I discuss the semantic distinction between types of sentences containing 

these clauses, I will use conditional sentences, temporal adverbial sentences or concessive 

sentences. When I discuss specific clauses within conditional sentences, I will use protasis 

for the nı̨dè-clause and apodosis for the other clause.  

 Finally, there is the broader question of how to treat the non-nı̨dè-clause. This poses 

some challenges. The literature, which focuses on conditional clauses, can often refer to it 

as apodosis or as Q. Since I argue that nı̨dè-clauses are not only conditional clauses, I 

cannot use apodosis all the time. Likewise, Q poses a number of problems, as it comes 

from a specific semantic approach, and is not always appropriate for a syntactic description. 
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For the purpose of clarity, I therefore choose consequent in my discussion of the non-nı̨dè 

clause. 

1.5 Methodology and sources 

In this work I bring data from three main sources: original texts which were told orally in 

the Tłı̨chǫ language, translations of texts originally written in other languages, and 

elicitation.  

1.5.1 Original texts in the Tłı̨chǫ language 

One of the main sources of my data is a corpus composed of transcribed oral texts in Tłı̨chǫ. 

These texts, often traditional stories or life stories, were originally told orally by Elders and 

transcribed and translated by people from the community, often relatives. The purpose of 

transforming these oral texts into a written form is to preserve Tłı̨chǫ oral history and 

culture and make it accessible to a new generation of Tłı̨chǫ people. These texts come in a 

variety of genres:  

1. Two Elder biographies (Yellowknives Dene First Nation [YKDFN], 2006, 2007), 

each one containing the life story of an Elder, Helen Tobie and Philip Goulet, told 

in their own words and transcribed and translated by community members. These 

stories were transcribed in non-standardised Tłı̨chǫ.  

2. Seven published story books, which contain traditional Tłı̨chǫ stories: 

• Edànı̀ Nǫgèe Dǫne Gok’eı̨dı̀ 'How Fox Saved the People' (Football, Siemens, 

& Mantla, 2009) 

• Edànı̀ Nǫgèe Wegǫ̀ǫ̀ Degèe Adzà 'How the Fox Got His Crossed Legs' (Football, 

Mantla, & Siemens 2009) 
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• Yamǫ̨ǫ̀zha Eyıts’ǫ Wets’èkeè Tsà 'Yamozha and His Beaver Wife' (Thomas & 

Siemens, 2007) 

• Ekwǫ̀ Dǫzhı̀a Wegondı 'The Legend of the Caribou Boy' (Blondin & Blondin, 

2007a) 

• Eneèko Nàmbe Įk’ǫǫ̀ K’eèzhǫ 'The Old Man with the Otter Medicine' (Blondin 

& Blondin, 2007b) 

• Dàanı̀ Hozı̀ı Hòlı̨ eyıts’ǫ Dàanı̀ Weyı̀ıts’atła Wegodıı̀ Hòlı̨ 'The Creation of the 

Barren Lands and the Couple Inside the Mountain' (Thomas, Wiebe & Helm, 

1997) 

• Tłı̨chǫ Whaèhdǫǫ̀ Godıı̀ Ełexè Whela 'A Collection of Tłı̨chǫ Stories from Long 

Ago' (Tłı̨chǫ Government, 2018) 

These seven books collect traditional stories from Tłı̨chǫ history and culture, all told by 

Elders. Four of them include the text of the stories as it was told by an Elder; the other three 

contain simplified versions of these stories, to make them more accessible to Tłı̨chǫ 

children.  

 The Elder biographies and the traditional Tłı̨chǫ stories are important for two reasons. 

First, they allow some contextualisation of the Tłı̨chǫ language within Tłı̨chǫ culture, 

traditions, and history, in a way that a translation into the Tłı̨chǫ language cannot. The 

stories and Elder biographies are situated within a Dene cultural context, and thus are not 

only a correct representation of the Tłı̨chǫ language, but also provide a culturally-
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appropriate use of the language.2  Second, they provide examples of spontaneous and 

natural speech.  

 These sources are drawn from two main dialects - the Tłı̨chǫ dialect group, spoken 

within the four Tłı̨chǫ communities of Behchokǫ̀, Whatı ̀, Gamètı ̀, and Wekweètı ̀; and the 

Wıı ̀lıı ̀deh dialect spoken by the Yellowknives Dene. The Yellowknives Dene are a separate 

political entity from the Tłı̨chǫ Nation. Phonological differences between the Wıı ̀lıı ̀deh 

dialect and the other Tłı̨chǫ dialects have been observed (Jaker, 2012), but the syntax and 

semantics of Wıı ̀lıı ̀deh have not been compared to other dialects of Tłı̨chǫ. 

1.5.2 Translations into the Tłı̨chǫ language 

In my work, I use two main texts translated into Tłı̨chǫ.  

1. The translation of the New Testament and the Book of Genesis into Tłı̨chǫ Yatıı̀ 

(Dogrib Translation Committee [DTC], 2003/2008). As a translation of a well- 

known and well-researched text, the context of each sentence in this source is 

widely known and understood, and there is a large body of works dedicated to the 

interpretation of the New Testament (e.g. Brown, 1997; Marshall, 1977). The 

Tłı̨chǫ translation is the result of the work of a team of biblical scholars and 

community linguists, and was researched to correctly reflect both the original text 

and the Tłı̨chǫ language (Janke, 2003). To compare the morphology and syntax of 

each verse, I used the New Revised Standard Version translation to English, 

available at https://www.biblegateway.com/, the Koine Greek original, available at 

http://www.greekbible.com/, and for the Book of Genesis, the original Biblical 

Hebrew text, available at https://www.mechon-mamre.org/i/t/t0.htm. 

                                                
2 These stories are available in written form, and I assume have been edited before publication, but I am not 
informed about the nature of the editing process. 
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2. Įdaà Etǫ 'Indaa Trail' (Stephenson, Mackenzie, Mantla & Rabesca, 2005) is a 

children's book, originally written in English, about a Tłı̨chǫ family taking a canoe 

trip to learn about the Tłı̨chǫ traditional territory. The book was translated to Tłı̨chǫ 

by community educators and linguists Margaret Mackenzie, Rosa Mantla, and 

Philip Rabesca.  

The first benefit of using these texts is that, as a non-Dene person and not being a speaker 

of Tłı̨chǫ, I may miss both the linguistics and cultural intricacies and nuance of the words 

of Dene speakers and Elders in the sources that are originally in Tłı̨chǫ. Using translations 

as well as original texts allows a higher degree of certainty that the generalisations I make 

are correct, and not the result of missing essential cultural or linguistic context. The second 

benefit is the size of the text. The New Testament corpus includes 433 pages, and Įdaà Etǫ 

includes approximately 60 pages. These long texts offer many examples of nı̨dè in a variety 

of contexts. Lastly, the translation allows me not only to look at a variety of examples in a 

variety of contexts, but to also learn from the choices of the translators. Both translations 

are the result of dedicated work of community linguists who translated these texts in a way 

that would render them most accessible and culturally appropriate to their audience of 

Tłı̨chǫ speakers. As Toury (2012) argues, the work of translation is a constant choice 

between adhering as closely as possible to the source on the one hand, and making the 

translation acceptable within the target culture on the other hand. Thus, when community 

linguists take the second approach and deviate from the source, I assume that they do so in 

order to communicate the same idea in a clearer, more culturally-acceptable way. While 

this work is not the work of translation studies, and does not include a deep investigation 

into the translators' motivation and rationale, I take into account that the choice to translate 
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a clause one way or the other is meaningful, and that if such choice is seen to be made 

consistently, it can serve as additional confirmation of hypotheses that arose from other 

data.  

1.5.3 Elicitation  

The third source of my data is elicitation data. This data's main function is to provide what 

the other types of corpus cannot: negative data. This allows me to learn what type of 

combinations and sentences cannot be said by a Tłı̨chǫ speaker at all or in specific contexts, 

and speaker insights about these sentences. My elicitation took place in two periods. In 

July-August 2016 I travelled to Behchokǫ̀ and interviewed three Tłı̨chǫ speakers. One was 

Rosa Mantla, an Elder in her 60s, a community linguist and educator and a long-time 

advocate of the Tłı̨chǫ language. Rosa graduated in 2016 from the University of Victoria's 

Master's program in Indigenous Language Revitalisation. The others speakers were Cecilia 

Rabesca, a speaker in her 50s, who works for the Tłı̨chǫ government in Behchokǫ̀; and 

MAM, a speaker in her 40s, who has taken up linguistic and archival training, and works 

for the Tłı̨chǫ Language and Culture Department in the Tłı̨chǫ Government. In my second 

trip, in July 2017, I interviewed Rosa Mantla again, and in addition interviewed TSD, an 

educator in her 40s who is likewise a longtime advocate of the Tłı̨chǫ language and a 

graduate of the University of Victoria's Master's program in Indigenous Language 

Revitalisation in 2017.  

 Data from elicitation is provided with the initials of the speaker who offered the 

example and the year of elicitation. All elicitation data is provided in Appendix 2.  
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1.5.4 Benefits and challenges of each source 

Each one of the sources used in this dissertation has its own advantages and disadvantages. 

The original Tłı̨chǫ texts are the most appropriate to use, as they include the words of 

Elders, contextualised within the Tłı̨chǫ culture. As a non-Dene, non-Indigenous person, I 

cannot situate examples within the Dene context, and thus cannot be sure that I do not 

misrepresent the Tłı̨chǫ people and their culture in my examples. Furthermore, since I hope 

that this work can benefit not only linguists but speakers, language teachers and language 

learners within the Tłı̨chǫ community, it is important to attempt to provide as much of the 

description of Tłı̨chǫ as possible within the Tłı̨chǫ cultural context. As such, these 

resources are invaluable. 

 However, there are two main disadvantages to using these resources. The first is the 

question of standardisation. Tłı̨chǫ is one of the five Dene languages whose language 

specialists were consulted in the Dene Standardisation Project (Biscaye & Pepper, 1989). 

However, despite the standardisation and additional projects such as the reading and 

writing manual: Tłı̨chǫ K'ę̀ę̀ Ets'eetł'èe xè Enı̨htł'è K'e Yats'ehtı [Reading and Writing in 

Tłı̨chǫ Yatıı̀] (Tłı̨chǫ Community Services Agency [TCSA], 2009), the Tłı̨chǫ orthography 

remains challenging, and especially concerning the proper indication of vowel length and 

tone. Both these elements in Tłı̨chǫ and other Dene languages communicate essential 

grammatical information such as aspect and clause-type. Thus, non-standardised spelling 

creates unique challenges for the reader who is not a native speaker, as crucial information 

may be impossible to recover from non-standardised transcriptions.  

 The second challenge that is posed by these texts to the non-native researcher is the 

question of context. The Elders whose words are reproduced in these texts have come from 
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a specific cultural viewpoint and hold specific common-ground knowledge that derives 

from Tłı̨chǫ culture, lifestyle, and the Northern biosphere. Cultural practices, insights about 

the fauna and flora of the Arctic North, and other elements are taken for granted in the 

Elders' stories, as the intended audience of these stories are those who know and understand 

those shared values and shared way of life. As a Non-Dene, non-Indigenous, and non-

Canadian researcher from a different culture, different language, and a completely different 

country in a relatively southern part of the world, many of these common-ground 

assumptions are unknown to me. Thus, utterances which are easily interpreted by those 

who are familiar with the nuances may remain ambiguous and impenetrable for me, 

especially in those cases in which I attempt to judge a specific utterance's common-ground 

assumptions.  

 The translations are the mirror image of original texts with their benefits and 

challenges. In particular, the translation of the New Testament, a text from a very different 

culture and time, does not reflect Tłı̨chǫ culture and traditions. Likewise, as a translation, 

it does not carry spontaneous speech, and due to the religious significance of the text, it 

may show preference for a higher register of language, or somewhat artificial constructions 

that are unlikely to be heard in speech.3  

 On the other hand, as a text that has been researched and investigated for centuries, 

the context of each of its utterances is better understood, and the Tłı̨chǫ translation can be 

compared to the source in order to understand the nuances of each sentence. Thus, for a 

researcher such as myself, there is a higher degree of confidence that I understand the 

specific intentions of each example and have an easier time clearing up any ambiguities 

                                                
3 For example, Saxon (p. c., 2018) shares that many Tłı̨chǫ speakers feel that the text is missing evidentials.  
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within the text.4 Furthermore, due to the religious significance of the New Testament, the 

text has been proof-read multiple times and updated and corrected. For this research, I was 

able to access the Tłı̨chǫ translation of the New Testament using an electronic document 

for an easy search, then comparing the text with the printed version and with an updated 

online text. As Tłı̨chǫ verb aspect is often marked by tone, in non-standardised, non-

verified texts, tone marking may be inconsistent, which makes it harder for me to be sure 

of verb aspect. The fully standardised and verified text of the New Testament allowed me 

more confidence in verifying verb aspects for most verbs using the Tłı̨chǫ Online 

Dictionary (TCSA, 2005) and cross-checking some verb forms with the verbs in the South 

Slavey verb dictionary (Norwegian & Howard, 2004). Any mistakes regarding essential 

elements such as verb aspect are mine as a researcher, and not ambiguous within the text. 

 Finally, elicitation allows me to find negative evidence, and to clarify whether gaps 

in the texts are the result of the syntax of Tłı̨chǫ which does not allow for certain 

constructions at all, whether they are impossible only in specific environments, or whether 

I have not seen examples of a certain kind simply due to chance or context. Furthermore, 

the elicitation sessions allowed those community members who were generous enough to 

work with me to add their cultural insights to my data and research, for which I am grateful. 

 However, elicitation poses two challenges of its own. The first is the challenge of 

semantics. When a speaker rules out an example as incorrect or impossible, it is not always 

clear which part of the grammar is responsible for the rejection (Matthewson, 2004; Mithun, 

2001). This is especially true when the elicitation is composed by a non-Dene researcher 

such as myself, prioritising a controlled context and specific questions, and lacking 

                                                
4 This is especially true for the translation of the Book of Genesis, which is an important part of my culture.  
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familiarity with the nuances of Tłı̨chǫ culture. Thus, even after elicitation, there still remain 

questions regarding the use of certain constructions. This relates to the second challenge of 

elicitation, which is the cultural appropriateness of some examples. I have attempted, with 

the help of my supervisor, to create an elicitation list which is respectful of Dene culture, 

and to provide contexts that would clarify the intention behind each elicitation item. 

However, this process is as prone to human errors on my side as any other research 

paradigm, and thus I may not have been able to clearly communicate some of my attempted 

elicitation items to the speakers, who were kind to contribute their time and knowledge to 

help me. Thus, my presentation of the elicitation data may include errors as a result of my 

research design, implementation, or interpretation, which depend on my own background 

and culture. All errors are my own, and I hope the speakers understand that all errors are 

in good faith.  

 Lastly, in a number of places, and in chapter 5 in particular, I bring comparative data 

from other Dene languages, and especially from Dene Zhatıé, spoken in the southern part 

of the Northwest Territories. Most of my examples are taken from Nahecho - Our Elders 

(Thom & Blondin-Townsend, 1987), a collection of short biographical stories of the Dene 

Zhatıé Elders. This book includes the edited Dene Zhatıé text and a free English translation. 

I used these texts when I taught the course IED 459 - Indigenous Languages in 2017-2018 

and had the opportunity to verify my glosses and literal translation with a Dene Zhatıé 

speaker.  

1.5.5 A note on sources and orthography 

I bring in this work examples from written sources as they are spelled in the original source. 

Thus, if a source's spelling has been standardised (e.g. The New Testament translation), 
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the examples are standardised. If a source's spelling has not been standardised (e.g. the 

Elder biographies), the examples are not standardised. When transcribing my elicitation 

sessions, I standardised the spelling, but attempted to reflect the speaker's dialectal 

differences as much as possible. Thus, the same word may be spelled in a number of ways 

throughout this dissertation. This is especially the case with kò 'when, but, even, although, 

even though', which may be spelt in different examples as kò, xò, hò, or ekò.5 Examples 

from other works and from other languages are copied as is from the source, including 

glossing.  

 Examples from elicitation are given with one line of glossing and a second line of 

translation. Examples from other sources, and in particular from the translation of the New 

Testament, are given with one line of glossing and two lines of translations. The literal 

translation is given first, in italics. The New Revised Standard Version [NRSV] translation 

is offered in regular font.  

1.5.5.1 Tłı̨chǫ orthography 

Throughout this work, I use the standardised Tłı̨chǫ orthography (TCSA, 2009). Digraphs 

and symbols which do not exist in English or may be ambiguous are presented in Table 

1.1: 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
5 These variants may or may not reflect phonological differences. 
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Tłı̨chǫ 
orthography 

IPA  Tłı̨chǫ orthography IPA 

ɂ ɂ  ch tʃ, ʦ 
ch’ tʃ', ʦ'  dl dl 
dz ʣ  gh ɣ 
gw gw  j ʤ, ʣ 
k’ k'  kw kw 

kw’ kw'  ł ɬ 
mb mb  nd nd 
sh ʃ, s  t’ t' 
tł tɬ  tł’ tɬ' 
ts ʦ  ts’ ʦ' 

wh ʍ  x h, x 
y j  zh ʒ, z 

Table 1.1: Tłı̨chǫ orthography and corresponding IPA symbols 

Tłı̨chǫ has oral vowels, which are unmarked: [a], [e], [ı], [u]; and nasal vowels: [ã], [ẽ], [ĩ], 

[ũ] which are marked by the ogonek mark (e.g., ą). Tłı̨chǫ further marks low tone on vowels: 

[à], [è], [ı]̀, [ò]. Tłı̨chǫ vowels can be short or long [a:], [e:], [ı:], [u:]; these long vowels 

are marked by a doubling of the vowel, e.g. aa. Long vowels may also show contour tones: 

[àa], [aà], [èe], [eè], [ıı ̀], [ı ̀ı], [òo], [oò]. In these contour tones, the marked vowel is falling, 

and the unmarked vowel is rising.  

1.6 A short sketch of the Tłı̨chǫ grammar 

My aim is not to provide an extensive or exhaustive sketch of the grammar of Tłı̨chǫ, but 

only provide a small overview of some relevant aspects of Tłı̨chǫ grammar that are 

necessary to understand the data presented in this work.   

1.6.1 The Tłı̨chǫ verb 

Dene verbs are notoriously complex (Bogal-Allbritten, 2016). The works of Axelrod 

(1993), McDonough (1999), and Rice (2000) focused specifically on the Dene verb, while 

the topic has also received attention in grammars of various Dene languages. Various 

aspects of the Tłı̨chǫ verb have been discussed by Davidson (1963), Saxon (1993), and 
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Welch (2012, 2015), amongst others. The Tłı̨chǫ literacy manual Tłı̨chǫ K’ę̀ę̀ Ets’eetł’èe 

xè Enı̨htł’è K’e Yats’ehtıı (TCSA, 2009) provides a description of the Tłı̨chǫ verb system 

for speakers of the language.  

 Like other Dene languages, every Tłı̨chǫ verb is composed of a minimum of three or 

four elements: the stem, a subject/person marker, and the verbal Mode (Rice & Hargus, 

1989). The Tłı̨chǫ verb must be conjugated in one of three Modes: imperfective, perfective, 

and optative.6 The Mode can be marked using one or more of the following strategies: stem 

alternations (ablaut), tone alternations, or a unique morpheme before the stem.7  This 

alternation is presented in (1), showing the conjugation of the verb ats'ele 'to cause, to do, 

to make': 

(1) a.  ats'ele    b. ats'ı̨ı̨là   c. ats'ııle 

  do.1PL.S.IPFV   do.1PL.S.PFV   do.1PL.S.OPT 

  'we do, we are doing'  'we have done'  'let us do' 

 The imperfective can be seen in (1a). This form shows the stem of the verb -le 'to do', 

as well as the 1st person plural/impersonal subject morpheme ts'e- 'we' and the prefix a-.8 

The verb in (1b) exhibits the perfective form. The perfective in this verb is marked by all 

three strategies: first, the stem has undergone ablaut, from -le in the imperfective to -la in 

the perfective. The tone has changed from an unmarked high tone (imperfective, le) to a 

marked low tone (perfective, là). Finally, there is a vowel change in quality and nasalisation 

(marked by the ogonek) as the result of the underlying perfective morphemes (-ghe- and -

                                                
6 This categorisation is not intuitive. The justification for this categorisation has been discussed in many 
works (e.g. Axelrod, 1991; Rice & Hargus, 1989; Wilhelm, 2007) concerning the Dene verb and will not be 
further discussed here.  
7  Some verbs also show stem alternation indicating a progressive meaning. These verbs must still be 
conjugated for perfective, imperfective, or optative through one of the other strategies.   
8 The function of this prefix is unclear to me. 
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ne-). The third form, in (1c), is the optative. The optative in this example shares the stem 

with the imperfective.9 However, the vowel is changed due to an underlying optative 

morpheme. 

1.6.2 Tense in Tłı̨chǫ 

Tense is not marked on Tłı̨chǫ verbs as inflections, but by free post-verbal morphemes 

(Ackroyd, 1982, p. 60). Two such morphemes exist in Tłı̨chǫ: ı̨lè which indicates past and 

ha which indicates future.  

 Anisman (2017) and  Welch (2015) raise questions regarding whether Tłı̨chǫ is a tensed 

language or tenseless language. In formal syntax, this question can be understood as asking 

whether Tłı̨chǫ has an Inflection head (IP or TP). In order to conclude that Tłı̨chǫ is a 

tensed language (that is, its structure includes the head of IP or TP), both Anisman and 

Welch agree that the head of IP/TP would need to be obligatory, that is, be used in all 

clauses. Furthermore, the head of IP/TP could not function as the head of a different 

syntactic category.  

 Welch (2015, p. 74) shows that ı̨lè is an optional particle (whose use is determined not 

by tense but by other factors such as verb semantics) and therefore cannot be considered to 

belong to the Tense category. Welch then concludes that Tłı̨chǫ is not a tensed language, 

that is, it does not have a head of IP/TP, and suggests that Tłı̨chǫ is a future/non-future 

language, with an obligatory head of a unique Future phrase, ha. An example of Welch's 

(2015) data is presented in (2): 

 

 

                                                
9 The optative stem tends to be formed from either the imperfective or the perfective stem. The choice of 
stem changes according to individual lexemes.  
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(2)  Satsǫ  dzętanı,  Wekweètı ̀ ts’ǫ̀ dehtła    *(ha). 

 tomorrow day.half Wekweètı ̀ to go.1SG.S.IPFV  FUT 

 Lit. 'Tomorrow noon, I will leave for Wekweètı̀.' 

 'Tomorrow afternoon, I’m going to leave for Wekweètı ̀.’ 

              (Welch, 2015, p. 62, ex. 27) 

 Anisman (2017), on the other hand, argues that the future particle is likewise non-

obligatory and that its main meaning is modal, and that Tłı̨chǫ is a tenseless language.  

 It is therefore unclear whether Tłı̨chǫ includes a Tense category, a future/non-future 

category, or is a tenseless language. I discuss the question of the future in chapter 3.  

1.6.3 Tłı̨chǫ clause structure 

Tłı̨chǫ is a head-final language, and the general word order is Subject-(optional 

Oblique/Adjunct)-Object-Verb-Post verbal particles (Saxon, 1986; Welch, 2012). An 

example of a Tłı̨chǫ sentence is offered in (3): 

(3) Hòt’a   jı ̀e  łǫ  adzà     sǫnaà 

 already  berry many become.3SG.S.PFV  EVID 

 'There are already a lot of berries (evidently).'   (RM, 2016) 

In (3), the subject is jı̀e łǫ 'many berries', and the verb is adzà 'became'. After the verb there 

are post-verbal particles (tense, evidentials), such as the evidential sǫnaà (Saxon, 2014; 

Welch, 2015).10 

 A more complex sentence than (3) can be shown in (4): 

 

 

                                                
10 In this example, the first element of the sentence is an adjunct, the adverb hòt'a 'already'. 
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 (4) [Segà   nàde     hò]  ełèagı̨ą   ts’elı̨    ı̨lè 

 1SG.O.near live.3SG.S.IPFV  KÒ1 RECIP.friend be.1PL.S.IPFV  PST 

 'When she lived near me, we were friends.'   (CR, 2016) 

 The sentence in (4) is a bi-clausal sentence. The general structure remains head-final; 

the adjunct clause appears first: segà nàde hò 'when she lived near me'. The clause ends 

with the particle hò 'when, while'. The consequent clause follows, with the verb complex 

ts'elı̨ ı̨lè 'we were' in the final position in the sentence. There is a variety of syntactic devices 

and particles to indicate bi-clausal structures in Tłı̨chǫ. In this dissertation, I focus on two 

particles in particular: the particle nı̨dè 'if, when, whenever' and kò 'when, while, even, even 

though, even if, but'.  

1.7 Situating myself within the research 

Indigenous methodologies include self-location, or the self-awareness to the purpose of the 

research as well as to the researcher's cultural background, as that background informs the 

researcher's approach to the world, and that informs their approach to the research (Kovach, 

2010). In that spirit, I should self-locate for the purpose of this research project on an 

Indigenous Dene language, as I am a non-Dene, non-Indigenous, and non-Canadian 

researcher. I was born in Israel, as were my parents; my grandparents arrived in Israel after 

World War II from Poland and Romania. My language is Hebrew, a language that, for the 

most part of two millennia, was used mostly for religious and literary purposes, until it was 

revitalised at the end of the 19th century (Rosén, 1977; Spolsky & Shohamy, 2001). But I 

also have another heritage language, Yiddish, my grandparents' first language, which they 

chose not to teach their children. I grew up listening to my grandparents speak in Yiddish 

when they did not want the grandchildren to understand; when my parents were children, 
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that was how they learned to understand Yiddish, and then my grandparents switched to 

speaking Polish instead.  

 I grew up living in a multilingual society: in addition to my mother tongue Hebrew, 

English, Arabic, Russian, French, and at times Amharic can be heard on the street, on 

television, in friends' homes, and the first two were taught to me in school. The Israel of 

the past 30 years has lessened its adhering to the idea of 'melting pot' it boasts of borrowing 

from Western cultures, even before awareness of the importance of linguistic diversity 

became widespread. Looking back at my childhood and onwards to my time in Canada 

studying Indigenous languages, I realise I took this linguistic and cultural diversity for 

granted. Despite the history of language loss in my family, my own language has never 

been at risk during my lifetime, and many people in my immediate surroundings (but not 

all) were able to maintain their language and live in bilingual households. This is also true 

about my language. The Hebrew language and Jewish cultures have only been the majority 

culture in Israel in the recent decades, but they have been documented for thousands of 

years, and Jews around the world grow up today knowing that their languages and cultures 

are just as important and just as worthy as others; pride in our traditions is a given, even in 

a globalised environment which is dominated by a culture that is not our own. It was 

therefore important for me, as a guest in Canada on Indigenous land, to find some angle of 

my linguistic work that touches on language revitalisation, in order to provide even a little 

support for the people whose language I was learning.  

  As a linguist, then, my research interest hinges not only on intellectual curiosity 

about the syntactic and semantic structure of various types of clauses, although I must 

admit a certain affinity for those (my Master's thesis topic, too, was on adverbial clauses). 
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The idea of social responsibility is embedded in my Jewish culture (although terminology 

may vary). It is essential to me that my linguistic work will benefit both the academic world 

and the community whose language I am studying, and despite my lack of fluency in the 

Tłı̨chǫ culture and language, to do my best to strengthen them and to support the Tłı̨chǫ 

people, even to a small degree. 
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Chapter 2 

Conditional clauses cross-linguistically 

Simple language abstract 
 
 

In this chapter, I look at languages that are not Tłı̨chǫ and try to learn from other people's 

work about words similar to nı̨dè. Nı̨dè is translated as 'if, when, whenever', and so I write 

about sentences in other languages with words like that. 

 The word if is a part of sentences called conditional sentences or conditional clauses. 

Most people don't know how to explain what conditional sentences are, so they describe 

sentences with if. I can't do this in my dissertation, because I'm writing about Tłı̨chǫ and 

not about English. So I look at the work of people like Kai von Fintel and Robert Stalnaker, 

who explained conditional clauses without talking about if. They said that conditional 

sentences have two clauses. None of these clauses describes something that has already 

happened. In conditional sentences, the first clause (that has if or nı̨dè) says what needs to 

happen for the other clause to happen. So I can say in Tłı̨chǫ: 

(1) Dechı̨nı nagots'eèhk'ǫ̀a nı̨dè degèe ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ a 

 Dechı̨nı   nagots'eèhk'ǫ̀-a     nı̨dè  

 in.the.bush  make.fıre.1PL.S.IPFV-FUT   NĮDÈ 

 degèe  ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ    -a 

 matches  need.1PL.S.IPFV  FUT 

 'If we are going to make fire in the bush, we will need matches.' (This sentence was 

 given to  me  by TSD in 2017). 
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This conditional sentence says that we don't know if we will make fire, but if we do decide 

to make a fire in the bush, we will need matches. So we don't need matches until the time 

we decide to make a fire in the bush. The second sentence (we will need matches) is called 

the apodosis, and it depends on the sentence that ends with nı̨dè, which is called the protasis. 

 Afterwards, I talk about how in many languages (English, Greek, Arabic), the form of 

the verb that is in the if-clause (past, present, or future) doesn't mean when the action 

happened, as in regular sentences. So a verb in the past doesn't mean that this sentence 

happened in the past. It means that I don't think it will happen. If the verb is in the present, 

it means that I think there's a good chance it will happen. Sometimes the verb means that I 

know that this event can't happen, which are counterfactuals.  

 After I finish talking about other languages, I look at Dene languages: Navajo, Apache, 

Tsuut’ina, Dëne Sųłıné, and South and North Slavey. In most of these languages, there's a 

word that is very similar to nı̨dè. People use it in sentences with if that talk about things 

that can happen, but also they use it for when, when they talk about the future. Sometimes, 

they use it to talk about things that keep on happening (habitual). In these Dene languages, 

the form of the verb doesn't relate to what I think about the event; it relates to when it 

happened.   
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Chapter 2 

Conditional clauses cross-linguistically 

 

2.1 A cross-linguistic definition of conditional clauses 

Conditional clauses are notoriously hard to define cross-linguistically (Declerk & Reed, 

2001). Wierzbicka (1997) argues that conditionals are not a part of a universal category 

and cannot be defined cross-linguistically at all, while Traugott et al. suggest that "[t]he 

question of what a conditional construction is may be answered in many different ways, 

and from many different perspectives" (1986, p. 3).  

 Previous analyses of conditionals tend to focus on specific languages or language 

families, most often English. This is especially true for syntactic analyses. Analyses which 

are not language-specific include Comrie (1986), von Fintel (2011), and Stalnaker 

(1968/1981), which focus on the semantics of conditionals. Stalnaker offers a logical 

semantic definition: "A conditional sentence expresses a proposition which is a function of 

two other propositions, yet not one which is a truth function of those propositions" 

(1968/1981, p. 98, emphasis in the original). This definition is semantic, and refers to the 

number of propositions and the truth function of the propositions. Comrie (1986) offers a 

logical definition of conditionals as material implications, or the semantic relationship 

between two clauses.11 Von Fintel (2011) does not offer a syntactic analysis at all, but 

defines conditionals as sentences which discuss possible scenarios and their implications, 

or "in what kind of possible scenario a given proposition is true" (von Fintel, 2011, p. 1515).  

                                                
11 See the discussion in Section 2.3, p. 44. Many researchers disagree that conditionals in natural language 
can be analysed as material implications. The history of this debate is reviewed in von Fintel and Iatridou 
(2002) and Schwenter (2014), for example, and will not be repeated in this work.  
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 Syntactic definitions of conditionals, as well as approaches that mix syntax and 

semantics, tend to focus on English conditional morphology, most commonly the particle 

if, analyses of the connective then, and verb morphology.  

 Such a definition is Dancygier's (1993), which defines English conditionals as 

constructions which fulfill two conditions: a conditional includes the word if and two 

clauses in the structure. In this section, I use protasis or P to refer to the proposition that is 

expressed within the if-clause, and apodosis or Q to refer to the proposition that is 

expressed within the "second clause" or then-clause of the sentence. I refer to the structure 

of a conditional adverbial clause as (if P (then) Q), such as in (1): 

(1)   If you wake up early, (then) I will make you tea. 

 This structure signals a semantic and pragmatic connection between the two clauses. 

Dancygier's definition is purely form-to-function, since the inclusion of bi-clausal 

structures that do not include the word if is excluded by the definition, even if they are 

semantically identical. Consider (2): 

(2)   Wake up early, and I will make you tea. 

The sentence in (2) is semantically similar to (1): in both cases, the relationship between 

the two clauses is P → Q. However, (2) expresses this idea in the form of two disjointed 

sentences, whereas (1) does not. Thus, the exclusion of (2) is based on morphological and 

syntactic grounds, and not on the semantics (Geis, 1985, differentiates on these grounds 

between conditional sentences which must contain an if-clause, and conditional 

propositions, which need not contain an if-clause).  

 Unlike definitions such as Dancygier's, purely semantic definitions such as the ones 

by Stalnaker and von Fintel discussed above do not make the same assumption: both 
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Stalnaker and von Fintel simply suggest that there must be two propositions, and do not 

put any conditions on the syntactic relations between those two propositions.12   

 Huddleston and Pullum (2002) express the same idea as Dancygier, but more explicitly. 

In their view of conditional clauses, "the prototypical conditional adjunct consists of a PP 

with if as head and a content clause as complement" (2002, p. 738). Huddleston and Pullum 

thus define if as a preposition, and conditionals as containing a PP adjunct, in addition to 

explicitly requiring the particle if. Huddleston and Pullum also offer the same semantic 

criterion as Stalnaker and von Fintel, which predicts that hearers would reject as false a 

conditional in which P is true and Q is false. Huddleston and Pullum discuss constructions 

that are semantically similar to conditionals but do not share the same syntactic structure, 

such as the if-less bi-clausal construction in (2). They argue that these constructions do not 

have "the form or literal meaning of conditionals, but serve indirectly to convey conditional 

meaning." (2002, p. 761) 

 Likewise, Bhatt and Pancheva (2006) define conditionals as sentences involving an 

adverbial clause (if P, Q), in which "the proposition expressed by the antecedent clause 

specifying the (modal) circumstances in which the proposition expressed by the main 

clause is true" (2006, p. 639). Like Huddleston and Pullum, Bhatt and Pancheva 

acknowledge that there are additional, non-adverbial syntactic structures which are used to 

express the same meaning as conditionals; however they do not include them in their work 

due to this structural difference.  

                                                
12 There are, however, semantic conditions. It is commonly accepted that a conditional in which P is true 
while Q is false ("if my dog eats cat food, he's a cat") has a truth value, and it is always false (Adams, 1975). 
Bennett (2003, pp. 114-115) further argues that all that is required for other conditionals not to be rejected is 
that they are 'not false'. Thus absurd conditionals in the spirit of the Hebrew expression "If grandma had 
wheels, she would be a bus" are not rejected despite not being true, as it is sufficient that they are not false.  
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 On the other hand, philosophers of language, such as Geis (1985) and Lycan (2002) 

have suggested that if-clauses are a special type of relative clauses. In this analysis, 

conditional if-clauses follow the analysis of some when- and where- clauses and are defined 

as relative clauses (e.g. Declerck, 1997; Geis, 1970).13 One challenge of this analysis is 

that it relies heavily on English morphology and syntax.  

 Additionally, many authors focus on specific phenomena related to conditionals in a 

specific language, often English, and do not offer a definition of conditionals as a part of 

their survey or analysis at all.  For example, Declerck (2000) provides examples of English 

conditionals that typify different levels of hypotheticality, but does not offer a unifying 

definition of conditionals cross-linguistically or even across types. Gauker (2005) opens 

his discussion of conditionals by separating indicative (high probability) and subjunctive 

(low probability and counterfactual)14 conditionals and offering a description of their use 

in English. Haegeman's (2003) analyses conditionals based on English examples. Iatridou 

(1991) focuses her work on specific syntactic issues of English if-clauses, and Ippolito 

(2002) discusses conditionals as modal sentences. Both linguists do not offer a cross-

linguistic definition of conditionals. Kratzer (2012) discusses modality, and segues into a 

discussion of English if-clauses as modals (p. 64) and conditionals, but does not define 

                                                
13 This analysis is in two parts. The first is that when can be shown to behave as a relative. Consider the 
following two examples from Geis (1985, p. 141): 
(i) I will leave when you say you'll do. 
(ii) I will leave at the time when you say you'll do. 
Geis argues that when in (ii) behaves as a relative, as the adverbial clause describes the phrase at the time.  
The second part of the argument relies on showing that the behaviour of if and when suggests that they are 
of the same class: 
(iii) I will consider leaving if I'm asked to and when I'm asked to.  (Geis, 1985, p. 140) 
Examples such as (iii) suggest that if-clauses and when-clauses are of the same class as they can show 
coordination with and.  
Geis then argues that if if and when are of the same class, and when is a relative, if must be a relative too.  
14 An example of English indicative conditionals is if it doesn't rain, we will go to the park. An example of 
English subjunctive conditional is if it didn't rain, we would have gone to the park. I discuss this 
differentiation in depth in the next section.   
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conditionals beyond the discussion of if-clauses. Ogihara (2006) discusses English 

counterfactuals, and introduces them by offering examples of English counterfactual 

conditionals. Starr (2010) offers a review of current theories of conditionals, but restricts 

his discussion to English examples containing if-clauses. Lastly, Weisser (2015) discusses 

conditional conjunctions of the 'do this and...' type mentioned in example (2), and argues 

that their semantics "resembles the semantics of conditional clauses", without further 

expanding on what conditional clauses are. 

 This short survey suggests that the majority of research done on conditional clauses, 

whether syntactic, semantic, or pragmatic, implicitly assumes that conditionals are defined 

by a specific morphosyntactic structure, that is, that they include a clause beginning with 

if, or, reminiscent of Wierzbicka (1997), that we know conditionals when we see them, and 

we see them when we see the word if.  While a number of the works surveyed above discuss 

cross-linguistic typologies and do not necessarily define themselves as focusing on English 

conditionals, the lack of a cross-linguistically valid definition of conditionals poses 

challenges to the investigation of conditionals in languages other than English.  

 In light of the lack of an accepted cross-linguistic definition, I choose to take an overall 

form-to-function approach, and focus my work on a specific Tłı̨chǫ word, nı̨dè. However, 

within my study of nı̨dè, when I discuss conditionals, I follow the semantic criteria offered 

by Stalnaker (1968/1981) and von Fintel (2011), and use the following definition of 

conditional clauses (to be revised): 

A. Conditional clauses are bi-clausal sentences in which the protasis 
does not have a truth-value, but instead the truth-value of the entire 

sentence depends on the relation between the two clauses. 
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 I now turn to a survey of some of the ways in which conditional clauses have been 

analysed and classified in the past.  

2.2 The classification of conditional clauses 

In the previous section, I surveyed definitions of conditionals. Since the early stages of 

research on conditionals, one major issue involved the question of speaker and hearer 

attitudes, since most common conditionals are subjective by nature (see e.g. Bennett, 2003, 

pp. 78-93 on attempts to remove speaker and hearer attitudes from indicative conditionals). 

In many works, the discussions of conditionals focus on the subjective nature of 

conditionals, and specifically, on the role of probability and hypotheticality that can be 

expressed by conditionals. In this section, I survey some of the discussion around degrees 

of probability and hypotheticality. 

2.2.1 Degrees of hypotheticality 

As Comrie (1986, pp. 88-89) discusses, some languages have mechanisms to indicate the 

degree of probability that the protasis will actually materialise (or at the very least, the 

speaker's attitude towards that probability). Often, four possibilities are highlighted: 

factuality (or P(robability) = 1); neutrality, in which there is no indication of the speaker's 

attitudes towards the probability (or P = 0.5); low probability (or P < 0.5), and 

counterfactuality, where the probability of the event happening is 0.  

 Previous accounts (e.g. Bhatt & Pancheva, 2006; Dancygier, 1993, 1999; Huddleston 

& Pullum, 2002) split conditionals into two groups: one is indicative conditionals (also 

called open, real, or factual conditionals15), which include high-probability and neutral 

conditionals (probability ≥ 0.5); the other is subjunctive conditionals (also called closed, 

                                                
15 The term factual conditionals is often reserved for a special type of conditionals (P = 1), which I will 
discuss in section 2.2.3 and in chapter 4.  



 36 

unreal, counterfactual conditionals) which include the low-probability and counterfactual 

conditionals (probability < 0.5). This division is strengthened by the tendencies of English 

conditionals, as research has shown that English subjunctive conditionals share syntactic 

features that are unavailable for indicative conditionals (e.g. verb inversion, see Bhatt and 

Pancheva, 2006, p. 660). These possibilities are shown in Table 2.1, following Bhatt and 

Pancheva (2006) and Huddleston and Pullum (2002): 

TYPE OF CONDITIONAL (BHATT & 
PANCHEVA, 2006; HUDDLESTON & 
PULLUM, 2002) 

SPEAKER'S ATTITUDE 
TOWARDS THE ACTUALISATION 
OF THE PROTASIS  

PROBABILITY 

Indicative 
conditionals 
(also open 
conditionals) 

Factuality The speaker believes the event 
will actualise under any and 
all circumstances. 

P = 1 

Neutrality The speaker does not indicate 
their attitude towards the 
actualisation of the event. 

P = 0.5 

Subjunctive 
conditionals 
(also closed 
conditionals, 
remote 
conditionals 
or unreal 
conditionals) 

Low probability The speaker indicates that 
they do not believe the event 
will actualise, but do not rule 
it out completely. 

 0 < P < 0.5 

Counterfactuality The speaker indicates they do 
not believe the event will 
actualise under any 
circumstances. 

P = 0 

Table 2.1: Degrees of probability in conditionals16  
 
 I now turn to the different types of conditionals. I begin in section 2.2.2 with the 

different types of hypothetical conditionals, that is, those in which P < 1, and then turn to 

discuss factual conditionals (P = 1) in section 2.2.3. In this survey I discuss how previous 

work on conditionals focused mainly on Indo-European (and to a smaller extent, Semitic) 

languages, in which the verb morphology plays a major role in determining the speaker's 

and hearer's attitudes regarding the probability of the event, and this is the reason for the 

                                                
16  Theoretically, there should be an additional option, high-probability (0.5 < P < 1) parallel to low-
probability. However, this option is not often discussed in the literature. This is likely due to the fact that the 
languages often discussed in the literature do not have a unique morphological expression for this category.   
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relatively major role that this dimension of meaning is given in literature on conditionals. 

This will inform my discussion of Dene conditionals in Section 2.6 and in chapters 3-5. I 

will show that, unlike Indo-European and Semitic languages, Dene languages do not use 

verb morphology to express speakers' attitudes, and divide conditionals into two categories 

only: less likely and more likely. 

2.2.2 Hypothetical conditionals: Indicative, subjunctive, and counterfactual 

Many discussions of conditionals in Indo-European languages assume that different verb 

morphology correlates with different degrees of hypotheticality of the protasis (see Table 

2.1 for a summary of terms). Huddleston and Pullum (2002) discuss open and remote 

conditionals, often referred to as indicative and subjunctive respectively (e.g. Dancygier, 

1999). Open, or indicative, conditionals, include simple present or past morphology in the 

protasis, and the corresponding apodosis shows simple future, present or past morphology: 

(3) a. If he tells her, she will be furious. 

 b. If you are under 18, you need parental approval. 

 c. If he bought it at that price, he got a bargain.  

            (Huddleston & Pullum, 2002, p. 748) 

 These open conditionals indicate that the speaker is absolutely neutral with regards to 

whether or not the protasis takes place (probability = 0.5)17. The utterance is used simply 

to explain the condition under which the apodosis is true.  

 Remote, or subjunctive conditionals, on the other hand, indicate that the speaker views 

the event in the protasis as less likely to happen (P < 0.5): 

                                                
17 Recall, based on Definition A above, that the truth-value of the proposition expressed by the combination 
of the protasis and the apodosis depends only on the actualisation of the protasis. Thus, the speaker does not 
commit to the truth-value of the conditional, as they do not commit to the actualisation of the protasis.  
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(4) a. If he told her, she would be furious. 

 b. If you were under 18, you would need parental approval. 

 c. If he had bought it at that price, he would have got a bargain.   

            (Huddleston & Pullum, 2002, p. 748) 

 The same phenomenon has been observed in other Indo-European languages. Iatridou 

(2000) discusses the role of verb morphology in Modern Greek conditionals, which include 

a combination of a future-marked apodosis and different verb aspects in both the protasis 

and the apodosis. In Modern Greek, each verb is marked for aspect (perfect or imperfect). 

This aspect, combined with future morphology tha in the apodosis, allows the speaker to 

express their judgement of the probability of the full proposition as neutral or as less 

probable, as in (3) and (4). Example (5) shows the neutral option: 

(5)  αν  παρει   αυτο το σιρόπι θα  γινει   καλα. 

 [an   pari    afto  to  siropi] [tha  gini    kala] 

 if  take.NPST.PFV this  the syrup FUT  become.NPST.PFV well 

 'If he takes this syrup, he will get better.'     (Iatridou, 2000, p. 236) 

 The sentence in (5), like (3), is neutral as to the probability of the protasis. Much like 

the use of the present and future in English, the use of the non-past perfective verb in the 

protasis and again in the apodosis indicates that the speaker is neutral regarding the 

probability that this proposition will obtain; (5) simply describes a hypothetical scenario.  

 When using past imperfect verbs in the apodosis, the utterance is no longer neutral:  
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(6) αν  επερνε   αυτο το σιρόπι θα γινοταν   καλα. 

 [an   eperne   afto  to siropi] [tha ginotan   kala] 

 if  take.PST.IPFV  this  the syrup FUT become.PST.IPFV well 

 'If he took the syrup, he would get well.'     (Iatridou, 2000, p. 236) 

Similarly to (4), (6) is not neutral, but indicates the speaker's calculation of the probability 

of the proposition as unlikely. The speaker assumes that the patient is unlikely to take the 

syrup (and therefore get better), but does not rule it out completely. Iatridou refers to this 

remoteness under the name future less vivid (FLV), to capture that this is not a 

counterfactual, and that the speaker leaves room for the event to actualise in the future, 

despite judging it as unlikely.  

 Karawani (2014) shows a similar effect in Palestinian Arabic: 

.اركب نسحتیب اودلا ذخأیب اذإ                      (7)   

 [iza b-yaxod    id-dawa],  [b-itħasan     bukra]. 

 if NPST-take.IPFV.3SG.M the-medicine NPST-get.better.IPFV.3SG.M tomorrow 

 'If he takes the medicine, he will get better tomorrow.'      (Karawani, 2014, p. 82) 

This sentence parallels the Greek in (5): in this case, imperfective morphology in both the 

protasis and the apodosis gives rise to the neutrality of the utterance. In Palestinian Arabic, 

like Greek, the speaker can express doubt in the actualisation of the protasis by using a 

different verbal aspect, as in (8): 

.اركب نسحتیب اودلا ذخأ اذإ                (8)        

 [iza axad    id-dawa],  [b-itħasan     bukra].   

 if take.PST.PFV.3SG.M the-medicine NPST-get.better.IPFV.3SG.M tomorrow 

 'If he took the medicine, he would get better.'    (Karawani, 2014, p. 81) 
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Like the Greek in (6) and the English in (4), the Arabic example in (8) uses different verb 

morphology in the protasis: a past perfective verb, contrasted to the imperfect in (7). The 

difference in verb morphology indicates the probability of actualisation of the protasis in 

the eyes of the speaker: this is another case of FLV, in which the speaker indicates the 

probability is low, but is not ruled out completely. However, unlike in Greek and English, 

in Arabic the verb form in the apodosis does not change, but is marked by the imperfect in 

both sentences.  

 Similar to FLV, there are counterfactuals in which the speaker expresses that the 

probability of the events described in the protasis actually happening is zero. This usage 

often includes past perfective morphology, as in the English: 

(9) If you had come tomorrow, you would have seen the carnival.  

            (Huddleston & Pullum, 2002, p. 754). 

The verb morphology in (9), demonstrates what Huddleston and Pullum dubbed the doubly 

remote conditional: past perfective in the protasis, and the use of the remote would have in 

the apodosis. As is clear from the future adverb tomorrow in (9), there is no possible way 

of reading this example as taking place in the past, despite the morphology: it must be 

understood as taking place in the future of the utterance, and so the past morphology cannot 

be understood as indicating past tense. Instead, it is understood as counterfactual. 

 The use of this remote past morphology in counterfactuals is very common cross-

linguistically, and has been discussed by various authors, including Huddleston and Pullum 

(2002) and Ogihara (2006) for English, Iatridou (2000) for Modern Greek, and Karawani 

(2014) for Palestinian Arabic and Modern Hebrew, amongst others.  

 However, Comrie (1986) offers the famous example: 
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(10)  If the butler had done it, we would have found just the clues that we did in fact  

  find.            Comrie (1986, p. 90) 

 The conditional in (10) is felicitous in situations in which the speaker has ruled out the 

possibility that the butler is the guilty party. This example suggests that the counterfactual 

reading of the English morphology of doubly remote conditional is cancellable, and 

therefore that counterfactuality is an implicature and not an entailment of the morphology. 

Comrie further argues that this cancellability shows that English does not have a true 

counterfactual, and that all counterfactual readings in English are implicatures. Dancygier 

(1999, p. 35) argues that this example is an indication that evidence supporting the protasis 

(e.g. that the butler committed the crime) is only one piece of evidence that is considered 

when deeming an utterance counterfactual. In other words, the speaker of (10) has no 

evidence that rules out the butler as the criminal, and so cannot rule out this situation 

completely, as much as they do not believe that he is the guilty party.  

 In this section I surveyed effects of verb morphology on the commitment of the speaker 

in three languages: English, Modern Greek, and Palestinian Arabic. Iatridou (2000) and 

Karawani (2014) survey additional languages and show that the phenomenon of using verb 

morphology in conditional clauses to signal the speaker's attitude towards the probability 

of the event is a common strategy across a variety of languages and language families. In 

these languages, verb morphology in the protasis is not primarily used to signal tense and 

aspect, but rather to express a degree of remoteness of the speaker from the proposition, 

who uses past or perfective morphology to distance themselves from the event. This 

distancing signals to what extent the speaker feels the event is likely (or unlikely) to 

actualise. In chapter 3, I will show that, in Tłı̨chǫ, verb morphology in the protasis does 
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not play a part in communicating the speaker's attitudes towards the actualisation of the 

event, and that Tłı̨chǫ speakers communicate this information through other means.  

  I now turn to a different type of conditional: premise conditionals, which deal with 

propositions that are assumed to refer to facts or to events that have actualised. 

2.2.3 Premise conditionals 

Indicative and subjunctive conditionals, in which there is some degree of hypotheticality, 

are non-controversial in their identity as conditionals. However, another type of conditional 

exists, which does not communicate the speaker's evaluation of the probability of the event, 

but presupposes the protasis in order to give information to the speaker. I refer to them as 

premise conditionals in this work, following Haegeman (2003, 2010). Premise conditionals 

are a challenge to theories about conditionals and to definitions such as A above (which 

will be revised for Tłı̨chǫ throughout this work). Unlike the neutral, FLV, and 

counterfactual conditionals, the speaker asserts the apodosis. Asserting the apodosis means 

that it is no longer dependent on the actualisation of the protasis (as Definition A requires). 

Since the relationship between the protasis and the apodosis is understood as essential to 

conditionals, the disconnect between the protasis and the apodosis in premise conditionals 

led a number of researchers, such as Comrie (1986, p. 89) to argue that premise conditionals 

are not true conditionals. Comrie argues that despite the use of if in (11a), it should not be 

understood as a conditional but as a reason clause, interchangeable with (11b): 
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(11)  Context: Me and a friend arrived at a party together, and we're supposed to leave 

 together. My friend is the driver, and just told me she's leaving. I don't want to leave 

 yet, so I tell her...  

 a. If you're leaving now, I won't go with you. 

 b. Since you're leaving now, I won't go with you.   

             (based on Comrie, 1986, p. 80) 

 In this example, the context is that the speaker was supposed to leave with the 

interlocutor, under the impression that the interlocutor would leave later. Having just heard 

that their interlocutor is leaving, they change their mind, and explain it by using (11a). In 

this context, (11a) is not ambiguous between hypothetical and premise conditionals, as the 

friend asserts that they are leaving, and it is treated as a fact (thus, unlike regular 

conditionals, the protasis is assumed by the speaker or hearer to have an independent truth-

value, which is true).  In factual conditionals, the protasis is often understood as echoing 

the interlocutor's statement, in order to ground the context for the apodosis. In English, it 

is often observed that the conjunction if in these sentences can be replaced with the 

conjunction since. Comrie disagrees with the view that the protasis of a conditional clause 

may not be treated as hypothetical, and argues that a conditional cannot be assumed to be 

factual. Thus, for Comrie, (11a) is not a conditional clause.  

 Other researchers have taken a different approach and analyse these constructions as 

a different type of conditional. Dancygier (1993, 1999), Haegeman (2003, 2010), and 

Iatridou (1991, 1994) all write extensively on this type of conditional. In Haegeman's (2003) 

terminology for the entire class of conditionals, which I adopt, they are called premise 

conditionals. That is, these conditionals assume a certain premise in the protasis, and then 
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indicate something about that premise in the apodosis. This relationship between protasis 

and apodosis justifies including them in a typology of conditionals. Recall von Fintel's 

definition of conditionals as indicating "in what kind of possible scenario a given 

proposition is true" (von Fintel, 2011, p. 1515). Premise conditionals follow this definition, 

as they indicate the condition under which the apodosis is true. However, they are different 

than hypothetical conditionals because they suppose the protasis to be true (P = 1). 

Dancygier (1999) argues that these conditionals are speaker-oriented; in cases in which the 

protasis is true (and accepted into the common-ground as such), the apodosis may be a 

conclusion made by the speaker with the protasis as the evidence ("If the mailman is here, 

it's 8 o'clock"), a question for clarification of the information in the protasis, or an utterance 

that is contextualised by the protasis ("If you're hungry, there's cake").   

 However, premise conditionals may also be used in utterances where both the speaker 

and the hearer know that the protasis is not true, as shown by Dancygier (1999, p. 116): 

(12)  If you're the Pope, I'm the Empress of China. 

 The context of this example is a call centre caller who identifies himself as the Pope. 

The operator answers with example (12), where the protasis is accepted for the purpose of 

the argument, only to be refuted by the apodosis: since the operator is not the Empress of 

China, it must be that the caller is not the Pope, and his attempt to put this identity in the 

common-ground is rejected.  

 Haegeman (2003, 2010) and Iatridou (1991) look at the syntax of premise conditionals, 

and suggest that they can be differentiated from other types of conditionals in their 

syntactic structure, not only in their semantics. I will discuss the semantics and syntax of 

premise conditionals further in chapter 4, and how these interact with nı̨dè.  
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2.3 The semantics of conditional clauses 

The first analyses of the semantics of conditional clauses assumed that they are a case of 

material implication, that is, P → Q or if P (the protasis) is true, Q (the apodosis) is also 

true. Thus, material implication refers to the truth-conditional relationship between the 

protasis and the apodosis. However, material implication is not a one-to-one (iff) 

relationship: it allows for scenarios in which the protasis is false and the apodosis is true, 

and only rules out scenarios in which the protasis is true and the apodosis is false (e.g. 

Grice, 1967). Table 2.2 shows the distribution of acceptable combinations of the protasis 

and the apodosis under material implication: 

Protasis (P) Apodosis (Q) P → Q 

True True True 

True False False 

False True True 

False False True 

Table 2.2: Truth value according to material implication 

 The main objection to the material implication analysis is that it does not require a 

causal relationship between the protasis and the apodosis. That is, it allows for the protasis 

and the apodosis to be two completely unrelated propositions, with the truth value of the 

protasis not having any real-world effect on the apodosis's truth value, and the apparent 

relationship between them is purely coincidental.  Stalnaker (1968/1981, p.43; Stalnaker, 

1976) and Bennett (2003, pp. 20-33) point out that, due to this lack of causal link between 

the protasis and the apodosis, a material implication analysis necessarily leads to accepting 

nonsensical conditionals as true, such as (13): 
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(13)  If there are no planets anywhere, the solar system has at least eight planets. 

               (Bennett, 2003, p. 21) 

 According to the logic of material implication, there should be no problem with 

accepting (13), since P is false and Q is true, which is not ruled out by material implication. 

And yet, (13) will be rejected on pragmatic grounds by any competent speaker on the 

grounds that it is nonsensical and contradictory. This evidence suggests that, in natural 

language, conditionals do not simply connect two utterances together, but that a causal 

connection between the two utterances is an integral part of conditionals. Thus, the material 

implication analysis has been widely rejected by linguists (although some still maintain 

that it can be made to explain natural language conditionals with some modifications).   

 With the analysis of material implication falling out of favour, the most common 

semantic interpretation of conditional clauses today is the restrictor analysis, whose origins 

in linguistics are attributed to Lewis (1975), then further developed by Heim (1982) and 

Kratzer (2012).  

 The origin of this analysis in the linguistics literature is in the discussion of adverbs of 

quantification such as always and sometimes (Lewis, 1975), and their semantics in 

conditional clauses, as in the following: 

(14)  If a man owns a donkey, he always beats it.     (Heim, 1982, p. 82) 

 According to the restrictor analysis, the role of the if-clause is to restrict the domain of 

the quantifier always: the set of possible worlds which are quantified by always (a man 

beats a donkey) is only true in those cases in which the if-clause is true (a man owns a 

donkey). In this view, the particle if is not a conjunction and does not have a meaning of its 

own; its role is simply to introduce the restrictor clause.  
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 Heim (1982, p. 112), in her discussion of indefinite nouns, brings up a problem with 

this analysis: the quantificational meaning is still present even in such cases where there is 

no quantificational adverb, and has a similar effect on the interpretation of nouns. An 

example for a restricted reading of a conditional without an adverb can be seen in (15a), 

with its interpretation offered in (15b): 

(15)  a. If a man owns a donkey, he beats it. 

  b. In every case such as x owns y, x beats y.  

 In this example, the matrix clause is still restricted: x beats y in every case such that a 

man x owns a donkey y, or essentially the same reading as with the adverb always. Heim 

solves one part of this problem by arguing that the relationship between the protasis and 

the apodosis (if-then) is one of necessity, and suggests that this necessity is formally 

introduced by some element, which she dubs the necessity operator. This necessity 

operator can affect other elements in the clause, which are then referred to as being under 

the scope of the operator. However, the necessity operator also has its influence (or scope) 

restricted to a certain boundary. Thus, in Heim's theory, the apodosis (then-clause in Heim's 

terminology) is under the scope of (an undefined) necessity operator, which is restricted by 

the protasis (if-clause).18 

 Kratzer (2012) further developed this hypothesis in her work on conditional clauses. 

Kratzer translated the abstract idea of Heim's undefined necessity operator ('must') into an 

explicit epistemic modal operator (MUST). Von Fintel (2011, p. 19) points out that the 

modal operator does not have to be must, that is, epistemic or necessity, and can be 

expressed with other modals such as ought and might. As not all if-clauses include an 

                                                
18 In fact, as Heim (p. 113) points out, this hypothesis predates her work, and was raised in the 1970s (e.g. 
Chellas, 1975).  
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epistemic modal (as in (15)), Kratzer (following Heim) suggests that this operator may be 

either overt or covert, and thus is an integral part of all conditional clauses, even those that 

do not include an overt modal. In Kratzer's analysis, the purpose of the if-clause is to restrict 

this modal operator, much like the restriction of the adverb in Lewis' examples. 

  Later work, such as von Fintel and Iatridou (2002), suggests that this analysis should 

be expanded, and that the role of the if-clause is to restrict any quantifier, including 

adverbial quantifiers (generally, always), nominal quantifiers (a lot, much), or modals 

(must, ought), which are generally formalised as quantifiers restricting a set of possible 

outcomes, or possible worlds.  

 The restrictor analysis will be relevant to my analysis of nı̨dè in chapter 3, as I 

hypothesise that it serves to restrict modality in the consequent, much like the analysis of 

English if-clauses, and show that the restrictor analysis can be used to account for all uses 

of nı̨dè.   

 Having discussed the current approaches to conditional clauses, I now turn to another 

question about conditionals that has occupied linguists and philosophers of language, that 

is, the modified conditional clauses introduced by even if and only if. 

2.4 Conditional clauses and focus particles 

Any theory of conditionals needs to account not only for conditional clauses of the form if 

(...then), but also the combination of if with other quantifiers or particles. In this section, I 

briefly recount the current analyses of two of these combinations: even if and only if clauses. 

 The nature of even if has occupied many linguists and philosophers of language. The 

common view of even if is that it is composed of an if-clause (regardless of how that if-

clause is analysed by any specific linguist) under the scope of the focus particle even, which 
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serves in this context as a universal quantifier (see Bennett 1982, 2003; Lycan, 2002). An 

example of this usage in English can be seen in (16): 

(16)  I will walk the dog even if it rains. 

 On the face of it, (16) seems to suggest two things. The first is that unlike regular 

conditionals, the relationship between the protasis and the apodosis is immaterial: the truth 

value of the apodosis ('I will walk the dog') is being asserted, regardless of the protasis (and 

contradicting Definition A in section 2.1). However, as a number of researchers have 

shown, this is not always the case. Consider (17): 

(17)  George will get drunk even if he drinks an ounce.  (Barker, 1994, p. 250) 

 As Barker points out, (17) does not entail the apodosis (Q) (George will get drunk) no 

matter what. ¬Q (George will not get drunk) is a realistic possibility in any case in which 

George doesn't drink anything. Instead, even in (17) serves as a focus within the conditional: 

in any case in which George drinks any small amount of alcohol, he will get drunk. Thus, 

(17) can be paraphrased as the following: 

(18)  George will get drunk if he drinks even an ounce. 

And so, as Barker (1994) points out, the apodosis is assumed to be true regardless of the 

protasis only in even if clauses in which even focuses the entire if-clause, as in (16), and 

not a specific element within the if-clause, as in (17).  

 A second observation is that even if communicates that a relationship in which both 

the protasis and the apodosis are true runs contrary to expectation (König, 1991). In other 

words, even if (in which the focus is on the entire if-clause) relies on a common-ground 

assumption, presumed to be shared by both the speaker and the hearer, that the protasis and 
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the apodosis are contradictory in some way. Thus, we can see even if used in examples 

such as (19): 

(19)  The game will be on even if it is raining.    (König, 1991, p. 79) 

 In (19), the clear expectation (based on social norms or previous experience) is that 

the game will be cancelled in case of rain. Instead, even serves as a focus to the whole if-

clause and highlights that the apodosis is true no matter what, even though it seems 

contradictory to the protasis.   

 Furthermore, Kay (1990) argues that in sentences such as (19),  

 "even suggests that the sentence [...] in which it occurs expresses, in context, a 

 proposition which is more informative than some particular distinct proposition [...] 

 already present in the discourse." (p. 66).  

In chapter 5, I discuss in more depth the role of even in communicating unexpected or 

informative propositions.    

 A second expression that has been discussed in the literature is the combination only 

if. As with even if, only in only if is assumed to have the same semantics as in other contexts 

(that of a quantifier), scoping in this case over an if-clause. Some linguists and philosophers 

of language (e.g. Horn, 1969; Lycan, 2002) point out the similarities between even if and 

only if. Only, like even, has a role in focus phenomena, and restricts the phrase under its 

scope (Barker, 1994). If even indicates that Q has a truth value regardless of P (most of the 

time), only indicates that Q is true only in such cases where P is true. 

2.5 Interim summary  

So far, I have discussed main trends in the cross-linguistic research into conditional clauses. 

I have shown that there is no clear definition of conditional clauses, and that many scholars 
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identify conditional clauses based on the presence of a conditional word such as English if. 

I defined a conditional as a bi-clausal sentence in which the truth value of the proposition 

composed of both clauses depends on the relationship between them. I surveyed a major 

area of research, concerning the way speakers use verb morphology to communicate their 

assessment of the likelihood of the event described by the if-clause happening. I discussed 

other uses of conditional clauses in premise conditionals, as explanations of the speaker's 

evidence for their uttered conclusion. I introduced the notion that conditional clauses are 

restrictors of the modal base of an utterance, and additionally introduced some focus 

elements which can restrict conditional clauses, such as even and only.  

 In the next section, I survey the literature on conditionals in Dene languages. I show 

that the majority of Dene languages utilise a cognate of Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè both for future temporal 

reference and for hypothetical conditionals.  

2.6 Conditionals in Dene languages 

Conditional clauses have not been much investigated in the research on Dene languages. 

The most comprehensive description of conditionals in a Dene language is Fernald, Perkins, 

& Platero's (2000) discussion of Navajo conditionals. Additional discussions of 

conditionals (in Navajo and other Dene languages) are usually a part of a larger description, 

such as Smith, Perkins, & Fernald's (2007) discussion of the temporal system of Navajo, 

or in Young and Morgan's (1987) Navajo grammar. In this section, I provide a brief 

overview of discussions of conditionals in Dene languages. My survey is arranged 

geographically, beginning with Navajo, the language furthest away from Tłı̨chǫ, and 

ending with North and South Slavey, the closest to Tłı̨chǫ.  
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 The presentation of examples in this section may differ from the examples in the rest 

of this dissertation, as these examples are taken as is from the quoted sources: some 

examples do not include glossing; others include limited grammatical information in the 

glossing; and some include full grammatical information.  

 Table 2.3 summarises the findings of this survey. As Table 2.3 shows, in many Dene 

languages, there are one or two different particles (apparently cognates), which are 

involved with conditional clauses. In all the surveyed languages (with the exception of 

Navajo) this particle is also involved in future temporal expressions, and in no language 

does verb morphology play a part in communicating speaker attitudes. In chapter 3, I show 

that this is also the case in Tłı̨chǫ. 
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Language Conditional 
morphemes 

Cognate of 
Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè 

Can be used 
for future 
temporal 
expressions  

Can be 
used for 
habitual 
events 

Verb 
morphology in 
the protasis 
indicates 
speaker 
attitudes 

Navajo 
(Fernald et 
al., 2000; 
Smith et 
al., 2007 
Young & 
Morgan, 
1987) 

dą́ą́’, =go, 
ládą́ą́’, 
ńt'éé' 

unknown 
(no?) 

unknown unknown No, but the 
choice of 
particle/ 
complementiser 
affects 
interpretation 

Apache 
(De Reuse 
& Goode, 
2006) 

=go, 
=yúgo,  

no yes yes no 

Upper 
Tanana 
(Lovick, 
2016; 
Brucks & 
Lovick, 
2019) 

de' yes yes yes unknown (no?) 

Tsuut'ina 
(Cook, 
1984) 

ı̀dàɂ, -dà yes yes yes no 

Dëne 
Sųłıné 
(Cook, 
2014) 

dé yes yes yes no 

North and 
South 
Slavey 
(Rice, 
1987) 

Ɂenı̨dé, 
nı̨dé, ndé, 
néh, ‘ndé 

yes yes yes no 

Table 2.3: Survey of conditional particles in Dene languages 

2.6.1 Navajo 

Fernald et al. (2000) take a strict function-to-form approach to Navajo conditionals, that is, 

they look at the various ways to communicate the conditional meaning, and map the 

different strategies to do so. Thus, they point out that many sentence types can lead to 
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conditional interpretations: Navajo includes a number of morphemes that indicate 

conditional clauses, which are defined as clauses that include two propositions: an 

antecedent, and a consequent that must be true if the antecedent is true (p. 165). This 

approach reflects von Fintel's (2011) approach discussed in section 2.1. I discuss in this 

section a number of morphemes identified by Fernald et al. as related in some contexts to 

conditional meaning: dą́ą́, the clitic =go, the past clitic ńt'éé', and ládą́ą́.   

 The first morpheme discussed by Fernald et al. is dą́ą́. With a stative verb19 (to rain) 

in the perfective or imperfective aspect, Young and Morgan (1987) show a conditional 

reading throughout:  

(20)  Nahóółtą́ą́dą́ą́’  doo ‘olta’góó deesháał da. 

  rain-C    NEG school  I.go  NEG 

  'In case it rains, I won't go to school.'   

    (Young & Morgan, 1987, p. 17; quoted in Fernald et al., 2000, p. 167) 

 However, the same morpheme with an event verb does not yield a conditional 

interpretation, but a temporal one. In this context, Young (2000, p. 17) showa that dą́ą́ 

marks the apodosis as taking place before the protasis, and both of them are in the future: 

(21)  T'ah doo hiłiijı̨ ́ı̨ ́hdą́ą́’ chizh lą'ı ́go 'ahidı ́łkaał. 

  'Chop up a lot of food before it gets dark.'20  (Young, 2000, p. 17) 

 In (21), it has not yet gone dark and the food has not yet been chopped; both events 

are in the future, and dą́ą́ marks the temporal sequence of the two events.  

                                                
19 The terms neuter and non-neuter verbs are the one often used in Navajo linguistics (see Hoijer, 1974; Kari, 
1989; Witherspoon, 1971). Smith et al. (2003, p. 177) explain that Navajo neuter verbs are stative verbs, 
suggesting that non-neuter verbs are event verbs. I choose to use the terms stative verb and event verbs here, 
despite the original terminology of the works, as the terminology of neuter and non-neuter verbs is not used 
much in the Northeastern Dene languages that are the focus of this dissertation. This decision was made for 
the sake of maintaining clear and consistent terminology throughout this dissertation.   
20 This example is offered without a gloss in the original.  
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 A second particle, the subordinate clitic =go, can also be used for conditionals, with 

both stative and eventive verbs, in a variety of meanings. Fernald et al. (2000, p. 170) offer 

a series of examples showing the different degrees of hypotheticality, achieved by a 

combination of clitics, aspect markers, and tense markers:  

(22) a.  Factual 

         Jáan  bįįh     yiyiiɬtsą́ągo         yiɬ          adidooɬdǫǫɬ. 

         Jean  deer   PFV-3-3-see-GO   with-it    FUT-3-3-shoot 

         'When John sees a deer, he will shoot it.' [presupposes that John will see a deer] 

b.  Hypothetical neutral 

         Jáan  bįįh     yiyiiɬtsą́ą́dą́ą́'        yiɬ           adidooɬdǫǫɬ. 

         Jean   deer   PFV-3-3-see-DĄ́Ą́   with-it  FUT-3-3-shoot 

         'If John sees a deer, he will shoot it.' [neutral with respect to whether John will  

         see a deer] 

   c. Hypothetical tentative 

         Jáan  bįįh     yiyiiɬtsą̜́ą́     ládą́ą́'        yiɬ             adidooɬdǫǫɬ. 

         Jean   deer    PFV-3-3-see  LÁDĄ́Ą́     with-it     FUT-3-3-shoot 

        'Should John see a deer, he will shoot it.' [less likely that John will see a deer] 

   d. Counterfactual 

         Jáan  bįįh     yiyiiɬtsą́ągo        yiɬ            adidooɬdǫǫɬ       ńt'éé'. 

         Jean   deer   PFV-3-3-see-GO  with-it    FUT-3-3-shoot    COND 

         'If John had seen a deer, he would have shot it.' [presupposes that John did not  

          see a deer].  

     (Fernald et al., 2000, p. 170, ex. (20)-(23)) 
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 These examples show the range of conditional meanings that can be expressed by the 

syntax of Navajo. In (22a) and (22d), the clitic =go is a subordinator, which indicates the 

temporal relationship between the antecedent and the consequent.21 Fernald et al. (2000) 

argue that (22a) is factual, and that the underlying supposition is that John will see a deer. 

(22d), which is identical with the exception of the particle ńt’éé’ at the end of the 

consequent, is the exact opposite. It can only be read as a counterfactual, and the underlying 

supposition is that John did not see a deer. On the other hand, (22b) and (22c) use the clitic 

dą́ą́, and do not presuppose whether John will see a deer or not, although the 

complementiser ládą́ą́' in (22c) does indicate the attitude of the speaker that the event is 

less likely. Fernald et al. conclude that "the Navajo enclitics carry presuppositions about 

how likely the adjunct clause is to be true" (2000, p. 174). 

 Young (2000) also discusses the particle ńt'éé in-depth, and argues that it "relates to 

past tense" (p. 15). This particle indicates a past temporal orientation, even with the 

imperfective (which is often used in present and future temporal orientation). It can also be 

used to show that a past action was habitual with an iterative or usitative verb: 

(23)  'Ashkii nishłı ́nę́ędą́ą́’ ‘ayóo ninádahałtı̨ ́ı̨ ́h ńt’éé. 

  'It used to rain a lot when I was a boy.' (Young, 2000, p. 15)22 

 Lastly, Young (2000, p. 15) discusses the combination of ńt’éé with the future tense, 

to create an imaginary or counterfactual conditional, as in example (22d). 

                                                
21 Thus, =go can appear in sentences that are unambiguously not conditionals, such as (i): 
(i)  Béeso ła'   sha’doonił  nízingo    béeso  bá   hooghandi   
 money some 1-borrow-FUT 3-expect.IPFV-GO money 3-for  house-at   
 naaghá. 
 3-walk.IPFV 
 'He/ she is at the bank expecting to borrow some money.'    (Fernald & Perkins, 2006) 
22 This example appears to include the particle dą́ą́’, which is discussed above in its conditional use (22b-c). 
Young does not offer glossing, so it is impossible to know whether it is the same particle, and if so, what its 
function is in this sentence.  
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 Smith et al. (2003) offer more complicated data, and suggest that Navajo 

"counterfactual" conditionals do not necessarily presuppose that the antecedent didn't 

happen, but can be used in contexts where they simply indicate a strong hypothetical: 

(24)  Azee'  neikáhı ́  neinii'go     naaltsoos yikáá'   

  medicine  giver  to.him.3P.IPFV.give.GO paper  on.it  

  áyiilaa   doo  ńt’ę́ę́ 

  3.PFV.make  FPRT PPRT 

  'If the nurse gave it (the medicine), she would have made a note. (So, let's look at 

  the notebook).'        (Smith et al., 2007, p. 182, ex. 13) 

 In (24), the same counterfactual structure as in (22d) is used, with the clitic =go and 

the future particle doo followed by the conditional particle ńt’ę́ę́ (here analysed as a past 

particle). However, in (24), it is possible to counter the counterfactual, and suggest that it 

is possible that the nurse gave the patient the medicine after all, even if it is seen as 

improbable, much like Comrie's (1986) insights regarding English counterfactual 

morphology. However, Smith et al. acknowledge that the counterfactual reading is most 

common, and argue that the reason is pragmatic: the speaker usually knows what the true 

state of affairs is.  

 Smith et al. show a number of examples of conditionals with both perfective and 

imperfective verbs, and argue that tense and aspect particles contribute to conditional and 

counterfactual meaning in Navajo, but that unlike Indo-European languages (e.g. Iatridou, 

2000), they do not play a role in the atemporal location of conditionals.  
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2.6.2 Apache 

Apache linguistic description has not yet yielded a work that is dedicated solely to 

conditionals in the language. My main source for this section is the Apache grammar by 

de Reuse and Goode (2006). De Reuse and Goode show that Apache also uses the particle 

=go, the cognate of Navajo =go in temporal adverbials23 in the future (p. 323)24: 

 (25) a. Nakih  iską̄ą̄go  Cindy  Show  Lowyú diyāā doleeł. 

   'In two days, Cindy will go to the show Low.'  (p. 316) 

  b. ha'adeełgo 

   'on payday (in the future)'      (p. 318) 

  c. dząągo bee dahitą̄ą̄go   

   'next month'         (p. 318) 

  d. Shį̄į̄go  chích 'il nádahidláhyú dikai. 

   'This summer we will go pick acorns.'   (p. 321) 

 As de Reuse and Goode (2006, pp. 323-325) discuss, =go is a complementiser which 

introduces a subordinate clause.25 When =go follows the enclitic =yú to create the particle 

=yúgo, the result is a conditional clause with one of three possible readings: a hypothetical 

                                                
23 De Reuse and Goode (2006, p. 323) argue that temporal adverbials in Apache are in fact verbs, but do not 
offer a clear way (or a list of adverbs) to differentiate between the adverbs and verbs, and therefore I refer to 
them here in their function as adverbials and not as verbs.  
24 De Reuse and Goode additionally suggest that =dą́' or =ná' mark past-oriented adverbial clauses; however 
they do not offer examples of these uses in a position similar to the examples with =go. Goddard's (1920) 
White Mountain Apache texts offer examples such as the following (translation offered as in the original): 
(i) a ko go xa yo ci  na da tc'i di dıc   dą' 
 then  somewhere they were looking  while   
              (Goddard, 1920, p. 404-405) 
However, some of the examples in the texts collected by Goddard (1920) suggest that =go may also be used 
in past-temporal oriented contexts, in full clauses and in the expression a ko go 'then'. More research on the 
uses of these particles is required.  
25 It is unclear whether de Reuse and Goode consider the examples in (25) to also be subordinate clauses 
(assuming that (25b) and (25c) are truncated examples.  
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reading (if), a future temporal reading (when for future event) and a habitual reading 

(whenever) (p. 336).  

 Example (26a) shows the hypothetical use of =yúgo: 

(26) a. Nṉēē biyáti'í baa óntładyúgo, bígońłsįh doleeł.  

  'If you study Apache, you will know it.'   (de Reuse & Goode, 2006, p. 337) 

This is a hypothetical conditional, that does not indicate whether Apache learning will 

happen, only the results of a hypothetical learning of the language. In (26b), there is a 

temporal use of =yúgo, referring to future events: 

 b. iską̄ą̄yúgo Gambūdihyú na'isiid 

  'Tomorrow, I will be working at Gilson Wash.'   (de Reuse & Goode, 2006, p. 337) 

In this example, the temporal noun iską̄ą̄ 'day' is followed by the conditional enclitic to 

create a future temporal adverbial. Interestingly, this is reminiscent of (25a), which uses 

Nakih iską̄ą̄go 'in two days'. De Reuse and Goode do not discuss the difference between 

the usage of =go alone in temporal adverbials and the use of =yúgo.  

 De Reuse and Goode also show that some uses of =yúgo are interpreted as habituals: 

 c.  Haigoyúgo, yúṉe'yúṉe' sídāā. 

  'If it is winter, I stay inside.'    (de Reuse & Goode, 2006, p. 337) 

In (26c) =yúgo is akin to the habitual 'whenever', rather than a hypothetical.  

 Lastly, de Reuse and Goode suggest that =yúgo can be combined with the enclitic 

=zhą́ 'only' to create the meaning of 'only if P, Q', but do not offer any examples of this 

use. De Reuse and Goode do not offer information on the use of the concessive conditional 

(even if).  
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2.6.3 Tsuut'ina 

The main source of information regarding conditionals in Tsuut'ina is Cook's (1984) 

grammar.  

 Cook classifies the Tsuut'ina conditional particle ı̀dàɂ 'if, when, after' as a conjunction, 

and comments that it is "the only [conjunction] that may introduce a subjunctive clause" 

(1984, p. 89).26  The use of ı̀dàɂ can be seen in the following example: 

 (27) ácdjà-dàɂ gùlí-dàɂ  dìyí sīts'īdàɂ  āɣādìsɣá-à sìk'á  

 I.happen-if it.is-if  this my.robe  turned  me.on 

 yìyīstsūs. Ìdàɂ tsìdláɣà ɂátłàgūdīnìɣístòn. 

 you.spread after tent.flap you.close 

 'If something should happen to me, spread my robe which is turned inside out over 

 me. After that, close the tent flaps.'      (Cook, 1984, p. 89, ex. 8) 

 This example shows both uses of the ìdàɂ 'if, when, after': in one of its uses, it heads a 

conditional clause, "If something should happen to me..." (gùlí-dàɂ). In its second use, it 

serves to refer back to previous events and show the sequence of events, Ìdàɂ "after that...". 

Cook explains the temporal use of ìdàɂ in the second sentence as being a part of the 

hypotheticality of the utterance: just like the consequent of a conditional, the second 

sentence's truth conditions depend on the antecedent. Cook further contrasts the use of ìdàɂ, 

which he argues is only used for hypothetical and unlikely events, to the use of another 

conjunction, ìt'īɣī 'then', which he describes as appearing in "actual and highly probable 

events" (p. 89). Cook does not offer examples with ìt'īɣī 'then' in the future; therefore it is 

impossible to know from this description whether ìt'īɣī 'then' is past-oriented (and whether 

                                                
26 Cook does not clarify what he means by the term subjunctive, and whether this is a syntactic or semantic 
distinction.  
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Cook considers only past-oriented events to be highly probable), or whether it is possible 

to use ìt'īɣī 'then' to indicate events that the speaker believes are highly probable to happen 

in the future.  

 However, there is reason to suspect that ìt'īɣī 'then' cannot be used with future 

adverbials, as Cook shows additional uses of ìdàɂ 'then' following future temporal adverbs: 

(28)  ìtł'ás-ìdà  nīstsáh -áɂà 

  'I will see you tomorrow.'        (Cook, 1984, p. 52, ex. 36) 

 Cook further shows a difference between temporal adverbs in past-oriented sentences 

(gù) and future-oriented sentences (dà): 

(29) a. ásdá-gù27 nàníyàɂ-à? 

  'When did you come?' 

 b. ásdá-dà nìníyáh-ì 

  'When will you come?'       (Cook, 1984, p. 52, ex. 36) 

 I therefore conclude that ìdàɂ 'if, when, after' is broadly future-oriented. This is in line 

with the data from other Dene languages in the rest of this chapter. 

 Lastly, Cook discusses one more conjunction, ìgùłí 'but, even if, however'. 28 

According to Cook's analysis, this conjunction can appear in hypothetical concessives, as 

shown in the following example: 

(30) nídīsnìɂ-ìgùłí  kánāìɣíígád-ìgùł29 

 I.call.you-even  you.come.out-not 

 'Even if I call you, you should not come out.'  (Cook, 1984, p. 85, ex. 1) 

                                                
27 -gù is likely the cognate of Navajo gú, Apache go (see Saxon, 2003). 
28 Cook does not discuss the etymology of any of these conjunctions or whether they are related to one 
another.  
29 It is not clear from Cook's comments whether ìgùłí ('but, even if, however') and ìgùł ('not') are related.  
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 In (30), the concessive clause has the same traits as other conditionals. It is an 

antecedent that expresses a hypothetical condition, and the speaker does not commit to the 

truth of this clause. This example shows that to express concessive conditionals, the 

Tsuut'ina speaker does not use the conjunction ìdàɂ 'if, when, after', like other conditionals, 

but the concessive ìgùłí 'but, even if, however'. I will return to this topic in chapter 5.  

2.6.4 Dëne Sųłıné 

Cook (2004) offers a short description of conditional clauses in Dëne Sųłıné amongst other 

types of subordinate clauses, such as ones headed by hotthe 'before' and tł’ąghe 'after'. 

Cook shows that the Dëne Sųłıné conditional particle30, dé, can have both conditional (31) 

and temporal (32) meanings: 

(31)  Ɂegháleghena  dé,  beba   nórusɂı̨ ́   hı ́le 

  he.work   if him.for  I.wait  not 

  'If he is working, I won't wait for him.'     (Cook, 2004, p. 319) 

In this example, the truth value of the consequent is asserted to partially depend on the truth 

value of the antecedent: in the case of  the protasis being true (P = 1), the apodosis is true 

(Q = 1). In example (32), though, the situation is different: 

(32)  Nuxë́l holnı  dé  ɂełtechëné k’e darehı ́ltth’ı łı ́ nı̨. 

  us.with she.tell.story when chair  on we.sit  ASP T 

  'When she told us stories, we used to sit on a chair.'  (Cook, 2004, p. 319) 

In (32), the veracity of the antecedent is presupposed, and the veracity of the consequent is 

asserted. The past tense particle nı̨ suggests that this is a story of things that have already 

happened; therefore their truth is asserted. In contrast to the conditional meaning, the 

                                                
30 I avoid defining what kind of particle dé 'if, when' is, as any definition requires evidence. I discuss such 
evidence in chapter 3 for its Tłı̨chǫ cognate, nı̨dè. 
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choice of dé may be related to the habitual interpretation contributed by the aspect marker 

łı́ which marks the main clause as a generic/habitual clause. 

 Cook likewise notes that dé 'if, when' may appear after a temporal noun (2004,  

pp. 303-305): 

(33)  łuk’é dé  hesa ha 

  spring when I.go  FUT 

  'I am going to go in the spring.'     (Cook, 2004, p. 303, ex. 7.5(c)). 

Cook argues that, while this behaviour of dé 'if, when' is reminiscent of a postposition, dé 

cannot be considered a postposition as such, as it is not obligatory, and does not inflect.   

Rather, Cook analyses it as a subordinating conjunction (2004, p. 318) and argues (2004, 

pp. 320-321) that dé indicates that the events in the subordinate and matrix clauses are in a 

temporal sequence. Additionally, Cook argues that clauses introduced by these particles 

follow the head-final structure of Dëne Sųłıné (and other Dene languages), and that they 

can rarely be moved from their position preceding the matrix clause (Cook, 2004, p. 375).31 

 Finally, Cook shows that dé can be followed by the particle kúlú 'even', to create the 

particle dékúlú 'even if'.  

2.6.5 North and South Slavey  

The majority of material on North and South Slavey conditionals comes from Rice's (1989) 

grammar. This grammar is derived from research with both North Slavey- and South 

Slavey-speaking communities. Rice mentions the community in which the examples were 

recorded, and so I will identify each sentence by the current linguistic division of North 

Slavey or South Slavey. The data are presented together, as in Rice's grammar.  

                                                
31 Cook assumes a movement analysis, but this may be a question of word order.  
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 Rice (1989, p. 1052), like Cook (2004) on Dëne Sųłıné and de Reuse and Goode (2006) 

on Apache, classifies conditional particles as subordinating conjunctions, with a 

hypothetical meaning 'if', a future temporal meaning 'when', and a habitual reading 

'whenever'. Rice lists a variety of allomorphs of the conditional conjunction, including 

Ɂenı̨dé, nı̨dé, ndé, néh, and ‘ndé. I will refer to them by the allomorph nı̨dé for the rest of 

this section. An illustration of the hypothetical meaning of nı̨dé can be seen in the following 

sentences: 

(34) a.  Dene Zhatıé (South Slavey, Fort Providence) 

  dudı̨ɂı̨ ́h  néh etse gha 

  2SG.gone if cry FUT 

  'If you sg. are gone, she will cry.'      (Rice, 1989, p. 1053) 

The Dene Zhatıé example in (34a) shows a hypothetical conditional, which asserts that in 

the hypothetical event in which P = 1, Q = 1.  

 b. Sahtúot'ı̨nę (North Slavey, Bear Lake) 

  Dene gúlı ́  kee  nıdı̨ ́wa  nekée  húle  nı̨dé 

  person other shoe 2SG.take  2SG.shoe gone if  

  'You take someone else's shoes if yours are missing.'     (Rice, 1989, p. 1053) 

The Sahtúot'ı̨nę  example in (34b) is similar to (34a), showing hypothetical conditional 

meaning. However, unlike (34a), (34b) shows a reverse order of clauses: the apodosis dene 

gúlı́ kee nıdı̨wa 'take someone else's shoes' appears first, while the protasis nekée húle nı̨dé 

'if your shoes are missing' follows. Recall that Cook (2004, p. 375) argues that conditional 

clauses in Dëne Sųłıné can rarely appear in reverse order. Rice, on the other hand, does not 

indicate whether there is a special semantic context to this example, or whether a reverse 
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order of the conditional and matrix clauses in Sahtúot’ı̨nę is seen as a straightforward 

choice for the speaker.  

 Like the particles in other Dene languages that have been surveyed here, nı̨dé can also 

be used to indicate a future temporal adverbial clause:   

(35) a. Sahtúot'ı̨nę (North Slavey, Bear Lake) 

 Nı̨hts’ı k’éts’éné ɂajá     nı̨dé  dewı ́t’ée.  

 wind less   3.become.PFV  if  1PL.OPT.go.by.boat 

 'When the wind dies down, we will go.'      (Rice, 1989, p. 1053) 

This example is a temporal adverbial clause; P is an event that the speaker is confident will 

happen (the wind is bound to die down), and the verb in Q is marked by the optative aspect, 

used to indicate futurity. In addition to future temporal clauses, nı̨dé can also be used to 

mean 'whenever' in habitual clauses: 

 b. Sahtúot'ı̨nę (North Slavey, Bear Lake) 

 Dora bekwı ́  ohts’ı ́   nı̨wę nı̨dé  yehts’ı ́ 

 Dora 3.head  1SG.OPT.comb 3.want if  3.combs.4 

 'Whenever Dora wants to comb my hair, she combs it.' (Rice, 1989, p. 1054) 

Like (35a), this example doesn't indicate a hypothetical situation, but a temporal clause, in 

this case habitual: whenever P = 1, Q = 1. Rice (1989, p. 1053) argues that, due to the 

conditional nature of nı̨dé, it can never refer to specific events in the past, only to the future 

or to habitual events. Past temporal events are marked by ekúh or gú 'when'. However, 

examples from texts show that the cognates of nı̨dé can occur in reference to past habitual 

events, as the following example demonstrates: 

(36) Dene Zhatıé (South Slavey, Fort Liard) 
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 June néh  k’ǫnı ́ gonezų   kéodat’ı̨.  Góá dúh dzęę lah   

 June NĮDÈ very be.good.AR.IPFV see.PFV  but this day  FOC  

 nahe   ndéh gúlı ́   adąnde    gots’ęh  móla   

 1PL.POSS land  different  become.3SG.S.IPFV and   White.people 

 mágogehɂı̨. 

 3PL.do.3PL.S.IPFV 

 'When it was June, it was very good to see. But today our land becomes different 

 and White people do that.'        

      (Harry Minoza in Thom & Blondin-Townsend, 1987, pp. 88-90) 

 This example shows that néh 'whenever' can be used to refer to past events that are no 

longer true today: Dene Zhatıé Elder Harry Minoza tells of how the land used to be ('when 

it was June...'), and then adds that this is no longer the case due to changes in the land. This 

past orientation can also be seen in the verb kéodat’ı̨ 'to see', which is in the perfective form, 

and not in the imperfective form (which would be expected in a discussion of habitual 

events that are still ongoing). 

 Like Apache, Tsuut'ina and Dëne Sųłıné, Slave nı̨dé can also appear after temporal 

adverbials: 

 (37)   Sahtúot'ı̨nę (North Slavey, Bear Lake) 

 Łuk’é nı̨dé jǫ  ɂanahde  gha  

 spring if  here  1SG.return FUT 

 'I will come back here in spring.'   (Rice, 1989, p. 1055)  

As in previous examples, the apodosis in this example ends with the future particle gha, 

indicating that the temporal orientation of this sentence is in the future. The conditional 
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particle nı̨dé follows the noun łuk’é 'spring', creating a temporal expression 'when it is 

spring', 'in spring'.  

 Rice (1989, p. 1055) quotes another form, ɂedé, which she differentiates from nı̨dé. 

Rice states that this form is "similar in use and meaning" to nı̨dé, but does not offer insight 

as to why she does not include this form together with the allomorphs of nı̨dé.32 Rice offers 

a number of examples in which the adverb zǫ 'only' scopes over ɂedé to create the 

combination only if:33 

(38) South Slavey 

 thaa  naxéh  ɂaht’ı̨ ɂedé zǫ  ɂehtth’ı  enahthę  olı ́ı lǫo 

 long 1PL.with  1SG.be if  only right  2PL.think FUT EVID 

 'How long must I stay with you so that you believe?'  

           (Mark 9:19, quoted in Rice, 1989, p. 1055) 

The verse in (38) shows zǫ 'only' following ɂedé 'if'. The translation Rice offers is similar 

to the English translation in the New Revised Standard Version (NRSV): 'How much 

longer must I be among you?'. A more literal translation of the Slave version would be 

'Only if I am with you a long time, you will believe apparently.'  The parallel combination 

in Tłı̨chǫ, nı̨dè zǫ 'only if' will be discussed further in chapter 5.  

 Lastly, Rice offers the following example of the use of a particle that is expressed as 

one of the allomorphs kólı́, kúlú, kúú, kóó 'but, even', in which the particle is used in a 

concessive conditional: 

                                                
32 On the phonological process of prenasalisation of stops in Slave which can explain this allomorphy, see 
Rice (1989, pp. 37, 58-61).  
33 While the majority of examples Rice offers with ɂedé are in usage with zǫ to create only if, the text of the 
South Slave translation of two books from the New Testament shows multiple examples of enı̨dé zǫ 'only if', 
and therefore this cannot be the reason ɂedé is not listed as an allomorph of nı̨dé.   
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(39) K'ahsho Got'ı̨nę (North Slavey, Fort Good Hope)  

 Dúyé  ɂegúhyee ɂarahı ́t’e  sónı̨   tewe dewı ́w’ı  kólı ́. 

 cannot this.way  1PL.finish uncertain night 1PL.sit  even 

 'I don't think that we will finish even if we stay up all night.'     (Rice, 1989, p. 1051) 

 The event under discussion is hypothetical, as it is still a possibility that they will stay 

up all night. In this sentence, the concessive kólı́ 'even' is utilised instead of a conditional 

particle such as nı̨dé. The use of the concessive particle with and without nı̨dé 'if' to create 

a concessive conditional will be discussed more in depth in chapter 5.   

2.6.6 Other Dene languages 

Morphemes that appear to be the cognates of Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè 'if, when, whenever' can also be 

seen in texts from other Dene languages used in similar ways to the uses described in this 

section. Thus, for example, Lovick (2016) offers the following example in an Upper 

Tanana text, using the same morpheme de' for habitual and future temporal uses: 

 (40)  Hah'ogn    doo   nuhxa danįįshyah   de' dii  

  outside:AR   someone 2PL:for 3S.come.in.PFV if everything 

  hutl'atahchil   t'eey hu'ichah'aał  de'. 

  2P>3P:give.food:FUT even 2P>3P:feed:FUT if 

  'When someone comes in to you out there, give them whatever (you have), feed 

  them.'             (Lovick, 2016, p. 289) 

However, Lovick (2016) also shows other uses of de’ which have not been reported in 

other Dene languages, as in (41): 
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(41)  "Nts'ąą  ndihnih   niign t'eey dǫǫdį'  de',"  

  how  1S>2S:say:IPFV the.way even 2S.do.OPT if   

  udihnih. 

  1S>3S:say:IPFV 

  '"Please do exactly as I say," I told him.'    (Lovick, 2016, p. 283). 

In this text excerpt, the word de’ is glossed as 'if', following a clause with an optative verb, 

and is translated as 'please'. Lovick (2016) points out that this is a request between equals 

who do not have a close relationship, which "invites the hearer to consider possible 

consequences of fulfilling the request" (p. 287). 

 A morpheme that appears similar to nı̨dè 'if, when' can also be seen in a book of Kaska 

narratives in a conditional use: 

(42)  "Gee, kid,  esądi esyéh baby dét'īn  t'é'   

  Gee  kid  alone with.me baby she.has then  

  dûsdā?" 

  what.am.I.going.to.do 

  'Gee, what will I do if she has trouble with the baby?'   

     (Interview with Leda Charlie Gudeji, Moore, 1999, pp. 162-163) 

The particle t'é', glossed here as 'then', may be a cognate of dé'. The language app 

FirstVoices (www.firstvoices.com) also shows Kaska conditional sentences (using 'if') 

with a particle dé'.34 

 

 

                                                
34 These sentences are not reproduced here due to copyright and the application's conditions of use. 
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2.7  Summary 

As can be seen from this short survey, conditionals in different Dene languages have much 

in common. In four of the five main languages that have been surveyed (excluding 

Navajo)35, conditionals are marked by one particle which carries the conditional meaning, 

and can also be used to express future temporal events (when) and habitual events 

(whenever). The speaker's attitude towards the likelihood of the event under discussion is 

not carried by the conditional particle or by the verb's aspect, but is instead dependent on 

other elements in the clause such as evidentials and adverbs. Navajo, on the other hand, 

shows a more complicated system of temporal particles, whose combination can be used 

to indicate not just whether the event under discussion is interpreted as hypothetical, but 

also the speaker's degree of confidence in the actualisation of the event.  

 The survey in this chapter leaves open the question of clause order. Cook (2004) argues 

that clause order in Dëne Sųłıné is set and can only rarely change: the protasis is first, and 

the apodosis is second. However, in North and South Slavey, Rice (1989) brings examples 

of the reverse clause order (with the protasis following the apodosis) without flagging them 

as unique. Also, I have shown that, in Apache, Ts'uut'ina, Dëne Sųłıné and Slave, the 

conditional/future temporal particle can follow a future temporal adverb.   

 Having surveyed conditional clauses in Dene languages other than Tłı̨chǫ, I will now 

turn to describing conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ. In the next chapter, I will discuss the Tłı̨chǫ 

particle nı̨dè 'if, when, whenever' in its temporal and conditional uses, and investigate the 

ways in which these three different meanings are similar: they are all irrealis, or in the 

realm of modality.   

                                                
35 This difference may be related to Fernald et al.'s function-to-form approach, while the rest of these sources 
chose a form-to-function approach.  
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Chapter 3 

The particle nı̨dè and its uses 

Simple language abstract 
 
In chapter 3, I start talking about Tłı̨chǫ. I look at nı̨dè in all of its three uses (compared to 

English): sentences with nı̨dè that talk about the future (when), sentences with nı̨dè that 

talk about things that happen regularly (whenever), and conditional clauses with nı̨dè (if).     

 In the first part of this chapter, I look at sentences that talk about the future. Nı̨dè can 

come after all kinds of words that talk about the future: 

(1) Dàht’e nı̨dè ąde ha? 

 Dàht’e  nı̨dè  ąde    ha? 

 what.time NĮDÈ  go.2SG.S.IPFV FUT 

 'When are you going?'      (Online Tłı̨chǫ Dictionary, TCSA, 2005) 

I can use nı̨dè with words like dàht’e (when), ı̨daà (in the future),  dzęh (daylight) and 

ekı̀ıyeè k’e (around that time). I can also use it in full sentences, but only when they talk 

about the future. It doesn't matter what the verb is like in the sentence, but it needs to be 

about the future: 

(2)   Hanı̀kò Yedàyeh Nezı̨ı̨ naxık’e ajà nı̨dè, nàahtso anaxele ha.  

  Hanìkò  Yedàyeh  Nezı̨ı̨   naxık'e   ajà      nı̨dè 

 but  Spirit  Good.NMLZ 2PL.O.on  go.3SG.S.PFV   NĮDÈ 

 nàahtso     anaxele     ha. 

 be.strong.2PL.S.IPFV cause.3SG.S:2PL.O FUT 

 Lit. 'But when the Good Spirit has come on you, it will make you strong.' 

              (from the New Testament, Acts 1:8) 
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Next, I talk about nı̨dè 'whenever', in sentences that talk about the way things are in the 

world. Only here I can use it about things that already happened.  

(3)  Behchokǫ̀ aht’ı̨ nı̨dè sı̨nàà (This sentence is from MAM, from 2016).  

  [Behchokǫ̀  aht’ı̨    nı̨dè]  sı̨nàà 

 Behchokǫ̀ be.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ  1SG.POSS.happy 

 'Whenever I stay/stayed in Behchokǫ̀, I am/was happy.' (=lit. 'my happiness')  

Finally, I talk about conditional clauses. These are sentences that talk about things which 

may happen in the future, but the event that the sentence with nı̨dè describe needs to happen 

first. So Elder Joe Mantla said that his father told him this: 

(4) Sek'èąt’e nı̨dè ı̨daà gha nı̨ wet’à xohwhı̨a. 

 [sek’èąt'e     nı̨dè] [ı̨daà gha nı̨ wet’à   

 obey.2SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV  NĮDÈ future for 2 3SG.O.with 

 xǫhwhı̨-a] 

 survive.2SG.IPFV-FUT 

 'If you obey me, you will survive with it for the future.' (This sentence was shared with 

 me by TSD in 2017).   

 When Joe Mantla's father said this, he didn't know whether Joe Mantla would obey 

him or not. He just said what would happen in case he did.  

 We can also end sentences with ha ı̨lè, and then we're saying that they didn't happen, 

or that we don't believe that they will happen. Those are sentences like this one: 
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(5) Įxę̀ę tı xàtł’òo etłeè ahłà-le nı̨dè, tı etı̨ ha ı̨lè. (This sentence was given to me by 

 Rosa Mantla in 2016). 

 ı̨xę̀ę   tı  xàtł’òo  etłeè    ahłà-le  

 yesterday  water tap   go.3SG.S.PROG.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG  

 nı̨dè  tı  etı̨     ha  ı̨lè 

 NĮDÈ  water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV  FUT  PST 

 'If I hadn’t left the water running yesterday, the water would have frozen.'  

In sentences like this one, what didn't happen is that I didn't leave the water running 

yesterday (so I did leave it running), and so the water didn't freeze. 

 Finally, I look at all these types of sentences with nı̨dè, and I think that what they have 

in common is that they don't talk about specific things that happened. They talk about 

possibilities, even if they're possibilities that we really think are going to happen. 

Sometimes we can predict these possibilities because we have seen a lot of similar events 

happen. So I think that sentences with nı̨dè are sentences in which we talk about things that 

can happen, or maybe will happen, or that we reach a conclusion about them happening, 

but we don't know for sure.  
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Chapter 3 

The particle nı̨dè and its uses 

 

3.1 Introduction 

In the previous chapter, I discussed some theoretical issues pertaining to conditional 

clauses, and offered a short survey of previous descriptions of conditional clauses in Dene 

languages. In this chapter, I turn to the Tłı̨chǫ word nı̨dè 'if, when, whenever' and its uses. 

An example of nı̨dè used in a hypothetical context ('if') is presented in (1); an example of 

nı̨dè used in a temporal context ('when') is presented in (2); and an example of nı̨dè used 

in a generic or habitual context ('whenever') is presented in (3); 

(1) Jǫ   nı ̀ı ̀tła   nı̨dè wexè  dzędeè   

 here  come.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ 3SG.O.with day.big  

 hołè      ha. 

 be.made.3SG.S.IPFV  FUT 

 Lit. 'If he comes here, a holiday will be made with him.' 

 'We will do our feasting and dancing and celebrating, and if he comes[, then it’s 

 going to be ok].'      (Tłı̨chǫ Government, 2018, p. 9. Story told by Nick Blake, 1998) 

(24)  Paul   gots'ǫ̀   eetł'è     nı̨dè  

  Paul  1PL.O.to  write.3SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 

  yatıì nàtsoo   t'à  gots'ǫ̀   gode [...] 

  word strong  by 1PL.O.to  speak.3SG.S.IPFV 

  Lit: 'When Paul writes to us, he speaks to us by strong words [...]' 

  NRSV: 'His letters are weighty and strong [...]'   (2 Corinthians 10:10) 
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(3) Ihk'è  done ı̨k’ǫǫ̀  gı̨ı̨lı̨ı̨ ̀    sı ̀ı  ekǫ̀  aget’ı̨   

 sometimes people medicine be.3PL.S.IPFV  FOC  there go.3PL.S.IPFV 

 nı̨dè dǫ  nàke shı ̀h   yı ̀ı gots’ǫ gogede   

 NĮDÈ people two  mountain in from speak.3PL.S.IPFV 

 gıı ̀kw’o  hǫt’e 

 hear.3PL.S.IPFV EMPH 

 Lit. 'Sometimes, medicine people, whenever they go there, they hear the two people  

 speak from inside the mountain.' 

 'Sometimes Dogrib medicine men can hear the voices of those two people inside 

 the mountain.'           (Thomas et al., 1997) 

 In this chapter, I survey the different uses of nı̨dè in both temporal and conditional 

clauses. I show that, in all of the cases in which nı̨dè is used, the nı̨dè-clause is modal, and 

the proposition does not indicate a specific event that has already actualised. I hypothesise 

that nı̨dè is a complementiser which introduces a modal clause, and that clauses headed by 

nı̨dè are adjuncts. 

 I show that, unlike in the Indo-European and Semitic languages surveyed in section 

2.2.1, verb morphology in Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clauses does not indicate the attitudes of the speaker, 

the way it does in Indo-European languages. Instead, verb morphology inside nı̨dè-clauses 

communicates temporal location relative to the matrix clause.36 

                                                
36 These are Event Time, Speech Time and Reference Time respectively, following Reichenbach (1947). The 
Event Time is the time at which the specific event under discussion takes place; the Reference Time is a 
relevant point in time, known to the interlocutors, which serves as a point of reference. The Event Time is 
located relative to the Reference Time and Speech time.   
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 I show that there are no syntactic differences between temporal and hypothetical nı̨dè-

clauses, by surveying the possible verb combinations in the corpus, in particular in the New 

Testament, where verb forms have been standardised and verified. Table 3.1 shows the 

results of this survey, which suggests that different types of nı̨dè-clauses are more likely to 

utilise specific verb forms which match their semantics, but that there is no limitation on 

using specific verb forms37. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
37 As Table 3.1 shows, the only type of nı̨dè-clause that does not show usage of verb forms beyond the 
perfective and imperfective is the generic/habitual nı̨dè-clause. In section 3.4, I suggest that this is due to the 
semantics of generic events and not due to specific syntactic requirements of nı̨dè.  
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Meaning of nı̨dè Type of VP (morphology 
and postverbal particles)   

Frequency Percentage 

Temporal ('when') VP Imperfective 102 31.9% 
Perfective 73 22.8% 

Future 3 0.9% 
Progressive 3 0.9% 

Habitual 3 0.9% 
Optative 2 0.7% 

SUM 186 58.1% 
Non-VP 134 41.9% 

SUM 320 100% 
Habitual 

('whenever') 
VP Imperfective 19 79.2% 

Perfective 2 8.3% 
SUM 21 87.5% 

Non-VP 3 12.5% 
SUM 24 100% 

Hypothetical ('if') VP Imperfective 718 71.2% 
Perfective 146 14.5% 

Ambiguous  78 7.7% 
Modal38 28 2.8% 
Future 18 1.8% 

Progressive 1 0.1% 
SUM 989 98.1% 

Non-VP 19 1.9% 
SUM 1,008 100% 

Counterfactual VP Imperfective 43 66.1% 
Perfective 16 24.6% 

Future 2 3.1% 
Modal 2 3.1% 

SUM 63 96.9% 
Non-VP 2 3.1% 

SUM 65 100% 
Table 3.1: Temporal, habitual, hypothetical, and counterfactual nı̨dè-clauses in the New Testament and the Book of Genesis corpus 

 I suggest that Tłı̨chǫ differentiates between two types of nı̨dè-clauses: one type which 

introduces propositions with neutral-to-high probability (P ≥ 0.5), and the other type 

introduces propositions with low-probability-to-counterfactual propositions (P < 0.5). I 

                                                
38 In these tables, 'modal' refers to verbs followed by the modal particle ha dı̀ı̀(-le) 'can('t), (im)possible) or 
evidentials which do not follow the future particle ha. Verbs which are followed by the future and an 
evidential marker are categorised as 'future (+ additional particles).  
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further suggest that the proposition inside the nı̨dè-clause is understood as low-to-

counterfactual of actualising (P < 0.5) when it is adjoined to a consequent with back-shifted 

future morphology (ha ı̨lè, 'would have').  Neutral or high-probability propositions in a 

nı̨dè-clause are understood as such due to other elements in the consequent, such as adverbs 

or evidentials which communicate speaker's attitude.  

3.2 The four uses of nı̨dè 

 One major theoretical question that must be contended with in this work is whether 

Tłı̨chǫ differentiates grammatically between nı̨dè's temporal meaning ('when') and its 

conditional meaning ('if'). As I discussed in section 2.1, conditionals are hard to define in 

any language (Declerk & Reed, 2001; Wierzbicka, 1997), and most researchers rely on the 

explicit presence of the subordinator if to define what is a conditional (Bhatt & Pancheva, 

2006; Dancygier, 1993; Huddleston & Pullum, 2002, amongst others) and thus to 

differentiate between conditionals and other similar clauses, such as temporal when-clauses. 

At this stage of my work, I adopt a semantic criterion to differentiate between hypothetical 

nı̨dè-clauses ('if'), which refer to possible scenarios and are not presupposed by the speaker 

to actualise (4) , and temporal nı̨dè-clauses ('when') which refer to events in the future, 

which are presupposed by the speaker to actualise (5): 

(4)   'I'll call you if I get home tomorrow' (= I may or may not get home tomorrow) 

(5)   'I'll call you when I get home tomorrow' (= I will definitely get home)  

I further show that Tłıc̨hǫ nı̨dè is used in another context, that of restrictive clauses, which 

are used to limit (restrict) a generalisation made by the apodosis to a specific set of events.  

Thus, (6a) shows a generalisation, while (6b) shows an English whenever-clause restricting 

that generalisation: 
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(6)   a. I am tired. 

   b. I am tired whenever I work all day.  

In the context of English, both when-clauses (7a) and if-clauses (7b) can be used to 

communicate a restrictive clause: 

(7)  a.  I am tired when I work all day. 

  b.  I am tired if I work all day. 

  (= whenever/every time/in those cases in which I work all day, I am tired) 

 The clauses in (7), like the whenever-clause in (6b), take the situation described by the 

matrix clause I am tired and restrict the cases in which this generalisation applies. The 

utterance I am tired is true in all cases such as I work all day. In English, restrictive clauses 

maintain the same meaning regardless of whether 'if' or 'when' is used, and are argued to 

be different both from when-clauses and if-clauses (Carlson, 1989; Declerck, 1997; Farkas 

& Sugioka, 1983; Portner, 2009).39 'True' conditionals set up a specific case P in which Q 

is true; restrictive clauses set out P as a generic case (e.g. Declerck, 1997) which is usually 

followed by Q. Farkas and Sugioka have proposed that generic (restrictive) when-clauses 

include a covert adverb 'generally', a similar solution to Kratzer's (2012) analysis of 

epistemic conditionals. Under that analysis, English restrictive clauses are atemporal and 

presupposed as true, and specify the conditions under which the assertion in the main clause 

is true regardless of any specific case (Declerck, 1997).40 Paraphrasing when-clauses as if-

                                                
39 Farkas and Sugioka (1983) argue that these are different from 'ordinary' when and if clauses, but do not 
expand on what ordinary means in this context. From their examples, I take ordinary conditional clauses to 
mean hypothetical clauses, that is, conditionals that set up a possible scenario and its implications, and 
ordinary when clauses to mean non-habitual when-clauses.   
40 Atemporal or non-temporal in this case is similar to generic. That is, these restrictive clauses do not 
describe an event that can be located in a specific point in time. They describe a generalisation made over a 
series of events. Thus, in (6), the generalisation is based on past experience: every time that I worked all day, 
I was tired. Thus, I make an observation about a general truth of the world, that I assume will continue to be 
true in the future. 
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clauses and vice versa as in (7) can serve as a test to identify restrictive clauses in languages 

such as English, where 'if' and 'when' are two different words. This is not the case in Tłı̨chǫ, 

as I discuss in this chapter. I differentiate between these clauses based on their semantics: 

what is the nature of the event under discussion?  

 Despite my discussion of separate if-clauses and when-clauses in Tłı̨chǫ, I do not claim 

that speakers necessarily differentiate between hypothetical and temporal events that have 

not yet happened.41 Rather, I bring evidence that Tłı̨chǫ does not differentiate syntactically 

between these two meanings, and argue that nı̨dè is a complementiser which introduces a 

modal clause, and that its conditional use, temporal use, and generic/habitual use all match  

environments in which modality is used. This makes sense, as events that take place in the 

future are never set in stone and thus have some degree of hypotheticality (Anisman, 2017; 

Givón, 1994; Kaufmann, 2005; Tonhauser, 2011). However, in my presentation of this data, 

I choose to separate clauses which I analyse as unambiguously temporal, parallel to English 

'when', and clauses which I analyse as unambiguously conditional, parallel to English 'if'. 

This is not to claim that this differentiation is meaningful in Tłı̨chǫ. I use this approach to 

argue against this division in Tłı̨chǫ while maintaining dialogue with the previous 

linguistics literature. For the same reason, I choose to dedicate a large part of the chapter 

to showing that verb morphology does not communicate speakers' attitudes in Tłı̨chǫ. As I 

discussed in section 2.2.1, a large body of literature on conditional clauses focuses on 

languages in which verb morphology is used to communicate speakers' attitudes. In order 

to maintain a dialogue with this previous body of research, and since this is the first work 

                                                
41 Consider the difference in English demonstrated in (4) and (5) I will talk to you when I get home and I will 
talk to you if I get home. The when-clause asserts that I will get home (and therefore I will definitely talk to 
you). The if-clause does not assert that I would get home (and therefore I do not commit to talking to you). 
Thus, there is a differentiation between future events and hypotheticals in English.  
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of such scope focusing on Tłı̨chǫ, I dedicate a large part of this chapter to showing that this 

generalisation does not hold true for Tłı̨chǫ (and likely for other Dene languages). 

 Lastly, nı̨dè is only used to express the connection between two clauses. Tłı̨chǫ 

possesses a different word for the temporal WH-question ('when?'), dàht’e 'what time?'.  

The contrast between the WH-question word dàht’e and the temporal adverbial nı̨dè is 

demonstrated in (8), which includes both words in the same phrase: 

(8) Dàht’e  nı̨dè  ąde  ha? 

 what.time42 NĮDÈ  go.2SG.S.IPFV FUT 

 'When are you going?'      (Online Tłı̨chǫ Dictionary, TCSA, 2005) 

In the next sections, I discuss in depth the different uses of nı̨dè.  

3.3 Nı̨dè in temporal adverbial clauses  

Tłı̨chǫ speakers can use two methods to locate a proposition in time relative to another 

proposition: by using the particle kò43 'when, while, even' to discuss specific events or 

situations in the past, or by using the particle nı̨dè 'if, when, whenever' to discuss events or 

situations in the future, and generic events or situations. A temporal use of kò 'when, while' 

is demonstrated in example (9), while nı̨dè is shown in example (10): 

 (9) Behchokǫ̀  nàehde    hò  sı̨nàà    ı̨lè 

  Behchokǫ̀ live.SG.1SG.S.PFV KÒ1 1SG.POSS.happy PST 

  'When I lived in Behchokǫ̀, I was happy.' (=lit. 'was my happiness')   

                 (MAM, 2016) 

                                                
42 I choose to gloss dàht'e 'what time' rather than 'when', to help the reader clearly differentiate it from nı̨dè 
or kò.  
43 This conjunction has three phonological variants: kò, hò, and xò. In this work, when I refer to the word in 
the English prose, I use the kò variant, which is used in the standardised orthography of the New Testament. 
I have not changed the orthography in examples that are taken from elicitation or non-standardised texts in 
which the spelling reflects the phonological variant used by the speaker.  
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(10) Seba    segà  wheda    nı̨dè  

  1SG.POSS.older.sister 1SG.O.with stay.SG.3SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ  

  sı̨nàà 

  1SG.POSS.happy  

  'When my older sister is staying with me, I am happy.' (=lit. 'my happiness') 

                 (MAM, 2016) 

 In (9), the event time is in the past, as can be seen by the past adverbial ı̨lè (Welch, 2012, 

2015). In (10), the event time is assumed to be relevant to the present, as there are no 

adverbial or other markers which locate the utterance in the past. In this example, only nı̨dè 

can express the correct temporal meaning.  

 These two particles, nı̨dè and kò, are not interchangeable; that is, kò can only be used 

for past contexts and is incompatible with other temporal orientations. When it is used in 

present or future contexts, it is only understood as communicating a concessive meaning 

('even'). This behaviour is demonstrated in (11), which involves a hypothetical future 

scenario: 

 (11) ı̨łaà   gòk’ò   hò  tı̨lı   wedàgeechı-a 

  still  cold.AR  KÒ2  road  close.3PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV-FUT 

  'Even if it's still cold, they will close the [winter] road.'  (CR, 2016) 

  *'When it is/was still cold, they will close the [winter] road.' 

I discuss both temporal and concessive meanings of kò in chapter 5.  

3.3.1 Description of temporal nı̨dè-phrases: Morphology 

As I discussed in Chapter 2, much of the linguistic theoretical discussion of conditional 

and temporal adverbial clauses has focused on languages in which there are certain 



 83 

syntactic limitations on verb morphology. For instance, Declerck's (1997) extensive 

typology of English when-clauses categorises the different clauses based on their semantics, 

but also relies on a morphological division between clauses in which the future-oriented 

modals will and would are allowed, and those in which their usage is ungrammatical. 

Declerck (1997) notes that verb morphology within English temporal when-clauses often 

carries additional information, not only temporal reference, and that future morphology is 

often ungrammatical inside when-clauses. The same conclusion has been reached regarding 

English if-clauses, and conditionals in many other European languages (Huddleston & 

Pullum, 2002; Iatridou, 2000; Ippolito, 2002). This use of temporal adverbial clauses can 

be seen in (12) and (13): 

(12) a. John will leave when I arrive.    (Declerck, 1997, p. 25, ex. 67a) 

  *b. John will arrive when I will leave. 

(13) a. He will do it tomorrow when the others have left.  

             (Declerck, 1997, p. 26, ex. 70d) 

  *b. He will do it tomorrow when the others will have left. 

 Tłı̨chǫ shows no such limitations on verb morphology in clauses with nı̨dè. Table 3.2 

summarises my survey of temporal nı̨dè-clauses in the New Testament corpus. 44 The 

survey shows that Tłı̨chǫ uses all verb forms in both the nı̨dè-clause and the consequent 

clause. 

 As Table 3.2 shows, I analysed 320 nıdè-phrases in the New Testament corpus as 

unambiguously temporal. Temporal nı̨dè-phrases may include a verb, or may include a 

temporal expression, either a PP, AdvP, or in a few cases, an NP. There is no clear 

                                                
44 The numbers in this table and others following are approximate, and may be affected by my failing to 
correctly classify ambiguous verb forms or mistakes in classification of some forms.   
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preference for one type of temporal nı̨dè-phrase over the other (with or without a VP): nı̨dè-

phrases which do not include a VP account for almost half of the cases. 
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TYPE  NĮDÈ-
PHRASE 

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE CONSEQUENT 
CLAUSE 

FREQUENCY 

Non-VPs AdvP 35 10.9% Future (+ 
additional 
particles)45 

31 

Modal 2 
Imperfective 2 

PP 88 27.5% Future (+ 
additional 
particles) 

76 

Imperfective 7 
Modal 4 

Perfective 1 
NP 11 3.5% Future 7 

Imperfective 4 
SUM 134 41.9% 

VP Imperfective 102 31.9% Future (+ 
additional 
particles) 

49 

Imperfective 48 
Perfective 3 

Modal 2 
Perfective 73 22.8% Future (+ 

additional 
particles) 

66 

Imperfective 4 
Modal 3 

Future 3 0.9% Future (+ 
additional 
particles) 

2 

Perfective 1 
Optative 2 0.7% Optative 2 
Habitual 3 0.9% Future (+ 

additional 
particles) 

2 

Imperfective 1 
Progressive 3 0.9% Future (+ 

additional particles 
2 

Imperfective 1 
SUM 186 58.1% 

SUM 320 100% 
Table 3.2: Distribution of verb forms in temporal nı̨dè-phrases and in consequent clauses following tenporal nı̨dè-phrases 

                                                
45 Throughout this work, 'future (+ additional particles)' means verbs followed the future particle ha, which 
in turn may or may not be followed by additional particles such as evidentials.  
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Based on the data presented in Table 3.2, I hypothesise that the motivation to choose one 

verb form over another within the nı̨dè-clause relies on the situation type. I hypothesise 

that the strong preference to use the perfective and imperfective verb forms inside the nı̨dè-

clause broadly reflects the situation under discussion (complete or incomplete respectively), 

and that the strong preference for future verbs in the consequent (73%) reflects nı̨dè's future 

temporal orientation.  

3.3.1.1 Nı̨dè-phrases without a verb 

Nı̨dè-phrases may include non-predicative phrases such as AdvPs ((14) and (15)), PPs (16) 

or NPs (17), without any overt verb or copula.46  

(14) [[Įdaà   nı̨dè]  [dǫ   naìdà     ha  sìı]]  gıgha   

 in.the.future NĮDÈ person live.again.3SG.S.IPFV FUT FOC  3PL.O.for 

 ehkw'ı-ahodı    nıìle. 

 truth-say.ST.IPFV   EMPH.NEG 

 Lit. 'It is not true for them (=they don't believe) that people will be resurrected in 

 the future.' 

 NRSV: 'Some Sadducees, who say there is no resurrection...' (Mark 18:12) 

 

 

 

 

                                                
46 I have not found much discussion of conditional clauses with non-verbal predicates (e.g. 'if true') (see Bhatt 
& Pancheva, 2006). Huddleston and Pullum (2002) suggest that English conditionals of this type are 'reduced' 
and that their meaning can be reconstructed from the apodosis. Malá (2005) suggests that their use depends 
on the information structure. In all cases, this type of clause is assumed to be some special case of the full 
(verbal) clause. However, as the Tłı̨chǫ phrases without an overt verbal predicate are not marked or unique, 
this type of explanation is ill-suited as an account for these phrases.  
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 (15) [Ekǫ  nı̨dè ] nàowo   ehkw'ıı   zǫ   k'ę̀ę̀  ts'eeda     

  there NĮDÈ law   true.NMLZ only way  live.1PL.S.IPFV  

  ha. 

  FUT 

  Lit. 'When there, we will live according only to the true law.' 

  NRSV: '[But, in accordance with his promise, we wait for new heavens and a new 

  earth,] where righteousness is at home.'       (2 Peter 3:13) 

Examples (14) and (15) both show adverbs; the adverb in (14) is a temporal adverb, ı̨daà 

'in the future', whereas the adverb in (15) is a location adverb ekǫ 'there'. 

(16)  Nǫ̀htsı̨  wınì    k'ę̀ę̀  aahda    tł'axǫǫ̀   nı̨dè    

  God  3SG.POSS.mind way  live.2PL.S.IPFV after  NĮDÈ  

  naxıgha   edeyatıı ̀  k'ę̀ę̀  eghàlada   ha  hǫt'e. 

  2PL.O.for REFL.work way  work.3SG.S.IPFV FUT EMPH  

  Lit. 'After you live the way of God's mind, he will work for you the way of his  

  word [he gave] to you.' 

  NRSV: ' [For you need endurance, so that] when you have done the will of God, 

  you may receive what was promised.'      (Hebrews 10:36) 

In (16), the nı̨dè-phrase includes a PP, headed by the postposition tł’axǫǫ̀ 'after'. The PP 

tł’axǫǫ̀ 'after' selects a full clause with an overt verb (aahda 'you live'); however the nı̨dè-

phrase does not have an overt verbal predicate of its own.  
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(17)  Eyits'ǫ  [togoòtł'òo  ayìı    dàahdıı     sìı]   

  and  darkness  whatever say.2PL.S.IPFV.NMLZ FOC  

  [[dzęh   nı̨dè]  weghǫ   ts'ıìkw'o   ha] 

  daylight  NĮDÈ 3SG.O.of  hear.1PL.S.IPFV FUT 

   Lit. 'And whatever you say in the darkness, we will hear of it in daytime.' 

   NRSV: 'Therefore whatever you have said in the dark will be heard in the light  

   [...]'               (Luke 12:3) 

Like (15) and (16), (17) shows a nı̨dè-phrase with no clear verbal predicate. In this case the 

nı̨dè-phrase includes the NP dzęh 'daylight'. 

 As Table 3.2 shows, a temporal nı̨dè-phrase without an overt verbal predicate may 

take as its complement a variety of elements, but the consequent almost always selects a 

future verb (114 clauses out of 134, or 85%). The other 20 clauses use a modal consequent: 

the optative, modal particles such as ha dı̀ı̀ 'can't, impossible' or the imperative, which is 

expressed in Tłı̨chǫ by the imperfective.47 A consequent which selects the optative is 

shown in (18), while the imperative is shown in (19): 

(18)  [[Ekìıyeè   k'e]  nı̨dè]  [dǫ   [Judea   nèk'e 

  Around.that.time on NĮDÈ person Judea  land 

  nàgedèe    sìı]]  shìhta   ts'ǫ̀  kwı̨gııdè. 

  live.3PL.S.NMLZ FOC  mountains to escape.PL.3PL.S.OPT 

  Lit. 'When it is that time, the people who live in the land of Judea must escape to 

  the mountains.' 

  NRSV: 'then those in Judea must flee to the mountains'  (Matthew 24:16) 

                                                
47 There is no distinct morphological imperative in Tłı̨chǫ, and the imperative is expressed most often by the 
imperfective, and at times by the optative (Ackroyd, 1982, p. 197). 
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(19)  Eyıts'ǫ   k'omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀  nı̨dè  dıı  haahdı,   

  and   morning  NĮDÈ this say.2PL.S.IPFV 

   Lit. 'And in the morning say this,' 

   NRSV: 'And in the morning, ["It will be stormy today, for the sky is red and  

   threatening."]'            (Matthew 16:3) 

My survey of this type of temporal adverbial nı̨dè-phrases suggests that, in all cases, the 

proposition in the consequent is not an event that has already actualised (and thus is not 

treated as a fact by the speaker). Instead, the proposition belongs in the realm of modality: 

it may be seen by the speaker as the most likely event to happen, or as the desired outcome. 

However, it is simply one possible event out of a range of possible events, some more 

likely than others. Thus, it follows the view of modality as quantification over possible 

worlds (Crystal, 2008, p. 308): it posts a range of possible events E1, E2, .... En, some are 

seen as closer to our world, and some are further away. Until the future arrives and the 

event actualises, they all remain within the realm of possibility.  

 At this point, I suggest that the apodosis of the temporal nı̨dè-phrases surveyed above 

(with nı̨dè scoping over AdvPs, NPs, and PPs) must always be modal, that is, must always 

quantify over possible worlds: the proposition they communicate cannot have already 

actualised.  

3.3.1.2 Full temporal nı̨dè-clauses 

An additional type of temporal nı̨dè-phrase which appear in the New Testament corpus 

involves a full clause, headed by an overt verb. As Table 3.2 shows, the most common 

combination within these clauses is composed of an imperfective verb in the nı̨dè-phrase, 
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and a future or imperfective verb in the consequent, illustrated (20) (which includes a future 

verb in the consequent): 

(20)  Eyı  xèht'eè       t'asìı  hazǫǫ̀  weghǫ     

  that  be.the.same.3SG.S.IPFV.ADV  thing all   3SG.O.about  

   

  goıhdee    sìı  weghàahda     nı̨dè  weghàà    

  speak.1SG.S.PFV  FOC  look.2PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV  NĮDÈ by.means.of   

   

  Nǫ̀htsı̨  Wenàowoò    k'ę̀ę̀  hòɂǫǫ     sìı wets'ǫ̀   

  God  3SG.POSS.law  way  exist.ST.IPFV.NMLZ FOC 3SG.O.to   

   

  whaà-le    agodaade    wek'èahsǫ    ha.  

  long.time-NEG becoming.ST.IPFV know.2PL.S.IPFV  FUT 

 

  Lit. 'When you see things the same as those which I spoke about, you will know that it 

  isn't a long time to when existence is according to God's laws.' 

  NRSV: 'So also, when you see these things taking place, you know that he is near, at 

  the very gates.'            (Matthew 13:29) 

This example is part of a larger story that Jesus tells as an allegory. In both clauses, the 

Event Time takes place after the Speech Time, that is, the events are seen as taking place 

in the future. In this sentence, as in English sentences with when, only the consequent is 

marked for the future. In the Tlı̨chǫ example, the verb inside the nı̨dè-clause is marked by 
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the imperfective. The same temporal orientation also arises when the verb inside the nı̨dè-

clause is in the perfective aspect: 

(21) Hanìkò  [Yedàyeh  Nezı̨ı̨   naxık'e   ajà      nı̨dè] 

 but  Spirit  Good.NMLZ 2PL.O.on  go.3SG.S.PFV   NĮDÈ 

 nàahtso     anaxele     ha. 

 be.strong.2PL.S.IPFV cause.3SG.S:2PL.O FUT 

 Lit. 'But when the Good Spirit has come on you, it will make you strong.' 

 NRSV: 'But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you;'  

                  (Acts 1:8) 

In both (20) and (21), the context shows that the events under discussion have not actualised, 

but are assumed to actualise in the future relative to the Speech Time. Thus, I interpret the 

perfective aspect of ajà 'has come' as a completed action, showing the temporal relationship 

between the nı̨dè-clause and the consequent: once the process has been completed, then it 

will cause the hearers to be strong. As presented in Table 3.2, temporal when-clauses tend 

to have an imperfective or perfective verb in the nı̨dè-clause, with 175 clauses (94% of 

nı̨dè-phrases with an overt verb) showing these verbs.  

 I hypotheise that this common use of the perfective and imperfective does not mean 

that other verb forms cannot be used. Thus, nı̨dè-clauses also show a small number of other 

types of verbs, including future and habitual verb forms, used within specific contexts.  An 

example of the use of the future can be seen in (22): 
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 (22) Eyıts'ǫ  gıhołı̨ı̨ ̀   gıghǫ   nahoehłe    ha  nı̨dè,   

 and  3PL.POSS.sin 3PL.O.of  forgive.1SG.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ 

 gıxè   nakenahohtsı̨    ha, 

 3PL.O.with make.peace.1SG.S.IPFV FUT 

 Lit. 'And when I forgive them their sin, I will make peace with them.' 

 NRSV: 'And this is my covenant with them, when I take away their sins.'  

                (Romans 11:27) 

I hypothesise, based on examples such as (20) and (21), that future morphology within the 

nı̨dè-clause is not required to locate the nı̨dè-clause after the Speech Time. I will discuss 

additional evidence for this claim in section 3.5.1, in which I show similar nı̨dè-clauses 

with a hypothetical meaning in which the future particle in the nı̨dè-clause appears to be 

optional.    

 Lastly, a large number of clauses utilise the imperfective in the consequent. As I 

discussed in section 3.3.1.1, the imperfective is also used to communicate the imperative, 

which is within the realm of modality, similarly to the future. Twenty of the clauses which 

use the imperfective use it in its imperative meaning, similar to (23): 

 (23) [Eyı  kǫ̀   goyaahdè   nı̨dè],   'Naxıxè   ts'èwhı̨   

  that  house enter.PL.2PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 2PL.O.with peace   

  welè',  dǫ    hagìahdı. 

  BE.OPT   person  say.to.2PL.S:3PL.O.IPFV 

  'When you enter that house, tell the people, "may peace be with you."' 

  NRSV: 'As you enter the house, greet it.'     (Matthew 10:12) 
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Other uses of the imperfective in temporal nı̨dè-clauses employ its aspectual (incomplete) 

traits, as in (24), reproduced from (2): 

(24)  Paul   gots'ǫ̀   eetł'è     nı̨dè  

  Paul  1PL.O.to  write.3SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 

  yatıì nàtsoo   t'à  gots'ǫ̀   gode [...] 

  word strong  by 1PL.O.to  speak.3SG.S.IPFV 

  Lit: 'When Paul writes to us, he speaks to us by strong words [...]' 

  NRSV: 'His letters are weighty and strong [...]'   (2 Corinthians 10:10) 

Lastly, three examples were identified in the translation of the New Testament which utilise 

the perfective verb aspect. The use of the perfectve in this context is somewhat unexpected, 

as a perfective communicates completed actions and events, and thus is often identified 

with the past (Smith, 1997, p. 49).  One of these examples, presented in (25), shows the 

future inside the nı̨dè-clause and the perfective in the consequent, and the overall clause 

speaking of the Resurrection, that is, an event in the future relative to the Speech Time: 
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(25)  Eyıts'ǫ  gozhı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀    ełaàwı    ha  sìı wek'èxa 

  and  1PL.POSS.body die.3SG.S.IPFV FUT FOC 3SG.O.in.payment.for 

  gozhı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀    ełaàwı-le    goghǫet'a     ha   

  1PL.POSS.body die.3SG.S.IPFV-NEG be.given.3SG.S:1PL.O.IPFV  FUT  

  nı̨dè, dıı  hanì  dek'eèhtł'èe    sìı   wek'ę̀ę̀   

  NĮDÈ this thus  it.is.written.NMLZ  FOC  3SG.POSS.way 

  agòjà    hǫt'e, 

  happen.ST.PFV EMPH 

  Lit. 'When a body that doesn't die will be given to us in payment for our body that 

  will die, things will have happened in the way that has been written.' 

  NRSV:  'When this perishable body puts on imperishability, and this mortal body 

  puts on immortality, then the saying that is written will be fulfilled:'  

               (1 Corinthians 15:54) 

One possibility, which I do not adopt, is that the future verb inside the nı̨dè-clause, 

goghǫet'a ha 'will be given', is responsible for the future reading. According to this analysis, 

ha would locate the nı̨dè-clause in the future, and since the consequent has to take place at 

the same time or after the nı̨dè-clause (e.g. Declerk, 1997) due to the understood causal 

link between the two (see e.g. Moens & Steedman, 1988, amongst others), the consequent 

must also be located in the future. However, this is unlikely for two reasons. The first is 

that the nı̨dè-clause is likely contained in the consequent and not vice versa, and thus it is 

syntactically challenging to suggest that a modal inside the nı̨dè-clause would scope over 

the clause that dominates it. The second is that, as I showed in (23), nı̨̨dè-clauses do not 

require future morphology in order to be located after the Speech Time.  
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 I hypothesise that the future temporal location of temporal nı̨dè-clauses is not the result 

of the future particle ha, but the result of another element in the sentence, nı̨dè itself. I 

further hypothesise that the relationship between the nı̨dè-clause and the antecedent is such 

that the antecedent must take place after the nı̨dè-clause, without additional context, 

regardless of verb morphology (such as the perfective in (25)) (see Declerk, 1997, pp. 121-

124 discussing English when-clauses). In section 3.5, in my discussion of hypothetical 

nı̨dè-clauses, I bring further evidence in support of this hypothesis.   

3.3.1.3 The morphology of temporal nı̨dè-phrases: Summary 

Based on the description above, I offer the following generalisations regarding temporal 

nı̨dè-phrases: 

1. When-clauses using nı̨dè are located in the future relative to the Speech Time. Past-

oriented temporal adverbial phrases do not use nı̨dè, but instead the conjunction kò 

'when, while, even though, even if.' This is demonstrated in example (9).  

2. There are no restrictions on verb forms inside temporal nı̨dè-clauses. A variety of 

verb forms, imperfective (20), perfective (21), and future (22), can appear inside the 

nı̨dè-clause, as well as in the consequent, as in (20)-(25). Verb morphology inside 

nı̨dè-clauses is judged as aspectual, relative to the Speech Time, and does not indicate 

the speaker's attitude or commitment to the probability of the protasis.  

3. Overt future morphology is not required inside the nı̨dè-clause, and does not mark 

temporality when it is present. Likewise, a consequent of a nı̨dè-clause can still have 

a future Reference Time even when it contains a verb without future marking. 

Therefore, I hypothesise that there is a different element that locates nı̨dè-clauses and 

their consequents in the future of SpeechTime. 
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4. As stated in the discussion of (9)-(10), nı̨dè cannot be used for past-oriented clauses. 

Taking into account the future orientation of nı̨dè-phrases without future morphology 

and its incompatibility with past orientation, I offer this preliminary hypothesis B (to 

be revised): 

B. The particle nı̨dè is only compatible with non-actualised events, and 
therefore cannot be compatible with actualised past events. 

I now turn to another type of nı̨dè-clause: habitual/generic restrictive clauses.   

3.4 Nı̨dè in generic clauses 

Despite the discussion in the previous sections and hypothesis B, Nı̨dè-clauses can be used 

to communicate generic or habitual events in any temporal location, as in (26) below: 

(26) [Behchokǫ̀  aht’ı̨    nı̨dè]  sı̨nàà 

 Behchokǫ̀ be.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ  1SG.POSS.happy 

 'Whenever I stay/stayed in Behchokǫ̀, I am/was happy.' (=lit. 'my happiness')  

                 (MAM, 2016) 

 As discussed in section 3.2, this clause is a restrictive clause: it takes the generalisation 

sı̨nàà 'I am happy' and restricts it to certain predictable situations: Behchokǫ̀ aht’ı̨ nı̨dè 

'whenever I am in Behchokǫ̀'. 

 Table 3.3 shows the distribution of different morphology of restrictive nı̨dè-clauses in 

the New Testament corpus: 
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TYPE  NĮDÈ-
PHRASE 

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE CONSEQUENT FREQUENCY 

Non-VP PP 2 8.3% Imperfective 2 
NP 1 4.2% Imperfective 1 

SUM 3 12.5%  
VP Imperfective 19 79.2% Imperfective 16 

Perfective 1 
Modal 1 

Habitual 1 
Perfective 2 8.3% Imperfective 1 

Perfective 1 
SUM 21 87.5%  

SUM 24 100%  
Table 3.3: Distribution of verb forms in generic nı̨dè-phrases and in consequent clauses following nı̨dè-phrases 

In section 3.2, I presented a replacement test in English, which helps identify restrictive 

clauses: those clauses in which if and when are interchangeable are restrictive clauses.  

 In Tłı̨chǫ, the replacement test is impossible, as nı̨dè is used both for temporal clauses, 

parallel to English 'when', and for hypothetical conditional clauses, parallel to English 'if', 

as well as for restrictive clauses. Therefore, my only criterion to distinguish between 

temporal clauses and restrictive clauses is a semantic criterion: a 'whenever' nı̨dè-phrase is 

a phrase that generalises over a series of events. I argue that the distinction between 

temporal and restrictive clauses can be applied to Tłı̨chǫ because of the temporal location 

of the phrase. As I discussed in section 3.1, nı̨dè-phrases which refer only to a specific 

event always take place after the Speech Time. This is most obvious when discussing nı̨dè-

clauses with perfective morphology, which are understood as signifying completed events, 

and therefore may be compatible with past tense in simple clauses. As I showed in section 

3.3.1.2 (example (21)), this is not the case with temporal nı̨dè-clauses, in which the 

perfective in a temporal nı̨dè-clause does not signify that the Reference Time is located 

prior to the Speech Time.  I show in this section that the only context in which a temporal 

nı̨dè-clause can refer to a past event is one in which it refers to a generic or habitual event. 
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Thus, (26) above can be understood as referring to the habitual past: Whenever I stayed in 

Behchokǫ̨̀, I was happy.  

  As Table 3.3 shows, the most common form of a habitual nı̨dè-clause uses the 

imperfective. This is appropriate, as habitual or generic events are often not completed. 

Thus, the imperfective can be used to communicate habitual actions with present or future 

orientation, as in (27) which is used to set a new rule of behaviour, and uses the 

imperfective inside the nı̨dè-clause to express a habitual event and the imperfective as 

imperative in the consequent: 

(27)  Zezì  gots'ǫ̀   hadı,     'Yaahtı    nı̨dè  dıı 

  Jesus 4PL.O.to  say.so.3SG.S.IPFV  pray.2PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ this 

  haahdı:' 

  say.so.2PL.S.IPFV 

  Lit. 'Jesus said this to them: "When(ever) you pray, say this:"' 

  NRSV: 'He said to them, “When you pray, say:'     (Luke 11:2) 

However, other verb forms are also possible. The New Testament translation also offers 

(28), in which the speaker talks of past habitual events by using the imperfective in the 

nı̨dè-clause (whereas the consequent chooses a perfective verb, as is expected with a 

completed action): 
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(28)  Dǫ   deɂǫ̀ǫ̀   hołı̨ı̨    hogehtsı̨   nı̨dè 

  person too.much sin.NMLZ  make.3PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 

  Nǫ̀htsı̨   denahk'e  gots'ǫ̀    sǫnıwǫǫ̀     

  God   most  4PL.O.to   be.happy.3SG.S.IPFV.C 

  ajà. 

  become.3SG.S.PFV 

  Lit. 'When(ever) people were making too much sin, God became more happy  

  towards  them.' 

  NRSV: 'but where sin increased, grace abounded all the more.'  (Romans 5:20) 

 Similarly to the 'when' examples in section 3.3.1.2, the use of the perfective verb in the 

apodosis signals that the action is completed, in this case, signalling the result of the process 

discussed in the event in the protasis.48 

 However, despite the common use of the imperfective in generic nı̨dè-clauses, other 

verb forms can also be used here, including the perfective. The use of the perfective in this 

context marks a completed habitual action, as in (29), in which the consequent tells of what 

happens after the event was completed: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
48 I thank Andrea Wilhelm (p.c., November 2018) for this insight. 
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(29)  Sahzǫ̀ą    hazǫǫ̀  eyı   nègı̨ı̨la    nı̨dè   

  sheep   all  there gather.3PL.S.PFV NĮDÈ  

  sahzǫ̀ą-k'èdìı-dǫǫ̀   eyı kwe  wedanìı̨ɂǫǫ     sìı    

  sheep-keep-man.NMLZ that stone 3SG.POSS.be.closed.NMLZ FOC  

  ı̨ɂǫ̀   agele    gà sahzǫ̀ą   ghàtıgeedı. 

  away  cause.3PL.S.IPFV and sheep  give.water.3PL.S.IPFV 

  Lit. 'When they had gathered all the sheep there, the shepherds took aside that  

  stone that closed it and give the sheep water.' 

  NRSV: 'and when all the flocks were gathered there, the shepherds would roll the 

  stone from the mouth of the well, and water the sheep'   (Genesis 29:3) 

This is a subtle difference between (29), in which the sequence of events is a period of time, 

and (28), in which the events in the nı̨dè-clause is described as not completed (see 

discussion in Wilhelm (2008, pp. 54-57) on similar uses of the perfective in Dëne Sųłıné 

narratives).  

 The different temporal locations of habitual nı̨dè-clauses can be illustrated with the 

following elicitation data, provided by Cecilia Rabesca. In (30a), there is a past-oriented 

generic nı̨dè-clause; in (30b), a present-oriented generic nı̨dè-clause; and in (30c), a future-

oriented temporal nı̨dè-clause, in which the speaker is expressing an intention.  
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(30) We're talking about a good friend. She used to be my neighbour, but she moved 

 away. I'm telling you about the time she was my neighbour: 

 a. [dǫ  segà   nàde    ı̨lèe    sı ̀ı ]   

 person 1SG.O.beside live.3SG.S.IPFV PST.NMLZ FOC 

 ekaats’ǫ  [seɂı̨ ̀     nı̨dè] wı̨nàà. 

 always  see.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ 3SG.POSS.happy 

 'The person who used to live beside me, every time she would see me, she was 

 always happy (=her happiness).'   

 b. ekaats’ǫ  [wehɂı̨ ̀     nı̨dè]  weza    dàgı̨t’e   

 always  see.3SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ 3SG.POSS.son  how.be.3SG.S.IPFV 

 weèhsı̨ 

 say.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV 

 'Whenever I see her, I always ask her how her sons are.' 

 c. Context: someone just pointed out to me that I don't always ask about her kids 

 when I see her, so I make a decision: 

 dzǫ   ts'ǫ   ı̨daà  wehɂı̨ ̀     nı̨dè   

 here  from future see.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ 

 weza    dàgı̨t’e     daweehke    ha 

 3SG.POSS.son how.be.3SG.S.IPFV ask.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV FUT 

 'From now on, whenever I see her in the future, I will ask her how her sons are.' 

                 (CR, 2016) 

In (30a)-(30c), the verb is understood as describing a series of events which are treated as 

one unit: seeing the neighbour on a variety of occasions.  
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 In contrast, (31a)-(31b) describe different types of events. First, (31a) describes a 

specific, single event of seeing and nı̨dè cannot be used at all. In (31b), the verb nàde 

'live' is understood as a single continuous event in the past. 

(31) We're talking about a good friend. She used to be my neighbour, but she moved 

 away. I'm telling you about the time she was my neighbour: 

 a. ı̨xę̀ę   weehɂı̨     xò   weza    dàgı̨t’e    

 yesterday see.1SG.S:3SG.O.PFV KÒ1  3SG.POSS.son  how.be.3SG.S.IPFV 

 weèhsı̨  

 say.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV 

 'When I saw her yesterday, I asked her how her sons are doing.' 

 b. segà    nàde     hò  ełèagı̨ą   ts’elı̨   ı̨lè 

 1SG.O.beside  live.3SG.S.IPFV  KÒ1 DL.friend be.1P.S.IPFV PST 

 'When she lived beside me, we had been friends.'   (CR, 2016) 

The verb nàde 'she lived' does not indicate a habitual series of events, but instead is a stative 

that describes an actualised state of events that no longer holds true. Thus, nı̨dè is used in 

(30a), but not in (31b).  

 I have not identified examples with future morphology within generic nı̨dè-phrases in 

the New Testament corpus. This may be a sign of a methodological issue. The only 

semantic difference between temporal nı̨dè-phrases and generic nı̨dè-phrases is that the 

latter, but not the former, may be used to refer to events prior to the Speech Time. Therefore, 

there is no syntactic way to differentiate between generic nı̨dè-phrases and temporal nı̨dè-

phrases in which the Reference Time is located after the Speech Time. The only criterion 

I can use is semantic: do I judge the nı̨dè-phrase to restrict the generalisation in the 
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consequent, or to present a specific event? The observed gap in the data may be due to 

misjudgements on my part, as well as to statistical quirks in the corpus. Indeed, elicitation 

data suggests that it is possible to make generalisations about the future using nı̨dè-clauses. 

Thus, TSD offered (32a) and (32b), which may be showing the difference between 

restrictive nı̨dè-clauses with imperfective morphology and with future morphology:  

(32) a.  chǫh  aı̨t’ı̨    tł’axǫǫ̀  dechı̨nı  k’ets’edè 

  rain  be.3SG.S.PFV  after  in.the.bush walk.PL.1PL.S.IPFV 

  nı̨dè  dexots’eehdı,  edı̨ı̨ ̀  weghǫ  nàts’eetà 

  NĮDÈ REFL.keep.1PL.S.IPFV where 3SG.O.of  step.1PL.S.IPFV 

  'After it’s rained, when we’re walking in the bush, we’re extra careful where we 

  step.' 

 b.  chǫh  aı̨t’ı̨    tł’axǫǫ̀  dechı̨nı  k’ets’edè 

  rain  be.3SG.S.PFV  after  in.the.bush walk.PL.1PL.S.IPFV  

  ha nı̨dè  dexots’eehdı,  edı̨ı̨ ̀  weghǫ  nàts’eetà 

  FUT NĮDÈ REFL.keep.1PL.S.IPFV where 3SG.O.of step.1PL.S.IPFV  

                (TSD, 20170724) 

  'After it's rained, if we're going to go [in preparations] in the bush, we're extra  

  careful where we step.' 

I find the exact semantics of examples such as (32b) too ambiguous to judge their particular 

meaning, and therefore cannot rule out (32b) being a hypothetical nı̨dè-clause (conditional) 

or a generic nı̨dè-clause. Data such as (32b) might cast doubt on the validity of establishing 

generic nı̨dè-clauses as a strictly different type of clause from either hypothetical or 

temporal nı̨dè-clauses. The main justification to maintain this distinction between two 
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categories is due to looking at past events with nı̨de. All examples in which the nı̨dè-clause 

refers to past events are clearly series of events, or  restrictive nı̨dè-clauses, suggesting that 

they form a separate category. In any case, (32a) and (32b), like other examples, show that, 

like future (temporal) nı̨dè-clauses, habitual/generic nı̨dè-clauses are within the realm of 

modality. Reference to generic events, much like reference to events in the future, require 

the speaker to express predictions about the world rather than refer to events that are known 

to have happened. Such predictions are based on prior knowledge, and in the case of 

habitual or generic predictions, this knowledge is not based on one specific event, but 

accumulated over time through multiple events.  

 These traits of the habitual, and therefore the possibility of grouping it together with 

modality, have been discussed by Givón (1994), who notes that in some languages, the 

habitual is expressed as a type of modality.49 The habitual use of  nı̨dè ('whenever') is 

therefore not anomalous to its temporal uses. Nı̨dè is consistently used in restrictive clauses 

in a modal function to describe the speaker's predictions and judgements about the world. 

This is different from regular temporal nı̨dè-phrases, as these generalisations can be made 

about past events as well. Thus, nı̨dè cannot be said to only have non-past orientation, as I 

initially hypothesised in the previous section (Hypothesis B). I now offer a revised 

hypothesis (C): 

                                                
49 Givón does not use the term modality, but speaks instead of irrealis. In Givón's usage, irrealis is defined 
as 'The proposition is weakly asserted as either possible, likely or uncertain (epistemic sub-modes), or 
necessary, desired, or undesired (valuative deontic sub-modes).' (Givón, 1994, p. 268, bolding in the 
original). This does not seem to be different from the definitions of modality as offered by Portner (2009, 
p.1): 'Modality is the linguistic phenomenon whereby grammar allows one to say things about, or on the basis 
of, situations which need not be real.' I therefore assume that Givón's irrealis and Portner's modality are the 
same linguistic phenomenon, and proceed using the term modality.    
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C. Nı̨dè marks modality in Tłı̨chǫ temporal clauses 

I now return to (25), reproduced here as (33), showing a temporal nı̨dè-clause: 

(33)  Eyıts'ǫ  gozhı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀    ełaàwı    ha  sìı wek'èxa 

  and  1PL.POSS.body die.3SG.S.IPFV FUT FOC 3SG.O.in.payment.for 

  gozhı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀    ełaàwı-le    goghǫet'a     ha   

  1PL.POSS.body die.3SG.S.IPFV-NEG be.given.3SG.S:1PL.O.IPFV  FUT  

  nı̨dè, dıı  hanì  dek'eèhtł'èe    sìı   wek'ę̀ę̀   

  NĮDÈ this thus  it.is.written.NMLZ  FOC  3SG.POSS.way 

  agòjà     hǫt'e, 

  happen.ST.PFV  EMPH 

  Lit. 'When a body that doesn't die will be given to us in payment for our body that 

  will die, things will have happened in the way that has been written.' 

  NRSV: 'When this perishable body puts on imperishability, and this mortal body 

  puts on immortality, then the saying that is written will be fulfilled:'  

               (1 Corinthians 15:54) 

In my discussion of this example in section 3.3.1.2, I argued that the consequent has future 

temporal orientation despite its perfective verb, and that this future orientation is derived 

from nı̨dè. I then hypothesised that nı̨dè carries non-past orientation. In my revised 

hypothesis, the nı̨dè-clause does not carry non-past orientation, but rather modality: it tells 

of the world as the speaker either predicts it to be, or wishes it to be.  

 Having described temporal and generic nı̨dè-clauses, I now turn to hypothetical nı̨dè-

clauses, the most common use of nı̨dè-clauses in the corpus.  
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3.5 Nı̨dè in hypothetical clauses 

Tłı̨chǫ, like most Dene languages surveyed in section 2.6, has one particle for conditional 

clauses, nı̨dè 'if, when, whenever'. This is a cognate of the South and North Slavey (e)nı̨dé, 

néh and of the Dëne Sųłıné dé. The most common use of nı̨dè is in hypothetical conditionals, 

as in (34).  

(34) [sek’èąt'e     nı̨dè] [ı̨daà gha nı̨ wet’à   

 obey.2SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV  NĮDÈ future for you 3SG.O.with 

 xohwhı̨-a] 

 survive.2SG.IPFV-FUT 

 'If you obey me, you will survive with it for the future.'    (TSD, 2017) 

The sentence in (34) was provided by TSD, who was recounting a story by Elder Joe 

Mantla. Joe Mantla recalled going to the bush in his youth with his father, as follows:  

"When my dad woke up, he called me to make a fire, I made tea and heated the water 

for him to wash his face. My dad told me to wake up early and get work done and be 

independent." His dad said, "I'm teaching you these things so one day you will teach 

your children."             (TSD, 2017) 

Recall the definition of conditionals from section 2.1: the protasis and the apodosis do not 

each have an independent truth value; instead, the truth value of the entire sentence depends 

on the relation between the two clauses. The Tłı̨chǫ hypothetical nı̨dè-clause in (34) 

follows this definition: Joe Mantla's father did not know whether his son would obey him, 

but told him what would be true in the case that Joe Mantla followed his father's example: 

he would survive. In this example, the aspect of the verb in the nı̨dè-clause is imperfective, 

as can be expected from a future-oriented action. 
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3.5.1 Description of hypothetical nı̨dè-phrases: Morphology  

As I discussed in Chapter 2, verb morphology within conditional clauses is a major focus 

of research on conditionals. Previous research has shown that verb morphology inside 

conditional clauses in many Indo-European and Semitic languages does not reflect the 

temporal location of the event, but the speaker's attitude: speakers use backshifted 

morphology to communicate that they believe that an event has a low probability of 

actualising. Iatridou (2000) dubs the backshifted future found in low-probability 

conditionals the future less vivid (FLV).  

 I propose that Tłı̨chǫ does not use backshifted morphology to signal the speaker's 

attitude towards the proposition. In hypothetical nı̨dè-phrases, much like in temporal and 

generic ones, the verb morphology signals the location of the event relative to the Speech 

Time, not the speaker's attitude.  

 In Table 3.4, I show the breakdown of verb morphology in hypothetical nı̨dè-phrases 

found in the New Testament translation: 
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TYPE  NĮDÈ-PHRASE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE CONSEQUENT FREQUENCY 
Non-
VP 

PP 7 0.7% Imperfective 5 
Future (+ 
additional 
particles) 

2 

NP 12 1.2% Imperfective 7 
Future (+ 
additional 
particles) 

5 

SUM 19 1.9%  
VP Imperfective 718 71.2% Future (+ 

additional 
particles) 

318 

Imperfective 317 
Habitual 7 
Modal 62 

Perfective 10 
Past 2 

Perfective 146 14.5% Future (+ 
additional 
particles) 

92 

Modal 16 
Imperfective 34 

Perfective 3 
Ambiguous 
verb forms 

78 7.7% Future (+ 
additional 
particles) 

34 

Habitual 2 
Imperfective 28 

Modal 13 
Perfective 1 

Future 18 1.8% Future (+ 
additional 
particles) 

14 

Imperfective 2 
Modal 2 

Modal and 
optative 

28 2.8% Imperfective 10 
Future 14 
Modal 4 

Progressive 1 0.1% Imperfective 1 
SUM 989 98.1%  

SUM 1008 100%  
Table 3.4: Distribution of verb forms in hypothetical nı̨dè-phrases and in the consequent clause following nı̨dè-phrases  
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Both the New Testament data and my elicitation indicate that verb morphology inside nı̨dè-

clauses is interpreted based on the aspectual interpretation of the event (completed/ not 

completed) and the location of the event in time relative to the Speech Time. This is 

demonstrated in (35), which describes a hypothetical scenario involving a completed action 

by using a perfective verb: 

 (35) [ı̨whaà   ts’ıhwhò    nı̨dè] lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨-a 

  early  wake.up.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT 

  '(Maybe) if I wake up early, I will make tea.'     (MAM, 2016) 

This sentence has clear future orientation, due to the future particle ha (expressed here as 

the vowel [a]) in the consequent. However, this example also shows the perfective verb 

ts'ıhwhǫ ' I woke up'. The use of the perfective aspect is required by the nature of the action 

– the action of waking up is always completed. As a rule, the perfective aspect is not 

compatible syntactically with the future morpheme in Tłı̨chǫ50  (Saxon, p.c.; see also 

Benner (2005) for Slave).51  

 In addition to perfective and imperfective verb aspects, regular hypothetical 

conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ can also optionally take the future particle ha. Thus, Rosa Mantla 

offered (36a), and accepted (36b) as grammatical. 

 

 

 

 

                                                
50 However, see Holden (2007) on the combination of perfective verbs with the future in Dëne Sųłı̨né, and 
Rice (2000) on the combination of perfective verbs with the optative in Slave.  
51 See discussion in section 2.6.5 on Slave as referring to both South and North Slavey.  
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(36)  a. jı ̀ı  nı̨be   nı̨dè  negha  jı ̀etsàa 

   berries pick.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 2SG.O.for jam 

   ehtsı̨   ha 

   make.1SG.S.IPFV FUT 

   'If you pick berries, I will make you jam.' 

 b. jı ̀ı  nı̨be   ha nı̨dè   negha  jı ̀etsàa 

   berries pick.2SG.S.IPFV FUT  NĮDÈ  2SG.O.for jam 

   ehtsı̨   ha 

   make.1SG.S.IPFV FUT 

   'If you pick berries, I will make you jam.'   (RM, 2017) 

Rosa Mantla accepted both options, with and without the future ha, suggesting that the 

future is not obligatory in this example. It is unclear from the data what is the exact 

difference between (36a) and (36b). One option is that the future particle, which has modal 

traits, has an additional modal meaning, which is not communicated by nı̨dè.52 I suggest 

that such a modal meaning can be seen in (37), taken from the biography of Elder Helen 

Tobie, which offers a near-minimal pair, with and without the future verb inside the nı̨dè-

clause: 

 

 

 

 

                                                
52 Martha McGinnis (p.c., 2019) points out that this is also the case in English, in which a sentence such as 
'if you'll pick some berries, I'll make you some jam' is used to communicate a polite request or suggestion. 
English will is broadly analysed as a modal, similarly to my suggestion of Tłı̨chǫ ha.   
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(37)  [nezı̨   ts'enda   ha nı̨dè], [jı ̀etı ̀  eyıts'ǫ 

 good  live.1PL.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ alcohol  and 

   

  nàedıchı ̀  wedę  ahda   nı̨dè zǫ] 

 drugs  without  live.2PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ only 

   

  nezı̨   naxıxè  hòɂǫa    nee 

  good  2PL.O.with be.ST.IPFV.FUT  PART 

  

 Lit. 'If we live well, only if you live without alcohol and drugs, things will   

 be good for you.' 

  '[One message I have for our young people is that] the only way to    

  lead a good life is to be without alcohol and drugs –  that is the only way!' 

            (Helen Tobie, YKDFN, 2007, p. 16) 

Elder Helen Tobie is asked to convey her message to today's youth, and in that message, 

she expresses her desire for the future: that the youth of today will live well. If they act 

according to her advice, things will be good for them. Her advice is expressed twice in the 

text. In the first instance, by using the future particle ha in the nı̨dè-clause, in combination 

with the generic person marking, nezı̨ ts'enda ha nı̨dè 'if we live well, if people live well'. 

In the second sentence the imperfective is used, along with the second person plural, 

addressing her audience directly, ahda nı̨dè zǫ 'only if you live [without alcohol and drugs]'.  

 One possible interpretation of this difference is that the first instance is a generic 

expression, using the generic person marker ts'e- 'people, we', whereas the second instance 
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is a specific address to the audience, using the second person plural marker ah- 'you (pl)'. 

This interpretation may indicate that the future ha has a role in expressing this generic 

meaning. This analysis is consistent with the hypothesis that ha expresses additional 

modality. However, this hypothesis does not explain why (36b), which discusses a specific 

possibility of berry picking and jam making, would be more generic than (36a), or why the 

future particle ha is not more common within generic nı̨dè-clauses.   

 Rosa Mantla, when discussing optional uses of ha, suggested that the future ha may 

involve emphasis or focus. If ha serves to focus the first iteration of Helen Tobie's message, 

it may explain the reason it is missing in the second iteration, which includes the adverb zǫ 

'only', which in itself focuses the proposition it scopes over. I leave a detailed analysis of 

ha for future research, and simply conclude at this point that its use is non-obligatory.      

 I suggest in this chapter that verb morphology is not used to indicate the speaker's 

attitude towards the likelihood that the event in the protasis actualises. This suggestion 

raises the question: how do Tłı̨chǫ speakers express this evaluation of the probability of 

the actualisation of events? I suggest that the mechanisms that are used are similar to the 

ones which are used in simple clauses: adverbs and evidentials. Elicitation examples show 

an extensive use of adverbs such as ahxǫ 'maybe' and tahkò 'maybe', and evidentials such 

as sǫnı 'maybe, I don't know', all of which are used in (38) to indicate uncertainty about the 

actualisation of the proposition: 
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(38)  Dıı  sa   lǫǫ jı ̀ı  k’aahtła    ha  nı̨dè  

  this month end berry go.out.2PL.S.IPFV  FUT  NĮDÈ 

  ahxǫ  jı ̀e  łǫ  neɂı̨ ̀     ha-le  tahkò sǫnı 

  maybe berries  many  see.2SG.S.IPFV  FUT-NEG maybe EVID 

  'If you're going to go for berries at the end of this month, you might not find as  

  many.'              (RM, 2016) 

The use of adverbs to express the speaker's doubt of the actualisation of the proposition 

can also be seen in the New Testament corpus: 

(39) Edahxǫ  ekǫ-le   xàyaı̨htı     nı̨dè   

  maybe right-NEG speak.out.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ 

  weyatıì   t'à   wek'e  nìdahots'eeɂà    ha  gı̨ı̨wǫ. 

  3POSS.word by  3O.on abuse.verbally.4PL.S.IPFV FUT want.3PL.S.IPFV 

  Lit. 'Maybe, if he spoke out wrong, they wanted to abuse him verbally by his  

  words.' 

  NRSV: 'Then they sent to him some Pharisees and some Herodians to trap him in 

  what he said.'             (Mark 12:13) 

  
In (38), the adverb is clearly not located in the protasis, as it appears after nı̨dè. In (39), the 

position of the adverb is ambiguous, as it is in sentence-initial position. If edahxǫ in (39) 

is a part of the protasis, than it does not scope over the apodosis. In either case, as in (38), 

this is different from Indo-European conditionals, in which the speaker's judgement of the 

probability of the protasis affects verb morphology both in the protasis and the apodosis.  

 I therefore hypothesise that, in consequents of hypothetical nı̨dè-clauses, the use of 

adverbs and evidentials contributes to expressing the speaker's attitude towards the 
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actualisation of the event, and that verb morphology does not contribute to this function in 

either the nı̨dè-clause or the consequent.  

3.5.2 Description of hypothetical nı̨dè-phrases: Syntax 

Until now, I have presented examples of nı̨dè-phrases which appear first, while the 

consequent follows. This matches the expected word order in Tłı̨chǫ, a head-final language, 

in which the matrix predicate is expected to be the final one in the sentence.  

 Additionally, cross-linguistically, the common word order is such that the protasis 

appears before the apodosis, regardless of whether the language is head-final or not 

(Comrie, 1986; Diessel, 2001). Haiman (1978) sees this word order as evidence that the 

protasis of a conditional is a topic.53 Another approach, raised by Comrie's (1986, pp. 85-

86) discussion of word order in conditional clauses, suggests that conditional-first word 

order derives from the need to establish common-ground. The conditional clause 

establishes the common-ground; the consequent, which communicates the result of the 

conditional, is the new information. 

 Conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ in which the nı̨dè-phrase appears before the consequent are the 

overwhelming majority. However, as in the Slave examples from Rice (1989) in section 

2.6.5, the clause order in Tłı̨chǫ conditionals can be reversed. The elicited sentences in 

(40a) and (40b) show both word orders in the context indicated: 

 

 

 

                                                
53 However, Haiman does not address the question of the reverse word order in English conditionals.  
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(40) So you know that it's very cold. So you should have left the tap running last night, 

 right, or else the pipes would have frozen. And it's morning, and you can't remember 

 if you left the tap running or not. And you say... 

 a. tı  det’e-a    ahłà-le    nı̨dè  segha   

  water drip.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG NĮDÈ 1SG.O.for  

  tı  etı̨-a     wek’èehsǫ 

  water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  know.1SG.S.IPFV 

  'If I didn't cause the water to drip, I know the water would freeze on me.' 

 b. tı  etı̨-a    nıı ̀le ne  tı  det’e-a 

  water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT be.NEG PART water drip.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 

  ahłà-le     nı̨dè 

  cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG  NĮDÈ 

  'The water would not freeze if I didn't [sic] cause the water to drip.'  

                   (CR, 2016) 

 Both options were deemed grammatical in the same environment and the same context. 

Cecilia Rabesca, who offered these examples, did not deem any example more marked than 

the other, or suggest that they offered a different kind of information.54 I hypothesise based 

on this data that Tłı̨chǫ conditionals are not topics, contra Haiman (1978), and adopt 

Comrie's (1986) proposal that conditionals communicate the common ground. I 

hypothesise that the elicitation process, in particularly providing the context to the 

                                                
54 In fact, she explicitly ruled it out.  
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elicitation prompt, as quoted in (40), pre-established the common ground55, and therefore 

it was easier to accept the reverse order during elicitation.56  

 On the other hand, the New Testament corpus does not show cases in which the nı̨dè-

clause follows the consequent. 57  This clause order may be the result of information 

structure differences in spoken and written texts. Lambrecht (1996) discusses the 

differences between the processing of spoken and written language and their implications 

for the use of specific syntactic constructions in each medium, and this difference in 

processing may create common-ground effects such as the elicitation context in (40).  

 Like temporal nı̨dè-phrases, Tłı̨chǫ hypothetical nı̨dè-phrases do not need an overt 

verb at all; nı̨dè can follow an NP, an adverb or a PP. There is currently no reseach that 

examines whether NPs, PPs or AdvPs can be predicates in Tłı̨chǫ, although examples such 

as (3) suggest that some non-verbal elements, such as sı̨nàà 'my happiness' can be 

predicative.58 Unlike temporal nı̨dè-phrases, the lack of an overt verb in hypothetical nı̨dè-

phrases cannot be explained by appealing to a predicate-less phrase. These clauses are 

                                                
55 A similar change of word order was offered by Cecilia Rabesca with temporal clauses with kò 'when, 
while': 
(i) a.  ı̨łàà   bòxàeht’è   kò  wets’àgoıhde   ı̨lè 
  once  cook.3SG.S.IPFV KÒ1 talk.1SG.S:3SG.O.PFV PST 
  'Once, when she was cooking, I chatted with her.' 
 ?b. wets’àgoıhde   ı̨lè  bòxàeht’è     kò 
  talk.1SG.S:3SG.O.PFV PST cook.3SG.S.IPFV  KÒ1 
  'I chatted with her while she was cooking.'         (CR, 2016) 
 Intuitively, Cecilia Rabesca felt that (ib) would be ungrammatical, but having attempted to say it, said 
that it was in fact possible to say so. That may be a sign that the common ground was established through the 
elicitation process, and having cancelled the need to establish it first, the reverse word order was accepted. 
56 If this proposal is adopted for other Dene languages, it may explain Cook's generalisation regarding clause 
order in other Dene languages, as discussed in Chapter 2.  
57 The corpus includes one example, in which a nı̨dè-clause does not have an apodosis at all, and appears to 
refer back to the previous sentence's apodosis. However, it is impossible to know whether the apodosis serves 
as the apodosis of two nı̨dè-clauses (reverse order), or whether the apodosis of the second nı̨dè-clause was 
deleted.  
58  Welch (2016) discusses Tłı̨chǫ clauses in which adjectives are predicates, and ties this to specific 
environments (low animacy of the subject). Further research is required into expanding Welch's analysis to 
other environments and parts of speech. 
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clearly predicative, despite the lack of an overt verb. In (41), for example, the hypothetical 

nı̨dè-clause does not include an overt verb, but an adverb, ehkw'ı 'right, straight, truly'59: 

(41) [[[Jerusalem ts’ǫ̀ ahde   ha] segha]  ehkw’ı  nı̨dè] 

 Jerusalem to go.1SG.S.IPFV FUT 1SG.O.for right  NĮDÈ 

 sexè  agede   ha. 

 1SG.O.with go.3PL.S.IPFV FUT 

 Lit. 'If [it is] right for me to go to Jerusalem, they will go with me.' 

 NRSV: 'If it seems advisable that I should go also, they will accompany me.' 

                (1 Corinthians 16:4) 

 Tłı̨chǫ also shows the use of an NP in the same position inside the nı̨dè-clause, without 

an overt verb. The hypothetical nı̨dè-clause in (42), taken from Elder Harry Mantla's telling 

of Dànı̀ Nogèe Dǫ K’eı̨dı̀ 'How Fox Saved the People', is a particularly clear example of 

that, as the clause is composed only of the pronoun sı̨ 'I' and nı̨dè, with no other element: 

 

 

 

 

                                                
59 Ehkw'ı is classified by the Tłı̨chǫ online dictionary (TCSA, 2005) as an adverb (however, Saxon (p.c.) 
points out that the form ehkw'ıı is classified as an adjective). Some tests that it is an adverb include that it 
cannot co-occur with a pronominal affix, while PPs and NPs can, and that it requires a verb such as at'ı̨ 'be' 
in verbal combinations such as 'be straight ahead'. Additionally, it functions as an adverb in examples such 
as (i): 
(i) Ehkw'ı   agedı, 
 truth   speak.3PL.S.IPFV 
 'They speak truly.'        (Tłı̨chǫ online dictionary, TCSA, 2005) 
 The English translation of this verse uses a verb and an adjective, seems advisable, as is required in 
English. Tłı̨chǫ, on the other hand, requires no such overt verb. Thus Paul's words in Tłı̨chǫ are segha ehkw'ı 
nı̨dè 'if [it is] right for me'.  
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(42) Tł’ok’ehbaa gedıı    sı ̀ı,  "Sı̨  dè   dı ̀ı ̀-le,  sı̨ dè  

  Tł’ok’ehbaa say.3PL.S.IPFV  FOC I NĮDÈ can  I NĮDÈ  

  dı ̀ı ̀-le," dıà. 

  can  say.3SG.S.IPFV.PART60  

  Lit. 'The one they call Tł’ok’ehbaa said: "If [it's] me, it's possible, if [it's] me, it's  

  possible."' 

  'The one they call Tł’ok’ehbaa said, "If it was me I can do it," he said.’   

             (Football, Siemens, & Mantla, 2009) 

 Additional examples show hypothetical nı̨dè-clauses with a PP, such as ts'ǫ 'from', 

appearing in (43) with the pronominal affix se-, indicating possession:61  

(43)  Tł’ots’ıı ̀ sets’ǫ  dè  tııwoo  ehtse-a 

  onion  1SG.O.from NĮDÈ stew  make.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 

  dàòdı ̀  dè  tııwoo  ehtse    ha-le 

  nothing  NĮDÈ stew  make.3SG.S.IPFV FUT-NEG 

  'If I have onions, I will make stew. If [there are] none, I won't make stew.’  

                 (MAM, 2016) 

 Finally, hypothetical nı̨dè-phrases can also appear with hǫt’e. This particle, as 

discussed in Welch (2015), has some modal properties.62 Saxon (in press) and Welch (2015) 

refer to it as a clausal focus marker.  In (44), it serves as a focus for the clause which scopes 

under nı̨dè.  

 

                                                
60 The low tone à is a discourse particle (Leslie Saxon, p.c. 2019, sharing information from Mary Siemens). 
61 The PP ts'ǫ 'from' can be used similarly to English have as well as its locative properties. The differentiation 
between the two meanings is determined by the context.  
62 Hǫt’e is also used as an individual-level copula, much like Spanish ser (Welch, 2012). 
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 (44)  [Ts'ı  weghochı̨ı̨ ̀   degaı  hǫt'e  nı̨dè],  [wekw'ıhchı̨ı̨ ̀    

  tree  3SG.POSS.root holy  EMPH NĮDÈ 3SG.POSS.branches  

   sı   hazǫǫ̀  degaı  hǫt'e].  

  also  all  holy EMPH 

  Lit. 'If indeed a tree's root is holy, its branches are also all holy.' 

  NRSV: '[...] if the root is holy, then the branches also are holy.'     

                 (Romans 11:16) 

These data raise questions regarding predicates in Tłı̨chǫ with and without nı̨dè. In all these 

examples, nı̨dè is a part of a phrase which does not include an obvious verbal predicate. 

One possible explanation is that nı̨dè itself has predicative qualities, and therefore 

sentences with nı̨dè do not require a verbal predicate. However, examples such as (42) 

suggest otherwise. In addition to the nı̨dè-phrase, which includes only the pronoun sı̨ 'I, it's 

me', the matrix clause in the same example also lacks an overt verb, indicating only the 

modal particle dı̀ı̀-le, translated here by Mary Siemens and Rosa Mantla as 'I can do it'. 

This modal dı̀ı̀-le is not obviously a verb on its own, as its apparent etymology is the 

combination of the adverb dı̀ı̀ 'very, really, too much, too many' (as glossed in the Tłı̨chǫ 

online dictionary (TCSA, 2005)) and the negative -le.63  Furthermore, dı̀ı̀ cannot be used 

                                                
63 The same modal appears in related languages, such as Dene Zhatıé, where its form is dúle, in an adverbial 
position in the beginning of the sentence, as can be seen in (i): 
(i) Káa dúle  ts’élı̨a  k’ǫ́nı  gots’áhndı. 
  just can  girl.DIM  young  help.1SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV 
  Lit. 'I can help the young girls.'  
  'I could help, especially with the young girls.'      
            (Helen Canadien in Thom & Blondin-Townsend, 1987, p. 44) 
This example is taken from the life story of Dene Zhatıé Elder Helen Canadien, and shows that, in the closely 
related Dene Zhatıé, the cognate of dı̀ı̀-le is clearly adverbial. Furthermore, it is used in an adverbial position: 
in Dene Zhatıé, like Tłı̨chǫ, auxiliaries appear as post-verbal particles and not before. While this data does 
not guarantee that dı̀ı̀-le behaves in the same way in Tłı̨chǫ, especially as the two particles' position in the 
sentence is different, it does exemplify the potentially adverbial nature of this modal.   
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with Tłı̨chǫ aspect morphemes, cannot be used with person affixes, and cannot be used 

with the verbal prefix de- or ne-, which are used with stems that cannor receive other verbal 

prefixes.64  Despite this, dı̀ı̀-le is used in example (42) without a clear predicate, and 

comprises the full matrix clause.   

 I hypothesise from these data that nı̨dè itself does not fulfil the role of the predicate in 

predicate-less phrases such as (42), as the same phenomenon exists in clauses that do not 

include nı̨dè. Solving the riddle of predication in Tłı̨chǫ is beyond the scope of this work, 

and so I will not deal with it further; however, due to this data, I hypothesise that nı̨dè does 

not carry any predicative element.  

3.6 Tłı̨chǫ counterfactuals 

The last type of nı̨dè-phrase I discuss in this chapter is the counterfactual. Tłı̨chǫ 

counterfactual nı̨dè-clauses differ from other types of nı̨dè-clauses in their consequent, 

which allows only one type of verb morphology. The main characteristic of the apodosis 

of a counterfactual nı̨dè-clause is the future-in-the-past reading (see Iatridou, 2000), 

expressed in Tłı̨chǫ by the future particle ha followed by the past particle ı̨lè, which can be 

seen in (45): 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
64 Thus, if dı̀ı̀ were synchronically a verb, I would expect to see the forms dedı̀ı̀ or nedı̀ı̀, much like dezì 'be 
hard, be difficult' or nezı̨ 'be good, be nice'.   
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(45)  It's very cold, and you left the water running last night so the pipes won't freeze. 

  You say... 

  ı̨xę̀ę   tı  xàtł’òo  etłeè    ahłà-le    

  yesterday water tap   go.3SG.S.PROG.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG  

  nı̨dè  tı  etı̨     ha  ı̨lè 

  NĮDÈ water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV  FUT  PST 

  'If I hadn’t left the water running yesterday, the water would have frozen.'  

                 (RM 2016) 

In the context offered for (45), the clause ending with ha ı̨lè 'would have' can only mean 

that the water didn't freeze, implying that the speaker did remember to leave the tap running. 

This example shows a hypothetical conditional, if P, then Q, which is shifted to the past by 

the particle ı̨lé, the past copula. Thus the phrase receives a counterfactual reading: 'if it 

hadn’t been for P, Q would have happened (but we know that Q didn't happen)'. 

 Counterfactuals are also common in the New Testament corpus. Table 3.5 shows the 

morphology of counterfactual nı̨dè-phrases: 

TYPE NĮDÈ-PHRASE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE APODOSIS 
VP Imperfective 43 66.1% ha ı̨lè 

(future in 
the past) 

Perfective 16 24.6% 
Future 2 3.1% 
Modal 2 3.1% 
SUM 63 96.9%  

Non-VP PP 1 1.55% ha ı̨lè 
(future in 
the past) 

NP 1 1.55% 

SUM 2 3.1%  
SUM 65 100%  

Table 3.5: Distribution of verb forms in the protasis of counterfactual nı̨dè-clauses 

Counterfactuals, like other nı̨dè-phrases, show a preference for the imperfective and 

perfective verbal forms inside the nı̨dè-phrase. As in previous cases, the choice between 
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the perfective and the imperfective is based on whether the action is seen as completed (46) 

or not completed (47) by the speaker: 

(46)Naxıts'ǫ̀ ats'ejà-le     nı̨dè  ekìı    gots'ede    ha  ı̨lè, 

 2PL.O.to go.1PL.S.PFV-NEG   NĮDÈ for.nothıng speak.1PL.S.IPFV FUT PST  

 hanìkò  Zezì-Krı  wegodıì    nezı̨ı̨   xè   naxıts'ǫ̀    

 but  Jesus-Christ  3SG.POSS.news good.PNS with 2PL.O.to  

 ats'ejà     ı̨lè. 

 go.1PL.S.PFV   PST 

 Lit.'If we wouldn't have gone to you, we would have spoken for nothing, but we had 

 gone to you with the good news of Jesus Christ.' 

 NRSV: 'For we were not overstepping our limits when we reached you; we were the 

 first to come all the way to you with the good news of Christ.'    (2 Corinthians 10:14)  

The nı̨dè-clause of (46) expresses a counterfactual ('if we wouldn't have gone to you'), 

which is contradicted by the next sentence which clearly states that the speakers did go to 

their interlocutors; the apodosis discusses the consequences, if the nı̨dè-clause would have 

been factual ('we would have spoken for nothing') and is marked by the future-in-the-past, 

ha ı̨lè. Since the speakers did go to visit the interlocutors, then, they did not speak for 

nothing, and since the action is completed, the verb ats'ejà 'we went' appears in the 

perfective in both the nı̨dè-clause and in the factual clause that follows the counterfactual.  
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(47) Zezì   hagòhdı,    "Abraham  wets'ıhɂǫ̀ǫ-dǫǫ̀       

 Jesus  tell.3SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV Abraham 3SG.POSS.offspring-person  

 aaht'e   nı̨dè  Abraham  dànì  eghàlaı̨dàa   sìı   naxı̨   

 be.2PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ Abraham how  work.3SG.S.PFV FOC  2PL  

 wexèht'eè   eghàlaahda   ha  ı̨lè." 

 3SG.O.be.the.same work.2PL.S.IPFV FUT PST 

 Lit. 'Jesus told them, "If you had been Abraham's offsprings, you would have worked 

 how Abraham worked."' 

 NRSV: 'Jesus said to them, "If you were Abraham’s children, you would be doing 

 what Abraham did," '             (John 8:39) 

In (47), another counterfactual statement is expressed. Here, the verb in the nı̨dè-clause is 

in the imperfective aaht'e 'you are', as it discusses a state ('if you were Abraham's offsrings'). 

The apodosis is in the future-in-the-past ha ı̨lè, the same as the perfective example in (46).  

 Similarly, other types of verbs inside the nı̨dè-clause still maintain the counterfactual 

reading when paired with the apodosis in ha įlè, as in (48): 
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(48) Eyıt'à  Moses   wenàowoò   sìı   Nǫ̀htsı̨  Abraham  xè  

 then  Moses  3SG.POSS.law FOC  God  Abraham with 

 yatıì  whehtsı̨ı̨   sìı  k'èch'a   hǫt'e  nì?  Hanì  nıìle!    

 word make.3SG.S.PFV FOC against  EMPH Q thus  be.NEG  

 Eyı nàowo  sìı   ts'eedaà     agole    ha dìì-le  nı̨dè    

 that law  FOC  live.1PL.S.IPFV.ADV cause.1PL.O.IPFV possible  NĮDÈ  

 eyı  nàowo  wedahxà    ehkw'ıì  ats'ede    ha  ı̨lè. 

 that law  3SG.POSS.authority rightly do.1PL.S.IPFV FUT PST 

 Lit. 'Then does Moses' law go against the promise God made with Abraham? that 

 way can't be! That law, if it were possible to make us alive, we would have done 

 right by that law's authority.' 

 NRSV: 'Is the law then opposed to the promises of God? Certainly not! For if a law 

 had been given that could make alive, then righteousness would indeed come 

 through the law.'            (Galatians 3:21) 

Once again in (48), despite the modal in the nı̨dè-clause ('if it were possible'), the apodosis 

receives the ha ı̨lè future in the past morphology, indicating that there is no law such as the 

one described in the nı̨dè-clause.  

 Finally, the ha ı̨lè future-in-the-past apodosis can also combine with nı̨dè-clauses 

which do not have a verbal predicate: 
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(49)  Hanì-le   nı̨dè  Zezì  dıı  nèè   hòèlı̨     gots'ǫ  

  thus-NEG NĮDÈ Jesus this land  be.made.3SG.S.PFV from 

  gǫtłǫǫ̀   daı̨ɂa    ha  ı̨lè.  

  many.times suffer.3SG.S.IPFV FUT PST 

  Hanìkò  dıì   nǫǫde  dzęę̀  ts'ǫ̀  nìhǫǫwoo   sìı  ı̨łàà   zǫ  

  but  now  end  day  to happen.AR.PFV FOC once only 

  nììtła    hǫt'e,  welǫ    whìle   ts'ǫ̨̀  gohołı̨ı̨ ̀  

  arrive.3SG.S.PFV EMPH 3SG.POSS.end gone  to 1PL.POSS.sin 

  whìle   ayele      gha  Nǫ̀htsı̨  ghàdı̨ı̨htı̨.   

  gone  cause.3SG.S:4SG.O.IPFV for God  give.self.TO.3SG.S.PFV  

  Lit. 'If not so, Jesus would have suffered many times since this land was made.  

  But from now to the end of days, only once he arrived, he gave himself to God to 

  cause our sins to be gone until there is no ending [=forever].' 

  NRSV: '[F]or then he would have had to suffer again and again since the   

  foundation of the world. But as it is, he has appeared once for all at the end of  

  the age to remove sin by the sacrifice of himself.'   (Hebrews 9:26) 

In (49), the nı̨dè-clause refers back to a previous statement, using the expression hanı̀-le 

nı̨dè 'if not so'. This expression appears most often in the form hanı̀-le-ı̨dè or hanı̀-le-dè 

and is often used as the connective 'or'. However, in this example, it serves as the nı̨dè-

clause of a counterfactual apodosis ('he would have suffered many times'), which shows 

the ha ı̨lè future-in-the-past morphology, and the next sentence shows what is the true 

state of affairs ('only once he arrived'). 
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 The following examples show that like other types of nı̨dè-clauses, the verb 

morphology inside the counterfactual nı̨dè-clause does not indicate the speaker's attitudes. 

Instead, in the case of counterfactuals, it is the post-verbal morphology of the apodosis, the 

future-in-the-past morphology ha ı̨lè, which indicates counterfactuality. This is both 

similar to other languages, as the future-in-the-past morphology has been observed in other 

languages to indicate counterfactuality. However, unlike other languages, it is only the 

apodosis that is marked by this morphology. 

3.6.1 Tłı̨chǫ counterfactuals as future-less-vivid 

As I described in chapter 2, previous research on Indo-European languages suggests that 

speakers of those languages differentiate between counterfactuals, which describe events 

they are certain did not or will not actualise (P = 0), and events which they do not believe 

will actualise, but leave some room to be proven wrong (0 < P < 0.5). Iatridou (2000) 

named these lower-probability hypotheticals future-less-vivid (FLV). In many of the 

previously researched languages, they are expressed using backshifted future morphology. 

In English, this future-in-the-past morphology includes backshifted modals such as would 

(compared to will) and might (compared to may).65 

 My elicitation sessions suggest that the morphological distinction between 

counterfactuality and FLV does not exist in Tłı̨chǫ. Attempts to elicit FLV examples in 

Tłı̨chǫ with a number of speakers yielded the same sentences as when the context which 

was offered was counterfactual. Thus, (50) was offered both for the straightforward 

counterfactual context, and when the elicitation cue was more subtle: 'if I didn't leave the 

                                                
65 Note that these modals are referred to as low-probability, not as a result of a comparison with each other 
(which would yield might as low-probability compared to would, which is used in higher-probability events), 
but compared to their morphological and diachronic counterparts will and may. I thank Dr. Martha McGinnis 
for pointing out this discrepancy in interpretation of low-probability.  
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tap running last night, the pipes will / coula have frozen'. When it was emphasised during 

the elicitation that I am not certain whether or not I left the tap running, Rosa Mantla offered 

the following sentence, explicitly including the verb wenahdı̀-le 'I don't remember': 

(50) ı̨xę̀ę   tı  etłeè    ahłà-lea   

 yesterday water go.3SG.S.PROG.NMLZ cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG.FUT 

 wenahdı ̀-le. 

 remember.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG 

 'I don't remember if I turned off the water yesterday.'     (RM, 2016) 

The same effect was seen with another speaker and a different example: 

(51) tııwoo ehtsı̨-a-ı̨lè,    hanıh̀ò  tł’ots’ıı ̀  sets’ǫ   

 stew make.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT-PST but   onion  1SG.O.to  

 dè. 

 NĮDÈ 

 Lit. 'I would make stew if I had onions.'       (MAM, 2016) 

The sentence ın (51) was offered in an attempt to elicit an FLV clause. Two different 

English prompts were offered: 'I would make stew, but I don't have onions' and 'I would 

make stew if I had onions'. The first version is a counterfactual statement. The second is a 

future-less-vivid conditional in English, as it does not rule out the possibility that I will 

make stew, and the lack of onions is an implicature.66 During the elicitation process, MAM 

offered the same Tłı̨chǫ sentence in (51) for both prompts, and did not offer a different 

translation to the prompt that indicated a less-likely but not counterfactual situation.   

                                                
66 According to descriptions such as Huddleston and Pullum (2002), the counterfactual morphology should 
be I would have made stew, and I would make stew indicates future-less-vivid. These meanings were clarified 
during the elicitation, however, the differentiation may still not have been clear to the speakers, whose first 
language is not English.  
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 I hypothesise from this elicitation data that Tłı̨chǫ does not differentiate between 

counterfactual (P = 0) and low-probability (P < 0.5) nı̨dè-phrases, and that they are both 

expressed via future-in-the-past morphology in the matrix clause.  

 In chapter 2, I discussed Comrie's (1986) cancellable counterfactual (10), reproduced 

here as (52): 

(52)   If the butler had done it, we would have found just the clues that we did in fact find. 

               Comrie (1986, p. 90) 

Comrie argues that, in true counterfactuals, counterfactuality is entailed. The cancellability 

test shows that counterfactuality is not entailed in English counterfactuals, but is an 

implicature.  In (52), the speaker uses future-in-the-past morphology (would have) that, 

without additional context, is understood to be counterfactual. However, the additional 

context in (52) cancels this possibility.  

 Welch (2015) offers similar proof of the cancellability of ha ı̨lè counterfactual 

reading in Tłı̨chǫ: 

(53)  Wet'à   gots’edee    nıı ̀hchı    ha  

  3SG.O.wıth speak.1PL.S.IPFV.NMLZ take.up.1SG.S.IPFV FUT  

  ı̨lè, eyıt’à   nıı ̀hchı ̀     hǫt’e. 

  PST therefore take.up.1SG.S.PFV  EMPH 

  'I was going to pick up the phone, so I did pick it up.'     

               (Welch, 2015, p. 69)67 

 Like the previous examples, the Tłı̨chǫ low-probability utterance in (53) includes 

backshifted counterfactual morphology: ha ı̨lè 'would have'. As can be seen from the 

                                                
67 This example was reglossed by me to match the glossing styles of other examples in this chapter.  
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second sentence 'so I did pick it up', ha ı̨lè 'would have' is cancellable, and thus can be used 

to communicate low-probability utterances, and not only counterfactuals. This 

cancellability can also be observed in the New Testament translation: 

(54) Hanì-le-ı̨dè   jǫ   dǫ   nàgeèhzaa    sìı  Israel  got'ı̨ı̨ ̀  gha  

 thus-NEG-NĮDÈ here  people stand.PL.3PL.S.IPFV FOC Israel people for 

 k'aodèe   gınadąą̀    seghǫ   nàyaetıì     ekò,  

 king  4PL.O.in.front.of 1SG.O.of  be.judged.3SG.S.IPFV KÒ1 

 ayìı   t'à  hoìla     hòwhıhtsı̨   sègedıı     sìı    

 what by be.terrible.situation make.AR.PFV tell.3PL.S:1SG.O.IPFV FOC 

 dıì     gıghǫ   gogede    ha  ı̨lè. 

 at.this.time  4PL.of  speak.3PL.S.IPFV FUT PST 

 Lit. 'Or the people who stand here, when I was judged in front of the leaders of the 

 Jews, they would have spoken in front of them then, telling me what terrible things I 

 made.' 

 NRSV: 'Or let these men here tell what crime they had found when I stood before the 

 council.'               (Acts 24:20)  

In (54), like (53), the counterfactual is not a part of a conditional (nı̨dè-clause), but 

appears independently. In this case, the speaker (Paul) communicates that he made no 

crime, or the people would have spoken against him. However, the people did speak 

against him, which he mentions in the next verse, and cancels his counterfactual 

statement. 

  In both these examples, the cancelled counterfactual ha ı̨lè appears with no nı̨dè-

clause. This may be the result of statistical anomaly, as the elicitation examples show us 
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that nı̨dè-clauses can be used in low-probability contexts, and there is nothing about 

cancellable ha ı̨lè clauses that suggests that they do not match contexts in which nı̨dè-

clauses are used. Rather, cancelling a ha ı̨lè statement is itself a rare speech act - since the 

speaker shares statements that are meant to be informative, it is not helpful to the 

interlocutor to make a statement and then immediately cancel it. Thus, the contexts in 

which such statements occur are very rare, as in the New Testament example or in direct 

elicitation.  

 In this section, I have shown that, like other languages, Tłı̨chǫ uses future-in-the-past 

morphology to indicate low-probability and counterfactuality. Unlike other languages, 

the future-in-the-past morphology is only used in the apodosis, and never inside the 

protasis. Furthermore, and like other languages, the counterfactuality of clauses marked 

by ha ı̨lè is an implicature and not entailment, that is, it can be cancelled. This 

implicature allows ha ı̨lè clauses to communicate low-probability events that are not 

completely ruled out by the speaker. I suggest that in Tłı̨chǫ, future-in-the-past 

constructions are most often interpreted as counterfactual structures for pragmatic 

reasons: there is usually no tangible reason for the speaker to refer to another world or 

time than the time of utterance, other than to contrast it with the facts as they are known 

at the Speech Time (see e.g. Karawani, 2014 on Semitic and Indo-European languages).  

 Finally, as (51) shows, the order of the clauses in Tłı̨chǫ counterfactual clauses can be 

reversed, with the apodosis, marked by ha ı̨lè 'would have', appearing before the protasis, 

marked by the conditional dè 'if'.68 

 

                                                
68 In (49), the conjunction hanı̀hò 'but' separates the two clauses. However, MAM offered similar examples 
without hanı̀hò. I discuss hanı̀hò further in chapter 5. 



 131 

3.7 A unified analysis of nı̨dè  

In the previous sections, I discussed the different types of nı̨dè-clauses. I showed that nı̨dè-

clauses can include verbs in all three Modes: imperfective, perfective and optative; they 

can include the future particle ha, the modal particle ha dı̀ı̀ (-le), and the negation particle 

-le (e.g. ex. (40)). The particle nı̨dè can also follow NPs, adverbs, and PPs, the temporal 

adverb ı̨lè following a verb, and the clausal focus marker hǫt’e.  

 I brought evidence that nı̨dè has modal properties, and that it influences modality 

within the clause. Nı̨dè appears in clauses with modal events - the future, conditionals, or 

habitual/generic events, and cannot refer to events that have already actualised. However, 

I did not make a hypothesis about the nature of nı̨dè, and how it affects modality. I will 

now propose such an analysis.  

 One type of post-verbal particle does not appear with nı̨dè: the evidential. In all 1,713 

nı̨dè clauses surveyed from the New Testament, as well as nı̨dè-phrases from other print 

sources and from my elicitation, no evidential lies in the scope of nı̨dè. Attempts to elicit 

evidentials under the scope of nı̨dè did not succeed: 

 (55) a. Elicitation: There probably are a lot of berries now. 

  Hòt’a   jı ̀e  łǫ  adzà  sǫnaà. 

  already  berry many become.PFV EVID 

  'There are already a lot of berries now probably.'  
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 b. Elicitation: If there probably are a lot of berries now, we shouldn't wait. 

  Hòt’a   jı ̀e   łǫ  adzà    (*sǫnaà)  nı̨dè  

  already  berry many become.3SG.S.PFV EVID  NĮDÈ  

  ayı ̀ı   gha nats’eèhɂı̨  welı ̀? 

  what  for wait.1PL.S.IPFV Q.OPT 

  'If there are already a lot of berries, why should we wait?'   (RM, 2016) 

Example (55b) shows a type of conditional that has not been discussed yet, and will be 

discussed in the next chapter. However, it can be used to demonstrate the lack of evidentials 

in nı̨dè clauses in general; (55a) is composed of only one clause, and communicates the 

sentiment of the adverb probably by using the evidential sǫnaà 'I wonder, I guess'. Example 

(55b) takes the same utterance and puts it inside a conditional clause 'If there are...'. 

However, (55b) does not include an evidential in the conditional clause, and instead 

includes the modal word welı̀.  

 In contrast with nı̨dè, the particle kò can follow an evidential, as is shown in the Tłı̨chǫ 

translation of the song Amazing Grace. In this translation, the particle kò 'when, while' 

follows sǫǫ̀nı, an evidential whose meaning is similar to sǫnaà, 'probably, I guess, I don't 

know', communicating a lack of complete certainty by the speaker.  

 (56) Hoònǫ  lemı ̀  xoo  sǫǫ̀nı kò 

  ten  thousand year  EVID KÒ1  

  'When [we've been there] ten thousand years'      (Zoe, n.d.)69 

 Saxon (2014, in press) and Welch (2015) sketch the structure of the Tłı̨chǫ clause. In 

this work, I follow Saxon's (in press) analysis of the Tłı̨chǫ clause, presented in Figure 3.1: 

                                                
69 I discuss this example and others like it in chapter 5.  
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Figure 3.1: The Tłı̨chǫ clause structure (following Saxon, in press; Welch 2015) 

Example (44), reproduced here as (57), shows that hǫt’e can appear inside a nı̨dè-clause, 

suggesting that the lowest possible position of nı̨dè in the clause is above FocP. 

(57)   [Ts'ı  weghochı̨ı̨ ̀   degaı  hǫt'e  nı̨dè],  [wekw'ihchı̨ı̨ ̀    

  tree  3SG.POSS.root holy  EMPH NĮDÈ 3SG.POSS.branches  

   sı   hazǫǫ̀  degaı  hǫt'e].  

  also  all  holy EMPH 

  Lit. 'If indeed a tree's root is holy, its branches are also all holy.' 

  NRSV: '[...] if the root is holy, then the branches also are holy.'   (Romans 11:16) 

The Tłı̨chǫ evidential markers, which are not compatible with nı̨dè, as in (55b), are the 

head of CP, and are located immediately above FocP in the tree. The tree in Figure 3.1 

demonstrates the hierarchical structure suggested by Saxon (2014), but does not intend to 

suggest that the different C heads can co-occur. I therefore hypothesise that nı̨dè is also a 
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complementiser, and is the head of CP. Saxon (2014) brings evidence that evidential 

markers are complementisers, and suggests they are hierarchical, similar to Cinque's (1999) 

theory of modals.  

 I further hypothesise based on the evidence presented in this chapter that nı̨dè is a 

complementiser which introduces an adjunct clause that must be modal or irrealis (see 

Roussou, 2000, for Modern Greek): they must relate to future events, habitual or generic 

events, hypothetical events, or counterfactual events. I sketch this in Figure 3.2, which 

offers the tree for (55b)70: 

 

Figure 3.2: Tree structure for (55b) (simplified) 

I now revise Hypothesis C, which defined nı̨dè as marking modality in temporal clauses, 

as follows: 

                                                
70 In chapter 4 I provide the justification for attaching the nı̨dè-clause at FocP.  
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D. Nı̨dè is a complementiser which introduces a modal adjunct clause  

I further hypothesise that the differences I outlined in this chapter between the different 

nı̨dè-clauses (hypothetical, temporal, habitual/generic) are due to the non-specification of 

nı̨dè. The idea that certain features are non-specified in Dene languages is not new (see 

Wilhelm, 2015, on Dëne Sųłıné nouns).71 I suggest that, whether a certain proposition that 

is made by the speaker is understood as a prediction (when-clauses), a generalisation 

(whenever-clauses), or a hypotheticality (here in the sense of neutral if-clauses) is left to 

the semantics and pragmatics, for example evidentials or adverbs such as tahkò or ahxǫ 

'maybe', which indicate the speaker's degree of uncertainty, as in (38), repeated here as (58): 

(58)  Dıı  sa   lǫǫ jı ̀ı  k’aahtła    ha  nı̨dè  

  this month end berry go.out.2PL.2.IPFV  FUT  NĮDÈ 

  ahxǫ jı ̀e   łǫ  neɂı̨ ̀    ha-le  tahkò sǫnı. 

 maybe berries  many  see.2SG.S.IPFV FUT-NEG  maybe  EVID 

  'If you're going to go for berries at the end of this month, you might not find as  

  many.'              (RM, 2016) 

The lower degree of certainty (represented in the English translation by might) is 

communicated in Tłı̨chǫ with the adverbs tahkò and ahxǫ and the evidential sǫnı. At first 

glance, this appears as a redundancy: why would the speaker need both adverbs and an 

evidential? I suggest that the evidential is responsible for communicating the speaker's 

lower certainty in the event actualising, that is, communicating that the consequent may 

                                                
71 Wilhelm (2018, p.c.) suggests that underspecification is not the right term, as it suggests a default of 
specification; instead, I opt for non-specification, which assumes no such default. This is similar to Bogal-
Allbritten's (2016) idea of vagueness or ambiguity of the Navajo verb nisin 'want, think', although Bogal-
Allbritten does use the term underspecified in her discussion (p. 114).  
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take place (but that the speaker isn't sure); the adverbs disambiguate the utterance between 

a temporal clause and a conditional clause and indicate that this is a hypothetical 

conditional. This is also the case in examples such as (59), which does not include 

evidentials, but set up an elaborate hypothetical situation, and repeat the adverb edahxǫ 

'maybe' to communicate that this is a hypothetical: 
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 (59) Edahxǫ   dǫ   goht'ǫ   dètìı    t'à-at'ı̨    xè  

  maybe  person clothes  be.expensive  wear.3SG.S.IPFV and 

 

  welakw'ǫǫ̀  k'e  sǫǫ̀mbaekwo   lamǫ̀ǫ   wheɂǫǫ     

  3POSS.finger on gold    ring   be.located.3SG.S.IPFV  

   

  sìı   ełeahdìı-kǫ̀   goyaèhtła,   eyits'ǫ   edahxǫ   

  FOC  gathering-house go.in.3SG.S.PFV and   maybe   

    

  dǫ-teèt'ı̨ı̨  goht'ǫ   ts'ıa  t'à-at'ı̨    ededı̨  sı    

  man-poor clothes  rags  wear.3SG.S.IPFV 3  also  

   

  ełeahdìı-kǫ̀   goyaèhtła   nı̨dè [...] 

  gathering-house go.in.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ 

  Lit. 'If maybe a person who wears expensive clothes and has gold rings on his finger 

  went into a synagogue, and maybe a poor man who wears rags, he also went into  

  a synagogue [...]' 

  NRSV: 'For if a person with gold rings in fine clothes comes into your assembly,  

  and if a poor person in dirty clothes also comes in, [...]'   (James 2:2) 

Since (59) is a part of a story with a moral purpose, it's important for the speaker to point 

out that it's a hypothetical scenario and not something that will necessarily be actualised; 

therefore the disambiguation between temporal adverbial clauses and hypothetical 

adverbial clauses is important, and the speaker uses edahxǫ 'maybe' to show that distinction. 
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I suggest that the only type of prediction which is obligatorily marked in Tłı̨chǫ 

conditionals is the difference between neutral-to-high (P ≥ 0.5) probability, and low-to-

counterfactual (P < 0.5) probability, by marking the apodosis of a low-to-counterfactual  

conditional with the future-in-the-past morphology (ha ı̨lè). The difference between a 

prediction that is presupposed to actualise (that is, a future temporal reference) and 

prediction with whose actualisation is not presupposed (that is, a hypothetical conditional) 

is not specified in the syntax.  

 Semantically, I suggest following Kratzer's (2012) analysis for conditionals, that is, 

that the conditional serves to restrict a modal base of the apodosis. Kratzer's analysis of 

conditionals is as follows. Consider (36b), repeated here as (60): 

(60)  jı ̀ı  nı̨be   nı̨dè  negha  jı ̀etsàa 

  berries pick.2GS.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 2SG.O.for jam 

  ehtsı̨   ha 

  make.1SG.S.IPFV FUT 

  'If you pick berries, I will make you jam.'      (RM, 2016) 

The consequent makes an assertion: negha jı̀etsàa ehtsı̨ ha 'I will make you jam'. As in the 

case of the generic/habitual clauses, this is a broad statement, that is not true in all cases. 

The nı̨dè-clause serves to restrict the apodosis: 

(61)  In all cases such that you pick berries, I will make you jam.  

 However, the paraphrase of the protasis in (61) refers to events that are perceived as fact. 

The hypothetical meaning of this nı̨dè-clause cannot be interpreted as referring to facts. 

And so, I rephrase (61) as (62): 
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(62)  In all accessible worlds in which you pick berries, I (must) make you jam.  

             (Following von Fintel, 2006, p. 12).  

Thus, the set of accessible worlds in which you pick berries needs to be restricted to those 

in which the result is that I make jam. Kratzer's theory is that the universal quantifier is the 

necessity modal must. Since not all conditional clauses have an overt modal, Kratzer 

suggests that there is a covert modal operator, MUST. In this theory, the if- or nı̨dè-clause 

restricts the domain of the necessity modal.  

 Von Fintel (2015) raises objections to this analysis, offering different modal bases as in 

(63): 

(63)  a. If Samantha misses class, she should go to office hours. 

   b. If Samantha catches the early train, she always has coffee before class.  (p. 10) 

 Von Fintel argues that English if-clauses do not only restrict necessity modal operators 

(must), but may restrict other modal operators, such as the lower necessity should 

(Samantha should go to office hours - but she doesn't have to) or generalisations such as 

always.  

 Von Fintel's objection mirrors the situation in Tłı̨chǫ, in which nı̨dè-clauses can appear 

with a variety of apodoses. One may argue that conditional and future temporal apodosis 

can be explained using Kratzer's MUST operator. However, the apodoses of 

habitual/generic nı̨dè, and especially (but not only) when those events are in the past, 

cannot be expressed by a modal operator such as MUST. Consider a restrictive nı̨dè-clauses, 

such as (10), repeated here as (64a). In this case, the necessity modal is as in (64b): 
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 (64) a. Seba    segà  wheda    nı̨dè  

  1SG.POSS.older.sister 1SG.O.with stay.SG.3SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ  

  sı̨nàà 

  1SG.POSS.happy  

  'When my older sister is staying with me, I am happy.' (=lit. 'my happiness') 

                 (MAM, 2016) 

  b. I must be happy.  

  In both temporal and habitual uses, the deontic modality does not match the type of the 

sentence. Farkas and Sugioka (1983) argue this as well for restrictive whenever-clauses, 

and suggest that this type of clause includes a covert adverbial operator 'generally', 'always', 

etc; parallel to Kratzer's MUST and von Fintel's additional operators in conditionals.  

  One possible solution is that each apodosis or each type of apodosis carries its own 

modal operator. Thus, all future apodoses would have an overt or covert future operator 

(ha), all habitual apodoses would have an overt or covert operator such as 'generally', and 

all hypothetical apodoses would have a covert modal operator.  Nı̨dè then restricts different 

operators, and the different readings are the result of the different operators in the apodoses 

that it restricts.  

  A second possible analysis is that, unlike Kratzer (2012) or von Fintel and Gillies 

(2015), there isn't a specific restrictor that can be overtly expressed in this analysis. As 

Saxon (2014, in press) shows, epistemic and necessity modality can be as high as the CP 

level in Tłı̨chǫ (recall that evidential markers, which introduce these modal meanings, are 

complementisers according to Saxon's analysis). It is possible that clauses which have an 

adjoined nı̨dè-clause have a feature such as [+IRR] in C. This feature can be fullfilled by an 
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overt evidential marker, or with a null complementiser. This null complementiser affects 

the apodosis in other ways: as I discuss in section 3.3.1, the vast majority of verbs in the 

consequent are modal verbs: future, optative, or the imperfective in its use as the 

imperative.72 Then, when the proposition requires restriction of the possible worlds to 

which it applies, a nı̨dè-clause is adjoined for this purpose. This also covers the temporal 

adverbial uses of nı̨dè-clauses. Consider (18), repeated here as (65): 

(65)  [[Ekìıyeè   k'e]  nı̨dè]  [dǫ   [Judea   nèk'e 

  around.that.time on NĮDÈ person Judea  land 

  nàgedèe    sìı]]  shìhta   ts'ǫ̀  kwı̨gııdè. 

  live.3PL.S.NMLZ FOC  mountains to escape.PL.3PL.S.OPT 

  Lit. 'When it is that time, the people who live in the land of Judea must escape to 

  the mountains.' 

  NRSV: 'then those in Judea must flee to the mountains'  (Matthew 24:16) 

In (65) and similar examples, the optative mode in the apodosis, kwı̨gııdè 'they must escape', 

expresses that the clause is modal. The nı̨dè-phrase ekı̀ıyeè k'e nı̨dè 'when it is that time', 

restricts the modal base to the set of worlds which take place at a certain point in time 

(specifically, that time which has been discussed previously).  

 The benefits of this hypothesis are that it does not require a covert modal operator, as 

there is currently little research on Tłı̨chǫ modals, compared to English, to suggest what 

these modal operators would be and how they are restricted by the nı̨dè-clause. This also 

solved another issue: Kratzer's suggestion requires every conditional apodosis to have a 

covert or overt modal operator. Since there are habitual or future Tłı̨chǫ clauses which are 

                                                
72 The small number of perfective verbs with no overt modal element supports my analysis that [+IRR] is a 
feature of C and not of I.  
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not restricted by a nı̨dè-clause, the additional environments in which nı̨dè can be used 

(compard to English if) complicates such a generalisation, as some habitual or future 

clauses would have a covert modal operator and some would not, and there is no clear 

generalisation as to which are which.  

 At this point I do not pick one hypothesis over another, as more research into other parts 

of Tłı̨chǫ grammar are required to determine which one of these is more plausible with the 

unique traits of Tłı̨chǫ.  

3.8 Nı̨dè: Additional points of view 

In this chapter I surveyed the various uses of nı̨dè, and offered Hypothesis D, in which I 

suggested nı̨dè is a complementiser which introduces a modal adjunct clause. However, 

some additional issues regarding nı̨dè should be considered.  

 The first issue is the use of nı̨dè in a unique construction, together with the verb ts’ı̨ı̨wǫ 

'to want, to think' (see discussion on the Tłı̨chǫ verb in Saxon, 1984, 1986, 1998; also Rice, 

1986 on the Slave cognate and Bogal-Allbritten, 2016 on the Navajo cognate).73 Ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ is 

a verb which selects a complement clause, often with an optative verb or the 

future/complementiser particle ha. However, ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ may also appear with a complement 

clause whose complementiser is nı̨dè, with the meaning of 'hope, wish'. I show that the 

combination nı̨dè dehwhǫ 'I hope, I wish' is used for counterfactual or low probablity 

wishes, and that neutral or high probability wishes or hopes are expressed by other means, 

including the combination of the complementiser ha with ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ. I suggest that this use of 

nı̨dè strenghthens my analysis of nı̨dè as including a modal component independent of the 

apodosis, and amend my Hypothesis D to include nı̨dè's use in complement clauses.  

                                                
73 This combination only appears in the corpus with the first person singular nı̨dè dehwhǫ 'I hope, I wish', 
and therefore I refer to this combination as nı̨dè dehwhǫ from now on. 
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 The second issue is E. D. Cook's analysis of nı̨dè's Dënesułı̨né cognate as a postposition 

(Cook, 2004). I will use the data presented in this chapter of nı̨dè in adverbial clauses, as 

well as its use as the complement of ts’ı̨ı̨wǫ, to argue against this analysis for Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè.     

3.8.1 Complement nı̨dè-clauses 

Until now, I have shown nı̨dè as a complementiser which introduces adjuncts. However, 

nı̨dè-clauses can be used as the complement of dehwhǫ 'I want, I think' in the meaning of 

'I hope, I wish'. 

 The corpus does not show extensive use of this combination. In all the texts, including 

Elder biographies and traditional stories, only nine such uses were attested, all in the New 

Testament translation. An example of this use can be seen in (66): 

(66) Dànì  eghàlaahdaa     sìı   wek'èehsǫ,   segha     

 how  work.2PL.S.IPFV.NMLZ FOC  know.1SG.S.IPFV 1SG.O.for  

 whek'òo   eyıts'ǫ  whekǫ̀ǫ     laaht'e-le.  

 be.cold.NMLZ  and  be.warm.NMLZ  be.like.2PL.S.IPFV-NEG 

 Eyı  nàke  sìı  ı̨łè  ààhchı     nı̨dè  dehwhǫ. 

 this two  FOC one choose.2PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ want.1SG.S.IPFV  

 Lit. 'I know how you work, for me you are not like cold or warm. These two, I wish 

 that you choose one.' 

 ' I know your works; you are neither cold nor hot. I wish that you were either cold or 

 hot.'               (Revelation 3:15)  

Like (66), in all nine examples in the corpus, the verb ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ appears in the first person 

imperfective, dehwhǫ. Furthermore, in all nine examples, the combination nı̨dè dehwhǫ 'I 
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wish, I hope' refers to a low-probability or counterfactual wish. In the case of (66), this can 

be demonstrated using the Greek original74, presented in (67): 

(67) ὄφελον   ψυχρὸς  ἦς    ἢ  ζεστός.  

  ofelon  psuchros is   i zestos 

  IRR.wish  cold.SG.NOM be.2SG.S  or warm.SG.NOM 

  Lit. 'I wish you were cold or warm.' 

The Koine Greek original includes the word ὄφελον 'to owe, to be indebted to'. The second 

aorist form, which is used in Revelation 3:15, communicates someone being under an 

obligation, which has not been fulfilled, and therefore it is used 'to express the wish that a 

thing had happened which has not' (Liddell, 1953, p. 508), or counterfactual wishes. This 

counterfactual meaning is common in the nine examples which have been translated using 

nı̨dè dehwhǫ, even in cases in which the Greek original does not explicitly use 

counterfactual words such as ὄφελον. 

 In places in which the Greek original uses a neutral or high probability wish (identified 

by the use of words related to ἐλπίζω 'hope' in both regular and religious contexts), the 

Tłı̨chǫ translation used a variety of other strategies. Thus, the Tłı̨chǫ uses evidentials such 

as sǫnı (68a) to translation ἐλπίζω 'hope' (68b): 

 

 

 

 

                                                
74 Saxon (2019, personal communications) shares that the translation of the New Testament into Tłı̨chǫ was 
done with reference not only to the English translation, but to the original languages (Greek). Thus, 
differences in the original Greek can inform the translators' choices.  
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 (68) a. Whaà-le    et'ıì   nets'àhtła     ha  sǫnı  kò,  

 long.time-NEG  soon visit.1SG.S:2SG.O.IPFV  FUT EVID KÒ2  

 dıı  yatı   weghàà   k'ehoı̨ɂa     gha   nets'ǫ̀    

 this word according.to behave.2SG.S.IMPF COMP 2SG.O.to  

 eehtł'è    hǫt'e. 

 write.1SG.S.IPFV EMPH 

 Lit. 'Although it may be that I will visit you soon, I am writing to you so that you behave 

 according to these words.' 

 NSRV: 'I hope to come to you soon, but I am writing these instructions to you so 

 that [...]'            (1 Timothy 3:14)  

 b.  Ταῦτά   σοι  γράφω,   ἐλπίζων  ἐλθεῖν   πρὸς    

  tauta  soi  grafo   elpizon  elthein  pros   

  this.ACC.PL 2SG.DAT write.1SG.S.PRES hoping  come.AOR to   

  σὲ    ἐν  τάχει:  

  se   en tachei: 

  2SG.ACC  in quickness 

  Lit. 'I write to you these things, hoping to come to you quickly.' 

A second strategy used to express hope is using the verb dehwhǫ with another modal 

element, such as the optative welı̀, as in (69), again translating ἐλπίζω 'hope': 
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(69)  Goxı̨  gogha   ehkw'ı-ahodı  k'ę̀ę̀  ts'eeda    

  1PL  1PL.O.for truth-be.told  way  live.1PL.S.IPFV 

  wek'èahsǫ   welì   dehwhǫ    hǫt'e. 

  know.2PL.S.IPFV OPT   want.1SG.S.IPFV EMPH 

  Lit. 'I hope you know that we, we live the way we believe.' 

  NSRV: 'I hope you will find out that we have not failed.'    (2 Corinthians 13:6) 

 Finally, Greek ἐλπίζω 'hope' is also used specifically for religious contexts, which, 

much like examples (68)-(69), indicates a neutral to high probability hopes. Thus, the 

Tłı̨chǫ translators did not use nı̨dè dehwhǫ to express this sentiment, and consistently chose 

to translate this as gogha ehkw'ı-ahodı 'we believe (lit. 'it is said true to us')', as in (70): 

 (70) "Sèot'ı̨ı̨,    sı̨   sìı   Pharisee  aht'e,   

  1SG.POSS.kin.PNS 1SG  FOC  Pharisee  be.1SG.S.IPFV 

  eyıts'ǫ  setà    ededı̨  sı  Pharisee  elı̨     ı̨lè.  

  and  1SG.POSS.father REFL also Pharisee  be.3SG.S.IPFV PST 

  Dǫ   naìdà     ha  sìı  segha   ehkw'ı-ahodı  t'à  

  people resurrect.3SG.S.IPFV FUT FOC 1SG.O.for truth-be.told  because 

  jǫ   seghǫnàyaetı   hǫt'e,"   gòhdı. 

  here  1SG.O.be.judged.IPFV EMPH  tell.3SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV 

  Lit. 'My kin, I am a Pharisee, and my father, he was also a Pharisee. I am   

  judged here because I believe that people will be resurrected,' he told them.' 

  NRSV: 'Brothers, I am a Pharisee, a son of Pharisees. I am on trial concerning  

  the hope of the resurrection of the dead.'      (Acts 23:6) 
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 I therefore hypothesise that nı̨dè can be used as the complement of ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ to mean 

'hope, wish' only when that hope or wish is presupposed to be with low-probability of 

actualisation or ruled out completely; otherwise, a different strategy is required. I suggest 

that this is due to the modal element of nı̨dè, as discussed in section 3.7 above. A verb such 

as ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ 'want, think' is, by definition, not factive: its complement cannot be assumed to 

be factive (see, e.g. Kiparsky & Kiparsky, 1971). Therefore, the addition of the modal 

element of nı̨dè, which indicates irrealis or non-actualisation, turns the complement clause 

into one that with an implicature of counterfactuality, which does not exist with other 

complements of ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ.   

3.8.2 An alternative analysis of nı̨dè 

In this chapter, I brought evidence regarding the nature of nı̨dè, and argued that it is a 

complementiser. However, I should briefly address an alternative analysis, offered by Cook 

(2004) for the Dënesułı̨né cognate of nı̨dè. For Dënesułı̨né, Cook analyses dé as a 

postposition. A PP analysis can account for the Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè's uses with arguments which 

are not obviously predicative, such as NPs or AdvPs (e.g. ı̨daà nı̨dè 'in the future'). 

However, I do not follow this analysis, for the following reasons. 

 First, in Tłı̨chǫ, as in other Dene languages, postpositions tend to allow a pronominal 

prefix as well as taking a full NP or AdvP as its argument. Thus, we can see the following 

examples (all taken from the Tłı̨chǫ online dictionary): 

 (75)  a. wekwe 'before' 

   b. Sa  k'àɂàa  kwe  negı̨ı̨ ̀de. 

    sun rise  before get.up.PL.3SG.PL.PFV 

    'They got up before sunrise.' 
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 (76)  a. wets'ǫǫ̀ 'away from'  

   b. Behchokǫ̀  ts’ǫǫ̀  nàhdè. 

    Behchokǫ̀ away.from live.1SG.S.IPFV 

    'I live away from Behchokǫ̀ (Rae).' 

However, unlike these examples, nı̨dè cannot appear with a person prefix (e.g. *wenı̨dè), 

but only in the forms nı̨dè or dè. Thus, it shows a different syntactic behaviour to 

postpositions. 

 The second argument has to do with the different nature of nı̨dè in Tłı̨chǫ and its 

Dënesułı̨né cognate, dé. In chapter 5, I discuss one such difference, relating to Dënesułı̨né 

dé being used under the scope of the adverb kúlú, creating the combination dékúlú 'even if, 

even though'. On the other hand, Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè cannot be used under the scope of kò (see 

chapter 5 for further discussion). A second difference appears to be in the uses of the 

morpheme nı̨. Tłı̨chǫ speakers do not seem to differentiate between nı̨dè and its shortened 

form dè, and attempts to elicit contexts in which one is allowed while the other is not were 

unsuccessful. However, Dënesułı̨né speakers do differentiate between the full and 

shortened form, and use nı̨dé only in counterfactual contexts (Andrea Wilhelm, p.c., 2018). 

Further research is required into these differences between Tłı̨chǫ and Dënesułı̨né. At this 

point, the analysis of Dënesułı̨né dé cannot be assumed to apply to Tłı̨chǫ based only on 

diachronic connections between the languages. I therefore reject at this point the theory 

that Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè should be analysed as a postposition, and leave the question of similarities 

and differences between the Tłı̨chǫ and Dënesułı̨né cognates to future research. 
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3.9 Conclusions 

In this chapter, I have shown the various ways in which nı̨dè-phrases are used in Tłı̨chǫ. I 

discussed nı̨dè-phrases as temporal phrases used to predict future events, similar to future-

oriented when-clauses (section 3.3); nı̨dè-phrases as habitual/generic clauses which make 

generalisations about the world based on the speaker's previous experience and knowledge 

(section 3.4); and nı̨dè-phrases as hypothetical conditionals, which set up the context in 

which a certain event is true (section 3.5).  

 I further suggested that Tłı̨chǫ speakers differentiate between low-probability events 

and high-probability events (section 3.6) by using future-in-the-past morphology in the 

protasis of a low-probability event. I suggested that the distinction between the modality 

of future-temporal orientation and the modality of high-probability hypotheticality is not 

specified in Tłı̨chǫ, and that, unlike in Indo-European languages, the differentiation 

between these two types of modalities is not encoded in the inflectional syntax of the clause, 

but is expressed via a variety of tools such as adverbs and evidentials. I adopted previous 

analyses of the clausal syntactic structure in Tłı̨chǫ and argued that clauses containing nı̨dè 

follow the clause structure that has been suggested by Welch (2015) and Saxon (in press), 

and suggested that nı̨dè is a complementiser which introduces a modal adjunct clause.  

 In the next chapter I investigate an apparent counter-evidence to my generalisation of 

nı̨dè: premise conditionals, which are accepted by interlocuters as factive and which often 

echo previously expressed utterances and facts within the common-ground. I will argue 

that, despite appearances, these clauses are still modal: They appear with apodoses that 

have modal features, such as the future marker or the imperative, or they are not believed 

by the speaker, and are used as a rhetorical device.      



 150 

Chapter 4 

Premise conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ 

Simple language abstract 
 
 

In chapter 4, I talk about other kinds of sentences with nı̨dè. Sometimes nı̨dè doesn't behave 

the way I expect from chapter 3. So for example, I can say this with nı̨dè: 

(1)  Chekoa gıda yatı neèɂa ha nı̨dè, dıı hageèsı̨ ha.  

          (This sentence is from Helen Tobie's biography).  

 [Chekoa  gıda    yatı  neèɂa     ha nı̨dè]  

 youth  3PL.O.in.front.of word give.1SG.S.IPFV   FUT NĮDÈ  

 dıı hageèsı̨     ha 

 this  say.so.1SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV FUT 

 'If I am to send a message to youth, I will tell them this:"  

This isn't a regular sentence with nı̨dè, because Helen Tobie is saying this when she is 

sending a message to youth. She's using the sentence with nı̨dè to explain why she's going 

to say what she says (her message is that youth should live without alcohol and drugs and 

then they will live well).  This type of sentence has been called a relevance conditional by 

linguists like Sabine Iatridou, because it explains that Helen Tobie is saying what she is 

actually doing in order to explain why it is relevant (she will tell the youth this because she 

is sending them a message).  

 Sabine Iatridou called these sentences relevance conditionals, because we're not 

talking about something that might happen. Instead we're often talking about something 

that is already known, so this conditional explains why we are saying it. So in Helen Tobie's 
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case, she is explaining that her next sentence is relevant, because she is sending a message 

to the youth.   

 Most of the times when I saw nı̨dè used in contexts like this, it was in questions of 

factual conditionals, like this one: 

(3)  Behchokǫ̀ nàąde nı̨dè, J. M. wek’èhǫǫ̀zǫ ne sǫnıa? 

  Behchokǫ̀ nàąde    nı̨dè  J.M. wek’èhǫǫzǫ  ne  

  Behchokǫ̀ live.2SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ J.M. know.2.SG.S.IPFV PART  

  sǫnıa? 

  EVID 

  'If you lived in Behochokǫ̀, you must know J.M.?'   (RM, 2017) 

In sentences like (3), I repeat the information I was just told (that you lived in Behchokǫ̀), 

to explain my assumption that you know J.M. What I'm saying here is that as far as I know, 

everyone who lived in Behchokǫ̀ knows J.M., so you should too.  

 In the last part of the chapter, I try to see if there's some differences between the 

different types of conditional clauses. I think one difference is that if I use -le 'not' in a 

premise conditional, it doesn't change the meaning of the sentence with nı̨dè, but if I use it 

in a regular sentence with nı̨dè like the ones I talked about in chapter 3, it can change the 

meaning.  
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Chapter 4 

Premise conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ 

 

4.1 Nı̨dè-clauses in the realm of facts 

In chapter 3, I discussed hypothetical conditionals. These conditionals are composed of 

two propositions: the protasis and the apodosis. Neither the proposition in the protasis nor 

the proposition of both protasis and apodosis have a truth value of their own. Instead, the 

protasis sets a hypothetical event which then leads to the apodosis (Haegeman, 2003). The 

truth value of the entire conditional relies on the relationship between the protasis and the 

apodosis, in as (1): 

(1) waahkè    nı̨dè   naxeghǫ̀t’à     ha ne. 

 ask.2PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ  be.given.3SG.S:2PL.O.IPFV  FUT PART 

 'If you ask him, you will be given [it].'  (TSD, 2017, quoting Elder Harry Apple) 

 As discussed in chapter 3, the speaker in (1) does not commit to the probability of the 

protasis actualising ('you will ask him [=God]'), but simply indicates in the apodosis what 

would happen in such a scenario ('you will be given it [=what you asked for]'). In chapter 

3, I argued that nı̨dè is a complementiser which introduces a modal clause. A Tłı̨chǫ 

speaker who uses a nı̨dè-clause indicates that the events in such a clause have not actualised. 

According to my account, a nı̨dè-clause may refer to future events, habitual events,75 

hypotheticalities, or counterfactualities, but not specific past events which have happened 

or known facts. 

                                                
75 Habituals generalise over events and are thus in the realm of irrealis (Givón, 1994). 
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 In this chapter, I discuss an apparent counter-evidence to this generalisation. I show that 

nı̨dè-clauses can, under certain circumstances, be used to discuss events which are accepted 

as facts by the speaker, or that the speaker assumes they are regarded as facts by the hearer 

or by someone else (Dancygier, 1999). An example of a premise conditional (Haegeman, 

2003, 2010) is offered in (2), in which the devil challenges Jesus by repeating within the 

nı̨dè-clause a proposition that is assumed as a fact by Jesus' followers (that he is the son of 

God): 

(2) Ekìıyeè   k'e  wehłı̨ı̨   yets'ǫ̀   hadı,   

  that.time  on satan  4SG.O.to  say.3SG.S.IPFV 

  "[Nǫ̀htsı̨  Weza    anet'e    nı̨dè]  [[jǫ   kwe    

  God   3SG.POSS.son be.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ here  stone  

  wheɂǫǫ       sìı ]  neyatıì   t'à   [łèt'è    

  be.located.3SG.S.IPFV.NMLZ FOC  2SG.O.word by  bread   

  elı̨ı̨ ̀]     anele],"    yèhdı.  

  be.3SG.S.IPFV.ADV cause.2SG.S.IPFV  tell.3SG.S:4SG.O.IPFV 

  Lit. 'That time, the devil told him, "If you are God's son, make the stone that is  

  located here be bread by your word," he told him.' 

  NRSV: 'The devil said to him, "If you are the Son of God, command this stone  

  to become a loaf of bread."'         (Luke 4:3) 

 
 In section 4.2 I survey two types of non-hypothetical conditional clauses: factual 

conditional clauses and relevance conditional clauses. I refer to both types as premise 

conditionals, following Haegeman (2003, 2010). These two types of clauses differ from 

one another and from hypothetical conditional clauses in the relationship between the 
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protasis and the apodosis. In hypothetical conditionals (described in chapter 3), the events 

described in the protasis lead to the events in the apodosis. In factual conditionals, the 

premise described in the protasis serves to bring evidence that supports or challenges the 

events in the apodosis. In relevance conditionals, the speaker uses the protasis to provide 

context for the utterance in the apodosis (Iatridou, 1991). In section 4.3, I show that nı̨dè-

phrases can be used as relevance or factual conditionals in contexts which, on the face of 

them, denote facts. I show that a nı̨dè-phrase may be used in order to challenge a perceived 

fact or common knowledge in the apodosis. Additionally, I show that this type of clause 

may be used as a comment or a rhetorical question. I argue that, in all three cases, the 

proposition in the conditional is still modal despite seemingly referring to facts, and thus 

that premise conditionals do not contradict my generalisation in chapter 3 regarding Tłı̨chǫ 

nı̨dè-phrases.  

 In section 4.5 I discuss theories of the semantics and syntax of conditional clauses, and 

bring some evidence that, as in Haegeman's analysis of English conditional clauses, 

hypothetical nı̨dè-clauses attach lower in the tree projection than premise nı̨dè-clauses.  

4.1.1 A note on terminology: Factivity and factuality 

This chapter deals with nı̨dè-clauses that appear, on first glance, to deal with facts, which 

I call factual conditionals, following Iatridou (1991). The literature uses two different 

terms to discuss propositions that are seen as true and their environment: factual and factive. 

Crystal (2008) differentiates the two with regards to their reference: a certain predicate 

(often verb) is factive, while the proposition in the clause a factive verb selects must be 

understood as factual. However, as Oakeshott-Taylor (1984) points out, following 

Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1971), the interpretation of a proposition as factual does not only 
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depend on the predicate, but on its tense and polarity as well. None of these conditions 

apply to Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clauses or to the discussion in this chapter. I therefore avoid using the 

terms factual and factive, and instead simply discuss propositions which are assumed to be 

true or to describe facts. In certain circumstances, when I refer to an element which takes 

a proposition which must be understood as true, I may borrow the term 'factive' to describe 

that element. 

4.2 An overview of premise conditionals 

In chapters 2 and 3, I introduced conditional clauses from a cross-linguistic perspective, as 

clauses in which neither the proposition in the protasis nor the proposition of the apodosis 

has a truth value of its own, but in which the entire proposition's truth value depends on the 

relationship between the two clauses. I discussed the different categories of conditionals. 

Cross-linguistically, researchers have shown a three-way division within hypothetical 

conditionals: neutral-to-high probability (P ≥ 0.5), low probability (0.5 > P > 0) and 

counterfactuality (P = 0). I showed that Tłıchǫ nı̨dè-clauses, on the other hand, differentiate 

between two types of probabilities: neutral-to-high probability  

(P ≥ 0.5), in which the speaker expresses a neutral-to-high degree of confidence in the 

actualisation of the event in the protasis; and low probability (0.5 > P ≥ 0), in which the 

speaker expresses a low degree of confidence in the actualisation of the event, or 

counterfactuality. These two types are differentiated by the morphology of the apodosis: 

the apodosis of neutral-to-high-probability conditionals can show a range of verb forms, 

whereas the verb in the apodosis of low-probability or counterfactuals conditionals can 

only be back-shifted, with the future particle ha followed by the past particle ı̨lè.  
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 I briefly touched upon the specific case in which the proposition in the protasis is 

understood as true (P = 1), that is, the speaker expresses certainty that the event will 

actualise (parallel to English future when-clauses). I mentioned linguists (e.g. Comrie, 1986; 

Fernald et al. 2003, 2007) who argue that if-clauses whose proposition is accepted as a fact 

(P = 1) are not true conditional clauses, as conditional clauses cannot refer to facts (only 

hypothetical situations), and suggest that they should be considered as another type of 

temporal adverbial clauses (when) or reason adverbial clauses (since).  

 However, a number of scholars have pointed out that there is a second type of 

conditional clauses, named premise conditionals (Haegeman, 2003, 2010), or non-

predictive conditionals (Dancygier 1993, 1999), in which the protasis is not a hypothetical 

event, but in which if is not interchangeable with when or since. Haegeman (2003) suggests 

that while hypothetical conditionals (P < 1) introduce an event in the protasis which then 

leads to the event in the apodosis, premise conditionals (P = 1) introduce a premise in the 

protasis, which is then the topic of a comment or question in the apodosis.76 Premise 

conditionals are non-hypothetical conditionals in which the protasis does not denote an 

event whose actualisation will lead to the apodosis, but instead gives some context 

regarding the apodosis. Throughout this chapter, when I discuss the traits of non-

hypothetical conditionals in general, I use Haegeman's terminology. However, Iatridou 

(1991) and Dancygier (1999) differentiate between two types of these non-hypothetical 

conditionals, based on a semantic differentiation of the relationship between the protasis 

and the apodosis in these two types. I now turn to explain this differentation. 

                                                
76 Since-clauses or when-clauses, on the other hand, introduce one event which leads to another (similar to 
hypothetical conditionals), with a probability of P = 1.  
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 The first of two types of premise conditionals are relevance conditionals (Iatridou, 

1991), also called contextually-grounded conditionals by Dancygier (1999). These 

conditionals convey a comment by the speaker, in which the protasis sheds light on the 

speaker's motivation to utter the apodosis. In this type of conditional, the apodosis' 

actualisation does not depend at all on the protasis. The following two examples, in English 

(3) and Tłı̨chǫ (4), demonstrate this type of conditional: 

(3) My friend looks sick, and so I tell him out of concern: 

 If I may be honest, you're looking awful.   (Iatridou, 1991, p. 53) 

 (4) [Chekoa  gıda    yatı  neèɂa     ha nı̨dè]  

 youth  3PL.O.in.front.of word give.1SG.S.IPFV   FUT NĮDÈ  

 [dıı hageèsı̨     ha] 

 this  say.so.1SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV FUT 

 'If I am to send a message to youth, I will tell them this:"  

            (Helen Tobie, YKDFN, 2007, p. 16) 

In (3), the friend looking awful (in the eyes of the speaker) is not dependent on whether the 

speaker would utter the proposition or not. The if-clause is used to explain why they are 

saying it (they want to be honest). In (4), Helen Tobie proceeds to provide her message to 

the youth, and intended to do so either way. The nı̨dè-clause is used to explain the relevance 

of her words: it is meant for the youth.  

 Relevance conditionals can also be expressed in question form, called by Dancygier 

(1999) conditional questions. Thus, one may say: 

(5)  If it's not too rude to ask, where did you find that awful dress? 
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 The second type of premise conditionals is the factual conditional (Iatridou, 1991) also 

called a conversational conditional (Dancygier, 1999). In this type of conditional, the 

speaker assumes from belief or for the sake of argument that the protasis is true, or that 

someone else (often the hearer) believes the protasis to be true. Thus, the protasis of factual 

conditionals often echoes information that has been previously mentioned. The proposition 

in the protasis relates directly to the apodosis, unlike in relevance conditionals; however, 

unlike hypothetical conditionals, the protasis is not a non-actualised hypothetical (and thus, 

the truth value of the entire proposition does not depend on the truth value of the protasis). 

The following two examples, in English (6) and Tłı̨chǫ (7), show factual conditionals: 

(6) I call my sister, but her husband answers the phone. When I ask to talk to her, he 

 says she's giving the baby a bath. I say: 

 If she's giving the baby a bath, I'll call later.    (Dancygier, 1999, p. 129) 

(7) I am talking to a friend about going to pick berries at the end of the month, when I 

 mention that I've seen there are already many berries. My friend responds: 

 [Hòt’a   jı ̀e   łǫ adzà    nı̨dè]  

 already  berry lots become.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ   

 [ayı ̀ı gha nats’eèhɂı̨  welı ̀?] 

 what for  wait.1PL.S.IPFV Q.OPT  

 'If there's already lots of berries, why should we wait?'  (RM, 2016) 

In both (6) and (7), the if- and nı̨dè-clause respectively repeat information that is 

presupposed, and has been expressed by their interlocutors (my sister is giving the baby a 

bath; there are a lot of berries already). The interlocutor is not relating hypothetical 
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propositions, but facts, and their words are accepted as facts by the speaker. Thus, in both 

(6) and (7), the protasis is accepted as true.  

 Like relevance conditionals, factual conditionals also permit a question form, which is 

the Holdcroft question (Dancygier, 1999; Holdcroft & Long, 1971). This can be seen in (7) 

above for Tłı̨chǫ and in (8) for English: 

(8)  A: I saw John at the party. 

  B: If you saw John, did you speak to him? 

          (Adapted from Holdcroft & Long, 1971) 

 Table 4.1 offers a summary of the different analyses of these two types of conditionals. 

In the following sections, I will explore Tłı̨chǫ premise conditionals in the light of these 

analyses of premise conditionals. 

 Type 1 Type 2 Tests to differentiate between the 
types 

Present 
work  

Hypothetical 
conditionals (chapter 3) 

Premise 
conditionals 
(chapter 4) 

Relevance 
conditionals 

English: (follows Iatridou, 
Dancygier, and Haegeman) 
Tłı̨chǫ: Semantic Factual conditionals 

Iatridou 
1991 

Hypothetical 
conditionals 

Relevance conditionals Semantic 
Syntactic Factual conditionals 

Dancygier 
1993, 
1998 

Predictive conditionals 
Non-
predictive 
conditionals  

Conversational Morphological 
Semantic 
Syntactic 

Contextually 
grounded 

Haegeman 
2003, 
2010 

Central conditionals 
2010 
Event conditionals 2003 

Peripheral conditionals 2010  
Premise conditionals 2003 

Syntactic 
Semantic 
 

Table 4.1: Summary of previous analyses of types of conditionals: Hypothetical, relevance, and factual 

4.3 Premise conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ  

In this section, I discuss premise conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ, based on the analysis of Haegeman 

(2003, 2010) and Iatridou (1991). I show that both types of premise conditionals discussed 

by Iatridou - relevance and factual - exist in Tłı̨chǫ. That is, Tłı̨chǫ speakers may use nı̨dè-

clauses to clarify the conversational background for their own assertion (relevance 
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conditionals), or else to present a proposition in order to doubt, question, or dismiss its 

veracity or the veracity of another proposition (factual conditionals).  

 I further show that the most common premise conditionals in the Tłı̨chǫ corpus I 

investigate involve the question form of a factual conditional: the Holdcroft questions. In 

these conditionals, the protasis echoes information that has been mentioned or is seen as 

presupposed by someone (factual conditional) and the apodosis is a question (often 

rhetorical) which carries an implication that comments on that premise. Holdcroft 

questions in Tłı̨chǫ have a nı̨dè-clause for their protasis and a question for their apodosis. 

 I use semantic criteria to identify premise conditionals, specifically the nature of the 

relationship between the protasis and the apodosis. Does the protasis describe an event that 

may lead to the apodosis, a premise that motivates the apodosis, or a comment explaining 

the reason to utter the apodosis? Another method of identifying premise conditionals is 

identified by Iatridou (1991), who suggests that, in response to a question form of the 

conditional, the negation of the protasis of a hypothetical conditional can be felicitous, but 

not the negation of the protasis of a premise conditional. For example, consider (9), as a 

hypothetical conditional, in which A does not know whether or not B is travelling to 

Canada: 

(9)  A: If you're  travelling to Canada, will you bring me maple syrup? 

  B: I'm sorry, I won't bring you maple syrup (I'm afraid the bottle will break!) 

  B': I'm sorry, I'm not travelling to Canada (I'm travelling to Hawaii instead!) 

Both answers are felicitous: B, which negates the apodosis, and B', which negates the 

protasis. This is possible in hypothetical conditionals because each clause denotes a 

separate proposition (which may or may not actualise).  
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 In factual conditionals, the relationship between the protasis and the apodosis is 

different, and the protasis is assumed to be true. Therefore, Iatridou proposes that, in the 

context of a conditional question or a Holdcroft question, it is only felicitous to negate the 

apodosis (B), not the protasis (B'). For example (10), in which A asserts a proposition 

('there are a lot of berries') in the protasis, and therefore it is infelicitous to negate that 

proposition: 

 (10) I am talking to a friend about going to pick berries at the end of the month, when 

  I mention that I've seen there are already many berries. My friend responds: 

  A.  If there's already a lot of berries, why should we wait? 

  B.  We should wait because my sister is only coming next week (she wanted to pick 

   them with us). 77   

  #B'.  There aren't a lot of berries.  

 In order to use these criteria to identify premise conditionals, it is necessary to fully 

understand the context of the utterance, including, at times, the cultural assumptions that 

accompany each utterance. For this reason, my analysis and examples in this chapter are 

taken from the New Testament and from elicitation, not from texts which were originally 

composed in Tłı̨chǫ78, whose full context and cultural assumptions may not be clear to me. 

 Based on these tests, I classified 115 nı̨dè-clauses in the New Testament translation as 

premise conditionals, using the context and meaning provided by the original texts. Table 

4.2 shows the distribution of premise conditionals in the New Testament corpus.79 

                                                
77 Since why should we wait? is a rhetorical question (= we shouldn't wait), the negative response is to explain 
why we should wait.  
78 The only exception is the example in (4), which is taken from Helen Tobie's (2007) autobiography.  
79 Table 4.2 is organised by the frequency of each (sub-) type of conditional in the Tłı̨chǫ New Testament 
corpus. However, in the next sections, I discuss these types by a different order, to make the discussion easier 
to understand.  
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Type of premise 
conditionals 

Sub-type80 # of 
tokens 

% of premise 
conditionals 

Factual conditionals Holdcroft question  70 60.9% 
Rhetorical device (repeating 
established facts) 

21 18.3% 

Rhetorical device (expressing doubt in 
relation to the hearer's point of view) 

13 11.3% 

SUM 104 90.5% 
Relevance conditionals Conditional question 5 4.3% 

Rhetorical device (comment about Q) 6 5.2% 
SUM 11 9.5% 
TOTAL 115 100% 

Table 4.2: Premise conditionals in the New Testament and Book of Genesis corpus 

4.3.1 Relevance conditionals 

 Relevance conditionals (Iatridou, 1991) are conditionals in which the protasis provides 

a comment which is relevant in some way to uttering the apodosis.  

 Austin (1956) gave these conditionals the name biscuit conditionals, based on the 

following example: 

(11)  There are biscuits on the sideboard, if you want them. 

 The protasis, if you want them, does not affect the truth value of the apodosis (which is 

true whether or not the hearer is interested in the biscuits). Instead, it serves to give some 

context to the utterance - the speaker is mentioning the biscuits on the possibility that they 

may be relevant to the hearer.81  

 Dancygier (1999, pp. 128-129) refers to these conditionals as conversational 

conditionals. Dancygier offers a syntactic test to differentiate English relevance 

                                                
80 The sub-type refers to the whole conditional, that is, to the protasis and the apodosis together. Thus, a name 
such as Holdcroft question does not only mean the apodosis, but the connection between the protasis and the 
apodosis. The differentiation between the rhetorical devices is descriptive of their use in the text, whereas the 
differentiation between the question form and the declarative form is based on Dancygier (1999). 
81 Iatridou (1991), following Van der Auwera (1986), argues that in relevance conditionals, "the if-clause 
contains a sufficient condition for a speech act containing the main clause". This is a rather complicated 
definition which requires defining a number of other elements which are not defined by Iatridou, and 
therefore I avoid using it further.  
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conditionals from factual conditionals82: the connective then can be used with factual 

conditionals, as in (12a), but not with conversational (or relevance) conditionals, as in (12b): 

 (12)  a. Factual conditionals 

  If she's giving the baby a bath, (then) I will call back later. 

  b. Relevance conditionals 

  If it's not rude to ask, (*then) when did you come home last night? 

            (based on Dancygier, 1999, p. 124) 

 Iatridou (1991) calls the conditionals in (11) and (12b) relevance conditionals, as they 

"specify the circumstances in which the consequent [ = apodosis] is relevant [...] not the 

circumstances in which it is true" (p. 51). Iatridou offers a semantic test to identify 

relevance conditionals. Since the protasis of a relevance conditionals is not a part of the 

proposition, responding by negating the protasis is infelicitous (the same test as presented 

in section 4.3). Any felicitous attempt to negate a relevance conditional should negate the 

apodosis only. This test is demonstrated in (13): 

(13)  A.  If I may be honest you're looking awful. 

  B.  That's not true, I look great! 

  B'. #That's not true, I look awful if you may not be honest.  

            (Adapted from Iatridou, 1991, p. 53) 

 I now turn to discuss a type of Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clauses, which I argue functions in much the 

same way as the English relevance conditionals described by Iatridou and Dancygier. The 

main use of the nı̨dè-clause in these cases is not to offer the scenario under which the 

                                                
82 Dancygier uses different terminology: predictive conditionals for hypothetical conditionals, non-predictive 
(contextually grounded) conditionals for factual conditionals, and conversational non-predictive conditionals 
for relevance conditionals. I use only Iatridou's terminology, for consistency.  
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apodosis is true, as with hypothetical conditionals. Instead, its use allows the speaker to 

make side comments and provide context to the hearer.  

 My analysis of nı̨dè-clauses in the translation of the New Testament and in the elicitation 

yielded a small number of clauses, that I analyse as relevance conditionals, based on their 

meaning. In these clauses, the nı̨dè-clause cannot be interpreted as offering a scenario 

whose actualisation would lead to the apodosis, but only as a comment about the 

circumstances of uttering the apodosis. In these nı̨dè-clauses which I identified as relevance 

conditionals, the apodosis contains the future particle ha, and in one case, the imperfective 

in a hypothetical context ('If I think about it'). As discussed in chapter 3, the future is 

indicative of modality. I therefore suggest that these nı̨dè-clauses which I identified as 

relevance conditionals are within the realm of modality, and thus do not contradict 

Definition C, in which I hypothesised that nı̨dè is a complementiser which selects a modal 

clause. 

 I classified six nı̨dè-clauses in the translation of the New Testament as relevance 

conditionals: two which are also expressed as relevance conditionals in other translations 

of the text, and four in which the translators chose to turn a different type of sentence into 

one involving a nı̨dè-clause in the Tłı̨chǫ translation, as in (14):83 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
83 In four additional cases, the translator simply chose to omit the original side comment altogether, and 
therefore it does not appear in the Tłı̨chǫ translation.  
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 (14) [Wedaànıts'ewo     ha nı̨dè] [[weza    Isaac   

  think.about.1PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV  FUT NĮDÈ 3SG.POSS.son  Isaac   

  ełaı̨wo   gots'ǫ  naìdà]      lajà     

  die.SG.3SG.S.PFV from be.resurrected.3SG.S.IPFV become.like.3G.S.PFV  

  hǫt'e].  

  EMPH 

  Lit. 'If we think about it, it's like his son Isaac was resurrected from being dead.' 

  NRSV: '[He considered the fact that God is able even to raise someone from the 

  dead -] and figuratively speaking, he did receive him back.'     

                     (Hebrews 11:19)  

 In texts which were originally spoken in Tłı̨chǫ, one such example was identified in 

Helen Tobie's biography, again with the future morpheme ha84. This example is given in 

(4), reproduced here as (15): 

(15) [Chekoa  gıda    yatı  neèɂa    ha nı̨dè] dıı  

 youth  3PL.O.in.front.of  word give.IPFV   FUT NĮDÈ this  

 hageèsı̨     ha 

 say.so.1SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV FUT 

 'If I am to send a message to youth, I will tell them this."  

         (Helen Tobie's biography, YKDFN, 2007, p. 16)  

                                                
84 Community linguist Rosa Mantla (p.c., 2017) confirmed that the future particle ha is not syntactically 
required in this example. However, at the same time she suggested that, without the ha, the utterance is not 
'meaningful'. It is unclear what meaningful in this context means; this may indicate that the meaning of the 
utterance changes, or some of the nuances are lost. In some examples of factual conditionals, she completely 
ruled out the possibility of not using a modal verb.  
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 However, during elicitations, two of the four Tłı̨chǫ speakers I interviewed repeatedly 

rephrased the elicitation prompt to not include the nı̨dè-clause, as in (16), suggesting that 

some Tłı̨chǫ speakers may disprefer this grammatical construction: 

(16) Prompt: If you're hungry, there's some stew left. 

 Tııwoo  whıhtsı̨   ı̨lè, tııwoo  neɂà. 

 stew  make.1SG.S.PFV PST stew  eat.2S.S.IPFV 

 'I made some stew. Help yourself!'        (MAM, 2016) 

The use of relevance conditionals is metatextual and strongly depends on pragmatics. It is 

to be expected that many factors would go into speakers' choices in such contexts.  

4.3.1.1 Conditional questions  

The question form of relevance conditionals is the conditional question (Dancygier, 1999). 

In the Tłı̨chǫ New Testament corpus, I identified five nı̨dè-clauses with a question apodosis 

as conditional questions, using the same  semantic criteria. The small number of conditional 

questions is unsurprising, considering the metatextual role of these clauses. An example of 

such a conditional question is in (17): 
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(17) [Dageehke,    hagıìhdı,     ["Gonàowoò  k'ę̀ę̀     

  ask.3PL.S.IPFV  say.thus.3PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV 1PL.POSS.law  according.to  

  ha  nı̨dè]   [ası̨ ̀ı̨ ̀  dǫzhìı  edets'èkeè  ɂǫ̀geede     ha dìì-le?"]   

  FUT NĮDÈ  Q  man  REFL.wife divorce.3PL.S.IPFV can  

  gıìhdı.] 

  say.3PL.S:3SG.O.PFV 

  Lit. 'They asked him thus, saying: "If [it is] to be the way of our laws, can a man 

 divorce  his wife?" they said.'  

 NRSV: '[...] they asked, "Is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife?"' (Matthew 19:3)  

In this example, Jesus's rivals ask him a question whose answer is known (it is lawful 

according to Jewish law to divorce, the opposite of Jesus' teachings). The nı̨dè-clause 

clarifies the relevance of the question, that is, they are asking about his teachings in the 

context of Jewish law.  

 Thus, there are Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clauses which show similar traits to the English relevance 

conditionals as described in the literature: they include metatextual comments, which then 

provide relevant contexts to the apodosis. The choice to use relevance conditionals depends 

on the context and the speaker.  

4.3.2 Factual conditionals  

Factual conditionals (Iatridou, 1991; also non-predictive contextually grounded 

conditionals, in Dancygier's (1999) terminology), and their question form, Holdcroft 

questions, are another type of a premise conditional. Like relevance conditionals, they have 

one clause which is assumed to be true (the protasis for factual conditionals, and the 

apodosis for relevance conditionals). However, the protasis of factual conditionals is 
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assumed to have a more direct relation to the apodosis than in the case of relevance 

conditionals (Dancygier, 1999). Thus, the protasis of a factual conditional expresses a 

premise which "leads to the [proposition] raised in the matrix clause" (Haegeman, 2003,  

p. 318). This premise may provide context to the utterance in the apodosis or echo a 

proposition asserted or taken to be true in the common ground.  

  I bring in (18a) an example of a factual conditional in English. In (18b), I show a 

Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clause, which I analyse as having the same relationship between the protasis 

and the apodosis as in a factual conditional: 

(18)  Elicitation context: I call my friend on the phone, but her husband picks up and 

  tells me she can't answer right now, she's bathing the baby. I tell him: 

  a. If she's giving the baby a bath, I'll call back later. (Dancygier, 1999, p. 111)  

  b. [Bebı ̀a  k'enàɂehtse  nı̨dè] [[hotł'a85  dè]  nets’ǫ̀   

  baby  wash.3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ later  NĮDÈ 2SG.O.to  

  nagohde     nǫǫ̀]. 

  talk.again.1SG.S.IPFV  EVID 

  'If she's washing the baby, I'll call back later obviously.'   (RM, 2016) 

 Factual conditionals have two main purposes. The first is to offer evidence or context 

for a conclusion. Thus, Dancygier (1999) offers: "Such protases contain contextually 

motivated assumptions which are communicated to justify the discourse segment that 

follows" (p. 112). This usage can be seen in both (18a) and (18b), in which the speaker 

repeats the proposition asserted by her friend's husband in order to contextualise her next 

utterance in the apodosis. The Tłı̨chǫ apodosis in (18b) ends with the evidential nǫǫ̀ 

                                                
85 The translation of this word is approximated from the translation offered by Rosa Mantla, as it does not 
appear in the dictionary.  
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'evidently, apparently, obviously'. In short, the nı̨dè-clause repeats information that the 

hearer believes is true, and sets the conditions under which the apodosis is true: If (as you 

say), she is bathing the baby, I will call back later. The relationship if P, Q in this 

conditional sets it apart from relevance conditionals.  

   The second use of factual conditionals is to cast doubt on, or outright contradict, a 

previous utterance or common knowledge (Dancygier, 1999, p. 116), as in the Holdcroft 

question in (19): 

(19)  My friend Dan assumes that if someone is smart, he is rich. I talk to him  

  about another friend, Joe, and share that he's having financial difficulties.   

  And then I say... 

  A. He's a very smart guy. 

  To which he responds... 

   B. If he's so smart, why isn't he rich?  

           (adapted from Iatridou, 1991, p. 59, ex. 22) 

Rhetorical questions, unlike regular questions, have the illocutionary force of an assertion 

(Han, 2002). The factual conditional in B presupposed an assertion expressed as the 

hypothetical conditional in the context provided in (19) (if someone is smart, he is rich). 

The factual conditional in (B) is thus used to cast doubt on, or contradict, my assertion that 

my friend Joe is smart. According to my interlocutor, if Joe is smart, he should be rich. 

Since Joe is not rich, the assertion that he is smart is being challenged. 

 Iatridou (1991) and Dancygier (1999) both discuss the truth value of the protasis in 

factual conditionals (which is assumed to be P = 1). Both Iatridou and Dancygier assume 
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that factual conditionals are different from English since-clauses 86 . Thus, the factual 

conditional in (19) is not the equivalent of the since-clause in (20b): 

(20)  a. My friend Joe, whom you haven't met, is very smart, but not rich. 

   b.  Since he's very smart, why isn't he rich? 

 The factual conditional in (19) uses an apodosis in the form of a rhetorical question (and 

thus an assertion that can be true or false) to comment on the veracity of the proposition in 

the protasis (in this case, to question or refute it). However, factual conditionals may also 

use a protasis in which there is a proposition whose veracity is not in doubt. This allows 

the speaker to explain the evidence for the proposition in the apodosis, as in (21): 

(21)   I check for my key inside my pocket, and find that it's not there. I tell my friend: 

    If the key is not in my pocket, I have left it at the door. [So we need to go  

    back for it!] 

          (adapted from Huddleston & Pullum, 2002, p. 132) 

Since the key can either be in the speaker's pocket or not, and they just confirmed that the 

key is not in their pocket, they believe that the proposition in the protasis is true. If this 

were a hypothetical conditional, it would be only the full proposition (made of the protasis 

and the apodosis) that the speaker asserts as true. Recall the definition of conditionals in 

chapter 2, following von Fintel (2011) and Stalnaker (1968/1981), in which the truth-value 

of the entire conditional depends on the relation between the two clauses. In this factual 

conditional, the veracity of the proposition in the protasis (the key is not in my pocket) is 

used to provide evidence for the proposition in the apodosis (I left it at the door), through 

the semantic relationship between a protasis and an apodosis. However, much like 

                                                
86 Sentence with since presuppose that both the since-clause and the main clause are factual, and that there is 
a cause-and-effect relationship between the two clauses.   
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relevance conditionals, the negation test can be used on factual conditionals, and thus it is 

felicitous to contradict the apodosis of (21) as in (22a) despite the relationship between the 

clauses. On the other hand, contradicting the veracity of the protasis (22b), is infelicitous: 

(22)   a.  Actually, the key isn't at the door. [I just remembered that my sister  

     borrowed it yesterday and didn't bring it back yet]. 

    #b.  Actually, the key is in my pocket.  

  Despite this straightforward picture, researchers have questioned whether the protasis 

of a factual conditional must be true. Dancygier (1999) assumes that, in factual conditionals, 

the protasis is accepted as true by the hearer, but not necessarily by the speaker. Thus, in 

(23b), the speaker repeats information they do not know for certain is true, and which is 

presented to them as a fact by the hearer in (23a): 

(23)   a. Your friend called you last night. 

    b. If she called last night, it was while I was out.   

               (Dancygier, 1999, p. 115) 

Iatridou (1991, p. 59), on the other hand, suggests that the speaker of the factual conditional 

accepts that someone believes the protasis to be true, without limiting it to the interlocutors. 

In (24), the context makes it clear that this is indeed the case in Tłı̨chǫ. The speakers and 

their interlocutors do not believe that Jesus is the Messiah. However, they invoke the belief 

of others that he is, and suggest that Jesus' perceived inability to save himself shows that 

he is not the Messiah and that the idea is mock-worthy. 

 

 

 



 172 

(24)  "Chrıst  Nǫ̀htsı̨  gogha   yı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀hchì     at'ı̨      nı̨dè 

   Christ God  4O.for  take.3SG.S:4SG.O.PFV go.3SG.S.IPFV  NĮDE 

   edaxàdııtè,"    gedı. 

   save.REFL.3SG.S.OPT say.3PL.S.IPFV 

   Lit. '"If he is taken for God's Christ, let him save himself," they said.' 

   NRSV: 'Let him save himself if he is the Messiah of God, his chosen one.'  

                  (Luke 23:35) 

I therefore suggest that some nı̨dè-clauses are similar to English factual conditionals, in 

that there are nı̨dè-clauses which affect the actualisation of the apodosis, but are not a 

condition for the actualisation of the apodosis.  

4.3.2.1 Holdcroft questions 

As Table 4.2 shows, I identified 104 nı̨dè-clauses as clauses which serve to motivate the 

protases, which are assumed to be true, but do not affect the actualisation of the apodosis. 

I classified these as factual conditionals. Most of the nı̨dè-clauses I analysed as premise 

clauses have a question in their apodosis, and therefore I analysed them as Holdcroft 

questions (the question form of a factual conditional). These account for 61% of all nı̨dè-

clauses I identified as premise conditionals in the New Testament Tłı̨chǫ corpus.  

 Like assertive factual conditionals, Holdcroft questions often echo a previous utterance, 

in order to provide evidence for the proposition questioned in the apodosis. This evidence 

may be positive (based on the information in the protasis, it is safe to assume the 

proposition questioned in the apodosis) but also negative (based on the information in the 

protasis, it is impossible to assume the proposition questioned in the apodosis). Thus, many 
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Holdcroft questions are rhetorical questions which serve to cast doubt on or contradict a 

specific assertion.  

 An example of a a nı̨dè-clause whose apodosis I analyse as a Holdcroft question can 

be seen in (25), in which the hypothetical speakers repeat a proposition in the protasis 

which is presupposed as true for the sake of argument, then ask a question that is meant to 

cast doubt on its veracity ('where is he?'): 

(25)  "[Zezì  jǫ   ts'ǫ̀  anade     ha  hadı    nı̨dè],  

  Jesus here  to come.back.3SG.S.IPFV FUT say.so.3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 

  weladı ̀?" 

  where.is.he 

  Lit. 'If he87 said that Jesus will come back here, where is he?'  

  NRSV: '[First of all you must understand this, that in the last days scoffers will  

  come, scoffing and indulging their own lusts and saying] "Where is the promise 

  of his coming?"  [...]'           (2 Peter 3:4) 

 The nı̨dè-clauses I analyse as Holdcroft questions often reiterate comments which were 

spoken previously. Thus, in (26b), from the New Testament corpus, the nı̨dè-clause repeats 

what is said at an earlier verse (26a); whereas in (27), from elicitation, the nı̨dè-clause 

echoes the comment it responds to: 

 

 

 

                                                
87 He in this case likely refers to the person who brings the message of Jesus' return.  
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(26) a.  'But some of them said, "He casts out demons by Beelzebub, the ruler of the  

  demons."  [...]'            (Luke 11:15) 

  b.  [Ekò  ı̨nìłı̨ı̨   gha  k'àowo  sets'àdı    

   then  demon  for lord  help.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV  

   

   t'à   ı̨nìłı̨ı̨   xàdeehshı    nı̨dè]  naxıcheekeè    

   with demon  chase.out.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 2PL.POSS.servants  

   

   amìı dahxà    ı̨nìłı̨ı̨   xàdegeezhı?  

   who authority  demon  chase.out.3PL.S.IPFV 

    

   Lit. 'Then if I chase out demons with the help of the Lord of Demons, by  

   whose authority do your servants chase out demons?' 

   NRSV: 'Now if I cast out the demons by Beelzebub, by whom do your  

   exorcists cast them out?'        (Luke 11:19)  

In (26a), the speakers who do not believe Jesus, seek to explain his powers by suggesting 

he is a servant of evil (Luke 11:15). Jesus' way of refuting this claim is to repeat their 

accusation in the nı̨dè-clause (Luke 11:19), and then challenge it with a question, asking 

them to prove who they are serving. 

 In (27), the speaker hears from the interlocutor that they used to live in Behchokǫ̀. 

Then they repeat this statement in the nı̨dè-clause, and use that as context for their 

question (which is a deduction based on their knowledge of the world): 



 175 

 (27) Someone tells you they used to live in Behchokǫ̀. Since J.M. is very famous in  

  Behchokǫ̀, you figure out they must have met him. So you say... 

  Behchokǫ̀ nàąde    nı̨dè  J.M. wek’èhǫǫ̀zǫ  ne  

  Behchokǫ̀ live.2SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ J.M. know.2.SG.S.IPFV PART  

  sǫnıa? 

  EVID 

  'If you lived in Behchokǫ̀, you must know J.M.?'   (RM, 2017) 

Holdcroft questions appear to be a common strategy in Tłı̨chǫ. Out of 70 sentences 

containing nı̨dè-clauses that I analyse as a Holdcroft question in the New Testament's 

Tłı̨chǫ translation, only 50% are direct translations of the English or Greek, while the other 

50% are the translators' choice for a different type of sentence in the original. The 

translators often transformed a regular question in the original into a nı̨dè-clause with a 

question apodosis, where the nı̨dè-clause repeats the preceding context. Such a case is (28), 

in which the information which is given in the previous verse is repeated in a nı̨dè-clause 

along with a question to cast doubt on, or clarify, the meaning of the verse:  

(28)  [Nǫ̀htsı̨  ehkw'ı-le  eghàlada   at'ı̨      nı̨dè], 

  god  right-NEG work.3SG.S.IPFV do.3SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 

  dànì  Nǫ̀htsı̨  dǫ   hazǫǫ̀  gosınìyaehtı    welì? 

  how  God  people all  judge.3SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV Q.OPT 

  Lit. 'If God does non-righteous work, how can God judge all the people?' 

  NRSV: '[But if our injustice serves to confirm the justice of God, what should  

  we  say? That God is unjust to inflict wrath on us? (I speak in a human way.) By 

  no means!] For then how could God judge the world?'  (Romans 3:5-6) 
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The question in (28) is similar to (25): both cases repeat in a nı̨dè-clause a proposition 

which is assumed as true by another party: in (25) it is the hearers, whereas in (28) it is a 

hypothetical person (a "straw man") who does not believe in the justice of God. The speaker 

then uses the question in the apodosis to challenge the veracity of the protasis. In (25), this 

question alludes to the evident failure of Jesus to return ('where is he?'); whereas in (28), it 

alludes to the common-ground acceptance of God as a just judge of the world.  

 The same effect can be seen in (29). In this instance, the nı̨dè-clause communicates 

the general doubt of the speakers. The original text expresses the confusion of the speakers 

over two contradictory propositions, both believed by the speakers to be true; in the Tłı̨chǫ 

translation, a nı̨dè-clause was chosen to signify this apparent contradictory situation. The 

proposition in the protasis ('he does miracles') and the proposition presupposed in the 

question in the apodosis ('he is a sinner') are treated as incompatible. The speakers accept 

that one of these propositions must be false, even though both seem to be true. If Jesus is a 

sinner, then he didn't perform miracles (perhaps they were not real miracles but a sleight 

of hand); if Jesus performed miracles, then he is unlikely to be a sinner. Thus, there is doubt 

of the veracity of both assertions; the nı̨dè-clause is therefore not necessarily believed to 

be true by the speakers, but only presupposed for the sake of argument: 
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 (29) [Hanìkò  dǫ  mǫ̀hdaa   hagedı],    "[Dıı  hanì  enıìyah   

  but  people some  say.3PL.S.IPFV this  thus  be.amazing  

   

  hòèhtsı̨    nı̨dè]   [dànì  hołı̨ı̨-hohtsı̨ı̨-dǫǫ̀  welè?]"   

  make.3SG.S.PFV  NĮDÈ  how  sin-make.NMLZ-man Q.OPT 

   

  [ełek'ę̀ę̀    agı̨ı̨wǫ-le    t'à   gedı.]  

  RECIP.way  think.3PL.S.IPFV-NEG by  say.3PL.S.IPFV 

   

  Lit. 'But some people said, "If he does miracles this way, how would he be a  

  sinner?" they said, not thinking each other's way.' 

  NRSV: 'But others said, "How can a man who is a sinner perform such signs?"  

  And they were divided.'          (John 9:16)  

 In both elicitation and translation, clauses which I analyse as Holdcroft questions were 

often utilised to provide evidence for or against the proposition in the apodosis, even when 

the prompt or original text did not include a Holdcroft question. I suggest that this may be 

a pragmatic device that helps contextualise the utterance.  

4.3.3 Premise conditionals: Interim summary  

In sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2, I argued that some nı̨dè-clauses in Tłı̨chǫ can be analysed as 

similar to premise conditionals. I further argued that there are clauses that can be analysed 

as  relevance conditionals, in which the apodosis is asserted without depending on the nı̨dè-

clause; or as factual conditionals, in which the utterance in the nı̨dè-clause is presupposed 



 178 

as factual (either from belief or for the sake of argument) and is used to argue for or against 

a proposition expressed or presupposed by the apodosis88.  

 I further suggested that the most common type of a premise conditional in Tłı̨chǫ is 

the Holdcroft question, which accounts for more than 60% of the New Testament corpus 

of premise conditionals. I discussed how, during elicitation, speakers of Tłı̨chǫ at times 

rephrased assertive factual conditionals into the question form of these conditionals 

(Holdcroft questions) and suggested that Holdcroft questions may be used as a pragmatic 

strategy to disambiguate the context of utterances.  

 In the next section, I describe the syntactic analysis of premise conditionals offered by 

Iatridou (1991) and especially by Haegeman (2003, 2010), and attempt to apply a part of 

this analysis to Tłı̨chǫ premise conditionals.  

4.4 The syntax of hypothetical and premise conditionals 

Iatridou (1991) and Haegeman (2003, 2010) suggest that the difference in the semantics 

between hypothetical and premise conditionals is reflected in the syntax of these two 

respective types of clauses. Haegeman (2003) argues that hypothetical conditionals attach 

low in the tree, at VP. Premise conditionals, on the other hand, are argued by Haegeman to 

attach higher in the tree, at TP. Haegeman (2003) offers a number of syntactic tests that 

support this hypothesis. These tests include the availability of the future will in premise 

conditionals but not in hypothetical conditionals, the scope of negation and other elements, 

pronoun binding effects, parasitic gaps, and Negative Polarity Items (NPIs).  In this section, 

I present a number of these syntactic tests, and show how they can (or cannot) be applied 

to Tłı̨chǫ. I discuss the syntactic traits of Tłı̨chǫ and its clause structure to show that two 

                                                
88 Recall that the Holdcroft question is a rhetorical question and thus has the illocutionary force of an assertion 
(Han, 2002).  
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of these tests cannot be used. I apply one test to Tłı̨chǫ and surmise that, in Tłı̨chǫ, as in 

English, hypothetical conditionals are attached lower in the tree projection than premise 

conditionals.89  

4.4.1 The Tłı̨chǫ clause structure 

Saxon (in press) and Welch (2012, 2015) provide an analysis of the Tłı̨chǫ clause structure, 

which I adopt in this work. They bring evidence that NegP is above IP and ModP90. Saxon's  

(in press) suggested clause structure is reproduced in Figure 4.1 and described in Table 4.3, 

and serves as the basis of my hypotheses regarding the location of the different nı̨dè-clauses. 

 
 Figure 4.1: The Tłı̨chǫ clause structure (Saxon, in press) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
89 I omit the test regarding NPIs for two reasons. One, NPIs have not been thoroughly investigated in Dene 
languages. The second is that I have not been able to collect enough examples of NPIs in the environmnet of 
nı̨dè-clauses to draw conclusions.  
90 Mod is a functional head which introduces epistemic and jussive modal particles (welè, welì).  
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LEXICAL 
ITEMS 

GLOSSES SAXON'S ANALYSIS 

nı̀ Focus question (matrix scope only) Force 
sǫ̀ǫ̀ 
sǫǫ̀nı 

Warning, prohibitive 
Uncertainty C: Evaluation 

nǫǫ̀ Evidential C: Epistemic 
hǫt’e Clausal focus Foc 
ası̨̀ı̨̀ 
-V̀ 

Yes-no interrogation 
Adverbial suffix Type 

-le Negative Neg 
welı̀ 
welè 

Epistemic modal: asserting possibilities 
Jussive modal Mod 

ha Future I 
Table 4.3: The categories of the Tłı̨chǫ extended CP (Saxon, in press) 

 
In the next section, I turn to describe Haegeman's tests, and show how they can or cannot 

be applied to Tłı̨chǫ.  

4.4.2 Affective operators 

Haegeman (2003) argues that the protasis in different types of conditional clauses can be 

considered to be in the scope of various operators, such as negation, polar questions, and 

more. Consider (30a-b), which demonstrate the negation scoping over a hypothetical 

conditional, and (30d), in which the negation does not scope over a premise conditional:  

(30)  a. John will finish on time if he started his project last week. (I don't know when 

  he started his project) 

  b. John won't [finish on time if he started his project last week]. (I don't know  

  when he started his project; it may have been two weeks ago) 

  c. I tell you: It's okay, John started his project last week. You tell me: 

  d. John won't finish on time, if he started his project last week! (What are you  

  talking about; it's not enough time!) 

The conditional in (30a-b) is a regular hypothetical conditional. There is a hypothetical 

scenario in the if-clause (John may or may not have started his project last week, the 
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speaker doesn't know) and the apodosis expresses what would happen in case the protasis 

is true (John will or won't finish on time, depends on how long the project takes). In (30d), 

on the other hand, the if-clause is a factual premise conditional, echoing in the protasis the 

interlocutor's assertion that John started his project last week as evidence for the 

proposition that is asserted in the apodosis, that John will not complete his project on time 

(the speaker presupposed that a week is not enough time to complete the project).  

 As Haegeman (2003) and Iatridou (1991) argue, negation operators can take semantic 

scope over elements they c-commands. The data in (30) suggest that the protasis of a factual 

conditional is not c-commanded by the negation in the apodosis. This would require the 

protasis of a factual conditional to be attached above NegP (at TP). On the other hand, the 

protasis of a hypothetical conditionals is c-commanded by NegP.   

 As with (30a-b) from English, (31) shows two hypothetical nı̨dè-clauses, one with 

negation and one without, showing that the negation scopes over the nı̨dè-clause. The 

rephrased hypothetical conditionals in (32a-b) show that the scope of negation in (31a-b) 

is similar to the scope of negation in (30a-b).  
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(31)  a.  Eyits'ǫ  Dǫ-wet'àaɂàa-deè  k'èch'a  gogede     nı̨dè   

    and  man-important-big against speak.3SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 

    eyı   gıghǫ   nahoezhe    ha 

    that  3PL.O.for be.forgiven.IPFV  FUT 

     Lit. 'And if they speak against the Most Important Man, that will be forgiven 

    for them,' 

   b. hanìkò  dǫ   Yedàyeh  Nezı̨ı̨  k'èch'a  gogede    nı̨dè 

    but  people spirit  good against speak.3PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 

    gıghǫ   nahoezhe    ha-le.   

    3PL.O.for be.forgiven.IPFV  FUT-NEG 

    Lit. 'But if people speak against the Holy Spirit, it will not be forgiven for  

    them.' 

   NRSV: 'Whoever speaks a word against the Son of Man will be forgiven, but 

   whoever speaks against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven'    

                (Matthew 12:32) 

(32)  a. It will be forgiven for them if they speak against the Son of Man. 

  b.  It will not [be forgiven for them if they speak against the Holy Spirit]. 

A possible structure for (31a) is proposed in Figure 4.2, showing the nı̨dè-clause as an 

adjunct to IP, below NegP.   
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Figure 4.2: Tłı̨chǫ hypothetical nı̨dè-clause c-commanded by NegP (simplified) 

  

In (33) I show a conditional I analysed as a premise relevance conditional: 

(33)  [Įłàà  sets'ǫ̀  goı̨de    nı̨dè] [whıda-le     

  once 1SG.O.to  call.3SG.S.PFV  NĮDÈ be.home.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG  

   ı̨lè].   

  PST   

  'If she called me, I wasn't home. [I was helping my sister.]'  (RM, 2016) 

As I discussed in section 4.3.2, the apodosis, whıda-le ı̨lè 'I wasn't home', is not a 

hypothetical scenario but is asserted as true. The proposition in the protasis sets'ǫ̀ goı̨de 

'she called me' is not under the scope of the negation, because the nı̨dè-clause does not lead 

to the protasis. I therefore conclude that it is not c-commanded by NegP. For concreteness, 

I suggest the Tłı̨chǫ premise nı̨dè-clause is an adjunct to FocP91, as in Figure 4.3: 

                                                
91 Another possible attachment site is as an adjunct, sister and daughter to TypeP, that is, that it does not c-
command Type (which is the functional head of the question operator). However, I assume that the Tłı̨chǫ 
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Figure 4.3: Suggestion for Tłı̨chǫ premise nı̨dè-clause (simplified)  

 

In this section, I argued that Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clauses pattern like English conditionals: nı̨dè-

clauses in hypothetical conditionals are c-commanded by NegP, whereas nı̨dè-clauses in 

premise conditionals are not c-commanded by NegP.  

4.4.3 The presence and absence of future will 

Iatridou (1991), Dancygier (1993, 1999), Ippolito (2002), and Haegeman (2003, 2010) all 

discuss the limitations on the possibility of the future in regular hypothetical conditionals 

in English. Consider (34): 

(34) If they played the last game tomorrow, Charlie's team would win.  

              (Ippolito, 2002, p. 21 ex. 1) 

As the future adverb tomorrow shows, the temporal orientation of the protasis is in the 

future. However, the verb morphology that is used is past tense, and indicates the speaker's 

attitude towards the possibility that this event will take place. The present tense is possible 

(with a different speaker attitude), but the future will is ruled out entirely within the scope 

of the protasis: 

(35)  If they (*will) play the last game tomorrow, Charlie's team will win. 

Haegeman (2003, 2010) argues that this is due to the temporal subordination of the if-

clause to the main clause.  

                                                
premise nı̨dè-clauses pattern like the English ones and are not c-commanded by the question operator. I leave 
the question of the exact location of this clause to future research.  
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 This limitation on the future will in hypothetical conditionals is not maintained in 

premise conditionals. Example (36b) shows that the future will in a factual conditional is 

perfectly grammatical, while this is not the case in a hypothetical conditional (36a): 

(36)  a. If John doesn't arrive before nine, we'll have the meal without him. 

  b. If John won't arrive before nine, there's no point ordering for him. 

              (Dancygier, 1993, p. 415) 

 In chapter 3, I discussed the verb forms in hypothetical Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clauses, and showed 

that such limitations do not apply to the future particle ha (37): 

(37)  Whaà-lea    ts'ǫ̀  naxıxè   aht'e    ha,   hanì-le-ı̨dè    

  long.time-NEG.DIM to 2PL.O.with be.1SG.S.IPFV FUT  or   

  xo   ghàà   naxıxè   aht'e    ha   tahkò.    

  winter throughout 2PL.O.with be.1SG.S.IPFV FUT  maybe   

  [Hanì-ı̨dè   t'ası̨ ̀ı̨  ahde    ha  nı̨dè]    

  thus-NĮDÈ  anywhere go.1SG.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ  

  [t'asìı  t'à  sets'àahdı     ha dìì-le]. 

  thing by  help.2PL.S:1SG.P.IPFV  possible 

  Lit. 'I will stay with you for not long, or maybe I will stay with you for the whole 

  winter. If so, if I [will] go anywhere, you can help me with everything.' 

  NRSV: 'And perhaps I will stay with you or even spend the winter, so that you  

  may send me on my way, wherever I go.'     (1 Corinthians 16:6) 

The use of the future particle ha in (36) and other examples is not ruled out in Tłı̨chǫ 

hypothetical conditionals, unlike English.  
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 I therefore conclude that the tense test cannot be applied to Tłı̨chǫ to differentiate 

between hypothetical and premise conditionals, as both types of clauses may use future 

morphology. 

4.4.4 Pronoun binding and parasitic gaps effects  

Binding Principle C states that an R-expression must be free, that is, must not be c-

commanded by an antecedent (Chomsky, 1981). Based on the evidence regarding the 

position of the apodosis in sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.3 above, Haegeman (2003, p. 324) argues 

that the protasis of a premise conditional clause is not c-commanded by the subject of its 

apodosis, while that of a hypothetical conditional is c-commanded by the subject of its 

apodosis. However, Iatridou argues that the protasis in at least some premise conditionals 

is c-commanded by the subject of its apodosis, as shown through the binding of the 

pronouns in (38):  

 (38) a. Billi should leave if hei is so unhappy 

  b. *Hei should leave if Billi is so unhappy. 

          (adapted from Iatridou, 1991, p. 65, ex. 37) 

Iatridou argues that example (38b) shows Binding Principle C effects, which can only arise 

if the subject position of the apodosis c-commands the subject position of the protasis. 

Iatridou further argues that examples like (38b) suggest that English factual conditionals 

are attached at I' and not higher (and thus, presumably, can be c-commanded by the subject 

at [spec,IP]). 

 The topic of binding theory in Tłı̨chǫ has been previously discussed by Saxon (1984, 

1986). As Saxon (1984) shows, overt pronouns in Tłı̨chǫ are used only for emphasis or 

contrast: 
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(39)  Sı̨, semba   nàke. 

  I 1SG.POSS. older.sister two 

  'Me, I have two older sisters.'      (Saxon, 1984, p. 7, ex. 11) 

(40)  Ededı̨ lı ̀gafı ̀  gèhtsı̨. 

  3  coffee make.3SG.S.PFV 

  'They made the coffee.'       (Saxon, 1984, p. 6, ex. 5) 

The pronouns in (39) and (40) are not required by the syntax. Furthermore, Saxon (1986) 

argues that coreference in Tłı̨chǫ cannot be understood in the same way as English 

coreference, and that bound and free cannot be understood in terms of coindexing in Tłı̨chǫ. 

This is also the case with testing for parasitic gaps. Pronominal marking is obligatory in 

Tłı̨chǫ, and verbs are ill-formed without them. Tłı̨chǫ further lacks overt relative pronouns 

(see e.g. Saxon & Wilhelm, 2016, amongst others). Therefore, there can be no evidence of 

parasitic gaps in Tłı̨chǫ.  

 It is not possible to apply the same coreference tests for Tłı̨chǫ factual conditionals as 

those Iatridou and Haegeman apply to Indo-European languages, and therefore these tests 

must be set aside in the discussion of Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clauses.  

4.4.5 The syntax of Tłı̨chǫ conditionals: Summary 

In this section, I discussed previous syntactic theories regarding the location of different 

types of conditional clauses. I brought some preliminary evidence that negation with the 

apodosis of a hypothetical conditional can scope over the protasis, but that this is not the 

case with Tłı̨chǫ premise conditionals. I therefore suggested that hypothetical conditionals 

are c-commanded by NegP, whereas premise conditionals are attached at a higher level in 

the clause structure.  
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  I mentioned that other tests, such as pronoun binding, parasitic gaps, and using future 

tense inside the nı̨dè-clause, cannot be applied to Tłı̨chǫ.  

4.5 Premise conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ: Summary 

In this chapter I discussed premise conditionals. I showed that Tłı̨chǫ utilises two types of 

premise conditionals:  

1. Relevance conditionals, in which the nı̨dè-clause has no bearing on the truth value of 

the apodosis. In Tłı̨chǫ, these nı̨dè-clauses all include future morphology or talk of 

hypothetical scenarios, and are therefore modal (like hypothetical conditionals); and 

2. Factual conditionals, in which the nı̨dè-clause is assumed to be true for the sake of 

argument, out of the belief of the speaker or for the sake of argument. I suggested that 

in Tłı̨chǫ, factual conditionals are only possible when the nı̨dè-clause is semantically 

modal (that is, only in such cases in which the proposition is not accepted as truly factual 

by the speaker, due to conflicting information or lack of knowledge), supporting my 

analysis that nı̨dè-clauses are always modal. 

I suggested a syntactic structure for nı̨dè-clauses, and argued that, in Tłı̨chǫ, like English, 

the nı̨dè-clause of hypothetical conditionals is c-commanded by NegP, whereas the nı̨dè-

clause in a premise conditional is not c-commanded by NegP. 
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Chapter 5 

Clauses without nı̨dè 

Simple language abstract 
 
 
In chapter 5, I look at sentences that can't have nı̨dè, and see what I can learn about nı̨dè 

from that. One type of sentence that can't have nı̨dè is a sentence that talk about specific 

events in the past. Such sentences need to use kò. I compare a sentence with nı̨dè to a 

sentence with kò: 

(1) a. Seba segà wheda nı̨dè sı̨nàà. 

   [Seba    segà  wheda   nı̨dè]  

  1SG.POSS.older.sister 1SG.O.with sit(SG).3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 

  sı̨nàà 

  1SG.POSS.happy 

  'Whenever my sister is staying with me, I am happy.'  

   b. Behtsokǫ̀ nàehde hò sı̨nàà  ı̨lè. 

    [Behtsokǫ̀  nàehde     hò]  sı̨nàà    ı̨lè 

  Behchokǫ̀ live(SG).1SG.S.PFV KÒ1 1SG.POSS.happy PST 

  'When I lived in Behchokǫ̀, I was happy.'  

                 (MAM, 2016) 

Kò is like nı̨dè in that it can show up after words that talk about time: it can be used after 

years (1948 kò, 'when it was 1948'), or after other descriptions that talk about the past (ı̨dı̀ 

whaà-le kò 'at a time not long ago in the past').  
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I show that sentences with kò can be used with any type of verb, even future verbs, just 

like nı̨dè, but they still talk about the past. This is because, when we use sentences with 

kò, we're looking at the events partly from the perspective of the people who experienced 

it (so maybe it hasn't yet happened to them) and not from out perspective. I saw this in the 

New Testament, in Acts 13:42: 

(2)  Paul eyıts’ǫ Barnabas ełègehdèe-kǫ̀ gots’ǫ xàgeedè ha ekò dǫ gots’ǫ̀ hagedı 

   [Paul  eyıts'ǫ  Barnabas  ełègehdèe-kǫ̀     gots'ǫ     

  Paul and  Barnabas gather.3PL.S.IPFV.NMZ-house from  

  xàgeedè      ha  ekò]  dǫ   gots'ǫ̀    

  come.out(PL).3PL.S.IPFV FUT KÒ1  people 3PL.O.to  

  hagedı, 

  say.thus.3PL.S.IPFV 

  Lit. 'When Paul and Barnabas were to come out from the synagogue, people said 

  thus to them [...]' 

In sentences like this example, we're partly talking about our past and therefore we can 

use ekò, but we're also partly talking about the future of Paul and Barnabas, and therefore 

we can use ha. Sentences with kò are different from sentences with nı̨dè in that I can't use 

words like sǫǫ̀nı that say things like 'maybe' or 'I don't know' with nı̨dè, but I can use them 

with kò. John B. Zoe said this when he translated Amazing Grace: 

(3)   Hoònǫ  lemı ̀  xoo  sǫǫ̀nı kò 

   ten  thousand year  EVID KÒ1 

   Lit. 'When [it will be] ten thousand years [maybe]' 

   'When we've been there ten thousand years.'    
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In the second part of this chapter, I talk about how kò can also mean something else: it can 

mean 'even' or 'even though' or 'but'. It can be used after almost any word in the sentence.  

(4)   Ekò chı̨ı̨hkwı̨ sı ̀ı "Hòt’a dzę taàt’e enǫhgòò west’ǫ̀ eghaehge kò hǫt’e ne." 

   (This is from a story told by Moyı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀ Mahdę (Moise Martin) in 1999). 

   Ekò   chı̨ı̨hkwı̨  sı ̀ı "Hòt’a  dzę taàt’e enǫhgòò 

  EKÒ   woodpecker FOC already  day every caribou.stomach 

  wets’ǫ̀  eghaehge  kò hǫt’e ne." 

  3SG.O.to  pack.1SG.S.IPFV KÒ2 EMPH PART 

  Lit. 'Then the woodpecker: I even give her caribou stomach every day.' 

  'The woodpecker said: "Every day I packed caribou stomachs to her, [but she is 

  still  the  same]."'           

I think that we're hearing two different words that accidentally sound the same. One reason 

I think so is that they mean very different things. Another reason is that I can use kò to talk 

about things that haven't happened yet only when it means 'even' or 'but', but not when it 

means 'when'. Another reason is that, in related languages like Dene Zhatıé, they look 

different from each other. If I talk about time, I say ekúh, but if I want to say even though 

or even if, I say kóó.  

 One thing that I noticed is that when you want to say even if, you only use kò. You can't 

say nı̨dè kò when you want to say 'even if'. You can say other things after nı̨dè like nı̨dè 

zǫ 'only if', but not nı̨dè kò. I think this is because kò talks about things that we think of as 

fact, but nı̨dè talks about things that we say may not happen. So they don't match, and 

maybe this is why you can't say them together.         
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Chapter 5 

Clauses without nı̨dè 

 

5.1 Non-modal clauses 

In chapters 2 and 3 I discussed three types of nı̨dè-clauses: temporal, conditional, and 

generic. I analysed nı̨dè as a C head which selects modal clauses, or clauses that describe 

situations and events which the speaker believes may not be real or have not actualised at 

the speech time (e.g. Portner, 2009). In chapter 4, I discussed nı̨dè-clauses which appear, 

on first glance, to refer to factual propositions, and showed that the propositions within 

these nı̨dè-clauses still fall within the realm of modality, and thus can still be expressed by 

a nı̨dè-clause.  

 In the context of temporal nı̨dè-clauses, I briefly touched on a second particle, kò, and 

argued that it stands in complementary distribution with temporal nı̨dè, as in (1), 

reproduced from examples (9)-(10) in chapter 3: 

(1) a. [Seba    segà  wheda   nı̨dè]  

  1SG.POSS.older.sister 1SG.O.with sit(SG).3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 

  sı̨nàà 

  1SG.POSS.happy 

  'When my sister is staying with me, I am happy.' (=lit. 'my happiness') 
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   b. [Behtsokǫ̀  nàehde     hò92]  sı̨nàà    ı̨lè 

  Behchokǫ̀ live(SG).1SG.S.PFV KÒ1 1SG.POSS.happy PST 

  'When I lived in Behchokǫ̀, I was happy.' (lit. 'was my happiness')    

                 (MAM, 2016) 

Based on this example and others, I suggested in chapter 3 that kò-clauses pertain to 

specific events in the past that are known to have actualised.  

 In this chapter, I look at the particle kò in depth. I show that there are two distinct 

particles kò. The first, as in (1b), is temporal, and indicates actualised events ('when, 

while').93 Throughout this chapter I gloss this particle as kò1. The second use is concessive 

or contrastive ('even, although, even though, even if'), which is used regardless of the 

temporal location or mood of the utterance. I gloss this particle as kò2. The use of kò2 can 

be seen in (2), which cannot be understood as a temporal past due to the temporal adverb 

dııdzę 'these days, today': 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
92 As discussed in previous chapters, kò has a number of allomorphs: kò, ekò, and hò. The examples are 
presented in the form that was offered in elicitation or in the written source. I use kò in my general theoretical 
discussion of the particle, and the specific variant when I make generalisations pertaining only to that variant. 
In section 5.4, I analyse the behaviour of these different forms and whether they are one morpheme with 
three allomorphs, or whether the different phonological expressions indicate different morphemes.  
93 The particle kò1 may actually indicate actualised events and situation, as opposed to temporal-past events 
or situations. Examples such as (12) strengthen this hypothesis, as well as its contrast with nı̨dè, which does 
not indicate non-past, but rather non-actualised events and situations. However, I choose not to use the 
terminology of actualised/ non-actualised with kò1, as in some examples its usage seems to be dictated by 
temporal location rather than actualisation. More research on kò1 is required.  



 194 

(2) Dıı  dzę k’àba  necha-lea     hò  

 this day ptarmigan be.big.3SG.S.IPFV-NEG.DIM KÒ2 

 ı̨łaà hozı ̀ı  nèk’e  k'òò  ghǫ  shetı̨ 

 still barrenlands land   willow for  eat.3SG.S.IPFV 

 Lit. 'Even though these days the ptarmigan isn't big, he still eats barrenlands 

 willows [...]' 

 'Today, in spite of being small, Ptarmigan still has to fly all the way to the 

 barrenlands to eat willows[, even frozen willows].'  

       (Michel Louis Rabesca, Tłı̨chǫ Government, 2018, p. 5) 

I argue that kò indicates two distinct particles, one referring to past events, and one 

expressing a focus meaning (concessive or contrastive). I bring both semantic and 

comparative evidence to support this claim. Semantically, the ability to use the concessive 

kò2 in non-past-oriented clauses, sets it apart from kò1, as these are the environments in 

which nı̨dè is used. For my comparative evidence, I conduct a comparison of the uses of 

Tłı̨chǫ kò to Dene Zhatıé particles such as ekúh 'when, then' and ekóó 'even'. I bring 

evidence that the temporal kò1 is the cognate of Dene Zhatıé ekúh 'when, then', and that 

the concessive kò2 the cognate of Dene Zhatıé ekóó 'even'. I suggest that the two particles 

became homophones due to the unique phonological history of Tłı̨chǫ.  

 Furthermore, I show that the concessive kò2 cannot co-occur with nı̨dè,94 and that 

Tłı̨chǫ differentiates between concessive conditional clauses which discuss hypothetical 

events or situations (if... even), which are nı̨dè-clauses, and concessive adverbial clauses 

                                                
94 Of course, neither can kò1. However, I feel that kò1 is expected not to co-occur with nı̨dè, due to its temporal 
orientation; whereas kò2's mismatched is more unexpected.  
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which discuss events and situations that are accepted as true or factual by the speaker (even 

though, even if), which are kò2-clauses. These clauses are demonstrated in (3): 

(3)  ı̨łaà gòk’ò   hò  tı̨lı  wedàgeechı-a. 

  still be.cold.AR.IPFV KÒ2  road 3SG.O.close.3PL.S.IPFV-FUT 

  'Even if it’s still cold they will close the road.'   (CR, 2016) 

I build on my discussion in chapters 3 and 4 of nı̨dè as a complementiser which is adjoined 

to a modal clause95 and introduces a modal clause. I argue that the concessive kò2 is 

adjoined to a factual clause, and therefore is incompatible with a modal clause. I thus argue 

that the semantics of the protasis of a kò2-clause are incompatible with the semantics of 

the apodosis of the modal nı̨dè-clauses.  

 Finally, I discuss clause initial-ekò, and suggest that it is not an allomorph of kò, but a 

separate anaphoric adverb, which points at an event or time that is known both to the 

speaker and hearer, and thus that ekò is ambiguous between this temporal/causal meaning 

and the concessive/contrastive meaning. I also introduce the grammaticalised concessive 

adverb hanı̀kò 'even so', which is unambiguous, unlike ekò and kò.  

5.2 The temporal particle kò 

In chapter 3, I presented four types of nįdè-clauses: temporal nı̨dè-clauses ('when'), which 

make a (strong) prediction about the future; habitual/generic nı̨dè-clauses ('whenever'), 

which make generalisations about the world; hypothetical nı̨dè-clauses ('if'), which set up 

hypothetical events or situations and their consequences, should they take place; and low-

probability or counterfactual nı̨dè-clauses, which offer an event or situation that are not 

expected to actualise. I showed that what all three uses of nı̨dè-clauses have in common is 

                                                
95 This includes relevance conditionals, in which the apodosis is marked by the future or imperative, and is 
thus modal. 
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their modal character, and hypothesised that nı̨dè is a complementiser which adjoins a 

modal CP and introduces a modal clause. I only briefly discussed the formation of 

temporal clauses with a past temporal orientation and mentioned that they require the 

particle kò (see (1a-b) respectively).  

 In this section I describe kò1-clauses and hypothesise that kò1 combines with clauses 

with Reference Time prior to Speech Time . I show that there are syntactic similarities and 

differences between nı̨dè and the temporal particle kò1: both kò1 and nı̨dè can combine 

with many parts of speech: adverbs, NPs, and full clauses (with a variety of verb forms: 

imperfective, perfective, optative and post-verbal particles). In both nı̨dè and kò clauses, 

tense and aspect marking inside the CP maintain the same meaning as in a CP that is not 

under the scope of kò or nı̨dè. Thus, an imperfective verb always indicates an action or 

event which is not completed; a perfective verb a completed action or event; and a future 

verb indicates an Event Time or a Reference Time which takes place after the Speech Time.  

 However, kò1 is different from nı̨dè in that it can combine with evidentials, and is 

optional in some contexts. In chapter 3, I showed that nı̨dè cannot co-occur with evidential 

markers, and built on previous analysis of the Tłı̨chǫ clause structure to suggest that nı̨dè 

is a complementıser, similar to Saxon's (in press) analysis of evidentials.  I take kò1's ability 

to combine with evidentials to argue that it is not a complementiser, unlike nı̨dè. Instead, 

I propose that kò1 is an adverb. 
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5.2.1 The distribution of kò1 

In this section, I describe which phrases kò1 can combine with96. The majority of this data 

is taken from the New Testament and Book of Genesis corpus97, where there are 853 

instances of the particle kò which I analysed as temporal (kò1) in combination with another 

element. The breakdown of these kò1-phrases is listed in Table 5.1. 

TYPE OF PHRASE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
Kò1-headed 
phrases 

VERB FORM 
Perfective 486 57% 
Imperfective 282 33.1% 

Progressive 36 4.2% 
Ambiguous verb form98 34 4% 
Past tense with ı̨lè 2 0.2% 
Future tense with ha 1 0.1% 
SUM 841 98.6% 

Kò1-headed NPs 6 0.7% 
Kò1-headed AdvPs 6 0.7% 
SUM 853 100% 

Table 5.1: Frequencies of phrases selected by temporal kò in the New Testament and Book of Genesis 
corpus 
 
 As Table 5.1 shows, the vast majority of phrases which combine with kò1 are CPs or 

VPs (that is, phrases in which the element immediately before kò1 is a verb), with 57% of 

total occurrences combining with perfective verbs. This is consistent with the view that 

kò1 has a past temporal orientation, as aspectually completed events are most often 

interpreted as past-oriented. The imperfective is the second most common verb type, found 

with 33.1% of occurrences of kò1. Many of these imperfective verbs in the corpus are 

                                                
96 I use 'combine with' as a neutral language, which does not suggest the syntactic structure of kò. I address 
this question later in this section. 
97 As in previous chapters, I base the quantitative data on the New Testament corpus, as the well-known 
context makes it easier to accurately classify whether an appearance of kò is the temporal kò1 or the concessive 
kò2, as well as the verb aspect. Examples in the text are from the New Testament corpus, from elicitation, 
and from texts that were originally spoken or written in Tłı̨chǫ.  
98 As described in section 3.1, Tłı̨chǫ utilises a variety of strategies to differentiate between perfective and 
imperfective verbs, such as stem ablaut, tone, and affixes. However, due to diachronic processes, some verb 
forms have lost the differentiation between perfective and imperfective.  
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stative verbs such as wheda 'be located, sit, stay (one person)'. This, too, is consistent with 

past-oriented analysis of kò1, as stative verbs are durative, and their semantics are therefore 

more compatible with those of the imperfective and so are likely to select the imperfective 

even when referring to past events.99 However, not all imperfective verbs under kò1 are 

stative verbs, a point to which I will return shortly.  

 Finally, a small percentage of the corpus (1.4%) is composed of non-verbal phrases, 

including AdvPs and NPs. These numbers are lower than the corpus of Tłı̨chǫ stories, in 

which 92.3% combining kò1 are verbal phrases, and 7.7% are NPs and AdvPs. This 

difference may be due to the different nature of the corpora, as the New Testament corpus 

is a translation and it includes a mixture of genres (narratives and letters), while the Tłı̨chǫ 

stories corpus includes narratives of autobiographical and traditional stories which were 

originally told in Tłı̨chǫ.100  

  The next few examples show the different types of phrases which combine with kò1. 

First, temporal kò can combine with temporal expressions such as dates, as in (4a), taken 

from Elder Helen Tobie's biography. However, this use is optional, as can be seen in (4b): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
99 For an in-depth discussion on the semantics of the perfective and the imperfective in the closely-related 
Dënesųłıné, see Wilhelm (2007). 
100 On the other hand, this difference between the corpora may be random. A more in-depth investigation of 
Tłı̨chǫ texts is required in order to decide between these options. 
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(4) a.  [1948   ekò]  Įdaakǫ̀     ts’ǫ̀   ts’eède  

  1948  KÒ1  Ft. Resolution  to  travel.1PL.S.IPFV 

  Lit. 'Then in 1948 we travelled to Ft. Resolution' 

  'In the summer of 1948 [...] That winter, when I was six years old, I remember  

  that we travelled to Deninu Kue [Fort Resolution] [...]'  

            (Helen Tobie, YKDFN, 2007, p. 3) 

 b.  1947   setà    Tadecho  gaà   Łıwedahtendı  k’e     

      1947  1SG.POSS.father Tadecho  near  Łıwedahtendı on  

  kǫ̀     gohtsı̨     ı̨lè, 

  house   build.3SG.S.IPFV  PST 

   Lit. 'My father built a house on Łıwedahtendı near Tadecho in 1947.' 

  'Right beside Tadecho (Wool Bay), a place called Łiwedahtìndì, is where my  

  father built a cabin in 1947 [...]'       

            (Helen Tobie, YKDFN, 2007, p. 2) 

Second, the temporal particle kò1 can also combine with other types of temporal adverbials, 

as can be seen in (5): 
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(5) [Įdì   whaà-le   ekò]  dǫ   ı̨łè  Theudas  wìyeh  

 past  long.ago-NEG KÒ1  man  one Theudas  3SG.O.be.named.PFV 

 't'asìı   deè  aht'e,'    dı    [...]    

 thing  big be.1SG.S.IPFV say.3SG.S.IPFV   

 Lit. '[At a time] not long ago in the past, a man named Theudas said "I am a big 

 thing" [...]' 

 NRSV: 'For some time ago, Theudas rose up, claiming to be somebody' [...]  

                   (Acts 5:36) 

In (5), ekò follows the temporal adverb ı̨dı̀ whaà-le 'not long ago in the past', with no verb. 

While (4) and (5) involve relatively simple adverbial phrases, kò1 can select a more 

complicated phrase: 

 (6) [Dzędeè  Passover  wekwe    ek'ètaı   dzęę̀  ekò]  

 day.big  Passover 3SG.O.before  six   day  KÒ1 

 Zezì  kǫ̀ta   Bethany  nììtła. 

 Jesus town  Bethany arrive.3SG.S.PFV 

 Lit. 'Then six days before the Passover holiday, Jesus arrived at the town Bethany.' 

 NRSV: 'Six days before the Passover Jesus came to Bethany [...]'   (John 12:1) 

In (6), the temporal ekò 'when, then' immediately follows a complex NP, 'six days before 

the Passover holiday', with no overt verb. This example is a part of the narration, and 

therefore must be located in the past relative to speech time (as the narrator tells the tale 

of these events years after they happened, and is speaking of a specific Passover holiday).  

  As I discussed above, kò1 most commonly combines with CPs containing perfective 

verbs, whose semantics match its past temporal orientation, and when it combines with 
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CPs containing an imperfective verb, many of these are statives. 101  However, the 

imperfective under kò1 is not limited to statives, and its use cannot be motivated only by 

verb semantics. The corpus includes minimal pairs with both perfective and imperfective 

forms of the same verb selected by kò1. Such a pair can be seen in (7) and (8): 

 (7) Dǫ   łǫ   ełèwhede      goghàeda   ekò   

 people many gather.around(PL).3SG.S.PFV see.3SG.S.IPFV KÒ1 

 dǫ   ts'ǫ̀  wedzeè     eteèɂı̨ı̨ ̀      ajà. 

 people to 3SG.POSS.heart  take.pity.3SG.S.IPFV.ADV become.3SG.S.PFV 

 Lit. 'When he saw many people gather around, his heart took pity to the people.' 

 NRSV: 'When he saw the crowds, he had compassion for them [...]'   (Matthew 9:36) 

(8) Zezì  edecheekeè  gots'ǫ̀   ets'aèhtła   xè  goghàı̨dà    ekò  

 Jesus REFL.servant 4PL.O.to  turn.3SG.S.PFV and see.3SG.S:4PL.O.PFV KÒ1 

 Peter  ts'ǫ̀  hadı, 

 Peter to say.3SG.S.IPFV 

 Lit. 'When Jesus turned to his servants and saw them, he said to Peter [...] 

 NRSV: 'But turning and looking at his disciples, he rebuked Peter and said [...]'   

                 (Mark 8:33) 

In (7), the imperfective form of the verb goghàeda 'he was seeing, he was looking' is used, 

whereas in (8), the perfective goghàı̨dà 'he saw, he looked' is used. The only difference 

between this minimal pair of verbs is the perfective marking in (8): the affix ı̨ and the 

ablaut in the verb stem. As (7) and (8) show, the choice between the perfective and 

imperfective form of the verb relies on a straightforward reading of verbal aspect: an 

                                                
101 However, these are only tendencies, not requirements: Tłı̨chǫ perfective verbs may appear in present or 
future orientation, and imperfective verbs may appear in past orientation, in any CP.  
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aspectually continuous event (a process of seeing many people gather over a period of 

time) and completed (turning and seeing the servants) event respectively.  

 Kò1 may also combine with phrases containing post-verbal particles such as the past 

ı̨lè (9) or the future ha (10): 

(9) [Nǫ̀htsı̨  gots'ǫ̀   goı̨de    gıìkw'o    ı̨lè  ekò]   

  God  4PL.O.to  speak.3SG.S.PFV hear.3PL.S.IPFV PST KÒ1 

  Nǫ̀htsı̨   k'èch'a   eghàlagı̨ı̨dà. 

  God   against  work.3PL.S.PFV 

  Lit. 'When they heard God speak to them, they worked against God [...]' 

  NRSV: 'Now who were they who heard and yet were rebellious? [...]'  

                 (Hebrews 3:16) 

(10)[Paul  eyıts'ǫ  Barnabas  ełègehdèe-kǫ̀     gots'ǫ     

 Paul and  Barnabas gather.3PL.S.IPFV.NMZ-house from  

 xàgeedè      ha  ekò]  dǫ   gots'ǫ̀    

 come.out(PL).3PL.S.IPFV FUT KÒ1  people 3PL.O.to  

 hagedı, 

 say.thus.3PL.S.IPFV 

 Lit. 'When Paul and Barnabas were to come out from the synagogue, people said 

 thus to them [...]' 

 NRSV: 'As Paul and Barnabas were going out, the people urged them [...]'  

                 (Acts, 13:42) 
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Examples (9) and (10) are the only ones in the corpus in which temporal kò1 combines 

with a verbal phrase which is followed by the past particle ı̨lè102 or the future particle ha.103 

Both examples show rare situations. In (9), ı̨lè is used to mark an imperfective verb as 

further in the past; in (10), the future verb is used in a similar meaning to English 'were 

going to', offering a future possibility for a past event.  

 I hypothesise from these and similar examples that CPs that combine with kò1 are 

interpreted from a different Event Time than the Event Time of kò1 (which is always prior 

to Speech Time, that is, past). Thus, a CP which combines with kò1 can include future 

morphology, in which the Event Time is understood as in the future of the Reference Time 

of that CP. When kò1 combines with a CP with a different Reference Time, the entire 

utterance is understood as taking place prior to Speech Time. This is similar to other 

instances in which Dene languages in general and Tłı̨chǫ in particular incorporate different 

reference points in other syntactic contexts as well, for example in the use of pronouns 

within direct discourse contexts, which refer to the subject of the complement CP (see e.g. 

Rice, 1986 for Slave; Saxon, 1984 for Tłı̨chǫ).  

 Another piece of evidence that the Reference Time of CPs which combines with kò1 

can be different from the Reference Time of kò1 can be seen with the choice of temporal 

adverbs within the temporal kò1-clause: 

                                                
102 The nature of ı̨lè is controversial. Rice (1989) describes it as a past particle, and points out that it is derived 
from the verb -lı̨ 'to be'. Welch (2015) argues that, despite its origin as a verb, it should be seen synchronically 
as an optional adverb.   
103 The corpus has one more example in which kò1 combines with a CP with ı̨lè. However, this ı̨lè does not 
follow a verb, but rather a noun: 
(i) Tiberias   hoònǫ-daats'ǫ̀-dı̨   xo  k'àowodeè  ı̨lè   ekò 
 Tiberias  ten-over-five   years boss.big  be.PST KÒ1 

 Lit. 'When Tiberias was emperor for 15 years [...]' 
 NRSV: ' In the fifteenth year of the reign of Emperor Tiberius; [...]'      (Luke 3:1) 
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(11) [Satsǫ   k'omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀  negı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀de    ekò]  Abraham     

   tomorrow morning  get.up.3PL.S.PFV KÒ1  Abraham  

  wecheekeè    hagòhdı 

  3SG.POSS.servant  tell.3SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV 

  Lit. 'When they got up tomorrow morning, Abraham's servant told them [...]' 

  NRSV: '[...] When they rose in the morning, he said [...]'  (Genesis 24:54) 

The adverbial in this example is satsǫ k’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀ 'tomorrow morning'; however, this is a 

part of the narrative, telling of a past event, and both the perfective verb aspect and kò1 

signal this temporal placement. The Reference Time of the adverb is from the point of 

view of the subject and 'tomorrow morning' indicates the next day in the narrative and not 

the next day in Speech Time. Thus, I suggest that kò1 can combine with any element and 

still maintain a past orientation. I hypothesise kò contributes a Reference Time that is in 

the past of Speech Time. Thus, CPs which scope under kò are interpreted as past regardless 

of other elements in the sentence. 

 In the short survey above I brought evidence that the temporal kò1's syntactic structure 

is similar to nı̨dè, and that its semantcs is different: nı̨dè indicates that the events have not 

actualised, whereas kò1 is used to reference specific events of the past.  

 However, the temporal kò1-clause shows one striking syntactic difference from nı̨dè-

clauses: it can combine with speech particles and evidentials. I offer (12), from John B. 

Zoe's translation of Amazing Grace (reproduced from section 3.7, (53)): 
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(12)  Hoònǫ  lemı ̀  xoo  sǫǫ̀nı kò 

   ten  thousand year  EVID KÒ1 

   Lit. 'When [it will be] ten thousand years [maybe]' 

   'When we've been there ten thousand years'    

          (Amazing Grace, translated by John B. Zoe, 2016) 

In John B. Zoe's translation of Amazing Grace (12), he uses the evaluative evidential sǫǫ̀nı 

to indicate uncertainty about possible events in the future, before the temporal kò1. This is 

strikingly different from nı̨dè, which cannot take as its complement a CP with an evidential 

marker, as I discussed in chapter 3. In chapter 3, when I discussed this limitation on nı̨dè, 

I concluded that nı̨dè is the head of a CP, like the Tłı̨chǫ evidential markers (Saxon, in 

press). In particular, Saxon (in press, p. 25) suggests that the Tłı̨chǫ clause has several 

types of CPs: epistemic, for evidentials such as nǫǫ̀; evaluation, for particles such as sǫǫ̀nı, 

and ForceP, in which question particles such as nı̀ are located, and which is the highest 

level of the Tłı̨chǫ clause. A reproduction of Saxon's analysis of the Tłı̨chǫ clause structure 

is provided in Table 5.2, with the addition of my analysis of nı̨dè: 

LEXICAL 
ITEMS 

GLOSSES SAXON'S ANALYSIS 

nı̀ Focus question (matrix scope only) Force 
sǫ̀ǫ̀ 
sǫǫ̀nı 

Warning, prohibitive 
Uncertainty C: Evaluation 

nǫǫ̀ Evidential C: Epistemic 
nı̨dè* Irrealis mood C: Mood 
hǫt’e Clausal focus Foc 
ası̨̀ı̨̀ 
-V̀ 

Yes-no interrogation 
Adverbial suffix Type 

-le Negative Neg 
welı̀ 
welè 

Epistemic modal: asserting possibilities 
Jussive modal Mod 

ha Future I 
Table 5.2: The categories of the Tłı̨chǫ extended CP, adapted from Saxon (in press) 

* Nı̨dè is not a part of the original table. It is placed in the table based on the analysis provided in chapter 3.  
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 Saxon uses this structure to explain why some clause-level particles may scope over one 

another. The evidence in (12) may suggest that kò1 is a complementiser higher in the clause 

than sǫ̀ǫnı, therefore that it is located above Evaluation CP. According to Saxon's analysis, 

the only element of the clause that may scope over sǫǫ̀nı is the question particle nı̀, which 

is a matrix clause-level particle, and thus cannot be used in subordinate clauses. This is 

different from kò1, which may appear at the end of any clause, either matrix clauses (as in 

12), or in subordinate clauses (as in 11). And so, in order for (12) to be uttered, if kò1 is 

the head of CP, it must be located between ForceP and CP: Evaluation.104 

 However, I suggest a different analysis: kò1 is not a functional head and does not have 

a specific position in the Tłı̨chǫ clause structure. Instead, I analyse kò1 as an adverb. I base 

my analysis on kò1's behaviour, which is similar to that of other adverbs: it has a relatively 

free distribution in the clause: it can combine with many different types of elements in 

many different locations. Thus, kò1 combines with an entire (adverbial) clause, as in (12), 

and in previous examples, it combined with non-clausal phrases such as NPs and AdvPs.  

I suggest that semantically, kò1 scopes over the elements it c-commands, much like 

adverbial quantifiers (e.g. Rothstein, 1995).  

  I offer the simplified structure of such a clause in Figure 5.1, showing the structure of 

(11): 

                                                
104 I adopt Saxon's analysis that ForceP is a main clause phenomenon only, and therefore kò1 cannot be Force. 
Furthermore, suggesting that kò is also a complementiser would raise other issues, as it would require 
complementisers to co-occur. 



 207 

  

Figure 5.1: The structure of (11) (simplified) 

  I now turn to discussing the concessive particle, kò2 'even, even though, even if'.  

5.3 The concessive particle kò  

The particle kò can also be used with a second type of clause, distinctly and unambiguously 

different than the temporal reading. These are the concessive clauses, in which kò carries 

the meaning of 'but, even, even though, even if'. This type of kò can be seen in (13), 

reproduced from (2) and taken from a story told by Michel Louis Rabesca, in which the 

generic temporal location of the clause c-commanded by kò is clear from the adverb dıı 

dzę 'today, these days': 

 (13) Dıı  dzę k’àba  necha-lea     hò  

  this day ptarmigan be.big.3SG.S.IPFV-NEG.DIM KÒ2 

  ı̨łaà hozı ̀ı  nèk’e  k'òò  ghǫ  shetı̨ 

  still barrenlands land   willow for  eat.3SG.S.IPFV 

  Lit. 'Even though these days the ptarmigan isn't big, he still eats barrenlands  

  willows [...]' 

  'Today, in spite of being small, Ptarmigan still has to fly all the way to the   

  barrenlands to eat willows[, even frozen willows.]'  

      (Michel Louis Rabesca, Tłı̨chǫ Government, 2018, p. 5) 
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In the next section, I discuss concessive adverbs in general and kò2 in particular.  

5.3.1 Concessive adverbs 

Concessive adverbs, such as the English particle even, have been discussed in-depth in the 

literature (see e.g. Bennett, 1982; Kay, 1990; König, 1991 amongst others). I adopt the 

proposals of Kay (1990) and König (1991), who approach even as an additive scalar 

operator. Kay explains scalar operators by introducing a set of statements (S1, S2, .... , Sn) 

about a certain situation or event.  These statements are ordered in the common-ground 

according to the degree of information they offer to the hearer, and each proposition entails 

the previous propositions. Thus, if Sn is known to the hearer, S1-Sn-1 are also known to the 

hearer. For example, the hearer is presented with (14): 

(14)  My dog eats even strawberries. 

In interpreting sentences such as (14), let us assume that S1 = 'My dog eats dog food' is the 

most likely proposition to be within the common ground, S2 = 'my dog eats chicken' is the 

next likely proposition to be within the common ground, and so on. The sentence 

permitting the scalar operator Even (Sn) in (14) offers the most informative proposition, 

and implies S1 and S2.  

 When uttering (14) I presuppose that my dog eating strawberries is not an idea within 

the common-ground (and thus more informative than S1 and S2), and so the hearer can 

assume that my dog also eats dog food and chicken, which are more common in canine 

diets (and therefore less informative). This is easily demonstrated by the additional context 

in (15): 

(15)  My dog eats everything: dog food, chicken, he eats even strawberries!  
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In (15), I illustrate that my dog eats everything by choosing to include the least likely 

proposition on the scale (he eats strawberries) which I focus with even. If I were to focus 

a more likely proposition, my argument would be pragmatically bizarre: 

#(16)  My dog eats everything: dog food, strawberries, he even eats chicken! 

The proposition in (16) would only work if the proposition my dog eats chicken implies 

the proposition my dog eats strawberries. Since this isn't the case, the proposition violates 

expectations.  

 Crucially, the common-ground does not have to be discussed beforehand by the 

interlocutors. One of the main challenges regarding the proposed analysis of even is that 

it works even in out-of-the-blue scenarios. Therefore, improperly assessing the common-

ground will also cause rejections of the scalar operator. Thus, if I utter (17), I assume that 

S3 = 'my dog eats cucumbers' is accepted as less informative within the common-ground.  

(17)  My dog eats everything: dog food, cucumbers, he eats even strawberries!  

However, if I am mistaken, and my interlocutors do not accept the idea of cucumber-loving 

dogs as comparatively uninformative, they would find (17) pragmatically bizarre when 

uttered out of the blue.  

 The Tłı̨chǫ corpus shows instances of such a scalar use of kò2 'even'. Thus, (18) 

describes a scenario that is informative to the readers: 
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 (18) [Yak'eet'ı̨ı̨ ̀-deè  Michael   [ededı̨  kò],  [Moses   wekw'ǫǫ̀    

   angel-big  Michael  3  KÒ2  Moses  3SG.POSS.body  

   ghǫ   wehłı̨ı̨  xè   nàyaehtı   ekò,]   

   about devil with argue.3SG.S.IPFV KÒ1 

   yek'e   nìdahoeɂà    ha  edèdaedı    ı̨lè,] 

   4SG.O.on accuse.3SG.S.IPFV FUT hesitate.3SG.S.IPFV PST 

  Lit. 'The great angel Michael, even he, when he was arguing with the devil about  

  Moses' body, had hesitated to accuse him,' 

  NRSV: 'But when the archangel Michael contended with the devil and disputed  

  about the body of Moses, he did not dare to bring a condemnation of slander against 

  him,'                (Jude 1:9) 

It is reasonable to suppose that the readers of the New Testament would assume that an 

archangel would be more willing than most to condemn the devil; thus, it is especially 

informative to inform them that this was not the case for the Archangel Michael, and the 

Tłı̨chǫ translation uses kò1 in this context.105 

5.3.2 Concessive clauses 

Concessive adverbs (such as English even) not only c-command non-verbal phrases, but 

also can appear as clausal connectives (e.g. English even though). In their role as clausal 

connectives, they indicate that the clause they introduce goes against a presupposition that 

is shared by the speaker and hearer (much as in their adverbial role).  König (2006, p. 821) 

offers that background assumption as 'if P then normally not-Q'.  

                                                
105 Rooth (1985) suggests an alternative analysis of even, as a negative polarity item. The question of Tłı̨chǫ 
NPIs is beyond the scope of this work, and therefore I assume a scalar interpretation rather than a polarity 
interpretation for simplicity's sake.  
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 König further points out that concessive conditionals with a focus particle (e.g. English 

even if, which restricts a proposition that may be true or false), are very similar 

semantically to concessive adverbial clauses (e.g. English even though, which is factive106) 

and that there is no clear boundary between the two. König argues that, in languages that 

use a focus particle for concessive conditionals, these conditionals can be used in a factive 

manner, that is, the proposition can be factual, and may echo known information that is 

within the common-ground of the speaker and hearer.  

 Bennett (1982) discusses the English concessive conditional even if, and argues that this 

combination is not an idiom, but rather that each of its components should be analysed 

separately. Bennett offers (20): 

(20)  a. If he drank a lot, she would fire him. Even if he drank just a little, she would 

   fire him.  

   b. If he drank even just a little bit, she would fire him. (Bennett, 1982, p.410) 

In (20), Bennett analyses even in even if as the same simple adverb even, and argues that 

it does not scope over if, offering the rewording in (20b) as evidence: even scopes over the 

information just a little bit, and retains the same meaning even when it does not appear 

before if.  

  Crucial to this analysis is that the apodosis of (20) does not include a proposition that 

is deemed factual, similarly to the apodosis of hypothetical nı̨dè-clauses. Bennett 

addresses concessive conditionals which include an apodosis which is deemed as factual 

and argues that, in these cases, even scopes over the if-clause, as can be seen from the 

acceptability of (21a) but not (21b): 

                                                
106 Recall the discussion on section 4.1.1. I borrow 'factive' to describe English even though, despite not being 
a verb, as it is presupposes the truth of the proposition it introduces.   
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(21)  a. Even if my dog finishes his food, he still wants a cucumber.  

   #b. If my dog even finishes his food, he still wants a cucumber.  

Thus, in those cases in which the proposition in the apodosis is factual, even scopes over 

the entire protasis, and not over a particular element within the protasis. In section 5.4, I 

hypothesise that, in Tłı̨̨chǫ, all instances in which kò2 scopes over a full protasis, the 

proposition in the apodosis is factual, such as (21a). On the other hand, I argue that all 

cases of Tłı̨chǫ hypothetical concessives are in the form of (20b), with kò2 scoping under 

nı̨dè.   

5.3.3 Concessive phrases with kò2 

In Tłı̨chǫ, the concessive particle is kò and shows the same behaviour as English even: it 

serves as a focus and as a scalar operator, as in (22): 

(22) Zezì-Krı  [ededı̨  kò]  edegha  sìghà  k'ehoɂa-le     ı̨lè.   

  Jesus-Christ 3  KÒ2 REFL.for well  behave.3SG.S.IPFV-NEG PST  

  Lit. 'Jesus Christ, even he himself, did not behave well for himself.' (= did things 

  for others and not for himself) 

  NRSV: 'For Christ did not please himself [...]'     (Romans 15:3) 

As in the discussion above, (22) assumes a scale of people who are known to be important 

enough to do things for themselves (rather than others). Jesus is the most important 

member of this scale; and therefore, if even he (as focused in this example by the emphatic 

pronoun ededı̨107) does not do things for himself, this is the most informative statement 

that can be made. Thus, I assume that Tłı̨chǫ kò2 marks a proposition as the most 

informative one on a scale of propositions.  

                                                
107 Pronouns are not used in Tłı̨chǫ except in unique cases, such as for emphasis. See Saxon (1984) for a 
discussion on pronouns. 
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  Phrases c-commanded by the concessive kò2 may be of many types, like phrases c-

commanded by the temporal kò1. Table 5.3 shows my analysis of appearances of kò in the 

New Testament corpus, which I analysed as kò2. It indicates that the concessive kò2 can c-

command DPs, AdvP, and PPs, as well as phrases which contain a variety of verbs. 

TYPE OF FOCUS TYPE OF PHRASE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
Contrastive 
focus ('even') 

Focus over non-
predicative 
phrases 

DPs (NPs, ProPs, 
DemP) 

101 58.7% 

PPs 17 9.9% 
Adverbs 7 4.1% 
SUM  125 72.7% 

Focus over CPs Imperfective verbs 32 18.6% 
Future verbs 7 4.1% 
Perfective verbs 4 2.3% 
Modal verbs108 3 1.8% 
Speech particles 1 0.5% 
SUM  47 27.3% 

SUM  172 100% 
Concessive 
adverbial 
clauses ('even 
if, even 
though') 

CPs with verbal 
predicate 

Imperfective verbs 216 70% 
Perfective verbs 57 18.4% 
Evidential 
particles 

21 6.8% 

Modal particles  5 1.6% 
Future particles 4 1.3% 
Past particles 4 1.3% 

CPs with non-
verbal predicate 

Adverbs 1 0.3% 
PPs 1 0.3% 

SUM 309 100% 
Table 5.3: Contrastive focus kò2-phrases in the New Testament and Book of Genesis corpus  

The data in Table 5.3 suggests that the Tłı̨chǫ concessive particle kò2 is not limited with 

regard to the part of speech of the phrase it c-commands. I take this as syntactic evidence 

that kò2 is an adverb, much like concessive focus particles in other languages.  

 As Table 5.3 shows, the concessive kò2 may appear with many verb form: perfective, 

imperfective, modal, and future. It can further appear with post-verbal particles and 

evidential markers. In this, the concessive kò2 is similar to the temporal kò1. However, 

                                                
108 These include two instances of optative verbs and one instance of the particle ha dı̀ı̀ 'can't, impossible'.  
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Table 5.3 shows a different distribution of verb type with kò2, compared to the distribution 

of verb types with temporal kò1.While temporal kò1 shows a preference for perfective 

verbs (57% of the corpus, Table 5.1) which match its temporal orientation, concessive kò 

shows a preference for imperfective verbs (70% of adverbial kò2-clauses). This supports 

the analysis that concessive kò2 phrases and clauses are not limited to past temporal 

orientation and do not include a separate Reference Time, unlike my suggestion for kò1. 

Furthermore, kò2-clauses do not necessarily take a factual proposition, and may also be 

modal.  

5.3.3.1 Focus over non-verbal phrases 

As Table 5.3 shows, a quarter (125 of 481) of the appearances of the concessive kò2 are 

with non-verbal phrases. These phrases can be DPs (whether full NPs, pronouns, or 

demonstratives) as in (23)-(25), PPs (26), and adverbs (27).  

(23) Nǫ̀htsı̨   yet'à   hanì  naxıta    eghàlaı̨dà,  

   God   4SG.O.with thus  2PL.O.around  do.3SG.S.PFV 

   [naxı̨  kò]   wek'èahsǫ   hǫt'e. 

   2PL  KÒ2  know.2PL.S.IPFV EMPH 

   Lit. 'God did thus around you with him, you know it, even you.' 

  NRSV: '[... and signs that] God did through him among you, as you yourselves  

  know'              (Acts 2:22) 

In (23), kò2, which c-commands the subject ('even you') follows the emphatic pronoun 

naxı̨ 'you (PL)'. The pronoun, like other pronouns, is in apposition to the subject marking 

on the verb wek'èahsǫ 'you (PL) know'.  
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(24) Negohtǫǫ̀    gots'ǫ  [ehtł'ı̨kw'ee,   nekechı̨ı̨t̀ł'ıì    kò]  

   2SG.POSS.clothes.PNS from cloth.thread.PNS  2SG.POSS.shoelace KÒ2 

   wı̨ı̨zìı   neèhchı      ha   nıìle. 

   none  take.1SG.S:2SG.O.IPFV  FUT  be.NEG 

   Lit. 'From your clothes I will not take a thing, even a thread [or] a shoelace.' 

   NRSV: 'That I would not take a thread or a sandal-thong or anything that is yours 

   [...]'              (Genesis, 14:23) 

Example (24) includes only one full clause. The concessive kò2 c-commands the full object 

DP (both NPs). As in (23) and (24), the demonstrative in (25) is c-commanded by kò2, and 

is appositional to the NP: 

(25) Eyıts'ǫ   [[Nǫ̀htsı̨kǫ̀-gocho  [eyı  kò]   tsı̨ ̀gohwhı    ha  

   and   God.house-AR.big that  KÒ2  ruin.3G.S.IPFV  FUT 

   hoèhdzà],   [eyıt'à  dawets'aachì    ı̨lè]. 

   try.3SG.S.PFV  so  capture.1PL.S:3SG.O.PFV PST  

   Lit. 'And the temple, he tried to ruin even that, so we captured him.' 

   NRSV: 'He even tried to profane the temple, and so we seized him.'     (Acts 24:6) 

 In (26), the concessive adverb again scopes over the verb's complement, this time a PP 

(which itself scopes over a headless relative clause): 
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(26) Hanìkò   sı̨  [[ayìı  seghàhòt'à    ha   ı̨lèe    sìı]  

   HANÌKÒ109 1SG what 1SG.O.be.given.IPFV FUT  PST.PNS  FOC 

   wedę    kò]  dehwhǫ.  

   3SG.O.without KÒ2  want.1SG.S.IPFV 

   Lit. 'But I want to do even without what would have been given to me.' 

   NRSV: 'But I have made no use of any of these things [...]'       (1 Corinthians 9:15) 

By contrast with (23)-(26), (27) shows kò2 scoping over an adverb in the sentence-initial 

adverbial position.  

(27) [Dıì  kò]  [[t'asìı  dezhì  aahde    ha]  naxıgha   ı̨łaà  

  now  KÒ2 thing hard do.2PL.S.IPFV FUT 2PL.O.for still 

  whìle    hǫt'e]. 

  be.missing.IPFV EMPH 

  Lit. 'Even now, it's still missing for you to do hard things.' 

  NRSV: '[...] Even now you are still not ready.'    (1 Corinthians 3:2) 

All of the previous examples showed kò2 scoping over phrases in clause-initial and clause-

medial positions. The corpus also includes instances of kò2 c-commanding phrases which 

contain a verb (such as NegP): 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
109 I discuss hanı̀kò in section 5.4.   
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 (28)  "[Jacob   jǫ   nèk'e  Het  got'ı̨ı̨ ̀  gots'ǫ   ts'èko  ı̨ ̀hchì    

  Jacob  here  land  Het people from  wife take.3SG.S.PFV 

   nı̨dè] [[ehda-le   kò]   dehwhǫ],"   yèhdı. 

  NĮDÈ  live.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG KÒ2  want.1SG.S.IPFV tell.3SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV 

  Lit. '"If Jacob took a wife here from the land of the Hittite people, I don't want to 

  even live," she told him.' 

  NRSV: '[...] If Jacob marries one of the Hittite women such as these, one of the 

  women of the land, what good will my life be for me?' (Genesis, 27:46) 

The structure of the full sentence in (28) is shown in (29). Here, the main verb is dehwhǫ 

'I want', which takes a complement clause ehda-le kò 'even not live'. Since there is no overt 

complementiser in the complement clause of dehwhǫ, kò's scope is ambiguous. It may 

scope over the entire complement CP, or it may scope over NegP within the complement 

CP. I bring in Figures 5.2 and 5.3, which are both possible structures: 

      

Figure 5.2: Tree structure for (28), AdvP c-commands CP  Figure 5.3: Tree structure for (28), AdvP c-commands NegP 

dehwhǫ 
dehwhǫ 
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Another example, such as (30a) from Moyı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀Mahdę (Moise Martin)'s 1999 telling of Į̀hk’aa 

eyıts’ǫ Chı̨ı̨hkwı̨ 'The Whiskey Jack and the Woodpecker', shows kò c-commanded by the 

focus particle hǫt'e: 

 (30)  a. Ekò   chı̨ı̨hkwı̨  sı ̀ı "Hòt’a  dzę taàt’e enǫhgòò 

   EKÒ   woodpecker FOC already  day every caribou.stomach 

   wets’ǫ̀  eghaehge  kò hǫt’e ne." 

   3SG.O.to  pack.1SG.S.IPFV KÒ2 EMPH PART 

   Lit. 'Then the woodpecker: I even pack her caribou stomach every day.' 

   'The woodpecker said: "Every day I packed caribou stomachs for her, [but  

   she is still the same]."'         (Mahdę, 1999) 

 b.  

  
 Figure 5.4: The (simplified) structure of (30a), AdvP c-commanded by FocP 

As I discussed in chapters 3 and 4, I follow Saxon's (in press) analysis of hǫt’e as the head 

of FocP, one of the higher elements of the clause, immediately below CP. In order for kò2's 

contrastive focus not to include the focus particle, it should be c-commanded by FocP, as 

is sketched in (30b).   

 Finally, kò2 can scope over elements that are very high in the clause, in the case of (31), 

over an evidential marker:  
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(31)  [...]  "Nexè   ełaehwhı   ha  nǫǫ̀  kò, 

     2SG.O.with die.1SG.S.IPFV FUT EVID KÒ2 

      nek'èehsǫ-le    dehsı̨    ha  nıìle," [...] 

     know.1SG.S:2SG.O.IPFV-NEG say.1SG.S.IPFV  FUT be.NEG 

     Lit. 'Even though I will [likely] die with you, I will not say I do not know 

     you.' 

    NRSV: 'Even though I must die with you, I will not deny you.'   

                 (Mark 14:31) 

As described in Table 5.2, nǫǫ̀ is an evidential located high in the clause, in CP (following 

Table 2) and above the focus hǫt'e. Kò2's ability to c-command nǫǫ̀ can be further evidence 

for its classification as an adverb: following Saxon's (in press) sketch of the Tłı̨chǫ clause, 

only one Tłı̨chǫ element is a functional head above nǫǫ̀, the question particle nı̀. The fact 

that kò2 can scope both below hǫt'e and above nǫǫ̀ suggests that it does not belong in any 

of these functional heads (FocP and CP respectively).  

  I further suggest that kò2's location in the clause with regard to the focus marker hǫt’e, 

as in example (32), is another piece of evidence that kò2 is an adverb. Kò2's co-occurrence 

with clauses marked by hǫt’e is rare; only one other example was found in the entire corpus 

of the New Testament translation: 

(32)  Gots'ǫ̀   nıwà-le      wheda     kò  hǫt'e. 

    from.1PL.O be.far.3SG.S.IPFV-NEG  be.located.3SG.S.IPFV KÒ2 EMPH 

    Lit. 'He is even located not far from us.' 

    NRSV: '[...] Though indeed he is not far from each one of us.' (Acts 17:27) 
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Both of these particles are very common in the New Testament translation (hǫt’e appears 

3,944 times (in all of its uses, both as a focus marker and as a copula); kò2 appears 481 

times). While it is possible that the rarity of their co-occurrence is the result of statistical 

coincidence, I suggest that kò and hǫt’e rarely co-occur because as a 

contrastive/concessive particle, kò2 shares traits with focus particles (see e.g. Ippolito, 

2007; König, 1991 on the connection between contrastive and concessive particles and 

focus particles). I suggest that this is a matter of pragmatics: the use of both kò2 and hǫt’e 

is likely seen as redundant in most contexts, and is therefore dispreferred. More research 

in order to test this hypothesis is required.  

 Finally, (33) shows the concessive kò2  c-commanding a full matrix clause: 

 (33) [Dàht'e   k'e  eyıts'ǫ  ayìı  dzęę̀  k'e]  Setà      

   what.time on and  what day  on 1SG.POSS.Father  

   ededahxà   t'asìı  hayele      ha  sìı  naxı̨    

   REFL.authority thing cause.3SG.S:4SG.O.IPFV FUT FOC 2PL  

   wek'èahsǫ-le    kò. 

   know.2PL.S.IPFV-NEG  KÒ2 

   Lit. 'Even you don't know what time or what day my Father will do things by his 

   own authority.' 

   NRSV: 'It's not for you to know the times or periods that the Father has set by his 

   own authority.'             (Acts 1:7) 

In (33), like the other examples in this section, kò2 scopes over a phrase to indicate a 

concessive meaning. In this case, referring to the disciples of Jesus, who can be expected 
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to be told important information. When they are not privy to such information, it is 

unexpected, and the scalar meaning of kò2 is appropriate.  

 In this section I showed examples of kò2 used as a concessive adverb. In the next section, 

I show the use of kò2 in concessive adverbial clauses, which modify the matrix clause.  

5.3.3.2 Kò2 in adverbial concessive clauses 

In section 5.3.3.1, I showed kò2 scoping over simple phrases (parallel to English 'even'). 

However, it can also scope over full clauses (parallel to English 'even though, even if'). In 

this section I show that the same distribution I suggested in section 5.3.3 for kò2 in its use 

as a contrastive focus adverb ('even') can be generalised to its use as a concessive focus 

('even though, even if') as well110: when kò2 c-commands an adverbial clause, that CP can 

include any verb type and any post-verbal particle, as shown in Table 5.3.  

(34)  eyıts'ǫ  [[ayìı  goghàɂà    ha  sìı]  gogha       

   and  what give.3SG.S:1PL.O.IPFV FUT FOC 1PL.O.by  

  wègaat'ı̨-le   kò ]  goghǫet'a    ha     

  is.seen.IPFV-NEG KÒ2  be.given.back.IPFV FUT       

  wek'èts'eezǫ. 

  know.1PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV 

  Lit. 'Even though what [= that which] will be given to us is not visible to us,  

   we know we will be given it back.' 

  NRSV: '[Now faith is the assurance of things hoped for,] the conviction of   

  things not seen.'          (Hebrews 11:1) 

                                                
110 In fact, I suggest that kò2 is the same in both uses, and I make this distinction to remain in line with the 
literature.  
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 In (34), kò2 unambiguously scopes over the entire adverbial clause, which contains an 

imperfective verb, wègaat’ı̨-le 'it is not seen'. The PP indicates the experiencer, gogha 'to 

us'. It is clear in this example that this use of kò cannot be kò1, as the temporal past 

orientation of temporal kò1 is not observed in this case; this clause is a part of a letter, and 

the protasis does not refer to events that have happened in the past, but rather to situations 

that hold at the speech time (things are not visible; people knowing). The only role kò has 

in this case is to highlight the contrast between the common-ground expectation (that thing 

that will be given will be seen) and the surprising reality (that these things are not visible).  

 Example (35), like (34), shows a concessive use of kò2, here with a perfective verb. The 

use of perfective verbs throughout this verse locates this utterance in the past. This is not 

always necessary with kò1, which, as discussed in section 5.2.1, is the element that 

contributes the past orientation to a clause it introduces.  

(35)  [[Esau  sıì   hòtł'ò   yeghǫ   ı̨tsè]    kò],  

  Esau very strong  4SG.O.about cry.3SG.S.PFV KÒ2 

  [[wetà    wınì     eładı̨ı̨ ̀   ayele   

  3SG.POSS.father 3SG.POSS.mind  different  do.3SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV 

  ha ] whı̨ ̀ayı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀là]. 

  FUT fail.cause.3SG.S:3SG.O.PFV 

  Lit. 'Even though Esau cried very strongly about it, he failed to cause his father 

  to change his mind.' 

  NRSV: '[he was rejected, for he found no chance to repent] even though he sought 

  the blessing with tears.'         (Hebrews 12:17)  
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 The concessive kò2 can also co-occur with the future particle ha, as in (36), which 

describes a future event (the end of days). In (36), the particle ha is understood to refer to 

a future relative to the Speech Time. This is unlike a kò1-clause with the future particle ha, 

which is understood as future relative to the Reference Time of the kò1-clause, which is in 

the past relative to the Speech Time: 

 (36)  [T'asìı-łı̨ı̨  hǫt'e  sìı  eyı   nàı̨ɂa    ha-le   kò]  

  thing-evil COP  FOC there stand.3SG.S.IPFV FUT-NEG  KÒ2 

  eyı   nàı̨ɂa    weahɂı̨ ̀      ha] 

  there stand.3SG.S.IPFV see.2PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV  FUT 

 Lit. 'That evil thing, you will see it standing there even though it shouldn't be  

 standing there.' 

 NRSV: 'But when you see the desolating sacrilege set up where it ought not to  

 be [...]'            (Mark 13:14) 

In (36), the adverbial clause which includes a future verb nàı̨ɂa ha-le 'won't stand' is c-

commanded by kò2.  

 The concessive kò2 can also c-command clauses containing with other modal particles: 
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 (37)  [Tıts'aàdìı  sìı  gogede    ha dìì  kò ] [eyı  tłı̨tsoa  dǫ  lanì 

  animal  FOC speak.3PL.S.IPFV can't KÒ2 that  donkey person like 

  yets'ǫ̀   xàyaı̨htı    t'à]  eyı  nakwenàoɂǫǫ-jıı   sìı 

  4SG.O.to  speak.out.3SG.S.PFV because that  prophet-evil   FOC 

  ezhı̨ne   k'ę̀ę̀  k'ehoɂa-le      ayı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀là.   

  crazy  way  behave.3SG.S.IPFV-NEG  cause.3SG.S:3SG.O.PFV 

  Lit. 'Even though animals can't speak, because that donkey spoke out to him like 

  a person, he caused that evil prophet to not behave in a crazy way.' 

  NRSV: '[...] a speechless donkey spoke with a human voice and restrained the  

  prophet’s madness.'           (2 Peter 2:16) 

    

   Figure 5.5: Tree structure of (37), simplified 

This example shows kò2 c-commands the low modal ha dı̀ı̀ 'can't, impossible', which is 

composed of two elements: the future particle ha and the adverb dı̀ı̀ 'very', which combine 

non-compositionally to form the meaning of 'impossible, can't'.111  

 Lastly, example (38) demonstrates that kò-clauses can also follow high-clausal 

particles, such as the evidential sǫnı, expressing a lack of knowledge by the speaker.  

                                                
111 How the modal meaning of ha dı̀ı̀ 'can't, impossible' is achieved is unclear. More research is required into 
this modal and its parts.   
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(38) Goxè   hoìla  łǫ  sǫnı  kò   goxè   sìghà   

  1PL.O.with trouble many EVID KÒ2  1PL.O.with good 

  hòɂǫǫ̀    agohɂı̨.    

  exist.3SG.S.IPFV.NMLZ  do.3SG.S.PROG 

  Lit. 'Even though there are many troubles for us, he is causing peace with us.' 

  NRSV: 'who consoles us in all our affliction, [so that we may be able to console  

  those who are  in any affliction with the consolation with which we ourselves are 

  consoled by God].'           (2 Corinthians 1:4) 

 I thus conclude my survey of concessive kò2-clauses. I have demonstrated that kò2 

behaves as an adverb, as it can scope over most types of elements within the Tłı̨chǫ clause, 

but that, unlike nı̨dè, this includes evidential markers, which have been analysed by Saxon 

(in press) as complementisers. I now turn to discuss one complementiser over which kò2 

cannot scope: nı̨dè.  

5.4 Implications of the mismatch between kò2 and nı̨dè 

As I discussed in section 5.3.3.2, König (2006) made the observation that the line between 

concessive conditionals (even if) and concessive adverbial clauses ('even though') is thin, 

and relies on the difference between propositions which are presupposed as factual 

(selected by 'even though') and propositions about which the speaker leaves some room 

for doubt (selected by 'even if'). In Tłı̨chǫ, that differentiation becomes even trickier.  

Tłı̨chǫ, unlike English and many other languages, does not allow for the combination of 

the conditional morpheme nı̨dè ('if') and the concessive morpheme kò ('even'). My 
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attempts to elicit the combination nı̨dè kò during elicitation were not successful, and 

resulted in clauses with kò but not with nı̨dè.112  

(39) Even if it gets cold enough, the winter road will be closed tomorrow. 

   a.  ı̨łaà gòk’ò   hò tı̨lı  wedàgeechı-a. 

    still be.cold.AR.IPFV KÒ2 road close.3PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV-FUT 

    'Even if it’s still cold they will close the road.'  (CR, 2016) 

  b. xok'e tı̨lı  hòt’ah  wedàı̨tı̨a      edza 

   winter road already  closed.off.3SG.O.IPFV-FUT  cold 

   edza-le  kò113 

   cold-NEG KÒ2 

   'They will already close the winter road whether or not it's cold.'  (RM, 2016) 

   c. * ı̨łaà gòk’ò   nı̨dè  kò tı̨lı  wedàgeechı-a.  

    still be.cold.AR.IPFV NĮDÈ KÒ2 road  close.3PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV-FUT 

    Intended: 'even if it's still cold, they will close the winter road.'114     

In these examples, the hypothetical scenario ('it will still be cold') has no effect on the 

outcome in the apodosis, which is pre-determined. The choice of kò2 over nı̨dè indicates 

that the hypothetical protasis has no bearing on the situation. A second possibility is that 

the elicitation process has introduced an interfering factor, and the speakers understood 

the present tense (which is required by the English elicitation) as indicating that the 

                                                
112 In additional to the failure to elicit the combination nı̨dè kò, it does not appear in any of the corpora I 
analysed for this dissertation.  
113 The translation 'whether or not' for the phrase edza edza-le kò was offered by Rosa. I assume that the 
literal translation is more similar to 'they will already close the winter road even if it's cold, even if it's not 
cold'.  
114 This sentence was offered to Rosa Mantla, who attemped to say it in a number of different variations, then 
concluded that 'it doesn't make sense'. I have chosen this variation for the purpose of presenting the data 
clearly to the reader. 
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speaker knows that it is cold, that is, that the statement is factual and thus must be under 

the scope of kò2 and not of nı̨dè. 

 On the other hand, concessive kò2-clauses may be c-commanded by nı̨dè. Returning 

to Bennett's typology, this suggests that conditional concessives (that is, concessives 

whose apodosis is not factual) exist in Tłı̨chǫ only with one structure (if... even) and not 

with the other (even if...). I suggest that this data reflects the blurry line between concessive 

conditionals ('even if') and concessive adverbial clauses ('even though'). Concessive 

conditionals ('even if') in Tłı̨chǫ act like hypothetical conditionals, in that the apodosis is 

not factual but depends on the protasis. Tłı̨chǫ concessive adverbial clauses, on the other 

hand, have an apodosis which is factual ('even if') and in some cases are factual themselves 

('even though'). As nı̨dè introduces a modal clause, and a nı̨dè-clause cannot be adjoined 

to a non-modal apodosis, kò2 cannot scope over it.  

 A second hypothesis, which I reject, is that kò2 cannot c-command nı̨dè for syntactic 

reasons which do not depend on the specific semantics of kò2 and nı̨dè. If this hypothesis 

is correct, the syntactic ban should either be on adverbs scoping over nı̨dè, or on kò2 scoping 

over complementisers. In the previous sections I showed that kò2 can c-command 

complementisers, including sǫǫ̀nı, which is located higher in the clause than nı̨dè. This 

suggests that there is no syntactic ban on kò2 c-commanding complementisers in general, 

and that kò2 can be located high enough in the clause to c-command nı̨dè.  

 In addition, Tłı̨chǫ does not ban other adverbs from scoping over nı̨dè, especially the 

adverb zǫ 'only': 
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(40) [[Sıı ̀edza  nı̨dè] zǫ]  [xoo tı̨lı  ı̨łaà wedaàxànı̨tǫ   ha]. 

  very cold NĮDÈ only winter road still be.open.3SG.S.IPFV FUT 

  'The winter road will still be open only if it's very cold.'   (RM, 2016) 

In (40), parallel to (39) above, the adverb zǫ 'only' scopes over the entire clause: sıı̀ edza 

nı̨dè 'if it's very cold'. The meaning of nı̨dè zǫ 'only if' is additive: the meaning of zǫ 'only' 

is added to the meaning of the nı̨dè-clause it scopes over, much like in English and other 

languages. The adverb zǫ is used to restrict a set of possible worlds into a subset of those 

worlds.  Example (41) shows pragmatic mismatch as a result of combining zǫ with nı̨dè in 

a different order: 

(41) a. [[Įt’ǫ̀ą  hǫt’ı ̀ı nàı̨tł’ı    nı̨dè] zǫ]  zhah  

   leaves  all  fall.down.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ only snow 

   ade-a 

   happen.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 

   'There will be snow only if all of the leaves have fallen down.'   

  b. #Įt’ǫ̀ą  hǫt’ı ̀ı nàı̨tł’ı    zǫ  nı̨dè  zhah  

   leaves  all  fall.down.3SG.S.PFV only NĮDÈ snow 

   ade-a 

   happen.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT         (TSD, 2017) 

   Intended: 'There will be snow only if all of the leaves have fallen down.' 

In (41), TSD shared the insights of the Tłı̨chǫ Elders who observe the cycle of the year. 

During elicitation, TSD ruled out (41b), indicating that it cannot communicate the same 

meaning as in (41a), that is, in order to receive the combination 'only if', zǫ must scope 

over nı̨dè.  
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 The adverb zǫ, of course, can scope over many elements under nı̨dè, without creating 

the meaning of 'only if': 

(42) '[Ekò  [dı̨ènǫ  zǫ]  nı̨dè ] dànì  ha?'  yèhdı. 

  EKÒ  forty only NĮDÈ how FUT tell.3SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV 

  Lit. 'But if [there are] only forty, how will it be?' he said.  

  NRSV: '[...] "Suppose forty are found there." [...]'   (Genesis, 18:29) 

As (41) and (42) show, the complement of zǫ precedes it. In (42), the complement is the 

quantifier dı̨ènǫ 'forty', and zǫ follows the quantifier and appears before nı̨dè; in (41), zǫ 

scopes over the entire nı̨dè clause, and must follow nı̨dè.  

 I take these examples as evidence that focus adverbs may c-command a 

complementiser such as nı̨dè, and therefore, that the incompatibility of kò2 and nı̨dè is not 

the result of the syntax. I now turn to argue for another hypothesis: the reason nı̨dè cannot 

occur under the scope of the concessive kò2 is due to the semantics of nı̨dè.115 

  As discussed above, my hypothesis that kò2 as a factive adverb does not rule out 

concessive hypothetical conditionals which communicate non-factual propositions, in 

which nı̨dè scopes over kò. This is similar to Bennett's rephrasing of (20a) into (20b) 

reproduced here as (43): 

(43) a. If he drank a lot, she would fire him. Even if he drank just a little, she would fire 

   him.  

  b. If he drank even just a little bit, she would fire him.  (Bennett, 1982, p.410) 

                                                
115 I rule out the possibility that kò's semantics are preventing this combination, as the concessive kò2 can c-
command modal verbs, evidentials, and other irrealis verb forms, and therefore does not have a limitation on 
the type of clause it can take as a complement.    
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As discussed in section 5.3.2, in (43), neither the proposition in the protasis nor the one in 

the apodosis is factual: we do not know whether any drinking took place, and therefore 

any firing. Bennett's argument is that in such cases, 'even' scopes over the adverbial 'just a 

little bit', and not over the if-clause.  

 My analysis of Tłı̨chǫ concessive clauses does not rule out a clause such as (43b), in 

which a kò2-phrase scopes under nı̨dè. If, as Bennett suggests, the concessive in non-

factive concessive conditionals scopes over only a part of the clause and not the whole 

clause, it stands to reason that kò2 can appear under the scope of nı̨dè. This is indeed the 

case: 

(44) [[Ehkw'ı  aahda     kò]  daahɂa    nı̨dè]  ̨ ı̨łaà  

  right  live.2PL.S.IPFV  KÒ2 suffer.2PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ still 

  naxıxè   sìghà   hǫt'e. 

  2PL.O.with well   EMPH 

  Lit. 'If you suffer even though you live righteously, still it will be well with you.' 

  NRSV: 'But even if you do suffer for doing what is right, you are blessed. [...]'  

                 (1 Peter 3:14) 

Example (44) is typical of non-factive concessive conditional, and shows kò2 scoping over 

the part of the clause that is concessive ('even though you live righteously'). Kò2 is in turn 

under the scope of nı̨dè, which here introduces a hypothetical conditional. In this example, 

the suffering of Jesus' followers is a hypothetical scenario that Peter, the author, raises.  

  I suggest that Tłı̨chǫ is sensitive to distinctions between hypotheticality and factuality, 

in that nı̨dè-clauses, as described on chapter 3 express events that have not actualised, 

whether their actualisation is seen as possible, probable, or with a high degree of certainty 
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by the speaker (which is interpreted as future tense). Moreover, as described in chapter 4, 

even premise nı̨dè-clauses are modal in Tłı̨chǫ. Likewise, I suggest that, in concessive 

clauses, Tłı̨chǫ separates two kinds of hypothetical concessive conditionals, one in which 

the speaker does not assert the truth of the apodosis or the protasis (if.... even), which are 

introduced by nı̨dè, and that like other nı̨dè-clauses, are adjoined to modal clauses. On the 

other hand, concessives which are introduced with kò2 are those in which the speaker 

presupposes the apodosis to be factual (those that are adjoined to a non-modal clause) or 

those in which the proposition in the protasis is factive. In (39a-c), the decision to close 

the road has already been made and therefore is not subject to modification based on 

changes in the weather. In examples where nı̨dè appears, events are not yet set in stone, 

e.g. the suffering of the disciples of Jesus in example (44), and thus they still fall within 

the realm of hypotheticality. Thus, (39-c) can only use kò2, while (44) shows the use of kò 

under the scope of nı̨dè.  

5.5 Comparative evidence for kò1 and kò2 in Dene languages  

Until this point, based on evidence from Tłı̨chǫ, I argued that Tłı̨chǫ has two different 

adverbs kò: the temporal adverb kò1, and the concessive adverb kò2. My evidence was 

primarily semantic and distributional: clauses introduced by temporal kò1 can only refer to 

events which have been actualised (in the past relative to Speech Time), while clauses 

introduced by kò2  can refer to events at any point in time related to the speech time, 

including events that have not been actualised.  

  In this section, I provide further evidence that kò1 and kò2 are two different adverbs. I 

do this by bringing comparative evidence from other Dene languages, which differentiate 

the two phonologically. I briefly offer a comparative description of the cognates of kò from 
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South Slavey, which is spoken from northern Alberta to southern Northwest Territories, in 

particular, the Dene Zhatıé dialect, which is spoken from Fort Providence to Fort Simpson.  

The texts I use are Nahecho Keh 'Our Elders', a collection of Dene Zhatıé Elders telling 

their life stories and stories about the flu epidemic, which were collected as part of a 

research project to document and preserve their knowledge. As I discuss in my 

methodology, Section 1.4.4, the interlinear glossing of Dene Zhatıé texts is the result of 

my work with Dene Zhatıé students in the UVic course IED 459, including a speaker of 

Dene Zhatıé as her first language, who confirmed and corrected all glosses.  

I additionally use the translation of two books of the New Testament, Mark and John, to 

South Slavey116. The glossing of this text was achieved with the help of the South Slavey 

verb dictionary (Norwegian & Howard, 2004).  

 I suggest that kò1 and kò2 are the cognates of two different particles in South Slavey. 

Kò1 is the cognate of ekúh 'when, then, while', which I analyse as a temporal adverb. Ekúh 

appears in the texts I researched clause-initially and phrase- and clause-finally, and appears 

to be used mostly as a temporal connector between two propositions. Kò2, on the other 

hand, is the cognate of the adverbs kóó, góh and/or góá117,  which are concessive particles 

and are attested clause-initially or phrase-finally. The temporal adverb ekúh can be seen 

in (45); the concessive góh can be seen in (46). 

 

                                                
116 The translation is marked as 'Slave'. It can be identified specifically as South Slavey due to phonology 
(the translation uses the South Slavey phonemes /tth/, whereas North Slavey uses /kw/ (Norwegian & 
Howard, 2004, p. 1106). Likewise, the dialect cannot be the Dene Zhatıé dialect, as the spelling uses the 
phoneme [y] consistently whereas Dene Zhatıé shows [zh], e.g. in the word ezhı 'that, there', the cognate of 
eyı in other dialects of South Slavey and in other Dene languages). The specific dialect of the translation is 
not explicitly stated.  
117 Further research is required on the topic of concessive particles in South Slavey to determine whether they 
are allomorphs of a single particle or different particles. For the purpose of this work, I assume they are 
allomorphs, and gloss them all as kóó.  
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(45) Dene Zhatıé 

   Dezǫą  ɂehłı̨   ekúh 

  child  be.1SG.S.IPFV EKÚH 

  'When I was a child [...]'    

      (Margaret Sabourin, Sr., in Thom & Blondin-Townsend, 1987, p. 8) 

 (46) Slave 

   [...]  Dene  lı ́é  kóó  kaéhdųndı ́    ı ́le. 

  person  one KÓÓ  tell.2SG.S:3SG.O:OPT NEG 

  Lit. 'Don't tell even one person.' 

  NRSV: 'See that you say nothing to anyone;' [...]    (Mark 1:44) 

The clear difference between these South Slavey particles is the vowel: the temporal 

adverb utilises the short vowel /u/, while the concessive particle(s) utilise the long vowel 

/oo/. I suggest that Tłı̨chǫ shows only forms with /o/ due to the neutralisation of the 

distinction between these two vowels in Tłı̨chǫ, the result of phonological changes. Tłı̨chǫ, 

uniquely of the Dene languages of the Northwest Territories, merged the proto-

Northeastern-Athabaskan *u with other vowels; thus proto-Northeastern-Athabaskan *u 

is realised as either in Tłı̨chǫ /i/ or /o/, depending on a variety of conditions.118 Thus, I 

argue that what appears on the surface as a single adverb kò is the result of a phonological 

merger between two different adverbs, one with a proto-Northeastern-Athabaskan *u and 

the other with a proto-Northeastern-Athabaskan *o.  

 Example (45) is clearly the parallel to the Tłı̨chǫ temporal kò1 in (47), taken from the 

short biography of Harry Simpson, a Gamètı ̀Elder: 

                                                
118 For an in-depth discussion of this phonological change, see Marinakis (2003). 
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(47)  Tłı̨chǫ 

  Harry  Chekoa   elı̨     hò 

  Harry child  be.3SG.S.IPFV KÒ1 

  'When Harry was a child [...]'      (Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Centre, 2015) 

In (47) there is a reference to the childhood of the Tłı̨chǫ Elder Harry Simpson, in the third 

person, parallel to the first-person reference from the Dene Zhatıé Elder biography; the 

Tłı̨chǫ adverb used is kò1, while the Dene Zhatıé is ekúh. Similarly, in (46) and (48) there 

is the same expression in both languages 'not even one person, no one'. In the Tłı̨chǫ 

version it is followed by kò2, while in Slave by kóó.119 

(48) Tłı̨chǫ: 

   Dǫ   ı̨łè  kò   ehkw'ı   eghàladaa   gǫ̀hłı̨-le 

   person one KÒ2  right  work.3SG.S.IPFV exist.3SG.S.IPFV-NEG 

   Lit. 'There is not even one person who work righteously' 

   NRSV: 'There is no one who shows kindness [...]'    (Romans 3:12) 

The comparison supports my analysis that the distinction between Tłı̨chǫ kò1 and kò2 is 

not purely semantic but that they are separate lexical entries as well, and that their identical 

form is the result of phonological processes.120 

  In addition, the Dene Zhatıé concessive góá can appear in clause-final position to 

express a concessive adverbial clause (even though), much like the Tłı̨chǫ kò2 examples 

offered in section 5.3.3.2: 

                                                
119 As the Slave quote in (44) is from the New Testament translation, it would have made sense to compare 
it to the Tłı̨chǫ translation. However, Tłı̨chǫ also has a unique word wı̨ı̨zı̀ı 'none', an NPI which is used in the 
Tłı̨chǫ translation of Mark 1:44.  
120  Saxon (2018, p.c) suggests that Tłı̨chǫ kò2 may have a long vowel, which is not expressed in the 
orthography. More research is required in order to settle this question.  



 235 

(49) Dene Zhatıé: 

   Ɂǫhnda  edánéht'ée    sets'ę́  gǫı̨ndeh    

  Elders  be.how.much.PFV.NMLZ 1SG.O.to  speak.3SG.S.PFV  

  gonahndíh     gots'ęh  k'ála ejǫh  segáh    

  remember.1SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV and   still  here  1SG.O.beside   

  aget'ı̨    nehthę,   dugedeɂį́h    godı̨hshǫ  góá.  

  be.3PL.S.IPFV  think.1SG.S.IPFV  be.gone.3PL.S.IPFV know.1SG.S.IPFV KÓÓ  

  Lit. "I remember the many Elders who spoke to me, and I think they are still here 

  beside me, even though I know they're gone." 

  'I remember all the Elders who ever spoke to me in my life and I feel as though 

  they are beside me still even though I know that they are gone.' 

     (Margaret Sabourin Sr., in Thom & Blondin-Townsend, 1987, p. 8) 

In this sentence, góá is the final element of the clause, much like Tłı̨chǫ kò. However, 

unlike Tłı̨chǫ kò, the particle góá appears in the corpus in a clause-initial position, whereas 

in all instances in Tłı̨chǫ, the form ekò was used: 

 (50) Dene Zhatıé: 

   Góá  mek’áhdhı  kǫ́ę́   gots’ęh  satsǫ́xóo  nacháro    t’áh  

  KÓÓ  trader  house from metal.snare heavy   with 

  segha   xóo  thehtsı̨. 

  1SG.O.for snare make.3SG.S.PFV 

  "Instead she made me a snare with heavy wire from the store."      

        (Joseph Sabourin, in Thom & Blondin-Townsend, 1987, p. 113) 
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 The comparative evidence I presented in this section suggests that historically, kò1 and 

kò2 were different lexical items with different phonology. Diachronic phonological 

changes neutralised the distinction between the two adverbs, which still exists in 

neighbouring languages such as Dene Zhatıé. 121  I do not take a stand on whether 

synchronically, speakers of Tłı̨chǫ consciously regard these two adverbs as one or as two 

different ones. However, Saxon (p.c., 2017) suggests that speakers differentiate between 

the two adverbs in vowel length, and that the lack of this differentiation is simply a quirk 

of the standardised orthography. Future phonological research into the two adverbs could 

address this issue in depth. 

5.6 The clause-initial adverb ekò 

In the preceding sections, I showed the behaviour of two phrase-final kò morphemes: the 

temporal kò1 and the concessive kò2. I analysed both morphemes as adverbs, and showed 

that they scope over a wide range of phrases. 

 In section 5.1 I identified three different forms: kò, hò, and ekò. I postulated that they 

are all allomorphs, and should not be treated as different adverbs based on their form. In 

this section, I take a closer look at ekò, and investigate whether it is an allomorph of kò or 

a separate morpheme.  

                                                
121 However, it should be noted that both Dene Zhatıé and Dëne Sųłıné allow the combination of the cognate 
of nı̨dè with the cognate of kò2, as in (i), from the Slave translation of the New Testament: 
(i)  Náıdı ́  łını  geadǫ   enıdé  kóó kı ́  dahsáa   
  medicine  evil drink.3PL.S.PFV NI ̨DÈ  KÒ2 just difficult 
  agendeh    gha  ı ́le. 
  become.3PL.S.IPFV FUT NEG 
  Lit: 'Even if they drank evil medicine, they wıll not become hurt.'  
 NRSV: '[they will pick up snakes in their hands] and if they drink any deadly thing, it will not hurt them; 
 [...]'                (Mark 16:18) 
More research is required to understand the semantics of these adverbs in other Dene languages and the 
difference between these cognates in the different languages.  
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 The particle ekò is often used interchangeably with temporal kò1 in the clause-final 

position of an adverbial temporal clause. In the corpus I investigated, the majority of 

temporal adverbial clauses in the New Testament translation were introduced by ekò, while 

this was not the case in the transcription of the oral texts. However, it is not completely 

absent in these texts: in the Elder biographies, ekò appears mostly clause-initially, with a 

few appearances following dates, while hò or kò appear clause-finally. The frequencies of 

the different allomorphs in the Elder biographies appear in Table 5.4. 

FORM POSITION FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
ekò Clause-initial 24 15.1% 

Inside a phrase (PP, 
FocP, AdvP) 

15 9.4% 

following a date AdvP 2 1.3% 
Clause-final 1 0.6% 
SUM 42 26.4% 

hò Clause-final 108 69.2% 
Following a date 
AdvP 

4 2.5% 

Following a pronoun 3 1.9% 
SUM 115 72.3% 

kò Clause-final 2 1.3% 
SUM 159 100% 

Table 5.4: Frequencies of the three allomorphs ekò, hò and kò in Elders' biographies  

Based on the interchangeable usage of kò1 and ekò in adverbial temporal clauses, I conclude 

that clause-final [ekò] is a straightforward allomorph of kò1 and I do not investigate it 

further in this work. I assume that [kò] and [hò] are likewise allomorphs of kò1 in all their 

appearances. The total number of tokens of kò1 following a date (6) or a pronoun (3) is too 

infrequent to motivate a distinction between the different allomorphs, since the fact that 

the [kò] allomorph does not appear in these contexts can be attributed to statistics. 

 In the rest of this section, I look at clause-initial ekò. My reason for suggesting that 

clause-initial ekò is a unique adverb is that, in all of my corpora (New Testament translation, 

transcriptions of oral texts, and elicitation) it is the only form that appears in this position; 
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unlike South Slavey ekúh and kóó, [kò] and [hò] do not appear clause-initially. I argue that 

this is not a result of phonological conditioning, but that clause-initial ekò is a distinct 

morpheme.  

 I bring two pieces of syntactic evidence that clause-initial ekò is a separate morpheme: 

the first is syntactic: ekò may be used as an argument of AdvPs, PPs, and as a temporal 

deixis under the scope of nı̨dè, while kò1 and kò2 cannot occur in these positions; the second 

is semantic: kò and ekò may appear in the same clause but with different meanings. These 

pieces of evidence suggest that clause-initial ekò is a unique adverb, different from clause-

final kò1 and kò2.  

5.6.1 Ekò as an argument  

When it takes a complement phrase, ekò may carry either the temporal meaning 'then', or 

the concessive meaning 'but, while'. However ekò, unlike kò, does not have to take a 

complement phrase; in fact, there are ample examples in the corpora and from elicitation 

that ekò can occur alone as the argument of a postposition, c-commanded by adverbs, or a 

part of a temporal nı̨dè-phrase. In such contexts, ekò acts as a temporal deixis, pointing 

towards a specific point in time, taken to be known to both the speaker and the hearer. Thus, 

in (51), ekò is the object of the postposition gots'ǫ 'from', which can be translated as 'from 

then' or 'from then on': 
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(51)  ['For Jesus knew from the first who were the ones that did not believe,   

 and who was the one that would betray him. And he said, "For this reason I have told 

 you that no one can come to me unless it is granted by the Father."' 

  [Ekò  gots'ǫ], [dǫ   łǫ   [[Zezì  xè   aget'ı̨    ı̨lèe   sìı ] 

 EKÒ  from people many Jesus with go.3PL.S.IPFV PST.NMZ  FOC 

 

 ek'èt'à   nageèhde],    gıxè    

 back  go.back.PL.3PL.S.PFV 3SG.O.with  

 

 k'edè-le]      agejà.  

 travel.around.PL.3.S.IPFV-NEG happen.3PL.S.PFV 

  

 Lit. 'From then, many people who used to go with Jesus went back, and had come  

 to not travel around with him.' 

 NRSV: 'Because of this many of his disciples turned back and no longer went about 

 with him.'             (John 6:66) 

 Even more striking in its adverbial use of ekò is (52): 

 

 

 

 

 



 240 

 (52) [Ekò  nı̨dè]  [dǫ   [Nǫ̀htsı̨  k'ègeezǫ-le    xè  Gots'ǫ̀    

   EKÒ  when people God  know.3PL.S.IPFV-NEG and our 

  K'àowo  Zezì  wegodıì    nezı̨ı̨   k'èagı̨ı̨t'e-le]   

  lord  Jesus 3SG.POSS.news  good.NMLZ be.obedient.3PL.S.IPFV-NEG 

  sìı]  dagı̨ı̨ɂaà    agoole    ha. 

  FOC suffer.3PL.S.IPFV.ADV do.3SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV FUT 

  Lit. 'When it is then, people who don't know God and do not obey our lord Jesus's 

  good news, he will cause them to suffer.' 

  NRSV: '[...] Inflicting vengeance on those who do not know God and on those  

  who do not obey the gospel of our Lord Jesus.'   (2 Thessalonians 1:8) 

In (52), ekò is used as a temporal adverb inside a nı̨dè-phrase, which gives future temporal 

orientation to adverbs in relation to the speech time (see discussion in chapter 3). Crucially, 

ekò is deictic and refers to the expected future event of Jesus' second coming, which was 

previously mentioned, and thus is already active in the discourse. This use has also been 

confirmed by Cecilia Rabesca, who commented about the meaning of ekò nı̨dè: "when it 

happens, it hasn’t happened yet, when it comes to that time" (p.c, 2016).  

5.6.2 The different semantics of ekò and kò  

The next piece of evidence has to do with the different semantics of ekò and kò. When in 

clause-final position, ekò means 'when, while', that is, marks the temporal location of the 

clause in relation to its apodosis. Clause-initial ekò, on the other hand, marks the temporal 

location of the clause in relation to a clause that was uttered before it. Likewise, ekò can be 

used in a concessive clause, relating to the clause before it; while kò2 ıs concessive with 

regards to its apodosis. The temporal ekò can be seen in  (53) or the concessive in (54). 
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(53) Ekò  akǫ   nàts’edè    hò,  goxè   whacho   kǫ̀  

  EKÒ  there live.PL.1PL.S.IPFV  KÒ1 3PL.O.with alone  house 

  ts’ehɂǫ     ı̨lè.  

  possess.1PL.S.IPFV PST 

  Lit. 'When we lived there then, with them, we alone had a house.' 

  'At Tadecho (Wool Bay), my father built a log house next to Joe Charlo; they were 

  the first to build log houses there.'   (Helen Tobie, YKDFN, 2007, p. 1) 

In (53), both the clause-initial ekò and the clause-final kò are used to identify the temporal 

location of the clause. Ekò serves as the temporal deixis, whereas kò1 links the clause to 

the apodosis.  

 In (54), ekò serves to contrast two groups of people: disbelievers who were punished in 

more understandable circumstances (not believing a human), and the speaker's ingroup, 

who will be punished if they do not believe Jesus. This is parallel to (53) but here, both 

ekò and kò are used in a contrastive / concessive manner in the same clause. 
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(53) [See that you do not refuse the one who is speaking; for if they did not  

 escape when they refused the one who warned them on earth...] 

  Ekò  goxı̨  sìı  yak'e  gots'ǫ   Nǫ̀htsı̨   gots'ǫ̀    

    EKÒ 1PL  FOC heaven from  God   1PL.O.to  

   gode    kò wets'eèhkw'ǫ-le     nı̨dè  denahk'e   

  speak.3SG.S.IPFV KÒ2 3SG.O.listen.1PL.S.IPFV-NEG NĮDÈ more   

  hòtł'ò  nàgoehkwa    ha  hǫt'e.  

  hard  punish.3SG.S:1PL.O.IPFV FUT EMPH  

  Lit. 'But we, if we don't listen even when God speaks to us from heaven, he will   

  punish us more strongly.' 

  NRSV: '[for if they did not escape when they refused the one who warned them  

  on earth], how much less will we escape if we reject the one who warns from   

  heaven!'             (Hebrews 12:25) 

Based on this evidence, I analyse clause-initial ekò as a distinct morpheme, and not a 

clause-initial allomorph of kò.  

5.6.3 The meaning of ekò  

In section 5.6.1 I showed the uses of ekò as an argument, and suggested that the argument 

ekò is deictic to a specific point (or event) in time, taken to be known to the speaker and/or 

the hearer. Thus, it is similar to kò1. However, the corpora show that ekò can also be used 

in concessive contexts, similarly to kò2. This usage can be seen in (54), which contrasts 

between two groups of people. Thus, ekò appears to be ambiguous between 

causal/temporal and concessive/contrastive meanings (similarly to English 'while'), with 

its exact meaning derived from the greater context. This is unsurprising, as the two 
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readings have been observed to be linked cross-linguistically (see e.g. König & Siemund, 

2000). In many examples in the corpora, clause-initial ekò was ambiguous between these 

two meanings, and there were no syntactic or semantic clues to narrow down the meaning. 

Furthermore, as the closest languages to Tłı̨chǫ allow the cognates of kò1 and kò2 to appear 

in clause-initial positions, and do not have a cognate of ekò that can be distinguished from 

kò1 and kò2, there is no diachronic basis for comparison of ekò that would support an 

analysis of ekò as mirroring kò and serving as the surface form of two separate morphemes.  

5.7 The concessive conjunction hanı ̀kò 

Tłı̨chǫ shows an unambiguous strategy to contrast two clauses by using hanı̀kò, a particle 

that is the combination of hanı̀ 'thus, this way' and kò, which literally means 'even so'. This 

particle often appears at the beginning of a clause or a sentence, and serves to contrast that 

clause or sentence with the proposition that came before it: 

(54) Sı̨  sets'ıhɂǫǫ̀    dǫ   hazǫǫ̀  naxıdzagı̨ı̨hwhǫ   ha. 

  I 1SG.O.because   people all  2PL.O.hate.3PL.S.IPFV FUT 

   [Hanìkò  [naxıkwìghà   ı̨łàet'ee   kò]  [wedıhołè    

  HANÌKÒ  2PL.POSS.HAIR only.one  KÒ2 destroy.ST:3SG.O.IPFV  

   ha-le.]] 

  FUT-NEG 

  Lit. 'Because of me everyone will hate you. But not even one of your hairs will be 

  destroyed.' 

  NRSV: 'You will be hated by all because of my name. But not a hair of your head 

  will perish.'            (Luke 21:17-18) 
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Hanı̀kò is often translated as 'but' and acts as a concessive conjunction in contrasting the 

two utterances. Thus, in (54), hanı̀kò contrasts two seemingly contradictory assertions, 

both taken to be true: that Jesus' followers will be hated by everyone, but also that they 

will not be harmed.122 Hanı̀kò only appears at the clause boundary. While evidence is clear 

that hanı̀kò appears clause-initially, some evidence suggests that it may also be used 

clause-finally. I suggest that hanı̀kò is a grammaticalised particle, that offers a non-

ambiguous concessive, which resolves the ambiguity in using kò between kò1 and ko2.  

 Hanı̀kò may play a crucial role in concessive conditionals: as I discussed in section 

5.4, a Tłı̨chǫ speaker cannot use the combination nı̨dè kò in order to express a concessive 

conditional. However, one possibility of communicating the same meaning is by starting 

the main clause with hanı̀kò, as can be seen in (55): 

 (55) a.  ı̨whaà  neèhtła-le    nı̨dè  hanı ̀kò  ı̨łaà lıdı ̀  

    early get.up.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG  NĮDÈ HANÌKÒ  still tea 

    ehtsı̨. 

    make.1SG.S.IPFV 

    'If I don't wake up early, then I still make tea.'   (CR, 2016) 

   b.  [[ı̨whaà nèehtła-le NEGP] nı̨dè CP] [hanı ̀kò [ı̨łaà lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨ VP] CP] 

Cecilia Rabesca offered the example in (55a), including the translation which is 

consistent with the view that hanı̀kò does not scope over nı̨dè, but rather introduces a 

different clause (as indicated in (55b)). However, there are instances in which hanı̀kò 

may also be located clause-finally. 

 

                                                
122 In this example, kò2 is the contrastive focus on 'not even one hair' and does not contrast the two seemingly 
contradictory assertions.  
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(56) Eyı ̀ı ̀toò  k’e,  John dete   ha hoèhdzà   hanık̀oò,  

  that night on  John sleep  FUT try.3SG.S.IPFV HANÌKÒ  

  ı̨daà  gıxè   dàgǫ̀ht’e   yıghǫ  nanı ̀wo.  

  future 3PL.O.with   how.be.AR.IPFV 4SG.O.about think.3SG.S.IPFV 

  Lit. 'That night, although John tried to sleep, he thought about how things will be 

  for them in the future.' 

  'That night, John lay on the couch and tried to fall asleep. But he kept imagining 

  what lay ahead.'        (Stephenson et al., 2005, p. 12) 

(56) is taken from Stephenson et al., a Young Adult book about the Tłı̨chǫ Įdaa Trail, 

which was originally written in English and then translated to Tłı̨chǫ. In (56), hanı̀kò123 is 

situated at the seam between one clause and another. The English word used in the original 

English version is but, the same as in the New Testament Tłı̨chǫ translation of (54) and 

appears clause-initially. However, the comma is marked after hanı̀kò, suggesting that 

prosodically it was seen by the translators as a part of the first sentence. In other texts 

originally told in Tłı̨chǫ, such as Yamǫǫ̀zha Eyıts’ǫ Wets’èkeè Tsà (Yamozha and his 

Beaver Wife, 2007), the clausal break is likewise marked by a comma following hanı̀kò: 

(57) Yamǫǫ̀zha  whaà   yedanaèhɂı̨    hanık̀ò,  ı̨łaà  

  Yamǫǫ̀zha long.time 4SG.O.wait.3SG.S.IPFV HANÌKÒ still 

  wets’èkeè   wegoèht’ı̨ ̀-le.  

  wife.3SG.POSS appear.3SG.O.PFV-NEG 

  'Yamǫǫ̀zha waited for a long time, but still his wife did not appear.'  

              (Thomas & Siemens, 2007) 

                                                
123 Here written with a long vowel, hanı̀koò. 
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This clausal parsing, which locates hanı̀kò at the end of the clause, is also evident in the 

prosody of the audio recording of Yamǫǫ̀zha Eyıts’ǫ Wets’èkeè Tsà, read by Francis Zoe. 

The same prosodic evidence was also apparent in my elicitation sessions, when Cecilia 

Rabesca offered a similar example: 

(58) 'If it's not cold enough, smaller cars may be able to pass.'  

  ı̨łaà  [gòk’ò    nıı ̀le  ne  hanık̀ò], [[behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  

  still be.cold.AR.IPFV be.NEG.IPFV PART HANÌKÒ vehicle 

  netsà-lea gha nı̨dè,] esanı ̀ nıı ̀le.] 

  big-NEG  for NĮDÈ be.bad be.NEG.IPFV 

  'Even though it's not cold enough, it's still good if it's for smaller vehicles.'  

                   (CR, 2016) 

In uttering (58), Cecilia Rabesca paused after hanı̀kò, and later repeated the first clause 

complete with hanı̀kò, suggesting that hanı̀kò is parsed as a part of the first clause, and not 

as a part of the second clause (parallel to a similar pause between nı̨dè and esanı̀ nıı̀le 'it's 

okay'). This is predicted if hanı̀kò is an adverb, as adverbs often have a freer ordering 

possibilities from functional heads, and in (58), hanı̀kò appears following the highest 

element in the clause, the hearer-oriented particle ne. While the elicitation prompt did not 

include a concessive, Cecilia chose to translate hanı̀kò by using a concessive, 'even though'. 

This evidence indicates that hanı̀kò can be used as a clause-final element, scoping over the 

first clause, and not only as a conjunction, in the initial position of the second clause.124  

 I suggest that in this clause-final position hanı̀kò is grammaticalised into a concessive, 

parallel in its behaviour to South Slavey kóó or góá. Recall from Section 5.5 that the South 

                                                
124 Saxon (2018, p.c.) adds that hanı̀kò may also be used as an interjection or utterance on its own, with the 
meaning of "oh, well, never mind".  
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Slavey texts showed example of góá and kóó, which are unambiguously concessive, in 

clause-intial positions; their Tłı̨chǫ cognate, however, cannot appear in this position.  It is 

possible this gap motivated a grammaticalisation process of the contrastive phrase hanı̀ kò 

'even so, even thus' to a synchronic word hanı̀kò, 'but, however'. In this hypothesis, the 

concessive would first appear clause initially, as hanı̀ would point at the previous clause. 

Once hanı̀kò has been grammaticalised to fill that gap, it could have been expended to 

include clause-final positions where hanı̀ does not directly point at the same clause under 

its scope, but is used together with kò to simply mean 'even though'. In the translation of 

the New Testament there are no appearances of sentence- or clause-final hanı̀kò, only 

clause-initial. This text, which uses elaborate language and a higher register, may avoid 

using hanı̀kò in clause-final position if this development is relatively new and is not seen 

as high-register enough.  

5.8 Summary  

In this chapter, I discussed the particle kò, in order to describe the environments in which 

it is in complementary distribution with nı̨dè. I have suggested that what may appear as a 

single particle, (e)kò, is in fact three separate particles: 

a. A temporal adverb kò1, which appears in phrase-final position. This adverb is the 

cognate of South Slavey ekúh. Clauses that are marked by kò1 denote events that 

have actualised before the speech time.  

b. A concessive adverb kò2, which appears in phrase-final position. This adverb is the 

cognate of South Slavey kóó. Clauses that are marked by kò2 denote events that 

may or may not have actualised, but that go contrary to the common-ground 

expectations of the hearer (and speaker). Unlike in hypothetical conditionals, the 



 248 

apodosis of concessive kò2 is asserted independent of the protasis (thus, the truth 

value of the sentence does not depend on the actualisation of the protasis).  

c. A clause-initial adverb ekò, which is deictic to a time or event which are already 

a part of the conversation. This connection is ambiguous between a 

temporal/causal reading and a concessive/contrastive reading, which is common 

cross-linguistically.  

I showed that Tłı̨chǫ differentiates syntactically between hypothetical concessive 

conditionals and factual concessive conditionals. Hypothetical concessive conditionals are 

marked like any other hypothetical conditional, with nı̨dè, and kò scopes only over that part 

which is concessive. Thus, all hypothetical concessive conditionals are in the form if... 

even..., and none may appear in the form even if. Concessives with a factual apodosis ('even 

though, even if'), on the other hand, cannot be introduced by nı̨dè at all. In these clauses, 

kò scopes over the entire clause. Thus in Tłı̨chǫ there is no formal distinction between even 

though clauses and factual even if clauses.  

 Lastly, I discussed the particle hanı̀kò, which is a combination of hanı̀ 'so, thus' and kò 

'even'. I suggested that it is used to disambiguate concessive conjunctions in Tłı̨chǫ and to 

make clear that the clause begins with a concessive adverb, rather than a temporal adverb. 

I suggested that in its current form, hanı̀kò has been extended from a strinctly clause-initial 

position into a clause-final position.  
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Chapter 6 

Conclusions and future research directions 

 

6.1 Major findings: the particle nı̨dè 

In this work, I investigated Tłı̨chǫ clauses that are introducecd by nı̨dè and their 

relationship to modality in the language.   The majority of my work is descriptive, as these 

types of clauses have not been described before in Tłı̨chǫ or other Northeastern Dene 

languages. My theoretical analysis relied on previous investigations into the syntax of 

conditional clauses such as Haegeman (2003, 2010) and Iatridou (1991, 2000), and in my 

semantic analysis I relied on Kratzer (2012) and von Fintel (2015).  

 Based on my description, I argued that Tłı̨chǫ does not have a unique category of 

conditional clauses. I argued that nı̨dè is a complementiser which introduces the protasis, 

a modal clause adjoined to the apodosis. Within this category of nı̨dè-clauses, I identified 

future temporal ('when') adjunct clauses and habitual/generic ('whenever') adjunct clauses 

as well as hypothetical conditional ('if') clauses.  

 I concluded that nı̨dè-clauses offer insight into the categorisation of modal 

propositions in Tłı̨chǫ. I argued that nı̨dè is non-specified between hypothetical, future 

temporal and habitual / generic meanings, and that it can be specified by the use of adverbs 

and evidentials. I further argued that Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clauses divide into two main categories: 

hypothetical propositions which are judged to have a neutral-to-high-probability of 

actualising, and hypothetical propositions which are judged to have a low probability of 

actualising or no probability of actualisation (counterfactuals). Low probability clauses are 

marked by future-in-the-past morphology in the apodosis. This is different from English, 
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in which the distinction is three-way, with present morphology used for propositions with 

neutral-to-high probability, past morphology is used for propositions with low probability, 

and past perfective morphology is used for counterfactuals. 

 I further argued that nı̨dè cannot co-occur with kò 'even if, even though', and that 

Tłı̨chǫ concessive conditionals ('even if') are syntactically identical to concessive adverbial 

clauses ('even though'), utilising kò alone. I argued that the lack of co-occurrence is due to 

a clash in the semantics between the factual apodoses to which kò is adjoined and the modal 

nı̨dè. On the other hand, Tłı̨chǫ uses nı̨dè for hypothetical conditionals in which there is a 

concessive non-clausal phrase under the scope of the conditional ('if... even') and the 

apodosis is not factual. In these conditionals, kò can select a phrase under the scope of nı̨dè. 

 I will now briefly summarise the findings of each chapter, after which I will address a 

few unanswered issues and future research directions.  

6.2 Major findings of each chapter 

My dissertation was organised as follows. Chapter 1 provided introductory remarks and 

described my goals and methodology. Chapter 2 provided a literature review on conditional 

clauses, and surveyed available descriptions of conditional clauses in Dene languages. 

Chapter 3 provided a detailed description and analysis of Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè-clauses. Chapter 4 

was concerned with cases in which nı̨dè-clauses appear to include factual propositions. 

Chapter 5 discussed another particle, kò, which is used in both temporal and concessive 

contexts, and is used with propositions presupposed to be factual, and with two additional 

adverbs with similar semantics, ekò and hanı̀kò. 
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6.2.1 Chapter two: Conditional clauses cross-linguistically 

Chapter 2 set the stage for my investigation of nı̨dè-clauses. I conducted a survey of the 

literature in order to find common cross-linguistic threads, which helped to study Tłı̨chǫ 

conditionals. My survey of the literature on conditional clauses raised a number of salient 

points for Tłı̨chǫ.  

 First, there is no widely accepted cross-linguistic theory of what conditionals are, and 

most works on conditional clauses identify them based on morphology (e.g. the presence 

of English if). I therefore took two steps in my empirical research: I adopted a form-to-

function approach to the research, that is, I focused on describing nı̨dè rather than Tłı̨chǫ 

conditionals. Second, I adopted a semantic definition of conditionals, which posits that 

conditionals are sentences composed of two clauses: the protasis and the apodosis. The 

two clauses are tightly linked, in that the apodosis actualised only in cases in which is 

protasis actualises. There are three propositions within conditional clauses: the proposition 

in the protasis, the proposition in the apodosis, and the proposition of both clauses together. 

The semantic definition of conditionals (von Fintel, 2011; Stalnaker, 1981) posits that the 

propositions in each clause do not have an independent truth value, and that the conditional 

clause's truth value depends specifically on the relationship between these two clauses.  

 One of the major areas of research with regard to conditional clauses is verb 

morphology within the protasis. Research in Indo-European and Semitic languages shows 

that verb morphology in the protasis indicates not the temporal location of these events, 

but the speaker's attitude towards the likelihood of the proposition acutalisation. For 

example, verb morphology is back-shifted (that is, using past morphology) to indicate the 

speaker's doubt that the propositions will actualise (Huddleston & Pullum, 2001, Iatridou, 
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2000). In the second part of the chapter, I surveyed a number of Dene languages and 

showed that in these languages, the protasis' verb morphology does not indicate the 

speaker's attitude. I further showed that a number of Dene languages have a cognate of 

Tłı̨chǫ nı̨dè which can be used in future contexts, hypothetical contexts, and 

habitual/generic contexts.  

6.2.2 Chapter 3: The particle nı̨dè and its uses 

 In this chapter, I surveyed various ways in which nı̨dè-clauses are used in Tłı̨chǫ: 

temporal clauses which predict future events with high degree or certainty of probability 

('when'); habitual/generic clauses which make generalisations about the world based on the 

speaker's knowledge ('whenever'); hypothetical conditionals, which set up the context in 

which a certain event is true ('if'); and counterfactuals, which are pre-supposed to  be 

unlikely to actualise. I showed that what all meanings of nı̨dè have in common is their 

modal (or irrealis) meaning. I offered a unified analysis of all three meanings of nı̨dè, and 

suggested that nı̨dè has modal properties and introduces a modal clause.  I argued that nı̨dè 

is non-specified between these three meanings.  

 I showed that Tłı̨chǫ is different from Indo-European and Semitic languages in that 

verb morphology maintains its temporal and aspectual reference inside the nı̨dè-clause, and 

does not communicate the speaker's attitude towards the likelihood of the protasis 

actualising.  

 I hypothesised that there is a two-way differentiations in Tłıc̨hǫ, between high-

probability events, which include temporal ('when') nı̨dè-clauses, habitual ('whenever') 

nı̨dè-clauses, and neutral-to-high probability hypotheticals. Regarding this type, I 

hypothesised that the distinction between the modality of future-temporal orientation and 
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the modality of high-probability hypotheticality is non-specified, that is, it is not encoded 

in the syntax of the clausal spine as a functional projection in the clause. Instead, I 

suggested they can be differentiated via a variety of adverbs and evidentials These nı̨dè-

clauses are non-specified, and can be differentiated using adverbs and evidential markers. 

The second type is of low-probability and counterfactual conditionals, in which the verb in 

the apodosis is marked by the future-in-the-past morphology (ha ı̨lè). I brought evidence 

regarding the structure of the Tłı̨chǫ clause, and argued that nı̨dè is a complementiser 

located high in the Tłı̨chǫ clause, at the head of CP. I hypothesised that it selects a modal 

clause and is adjoined to the main clauses.  

 I explained the semantics of nı̨dè in terms of possible-world modality. I adopted 

Kratzer's (2012) analysis of conditional clauses as restrictors of a modal operators, and 

argued that nı̨dè-clauses restrict a set of possible worlds in the apodosis by use of a non-

specified modal operator. I suggested that this modality may be due to different modal 

operators, which affect the three meanings of nı̨dè-clauses,  or are a feature of a null modal 

complementiser in the apodosis, [+IRR].  

6.2.3 Chapter 4: Premise conditionals in Tłı̨chǫ 

 In this chapter I showed that there are contexts in which nı̨dè-clauses can be used with 

propositions that on the surface appear to be factual, despite my findings in chapter 3. I 

showed that nı̨dè-clauses can be used to indicate the context in which the apodosis is 

relevant, and thus function as relevance conditionals (Iatridou, 1991). I further showed that 

nı̨dè-clauses can be used to repeat information that has already been mentioned or that is 

otherwise presupposed, either to contradict the utterance in the apodosis or to provide 

evidence for it. Thus, nı̨dè-clauses can also be factual conditionals (Iatridou, 1991). I used 
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the term premise conditionals (Haegeman, 2003, 2010) to discuss both types of non-

hypothetical conditionals. I brought evidence that the contexts in which premise 

conditionals are used in Tłı̨chǫ are actually modal, and thus that these data do not contradict 

my analysis of nı̨dè as a complementiser which introduces a modal clause or appears only 

in modal environments. I discussed semantic and syntactic theories about the structure of 

premise clauses. I discussed tests used by Iatridou (1991) and Haegeman (2003, 2010) to 

identify premise conditionals: parasitic gaps and pronoun binding effects; the scope of 

affective operators; and the ability to use the future. I showed that the majority of these 

tests cannot be used in Tłı̨chǫ, due to its different morphosyntactic properties. I showed 

that unlike English if-clauses, nı̨dè-clauses can use the future in hypothetical conditionals 

as well as premise conditionals, and thus verb morphology cannot be used to differentiate 

between premise and hypothetical conditionals. I further discussed the fact that parasitic 

gaps and pronoun binding cannot be tested in Tłı̨chǫ. I showed that the negation test works 

in Tłı̨chǫ, and argued that negation in the apodosis scopes over the protasis in hypothetical 

conditionals, but not in premise conditionals.  

 I thus concluded that, similar to Haegeman's analysis of English premise conditionals, 

hypothetical nı̨dè-clauses attach below NegP, but premise nı̨dè-clauses attach above NegP. 

I proposed a clause structure in which premise conditionals attach below FocP.  

6.2.4 Chapter 5: Clauses without nı̨dè 

 In this chapter, I discussed two phonologically similar words, kò1 'when, while' and 

kò2 'even, even though, even if'. I brought evidence that these are non-modal adverbs. I 

hypothesised that nı̨dè's modal nature makes it impossible for nı̨dè-clauses to select factual 

propositions ('even though') or to be adjoined to factual propositions ('even if'), and 
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therefore that concessive ('even if, even though') adjunct clauses do not utilise nı̨dè but 

only kò2. I further showed that nı̨dè can scope over kò2 in instances in which kò2 focuses 

an element inside the clause ('if... even'), which is a hypothetical conditional which is 

adjoined to a modal clause. 

 I showed that kò1 and kò2 are two separate adverbs by using synchronic and 

comparative-diachronic data: I showed that kò1 introduces a past temporal reference, while 

kò2 can appear in non-past environments and does not affect the Reference Time. I 

compared the Tłı̨chǫ adverbs to Dene Zhatıé adverbs and showed that historically, kò1 and 

kò2 derive from separate adverbs with different phonological realisation. I speculated that 

the form hanı̀kò 'but, even though' gained prominence in order to disambiguate the 

concessive meaning from the temporal meaning.   

 I discussed a third adverb, clause-initial ekò. I argued that clause-final ekò can be an 

allomorph of kò, but clause-intial ekò is a separate adverb from both kò1 and kò2. 

6.3 Future directions 

As the scope of this work is limited, and there are many areas of the Tłı̨chǫ grammar which 

have not been described, a number of issues remain unresolved. One of these is the issue 

of disambiguating elements. I touched lightly upon the question of hanı̀kò as a 

disambiguating adverb. Hanı̀kò, and clause-initial ekò, raise challenges to my distinction 

between kò1 and kò2 and the differences between temporality, concessiveness, and causality, 

as one of my main argument for distinguishing between the two adverbs was their different 

meaning, but clause-initial ekò appears to be used in both meanings. Futhermore, a 

phonological investigation of kò1 and ko2 is in order, to investigate whether Tłı̨chǫ speakers 

have maintained a surface differentiation between these two adverbs.  
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 The generalisations in chapter 5 also lead to further questions as a result of data from 

other Dene languages, including those closely related to Tłı̨chǫ, such as Dene Zhatıé and 

Dëne Sųłıné, which do allow the cognate of kò2 to scope over the cognate of nı̨dè. A more 

extensive comparative investigation is in order, to understand whether the syntax and 

semantics of nı̨dè and its cognates vary cross-linguistically. 

 Another postulated area for future research is the word lenǫsıı 'unless', which appears 

to be a Tłı̨chǫ innovation, as it has no cognates in closely related languages. The linguistic 

literature extensively discusses the differences between if...not  and unless, and lenǫsıı may 

provide more insight into this issue.   

 Lastly, Wilhelm (p.c.) shares that in Dëne Sųłıné, nı̨dé and dé are not exactly parallel, 

and that nı̨dé is seen as a specifically counterfactual conditional. Further research could 

investigate whether Tłı̨chǫ dè and nı̨dè have different qualities, and whether nı̨  holds some 

unique meaning of its own.  
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Appendix 1 
 
Elicitation questionnaire 
 
Context: You visited a friend's house yesterday to give her some berries, but your friend 
wasn't home. You're telling me that: 
A1. She found out about the berries when she came home. 
A2. She found out about the berries after she came home. 
 [additional context: you actually saw your friend yesterday before you visited her house, 
and you told her you would drop by some berries] 
A3. She found out about the berries before she came home. 
 
Context: You're going to drop berries by your friend's house, but she's probably going to 
be in town so you're expecting to miss her. 
A4. She will find out about the berries when she comes home. 
A5. She will find out about the berries after she comes home. 
[additional context: you know you will see her before you have the chance to drop by 
with berries] 
A6. She will find out about the berries before she comes home. 
 
Context: The lake wasn't frozen solid and when the truck travelled on the ice road, the ice 
broke. This happened today. 
[additional context: it was very cold last week, the ice was safe then] 
B1. If the truck had left last week, it would have made it to Dèlı̨ı̨. 
[additional context: it's going to be very cold next week, the ice will be safe then] 
B2. If the truck had left next week, it would have made it to Dèlı̨ı̨. 
 
Context: the winter road is about to close 
B3. If it's not cold enough, the truck will break through the ice. [context: we think it is but 
we don't know] 
B4. If it's not cold enough, smaller cars may be able to pass.  
B5. Had it not been cold enough, the truck would have broken it. [context: but it was cold 
enough and everything is okay!] 
B6. Even if it gets cold enough, the winter road will be closed tomorrow.  
B7. Only if it gets cold enough, the winter road will be open tomorrow.  
B8. The winter road will only be open tomorrow if it gets cold enough. 
B9. The winter road will only be open to small cars if it's this warm.   
 
B10. The truck won't be able to pass if it arrives here early. [context: the ice road is open 
for small cars and we're waiting for it to open for trucks as well] 
B11. The truck won't be able to pass if it's this warm.  
 
B12. In the next three days, all the way from Yellowknife to Dèlı̨ı̨, it will be very cold.  
B13. The winter road will only be open next week if, in the next three days, all the way 
from Yellowknife to Delı̨ne, it will be cold enough. 
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B14. The winter road will only be open to small cars if it's this warm all the way from 
Yellowknife to Delı̨ne.  [can I change the order of 'all the way from Yellowknife to 
Delı̨ne?] 
 
Context: we are planning to drive to visit my brother 
C1. Even if it's snowing lightly, we will visit my brother tomorrow.  
C2. Whether it's snowing or not, we will visit my brother tomorrow.  
C3. Even though it was snowing, we went visiting my brother.  
C4. Had it not snowed, we would have gone visiting my brother.  
C5. If it's snowing, we won't go visiting my brother. 
Additional context: it's very early in the morning and I'm still in bed, I don't know if it 
snowed (c6-c8).  
C6. If it snowed last night, we won't go visiting today. 
C7. Is it snowing or is it clear 
C8. I don't know whether it's snowing or clear.  
C9. We don't know if it will be snowing.  
C10. Will it snow tomorrow? 
 
Context: it was very cold last night 
D1. If I didn't leave the tap running last night, the pipes will have frozen 
D2. If I didn't leave the tap running last night, the pipes may have frozen 
D3. I didn't leave the tap running last night, the pipes could have froze. 
 
D4. The pipes will not freeze only if I leave my tap running tonight. 
D5. The water will be running tomorrow only if I leave my tap running tonight. 
D6. The water will only be running tomorrow if I leave my tap running tonight. 
D7. The pipes will only freeze if I don't leave my tap running tonight. 
D8. The pipes will only be frozen tomorrow if I don't leave my tap running tonight.  
 
E1. Whenever my sister speaks, her husband is quiet.  
E2. Whatever my sister says, her husband is quiet.  
E3. My nephew repeats whatever my sister says. [he is a toddler] 
 
Context: We're talking about a good friend. She used to be my neighbour, but she moved 
away. I'm telling you about the time she was my neighbour: 
F1. Whenever she saw me, she always looked happy.  
F2. Whenever she sees me, she always looks happy. 
F3. Whenever I see her, I always ask about her kids. 
F4. When I saw her yesterday, I asked her about her kids. 
Context: someone just pointed out to me that I don't always ask about her kids when I see 
her, so I make a decision: 
F5. Whenever I see her [from now on], I will ask about her kids.  
F6. When she lived here, we were friends.  
F7. When we saw each other, we always talked.  
F8. If she wanted a babysitter, she asked me.  
F9. [many times] I chatted with her when she was cooking.  
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F10. I would chat with her while she was cooking. 
Additional context (F11-f13): one specific time 
F11. I chatted with her while she was cooking. 
F12. When she was cooking, I chatted with her.  
F13. If she needed something, I got it out of the freezer.  
F14. If she moved back here, I would tell my friends.  
F15. If she moved back here, I would be very happy.  
F16. If she had had the time, she would have visited me last year.  
 
G1. When my grandmother would sew, I would watch her. 
G2. Whenever I visited her, I asked her if she would teach me to sew. 
G3. Whenever I visited her, I asked her when she would teach me to sew. 
G4. One day, when I asked her, she taught me how to sew with beads. 
G5. Whenever I visited her, we would sew together. 
G6. When I tried to sew, she would correct my mistakes. 
G8. [To this day,] when I sew, I think of my grandmother.  
 
H1. My door used to be broken and open by itself all the time. 
H2. When it was broken, I couldn't shut it properly. 
H3. Whenever it opened, I thought someone had walked in. 
H4. When it was open, I didn't know if someone had walked in. 
H5. I knew that if I didn't fix it, a lot of dust could come in. 
H6. I know that if I had not fixed it, I would have had to wash the floor a lot. 
H7. I knew that it would shut properly only if I fixed it. 
H8. I was afraid that even if I fixed it, it still wouldn't shut properly.  
[H9. When I got it fixed, I was very happy!] 
 
I1. I used to live in Behchokǫ̀. 
I2. I used to go back and forth to Yellowknife. 
I3. When I used to live in Behchokǫ̀, I was happy.  
I4. When I used to live in Behchokǫ̀, I slept in. 
I5. When I used to go back and forth to YK, I wasn't happy. 
I6. When I used to go back and forth to YK, I woke up early. 
I7. Whenever I stayed in Behchokǫ̀, I would be happy. 
I8. Whenever I stayed in Behchokǫ̀, I slept in. 
I9. Whenever I didn't have to go back and forth to YK, I would be happy.  
I10. Whenever I went back and forth to Yellowknife, I woke up early. 
I11. Whenever I travel to Whàtı ̀, I am happy.  
I12. Whenever I travel to Whàtı ̀, I visit my sister. 
I13. When my sister lives with me, I am happy. 
I14. When my sister lives with me, I wake up early.  
 
Context: When I'm driving all day long, I need to find ways to keep myself awake. 
J1. When I'm tired, I sing songs. 
J2. When I get tired, I sing songs. 
J3. When I was tired, I sang a song [context: it only happened once]. 
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J4. When I got tired, I sang a song. 
J5. Whenever I was tired, I would sing songs.  
J6. Whenever I got tired, I would sing songs. 
J7. Whenever I sang, I was tired. 
J8. Whenever I sang, I was getting tired. 
Additional context (J9-J10): I'm going to drive for 10 hours straight tomorrow 
J9. If I suddenly get tired tomorrow, I will sing.  
J10. If I'm tired tomorrow [which I know I will be], I will sing.  
J11. If I were tired, I would be singing. [you should know I'm not tired, because I'm not 
singing!] 
J12. If I had been tired, I would have sung songs. 
 
K1. If my sister hears a new song, she always tries to sing it.  
K2. If my sister makes up a new song, she always shares it with me.  
K3. I'll share my new song with you if you want to hear it.  
K4. If you want to hear it, I will share my new song with you. 
K5. My sister always sings whether she heard a new song or not. [she sings old song.] 
K6. Do you know whether my sister is singing now or not? 
K7. Do you know if my sister is singing now? 
 
L1. When I wake up early, I make tea. 
L2. If I wake up early, I make tea. 
L3. When I wake up, I make tea. 
[L4. In English, we can't say "if I wake up, I make tea"! ] 
L5. If I had woken up early today, I would have made tea. 
L6. If I made stew yesterday, I wouldn't make stew today. 
L7. If I had made stew yesterday, I wouldn't have made stew today. 
L8. If I were to finish the mitts tonight, I would make bannock tomorrow. [I may or may 
not finish the mitts tonight, I don't know] 
L9. If I were to finish the mitts tonight, I would make bannock tomorrow [but I know I 
won't finish the mitts tonight]  
L10. I make tea whether I woke up early or not. 
L11. If you wake up early, make tea! If you don't, there will be no tea for others.  
L12. If you don't make tea, there will be no tea for others. 
 
M1. I would make stew, but I don't have onions. 
M2. I would make stew if I had onions. 
M3. I would have made stew, but I don't have any onions.  
M4. I would have made stew, but I didn't have any onions. 
M5. I would have made stew if I had any onions. 
M6. If you're hungry, there's some stew left. 
 
N1. I would take you there if you don't have a car 
N2. I would have taken you there if I had known you didn't have a car 
N3. I would take you there but my brother has my car. 
N4. I can take you there if you don't have a car. 
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N5. I could have taken you there if I had known you didn't have a car. 
 
P1. There probably are a lot of berries now. 
P2. If there probably are a lot of berries now, we shouldn't wait. 
P3. If there are a lot of berries now, we better go pick them tomorrow. 
P4. If you go picking berries tomorrow, bring a big basket.  
P5. If you go picking berries tomorrow, there will probably be more berries than if you 
went at the end of the month. 
P6. If you went picking berries at the end of the month, you wouldn't find many of them.  
P7. If you went picking berries last month, it would have been too early!  
 
Q1. If he doesn't arrive before nine, we will eat dinner after nine. 
Q2. If he doesn't arrive before nine, we will eat dinner now.  
Q3. If he won't arrive before nine, we will eat dinner now.  
 
[context: you're calling a friend, who recently had a baby. Her partner answers the 
phone and says she's busy giving the baby a bath. You say:] 
R1. If she's giving the baby a bath, I'll call back later. 
[Context: your friend was supposed to call you last night at home, but you had to go and 
help your neighbour. You don't know if your friend called at the time you were away, but 
she didn't call when you were home. You say:] 
R2. If she called last night, I was helping my neighbour at the time.   
R3. In English, I can have the following situation: I'm in Behchokǫ̀ and my brother is in 
Yellowknife. My brother is supposed to be in Behchokǫ̀ in half an hour, but he's always 
late. He just called me to say he's on his way (so he's probably still in Yellowknife). I say, 
'If my brother gets here on time, I'm the Queen of England!' Is there an expression like 
that in Tłı̨chǫ? 
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Appendix 2 
 
Elicitation data 
 
In this appendix, the elicitation prompt is in bold. The literal translation is in italics. 
Additional comments (or an alternate translation) by the speaker who offered the 
translation is listed below.  
 
RM 28th July 2016 
 
B1. If the truck had left last week, it would have made it to Délı̨ne. 
 
ı̨dıı  dzęahta  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀ t’à   ekǫǫ̀  ts'eedè     nı̨dè  Dèlı̨ı̨  ts’ǫ̀   
last week truck FOC  there leave.PL.1PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ Dèlı̨ne to  
yehtsı̨    ha  ı̨lè. 
make.3SG.S.IPFV FUT PST 
 
'If the truck left there last week, it would have made it to Dèlı̨ne.' 
 
 
B2: If the truck had left next week, it would have made it to Delı̨nè. 
 
ı̨daa  dzęahta  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀ t’à  ekǫǫ̀ ts’eede ̀   nı̨dè   
next  week  truck FOC  there l leave.PL.1PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ   
yehtsı̨    ha ı̨lè   Delı̨ı̨  ts’ǫ̀ 
make.3SG.S.IPFV FUT PST  Dèlı̨ne to 
 
'If the truck left there next week, it would have made it to Dèlı̨ne.' 
 
B3: If it's not cold enough, the truck will break the ice. [context: we think it is but 
we don't know] 
 
a. 
Dıı ̀   ı̨łaà  edza làà nıı ̀le ts'ǫhɂǫ̀  ahxǫ behtsı̨ı̨ ̀ golı wexè  
now  yet cold  FOC be.NEG because  maybe truck ice 3SG.O.with  
nàtı̨ ̀    tahkò 
break.3SG.S.IPFV maybe 
 
 
'Maybe because it isn't this cold yet, maybe the truck breaks the ice with it.' 
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b. 
Edza  làà  nıı ̀le nı̨dè  dànı ̀  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀ tǫ k’e ekǫǫ̀   ts’ǫ̀  nı ̀ı ̀tła sǫǫ̀nı  
cold  FOC be.NEG NĮDÈ how  truck ice on there to go.3SG.S.PFV EVID 
tǫ wexè  tanı  tahkò 
ice 3SG.O.with half  maybe 
 
 
'If it isn't cold, how does the truck fo there on the ice, maybe the ice [breaks] to half with 
it.' 
RM: If it's not that cold, how would the vehicle go there, the ice might break with it. 
 
B4: If it's not cold enough, smaller cars may be able to pass.  
 
Edza  nıı ̀le  ts’ǫhɂǫ̀ behtsı̨ı̨ ̀cho ekǫǫ̀ tǫ̀ k’e aget’ı̨    ha-le  
cold  be.NEG because vehicle.big there ice on go.3PL.S.IPFV  FUT-NEG 
tahkò sǫǫ̀nı hanı ̀kò behtsı̨ı̨ ̀ netsà-lı̨a  gà tǫ k’e aget’ı̨  
maybe EVID but  vehicle big-NEG.DIM and ice on go.3PL.S.IPFV 
gha  esanı ̀le 
for  okay 
 
because it isn't coldmaybe big vechiles won't go on the ice there, but it's okay for small 
vechilles to go on the ice.' 
 
RM: It's not that cold so the big trucks may not be able to go on the ice but the smaller 
vehicles can go on the ice. 
 
B6: Even if it gets cold enough, the winter road will be close tomorrow.  
 
xok'e tı̨lı  hòt’ah  wedaı̨tı̨-a    edza edza-le  kò 
winter road already  be.closed.IPFV-FUT  cold  cold-NEG KÒ2 
 
'The winter road will be completely closed even if it's cold or not cold.' 
 
RM: The winter road will be closed whether it's cold or not. 
 
B7: Only if it gets cold enough, the winter road will be open tomorrow.  
 
sıı ̀   edza  nı̨dè   zǫ  xoo  tı̨lı  ı̨łaà wedaàxànı̨tǫ  ha. 
very cold  NĮDÈ  only winter road still be.open.IPFV  FUT 
 
'Only if it's very cold the winter road will still be open.' 
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B8: The winter road will only be open tomorrow if it gets cold enough. 
 
xok'e tı̨lı  satsǫ  zǫ  enı ̀ı̨xànı̨tǫ  ha ı̨łaà edza nı̨dè  
winter road tomorrow only be.open.IPFV  FUT still cold  NĮDÈ 
denahk'e  edza adzà    nı̨dè 
more  cold  become.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ 
 
'The winter road will only be open tomorrow if it's still cold, if it has become colder.' 
RM: If it gets very cold it will be open only tomorrow! 
 
B9: The winter road will only be open to small cars if it's this warm.   
 
ı̨łaà dıı laanı sı gòkǫ̀  nı̨dè  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  netsà-lea  gha zǫ  
still this like  also warm NĮDÈ vehicle large-NEG.DIM for only 
enı ̀xànı̨tǫ  ade   gha  xok’e tı̨lı 
be.open.IPFV  happen.IPFV for  winter road 
 
'If it's still warm like this, othe winter road will be open only for small vechiles.' 
 
RM: So if it's warm like this the winter road will be open just for smaller vehicles. 
 
G1. When my grandmother would sew, I would watch her. 
Ehtsı̨  nàɂeelı   nı̨dè  weghàıhdà 
grandmother sew.3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ watch.1SG.S:3SG.O.PFV 
 
'Whenever my grandmother sewed, I watched her.' 
RM: When my grandmother sew I watch her. 
 
G2. Whenever I visited her, I asked her if she would teach me to sew. 
 
Ehtsı̨   wets’àhtła   nı̨dè   ası̨ ̀ı̨ ̀   nàɂeehłı  
grandmother visit.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ  something sew.1SG.S.IPFV 
hoghàseehtǫ     ha dı ̀ı ̀-le 
teach.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV  can 
 
'Whenever I visited my grandmother, "Can she teach me to sew"' 
 
G3. Whenever I visited her, I asked her when she would teach me to sew. 
 
Ehtsı̨   wets’àhtła   nı̨dè  dàht’e  nı̨dè  nàɂeehłı   gha  
grandmother visit.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ  what.time NĮDÈ sew.1SG.S.IPFV C 
hoghàseehtǫ     ha dı ̀ı ̀-le 
teach.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV  can 
 
'Whenever I visited her, "When can she teach me to sew?"' 
 



 273 

G4. One day, when I asked her, she taught me how to sew with beads. 
 
Ehtsı̨   wets'àwhetłaa    dzęę k’è daweehke     
grandmother  visit.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV.NMLZ day  on ask.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV  
hoghàseehtǫ    gha   nàɂeehłı   hoghàseehtǫ    gha  
teach.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV C   sew.1SG.S.IPFV  teach.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV C  
ekò-èt'ıı  hoghàseehtǫ    nàɂeehłı   gha ehts'o t’à 
immediately teach.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV  sew.1SG.S.IPFV C beads with 
 
'On a day that I visited my grandmother, I asked her to teach me to sew, immediately she 
taught me to sew with beads.' 
 
G5. Whenever I visited her, we would sew together. 
Ehtsı̨   wets’àtła    nı̨dè  ełexè  nàɂı ̀ı ̀lı. 
Grandmother visit.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ RECIP.with sew.1DL.S.IPFV 
'Whenever I visited my grandmother we would sew together.' 
 
G6. When I tried to sew, she would correct my mistakes. 
Nàɂeehłı   nı̨dè  Ehtsı̨  dànı ̀  nàɂeehłı   yeghàeda    
sew.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ grandmother how  sew.1SG.S.IPFV look.3SG.S:4SG.O.IPFV 
ekǫǫ̀-le  ahɂı̨    nı̨dè  ehkw'ı  anahɂı̨ ̀   
mistake  make.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ  right  do.again.1SG.S.IPFV  
gha sets’ǫ̀  hadı. 
C 1SG.O.to say.3SG.S.IPFV 
 
'Whenever I would sew, my grandmother watched how I sew, if I made mistakes, she told 
me to do it again the right way.' 
 
RM: So, my grandmother, when, when I tried to sew, my grandmother would look at my 
sewing and if I make mistakes, she makes me re-do it again. 
 
G8. [To this day,] when I sew, I think of my grandmother.  
 
Dıı  dzęę̀ ts’ǫ̀  nàɂeehłı   nı̨dè  Ehts’ı̨    
this day.PNS to  sew.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ grandmother   
wenahdı ̀      wedànıhwhǫ. 
remember.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV think.about.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV 
 
'To this day, whenever I sew, I think remembering my grandmother.' 
 
P1. There probably are a lot of berries now. 
hòt’a   jı ̀e  łǫ  adzà    sǫnaà 
already  berry many become.3SG.S.PFV EVID 
 
'It's already come to be many berries probably.' 
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P2. If there probably are a lot of berries now, we shouldn't wait. 
Hòt’a   jı ̀e   łǫ  adzà    nı̨dè  ayı ̀ı  gha  
already  berries many become.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ  what for  
 
nats’eèhɂı̨  welı ̀. 
wait.1SG.S.IPFV JUSS 
 
'If it's already come to be many berries, why should we wait?' 
RM: If there's lot of berries now, why should we wait! 
 
P3. If there are a lot of berries now, we better go pick them tomorrow. 
Hòt’a  jı ̀e   łǫ  adzà    ne  ts’ǫhɂǫ̀ satsǫ  nı̨dè  
already berries many become.3SG.S.PFV PART because tomorrow NĮDÈ 
jı ̀ı  hats’edè    ha nezı̨ 
berrıes go.PL.1SG.S.IPFV  FUT good 
 
'Because it's already come to be many berries, it's best we go [for] berries tomorrow.' 
 
P4. If you go picking berries tomorrow, bring a big basket.  
Satsǫ   jı ̀ı  kàętła   nı̨dè  tǫ   netsàa k'eętı̨. 
tomorrow berries go.out.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ bucket big  carry.2SG.S.IPFV 
 
Satsǫ   jı ̀ı  kàętła   nı̨dè  tǫ   netsàa k'eętı̨. 
tomorrow berries go.out.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ bucket big  carry.2SG.S.IPFV 
 
'If you go out [for] berries tomorrow, carry a big bucket.' 
RM: if you're going to go for berries tomorrow, bring a big bucket!  
 
P5. If you go picking berries tomorrow, there will probably be more berries than if 
you went at the end of the month. 
 
Satsǫ  jı ̀ı   kàętła    ha nı̨dè  
tomorrow berries  go.out.2SG.S.IPFV  FUT NĮDÈ 
jı ̀e  łǫ   nı̨be-a    sǫnı  ne  dıdı̨  sa   lǫǫ nı̨dè  
berries many pick.2SG.S.IPFV-FUT EVID PART now  month end NĮDÈ 
jı ̀ı   whı ̀le ade-a    tahkò. 
berries be.gone be.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT maybe 
 
'If you go out [for] berries tomorrow, maybe you will pick many berries now, maybe the 
berries will be gone when it's the end of the month.' 
 
RM: If you're going to go for berries tomorrow, you'll probably pick more berries now 
than at the end of the month, there might be less.  
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P6. If you went picking berries at the end of the month, you wouldn't find many of 
them.  
 
Dıı  sa   lǫǫ jı ̀ı  kàętła    ha nı̨dè  
this month end berries go.out.2SG.S.IPFV  FUT NĮDÈ 
ahxǫ jı ̀e  łǫ  neɂı̨ ̀    ha-le  tahkò sǫnı 
maybe  berries many  see.2SG.S.IPFV FUT-NEG  maybe  EVID 
 
'If you go out for berries at the end of this month, maybe you won't see many berries.' 
RM: if you're going to go for berries by the end of this month, you might not find as 
many. 
 
P7. If you went picking berries last month, it would have been too early!  
Įdıı sa k’e jı ̀ı nı̨be   gha jı ̀ı xàwhǫtła     
last month on berry pıck.2SG.S.IPFV for berry go.out.2SG.S.PFV  
nı̨dè ahxǫ hı̨whąą̀  whı ̀le  at’ı̨  jı ̀ı hanèwhı ̀le  sǫnı 
NĮDÈ maybe early  be.gone be.3.SG.S.IPFV berry be.gone  EVID 
 
'If you went out for picking berries last month, maybe it would have been too early, 
maybe there would have been no berries.' 
RM: If you went berry picking last month it would have been too early to pick berries. 
 
Q1. If he doesn't arrive before nine, we will eat dinner after nine. 
 
łǫǫ̀tǫ nı ̀ı̨ɂǫ  sèts'ezee    gha dzǫ  nı ̀ı ̀tła-le    nı̨dè  
nine  o'clock  eat.1PL.S.IPFV.NMLZ for here  come.3SG.S.PFV-NEG NĮDÈ 
łǫǫ̀tǫ nı ̀ı̨ɂǫ  tł'àxǫ̨ǫ̀ nı̨dè  sèts'ezeè    gha esanı ̀le 
nine  o'clock  after NĮDÈ eat.1PL.S.IPFV.NMLZ for be.okay 
 
If he doesn't arrive here for dinner at nine o'clock, it's okay for dinner after nine o'clock.' 
RM: If he doesn’t come to eat before nine o'clock, we will eat dinner after nine. 
 
Q2. If he doesn't arrive before nine, we will eat dinner now.  
 
łǫǫ̀tǫ  nı ̀ı̨ɂǫ  sèts'ezee    gha dzǫ  nı ̀ı ̀tła-le    nı̨dè 
nine  o'clock  eat.1PL.S.IPFV.NMLZ for  here come.3SG.S.PFV-NEG NĮDÈ 
ekı ̀ıhanıı   sèts'eze   ha. 
just    eat.1PL.S.IPFV FUT 
 
'If he doesn't come here for dinner at nine o'cock, we will eat [now].' 
RM: If he doesn't come for dinner at nine, we will eat dinner now. 
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R1. If she's giving the baby a bath, I'll call back later. 
bebı ̀a  k'enaɂehtse  nı̨dè  hotł'a dè  nets’ǫ̀   
Baby bath.3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ later? NĮDÈ 2PL.O.to   
nagohde    nǫǫ̀ 
talk.again.1SG.S.IPFV EVID 
 
If she's bathing the baby, obviously I will talk to you again later.' 
 
R2. If she called last night, I was helping my neighbour at the time.   
ı̨łaà  sets'ǫ̀  goı̨de   nı̨dè  whıhdà-le    ı̨lè  
still 1SG.O.to  call.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ be.home.1SG.S.PFV-NEG PST  
sèot'ı̨    wets’àhdı   ı̨lè 
1SG.POSS.family help.1SG.S.IPFV  PST 
 
'If she still called me, I wasn't home. I was helping my sister.' 
 
R3. 'If my brother gets here on time, I'm the Queen of England!' 
Setsı̨      ı̨whąą̀  dzǫ  nı ̀ı ̀tła   nı̨dè,   
1SG.POSS.younger.brother  fast  here  arrive.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ  
ts'èko  k'àowo  aht'e    nee. 
woman  boss  be.1SG.S.IPFV  PART 
 
Setsı̨      ı̨whąą̀  dzǫ  nı ̀ı ̀tła   nı̨dè,   
1SG.POSS.younger.brother  fast  here  arrive.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ  
ts'èko  k'àowo  aht'e    nee. 
woman  boss  be.1SG.S.IPFV  PART 
 
'If my younger brother arrives here fast, I am the queen.' 
RM: If my brother gets here fast, I'm the big boss. 
 
D1. If I didn't leave the tap running last night, the pipes will have frozen 
 
a. 
ı̨xę̀ę   tı  xàtł’òo  etłeè    ahłà-le   
yesterday water tap   go.3SG.S.PROG.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG  
nı̨dè  tı  etı̨     ha ı̨lè 
NĮDÈ water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV  FUT PST 
 
'If I didn't let the tap run yesterday, the water would have frozen.' 
RM: If I didn't leave the taps running yesterday, the pipes would have frozen. 
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b. 
ı̨xę̀ę   tı  etłeè    ahłà-lea    
yesterday water go.3SG.S.PROG.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG.DIM   
wenaıhdı ̀-le 
remember.1SG.S.PFV-NEG 
 
'I didn't remember letting the water run yesterday.' 
RM: I didn't remember that I was supposed to let it run.  
 
c. 
ı̨xę̀ę   tı  etłeè    ahłà     nee 
yesterday water go.3SG.S.PROG.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV  PART 
ahxǫ tı  etǫ    tahkò 
maybe water freeze.3SG.S.PFV maybe 
 
'I let the water run yesterday, maybe the water froze.' 
 
D3. If I didn't leave the tap running last night, the pipes could have frozen. 
 
ı̨xę̀ę   tı  etłeè    ahłà-le    nı̨dè  
yesterday water go.3SG.S.PROG.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG NĮDÈ  
tı  ehtǫ    sǫnı 
water freeze.3SG.S.PFV EVID 
 
'If I didn't let the water run yesterday, maybe the water froze.' 
 
D4. The pipes will not freeze only if I leave my tap running tonight. 
 
dıı  toò   k'e tı  etłeè    ahłà    nı̨dè  
this night on water go.3SG.S.PROG.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ  
tı   etı̨     ha-le 
water  freeze.3SG.S.IPFV  FUT-NEG 
 
'Tonight, if I let the water run, the water will not freeze.' 
 
 
D7. The pipes will only freeze if I don't leave my tap running tonight. 
 
dıı toò  k'e tı  etłeè    ahłà-le    nı̨dè  
this night on water go.3SG.S.PROG.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG NĮDÈ  
tı   etı̨    ha nee  
water  freeze.3SG.S.IPFV FUT PART 
 
'Tonight, if I don't let the water run, the water will freeze.'  
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D8. The pipes will only be frozen tomorrow if I don't leave my tap running tonight.  
 
dıı toò  k'e tı  etłeè    ahłà-le    nı̨dè  
this night on water go.3SG.S.PROG.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG NĮDÈ 
satsǫ  nı̨dè  tı  etı̨    ha hǫt'e. 
tomorrow NĮDÈ water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV FUT EMPH 
 
'Tonight, if I don't let the water run, tomorrow, the water will freeze.' 
  



 279 

CR 29th July 2016 
 
B1. If the truck had left last week, it would have made it to Délı̨ne. 
[additional context: it's going to be very cold next week, the ice will be safe then] 
 
a. 
a. 
ı̨dıı  dzęahta  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  nda ekǫǫ̀ dèhtła   nı̨dè  
last week  vehicle  ? there leave.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ   
esade-a-le      ı̨lè. 
happen.bad.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT-NEG PST 
 
'If the truck left last week, it would happen okay [=not bad].' 
 
CR: 'If you would have left last week, nothing would have happened.' 
 
b. 
ı̨dıı  dzęahta   neatła   behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  netsàa nı̨dè  
last week  leave.3SG.S.PFV vehicle  large NĮDÈ 
behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  esade-a-le      ı̨lè. 
vehicle  happen.bad.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT-NEG PST 
 
'If large vehicles left last week, it would happen okay [=not bad].' 
 
CR: 'If you had left last week wıth the vehıcle, nothıng would have happened wıth the 
vehıcle.' 
 
B2. If the truck had left next week, it would have made it to Delı̨nè. 
 
a. 
ı̨daà  dzęahta  nı̨dè  gòk’ò-a    ts'ǫɂǫ̀   
future week  NĮDÈ cold.AR.IPFV-FUT  because 
ekǫǫ̀   neatła    nı̨dè  nezı̨-a 
there  leave.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ be.good.IPFV-FUT 
 
'Next week, because it will be cold, if it leaves there it will be good.' 
 
CR: 'Next week is going to be cold, so if you would leave then, it would be much better.' 
 
b. 
ı̨daà   dzęahta   neatła   nı̨dè  nezı̨-a     ı̨lè. 
future week  leave.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ be.good.IPFV-FUT  PST 
 
'If they left next week, it would have been good.' 
CR: 'If they already left, if you would have left next week it would have been better.' 
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B3. If it's not cold enough, the truck will break the ice. [context: we think it is but 
we don't know, the winter road is about to close] 
 
a. 
ı̨łaà gòk’ò-le    ts'ǫɂǫ̀  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  tèedeewı ̀    ahxǫ 
still cold.AR.IPFV-NEG  because  vehicle  fall.in.ice.SG.3SG.S.IPFV maybe 
 
'Because it's still not cold, maybe the vehicle falls into the ice.' 
 
CR: If you know that the ice isn't cold enough 
 
b. 
ı̨łaà   gòk’ò   nıı ̀le   wek’èts’eezǫ  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  
still  cold.AR.IPFV be.NEG.EMPH  know.1PL.S.IPFV vehicle 
nexè  tèedeewı ̀-a     ne 
2SG.O.with fall.in.ice.SG.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT PART 
 
'We know it's still not cold, the vehicle will fall into the ice with you.' 
 
CR: 'The vehicle will fall through the ice wıth you.' 
 'It’s not cold so the vehicle might fall through.' 
 
B4. If it's not cold enough, smaller cars may be able to pass.  
 
ı̨łaà   gòk’ò    nıı ̀le   ne  hanı ̀kò  
still  cold.AR.IPFV  be.NEG.EMPH  PART but  
behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  netsà-lea gha nı̨dè  esanı ̀  nıı ̀le 
vehicle big-NEG  for NĮDÈ be.bad  be.NEG.EMPH 
 
'It's still not cold but if it's for small vechiles it's okay.' 
CR: 'Even though [we know] it's not cold enough, it's good for smaller vehicles.' 
 
B5. Had it not been cold enough, the truck would have broken it. [context: but it 
was cold enough and everything is okay!] 
 
a. 
ı̨łaà   gòk’ò   nıı ̀le   ts’ǫɂoǫ̀  
still  cold.AR.IPFV  be.NEG.EMPH  because 
behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  tèedeewı ̀-a     hò  
vehicle  fall.in.ice.SG.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT KÒ2 
 
'Because it still isn't cold enough the vehicle would fall into the ice.' 
CR: 'If it’s still not cold enough, the vehicle will fall through.' 
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b. 
ı̨łaà   gòk’ò    nıı ̀le   hò  
still  cold.AR.IPFV  be.NEG.EMPH  KÒ2 
ı̨łaà  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  netsàa tı   tèeatła 
still  vehicle  big  water go.over.ice.3SG.S.PFV 
 
Even if it's still not cold, the vehicle would still travel over the ice.' 
 
c. 
behtsı̨ı̨ ̀   tı  tèeatła      ts’ǫɂǫ̀   
vehicle  water go.over.ice.3SG.S.PFV  because 
ı̨łaà  nezı̨    ha   na 
still  be.good.IPFV  FUT  PART 
 
'Because the vehicle travelled over the ice, it will still be good.' 
CR: 'Isn't it still good?' 
 
d. 
ı̨łaà   gòk’ò    nıı ̀le   hò  
still  cold.AR.IPFV  be.NEG.EMPH  KÒ2 
behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  netsàa  tı  tèeatła      esanı ̀le  hǫna 
vehicle  big  water go.over.ice.3SG.S.IPFV  be.okay  EVID 
 
'Even though it's still not cold, it's probably okay [for] big vehicles to travel over the ice.' 
  
B6. Even if it gets cold enough, the winter road will be close tomorrow.  
 
a. 
ı̨łaà   gòk’ò   hò  tı̨lı  edaàgehge-a 
still  cold.AR.IPFV  KÒ2  road close.3PL.S.IPFV-FUT  
 
'Even though it's still cold, the road will be closed.' 
 
b. 
ı̨łaà   gòk’ò   hò  tı̨lı  wedaàgeechı-a 
still  cold.AR.IPFV  KÒ2  road close.3PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV-FUT 
 
'Even though it's still cold, they will close the road.' 
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B7. Only if it gets cold enough, the winter road will be open tomorrow.  
 
sıı ̀  gòk’òò     agòhdzà   nı̨dè  
very cold.AR.IPFV-ADV  become.AR.PFV NĮDÈ  
tı̨lı  enı ̀ı̨xàtǫ     agehwhǫ-a 
road be.open.3SG.S.IPFV cause.3PL.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'If it becomes very cold, the road will be open.' 
CR: 'If it gets really cold then they will keep the road open.' 
 
B8. The winter road will only be open tomorrow if it gets cold enough. 
 
hatsǫ  gòk’òò    agòhdzà   nı̨dè  ne  zǫ  
tomorrow cold.AR.IPFV-ADV become.AR.PFV NĮDÈ PART only 
gak’a tı̨lı  nıtła enı ̀ı̨xàı̨tǫ-a 
?  road ?  be.open.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'Only if it becomes cold tomorrow, the road will be open.' 
 
B9. The winter road will only be open to small cars if it's this warm.   
 
 
gòkǫ̀ǫ̀    agòhdzà   nı̨dè  
warm.AR.IPFV-ADV become.AR.PFV NĮDÈ 
tı̨lı  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  netsà-lea  zǫ  ts’ǫ̀  hanaxàı̨tǫ-a 
road vehicle  big-NEG.DIM  only to  be.open.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
  
'If it becomes warm, the road will be open only for small vwhicles.' 
CR: 'The road wıil remain open for only small vehicles, if it warms up.' 
 
B12. In the next three days, all the way from Yellowknife to Delı̨ne, it will be very 
cold.  
 
a. 
dıı  taı   dzęę̀  ts’ǫ̀-a  Sǫǫ̀mbak’è ts’ǫne  Dèlı̨ı̨ ts’ǫ̀  
this three day.PNS  to-DIM  Yellowknife from  Dèlı̨ne to 
edza dı ̀ı ̀  ade-a 
cold  very become.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'To these three days, from Yellowknife to Dèlı̨ne, it will become very cold.' 
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B. 
Sǫǫ̀mbak’è ts’ǫ  Dèlı̨ı̨ ts’ǫ̀  dıı taı  dzęę̀  sı ̀ı  
Yellowknife from Dèlı̨ne to  this  there day.PNS  FOC  
ı̨łaà  gòk’ò-a    na 
still  cold.AR.IPFV-FUT  PART 
 
'From Yellowknife to Dèlı̨ne, these three days, it will still be cold.' 
 
B13. The winter road will only be open next week if, in the next three days, all the 
way from Yellowknife to Delı̨ne, it will be cold enough. 
 
a. 
dıı  taı  dzęę̀  sı ̀ı  dıı tı̨lı  Sǫǫ̀mbak’è ts’ǫ  Dèlı̨ı̨ ts’ǫ̀  
this  three day.PNS  FOC  this road Yellowknife from Dèlı̨ne to 
tı̨lı  eyı  sı ̀ı  enàxàı̨tǫ-a    gedı  
road that  FOC  be.open.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT say.3PL.S.IPFV 
gòk’ò    dè   zǫ 
cold.AR.IPFV-FUT  NĮDÈ only 
 
These three days, this road from Yellowknife to Dèlı̨ne, they say that road will be open 
only if it's cold.' 
 
CR: 'From YK to Dèlı̨ the road will remain open for the next three days only if it's cold.' 
 
b. 
Sǫǫ̀mbak’è   ts’ǫ   Dèlı̨ı̨  ts’ǫ̀   tı̨lı   enàxàı̨tǫ-a  
Yellowknife  from Dèlı̨ne to  road be.open.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
dıı  taı   dzęę̀   ı̨łaà   gòk’ò    dè   zǫ 
this three day.PNS  still  cold.AR.IPFV-FUT NĮDÈ only 
 
'From Yellowknife to Dèlı̨ne the road will be open these three days only if it's still cold.' 
 
B14. The winter road will only be open to small cars if it's this warm all the way 
from Yellowknife to Delı̨ne.  [can I change the order of 'all the way from 
Yellowknife to Delı̨ne?] 
 
a. 
Sǫǫ̀mbak’è  ts’ǫ   Dèlı̨ne ts’ǫ̀ xoo  tı̨lı  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  netsà-lea gha  
Yellowknife from Dèlı̨ne to winter road vehicle big-NEG.DIM for 
enàxàı̨tǫ̨-a    ı̨łaà dıı hanı ̀kò gǫ̀kǫ̀    nı̨dè 
be.open.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT still this but  warm.AR.IPFV  NĮDÈ 
 
 
'From Yellowknife to Dèlı̨ne, the winter road will still be open for small cars but if 
[=unless?] it's this warm.'  
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b. 
Sǫǫ̀mbak’è  ts’ǫ   Dèlı̨ne ts’ǫ̀  xoo  tı̨lı  behtsı̨ı̨ ̀   netsà-lea  
Yellowknife from Dèlı̨ne to  winter road vehicle  big-NEG.DIM 
zǫ  ts’ǫ̀  naxàı̨tǫ̨-a    dıı hanı ̀kò gòkǫ̀    nı̨dè 
only to be.open.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT this but  warm.AR.IPFV  NĮDÈ 
 
'From Yellowknife to Dèlı̨ne the winter road will be open only to small vehicles but if it's 
this warm.' 
 
D1. If I didn't leave the tap running last night, the pipes will have frozen [you don't 
know, it was very cold last night] 
 
a. 
tı  etı̨-a     dehwhǫ-lè    ts'ǫɂǫ̀  
water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  think.1SG.S.IPFV-PST  because 
 
’Because I thought the water froze.' 
 
tı  det’eè    ahłà    hò  dè  laa  
water drip.3SG.S.IPFV.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV KÒ2? NĮDÈ FOC 
hanı ̀kò wenahdı ̀    ha dı ̀ı ̀  asehatła 
but  remember.1SG.S.IPFV can’t  ?  
 
D2. If I didn't leave the tap running last night, the pipes may have frozen 
 
a. 
tı  det’eè    ahłà    wenahdı ̀-le     ı̨xę̀ę  
water drip.3SG.S.IPFV.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV remember.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG  yesterday 
 
'I don't remember whether I let the water drip yesterday.' 
 
b. 
ı̨xę̀ę   tı  det’eè    ahłà    wenahdı ̀-le  
yesterday water drip.3SG.S.IPFV.ADV cause.1SG.S.PFV remember.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG 
 
'I don't remember whether I let the water drip yesterday.' 
 
c. 
tı  det’e-a    gha aı̨ ̀hwhǫ-a  
water drip.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT C keep.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
wenahdı ̀-le    segha  tı  etı̨     ahxǫ 
remember.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG 1SG.O.for water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV  maybe 
 
'I don't remember whether I kept water dripping, maybe the water freezes on me.' 
CR: 'I can’t remember if I left the tap runnıng, the water mıght freeze.' 
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d. 
ı̨xę̀ę   tı  det’e-a    aı̨ ̀hwhǫ   ahłà  
yesterday water drip.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT keep.1SG.S.IPFV cause.1SG.S.PFV 
wenahdı ̀    ha dı ̀ı ̀  segha  tı  etı̨    ha 
remember.1SG.S.IPFV can’t  1SG.P.for water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV FUT 
 
'I can't remember whether I caused the water to keep dr yesterday, the water will freeze 
on me.' 
 
D3. I didn't leave the tap running last night, the pipes could have frozen. 
 
ı̨xę̀ę   tı  det’e-a    ahłà-le     nı̨dè  
yesterday water drip.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG  NĮDÈ 
segha  tı  etı̨-a    ı̨lè 
1SG.O.for water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT PST 
 
'Yesterday if I hadn't caused the water to drop, the water would have frozen on me.' 
CR: 'If I hadn’t left the tap runnıng, the water would have frozen.' 
 
D4. The pipes will not freeze only if I leave my tap running tonight. 
 
a. 
tı  det’e-a    ahłà-le     nı̨dè  
water drip.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG  NĮDÈ 
segha  tı  etı̨-a     wek’èehsǫ 
1SG.O.for water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  know.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'If I hadn't let the water drip I know the water will freeze on me.' 
  
b. 
tı  etı̨-a     nıı ̀le ne  
water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  be.NEG PART 
tı  det’e-a    ahłà-le     nı̨dè  
water drip.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT cause.1SG.S.PFV-NEG  NĮDÈ 
 
'The water will not freeze, if I let the water drip.' 
 
c. 
tı  etı̨-a     nıı ̀le ne  
water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  be.NEG PART 
tı  etı̨     det’e-ahłe      zǫ   t’à 
water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV  drip.3SG.S.IPFV-cause.1SG.S.IPFV only because 
 
'The water will not freeze, only because I caused let the water drip.' 
 
CR: 'I would have to leave the tap on.' 



 286 

d. 
tı  etı̨-a     nıı ̀le ne  
water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  be.NEG PART 
tı  det’e   ahłe     zǫ  t’à  
water drip.3SG.S.IPFV cause.1SG.S.IPFV  only because 
hanı ̀-nı̨dè tı  det’e-a    nıı ̀le 
thus-NĮDÈ water drip.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT be.NEG 
 
'The water will not freeze, only by my letting the water drip. If it is so the water will not 
drip.' 
 
D7. The pipes will only freeze if I don't leave my tap running tonight. 
 
dıı  xèhts’ǫ̀ tı  det’eè    ahłe     zǫ  t’à  
this evening water drip.3SG.S.IPFV.ADV cause.1SG.S.IPFV  only because 
hanı ̀ -nı̨dè tı  etı̨-a     nı ̀ıle ne 
thus-NĮDÈ water freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  be.NEG PART 
 
'Only by my lettıng the water drip this night, if it is so, will the water not freeze.' 
CR: 'I would have to leave the tap running tonight then the water won’t freeze.' 
 
D8. The pipes will only be frozen tomorrow if I don't leave my tap running tonight.  
 
dıı  xèhts’ǫ̀  tı  det’eè    ahłe    zǫ  t’à   
this  evening  water drip.3SG.S.IPFV.ADV cause.1SG.S.IPFV only because 
hanı ̀-dè  hatsǫ   etı̨-a     nı ̀ıle ne 
thus-NĮDÈ tomorrow  freeze.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  be.NEG PART 
 
'Only by my lettıng the water drip this night, if it is so, tomorrow the water will not 
freeze.' 
 
Context: We're talking about a good friend. She used to be my neighbour, but she 
moved away. I'm telling you about the time she was my neighbour: 
 
F1. Whenever she saw me, she always looked happy.  
 
dǫ   segà   nàde    ı̨lèe     sı ̀ı  
person 1SG.O.near live.3SG.S.IPFV PST.NMLZ  FOC  
ekaats’ǫ  seɂı̨ ̀      nı̨dè   wı̨nàà. 
always  see.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ  3SG.POSS.happiness 
 
'The person who used to live near me, always whenever she would see me, she was happy 
[=Her happiness].' 
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F2. Whenever she sees me, she always looks happy. 
 
ekaats’ǫ   seɂı̨ ̀     nı̨dè   wı̨nàà 
always  see.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ  3SG.POSS.happiness 
 
'Always whenever she sees me, she's happy [=her happiness].' 
 
F3. Whenever I see her, I always ask about her kids. 
 
ekaats’ǫ  wehɂı̨ ̀     nı̨dè   weza     
always  see.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ  3SG.POSS.son  
dàgı̨t’e     weèhsı̨ 
how.be.3PL.S.IPFV tell.1SG.S:SG.O.IPFV 
 
'Always whenever I see her, I ask her how are her kids?' 
 
F4. When I saw her yesterday, I asked her about her kids. 
 
ı̨xę̀ę   wehɂı̨     xò   
yesterday see.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV KÒ1    
weza    dàgı̨t’e     weèhsı̨ 
3SG.POSS.son  how.be.3PL.S.IPFV tell.1SG.S:SG.O.IPFV 
 
'When I saw her yesterday, I asked her how were her kids?' 
 
F5. Whenever I see her [from now on], I will ask about her kids. 
Context: someone just pointed out to me that I don't always ask about her kids 
when I see her, so I make a decision:  
 
 
dzǫ   ts’ǫ   ı̨daà  wehɂı̨ ̀      nı̨dè  
here  from future see.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV  NĮDÈ 
weza    dàgı̨t’e     daweehke     ha 
3SG.POSS.son  how.be.3PL.S.IPFV ask.1SG.S:SG.O.IPFV  FUT 
 
'Whenever I see her in the future I will ask how are her kids.' 
 
F6. When she lived here, we were friends.  
 
segà   nàde    hò   ełèagı̨ą    ts’elı̨    ı̨lè 
1SG.O.near live.3SG.S.IPFV KÒ1  RECIP.friend  be.1PL.S.IPFV  PST 
 
'When she lived near me, we were friends.' 
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F7. When we saw each other, we always talked.  
 
ekaats’ǫ  ełèts’eɂı̨ ̀    nı̨dè   ełèts’egode    awı  
always  RECIP.see.1PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ RECIP.speak.1PL.S.IPFV HAB  
 
'Always whenever we saw each other, we used to talk.' 
 
F8. If she wanted a babysitter, she asked me.  
 
tsekaa  k’èdı ̀-a     ha k’eet’ı̨ ̀     nı̨dè  sı̨    
child  look.after.IPFV-FUT for look.3SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 1SG  
daseeke     awı  
ask.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV HAB 
 
'If she was looking for a babysitter she always asked me.' 
 
CR: 'If she’s looking for a babysitter she would ask me.' 
 
F10. I would chat with her while she was cooking. 
 
bòxàeht’è   nı̨dè  wets’egohde      awı 
cook.3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ speak.to.1SG.S.:3SG.O.IPFV  HAB 
 
'Whenever she cooks, I would always speak with her.' 
 
Additional context (F11-F13): one specific time 
F11. I chatted with her while she was cooking. 
 
a. 
ı̨łàà   bòxàeht’è  kò  wets’egoıhde    ı̨lè 
once cook.3SG.S.PFV KÒ1 speak.to.1SG.S.:3SG.O.PFV PST 
 
'Once, when she cooked, I spoke wıth her.' 
 
b. 
wets’àgoıhde    ı̨lè  bòxàeht’è   kò 
speak.to.1SG.S.:3SG.O.PFV PST cook.3SG.S.PFV KÒ1 
 
'I had talked with her once when she cooked.' 
 
c. 
ekò   nı̨dè 
KÒ1  NĮDÈ 
CR: 'when it  happens, it hasn’t happened yet, when it comes to that tıme’ 
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F14. If she moved back here, I would tell my friends.  
 
dzǫ   ts’ǫ̀   naèhtła      nı̨dè  
here  to  come.back.3SG.S.PFV  NĮDÈ 
hazǫǫ̀  seàgı̨ą    hagèehsı̨     ha 
all  1SG.POSS.friend tell.1SG.S:3PL.O.IPFV  FUT 
 
'If she comes back here, I will tell all my friends.' 
 
F15. If she moved back here, I would be very happy.  
 
dzǫ   ts’ǫ̀   naèhtła      nı̨dè  sı̨nàà     dı ̀a 
here  to  come.back.3SG.S.PFV  NĮDÈ 1SG.S.happiness  very.FUT 
 
'If she comes back here, I will be very happy.' 
 
F16. If she had had the time, she would have visited me last year.  
 
weghà   xòɂǫ   nı̨dè  sets’àhtła-a      ı̨lè 
3SG.O.for time  NĮDÈ visit.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV-FUT  PST 
 
'If she had time, she would have visited me.' 
 
G1. When my grandmother would sew, I would watch her. 
 
setsı̨     nàɂeelı   wàıhdà 
1SG.POSS.grandmother sew.3SG.S.IPFV watch.1SG.S.:3SG. O.PFV 
 
'I watched my grandmother sew.' 
 
CR: 'Watching my grandmother sew.' 
 
G2. Whenever I visited her, I asked her if she would teach me to sew. 
 
a.    
setsı̨     dànı ̀  nàɂets’eelı  ghàeseehtǫ     
1SG.POSS.grandmother how  sew.1PL.S.IPFV  teach.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV 
wèehsı̨ 
tell.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV  
 
I asked my grandmother to teach me how to sew.' 
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b. 
setsı̨     wets’àhtła    nı̨dè  ekaats’ǫ  dànı ̀ 
1SG.POSS.grandmother visit.1SG.S.:3SG.O IPFV NĮDÈ always  how 
nàɂets’eelı  ghàeseehtǫ 
sew.1PL.S.IPFV  teach.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV 
 
'When I visited my grandmother, always, 'teach me how to sew.' 
 
G3. Whenever I visited her, I asked her when she would teach me to sew. 
 
wets’àhtła    nı̨dè  ekaats’ǫ  ełexè  nàɂets’eelı  awı 
visit.1SG.S.:3SG.O IPFV NĮDÈ always  RECIP.with sew.1PL.S.IPFV HAB 
 
'Whenever I visited her, we always sewed together' 
 
G4. One day, when I asked her, she taught me how to sew with beads. 
 
ı̨łàà   wets’àwhıhtła   xò  ɂets’eelı   ghàseèhtǫ 
once  visit.1SG.S.:3SG.O.PFV  KÒ1  sew.1PL.S.IPFV teach.3SG.S:1SG.O.PFV 
 
'Once when I visited her, she taught me to sew.' 
 
G6. When I tried to sew, she would correct my mistakes. 
 
setsı̨     ekǫǫ̀-le  nàɂeehłı   nı̨dè   
1SG.POSS.grandmother mistake  sew.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 
ekèe hasèhdı-a 
just  tell.3SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV-DIM 
 
My grandmother would tell me if I was sewing wrong.' 
CR: 'She would just tell me that I made a mıstake and then she would show me how to 
correct it.' 
 
G8. [To this day,] when I sew, I think of my grandmother.  
 
dıı  dzęę̀ ts’ǫ̀ nàɂeehłı   nı̨dè  ekaats’ǫ  wenahdı ̀     
this day.PNS to sew.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ always  remember.1SG.S.:3.SG.O.IPFV  
 
awı 
HAB 
 
'To this day, whenever I sew, I always remember her.' 
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L1. When I wake up early, I make tea. 
 
k'omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀ neèhtła    nı̨dè  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨ 
morning  get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'Whenever I get up in the morning, I make tea.' 
 
L2. If I wake up early, I make tea. 
same as L1. 
 
b. 
ǫhk’èa  ı̨whaà neèhtła-le    nı̨dè  
sometimes early get.up.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG NĮDÈ 
dǫ  eładı̨ı̨ lıdı ̀ gogha  yehtsı̨ 
person other tea 4PL.O.for make.3SG.S:4SG.O.IPFV 
 
'Sometimes if I don't get up early, a different person makes tea for us/them.' 
 
c. 
ǫhk’èa  ı̨whaà neèhtła-le    nı̨dè  
sometimes early get.up.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG NĮDÈ 
segha  lıdı ̀  gèehtsı̨  
1SG.O. for tea  make.3PL.S.IPFV 
 
'Sometimes, if I don't wake up early, they make tea for me.' 
 
CR: 'If I wake up late, somebody else would make tea for me.' 
 
d. 
ı̨whaà neèhtła-le    nı̨dè 
early get.up.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG  NĮDÈ 
dǫ  eładı̨ı̨ segha  lıdı ̀  gèehtsı̨ 
people other 1SG.O.for tea  make.3PL.S.IPFV 
 
If I don't get up early, other people make tea for me.' 
 
e. 
ı̨whaà neèhtła-le    nı̨dè   
early get.up.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG  NĮDÈ 
hanı ̀kò  ı̨łàà  lıdı ̀  ehtsı̨ 
but   still  tea  make.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
If I don't get up early, I still make tea.' 
 
CR:'If I wake up late then I still make tea.' 
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L3. When I wake up, I make tea. 
 
ts’eehwhı̨   ı̨łaà  hò nı̨dè  lıdı ̀  ehtsı̨ 
wake.up.1SG.S.IPFV still  KÒ2 NĮDÈ tea  make.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'Whenever I wake up, I make tea.' 
CR: 'If I wake up, I make tea.' 
 
L5. If I had woken up early today, I would have made tea. 
 
a. 
dıı k’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀ ts’ııhwhǫ̀    nı̨dè   
this morning  wake.up.1SG.S.PFV  NĮDÈ  
lıdı ̀  ehtsı̨-a     ı̨lè 
tea  make.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT  PST 
 
'If I woke up this morning, I would have made tea.' 
 
b. 
dıı k’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀ ı̨whaà neèhtła    nı̨dè  
this morning  early get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 
lıdı ̀  ehtsı̨-a     ı̨lè 
tea  make.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT  PST 
 
'This morning if I woke up early, I would have made tea.' 
. 
L8. If I were to finish the mitts tonight, I would make bannock tomorrow. [I may or 
may not finish the mitts tonight, I don't know] 
 
dıı xèhts’ǫ̀  jıh  nàɂeehłı   ghǫenaht’è  nı̨dè  
this night  mitts sew.1SG.S.IPFV finish.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 
dıı xèhts’ǫ̀ łèt’è eht’è-a 
this night bread bake.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'Tonight if I finish sewing the mitts, I will bake bread tonight.' 
CR: 'If I finnish sewing the mitts tonıght then I will bake bannock tonight.' 
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L9. If I were to finish the mitts tonight, I would make bannock tomorrow [but I 
know I won't finish the mitts tonight]  
 
a. 
dıı xèhts’ǫ̀  jıh  ehtsı̨    weghǫnaht’è-a   
this evening  mitts make.1SG.S.IPFV  finish.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV-FUT  
wek’èehsǫ  nıı ̀le 
know.1SG.S.IPFV be.NEG 
 
'I know that I will not finish making mitts tonight.' 
 
b. 
dıı xèhts’ǫ̀  jıh  ehtsı̨   sı ̀ı   
this evening  mitts make.1SG.S.IPFV FOC  
ghǫnaht’è-a      nıı ̀le wek’èehsǫ 
finish.1SG.S:3SG.O.IPFV-FUT  be.NEG know.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
I know that I will not finish making mitts tonight.' 
 
c. 
dıı xèhts’ǫ̀  jıh  ehtsı̨    weghǫnahǫ̀t’e   nı̨dè  
this evening  mitts make.1SG.S.IPFV  finish.AR.1SG.S:3SG.O.PFV NĮDÈ 
hatsǫ  nı̨dè  łèt’è eht’è-a      
tomorrow NĮDÈ bread bake.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
hanı ̀kò hade-a-le     wek’èehsǫ 
but  become.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT-NEG know.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'If I finish making mitts tonight I will bake bread tomorrow but I know it would not 
happen.' 
 
hanı ̀kò ahłe-a-le      wek’èehsǫ 
but  cause. 31G.S.IPFV-FUT-NEG know.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'But I know I will not do it.' 
 
L10. I make tea whether I woke up early or not. 
 
a. 
neèhtła    nı̨de  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨   awı 
get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV HAB 
CR: 'I make tea regardless, when I wake up I make tea' 
 
'Whenever I get up I make tea [habitually].' 
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b. 
k’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀  neèhtła    nı̨dè  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨   awı 
morning  get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV HAB 
 
'Whenever I get up in the morning I make tea [habitually].' 
 
CR: 'If I wake up in the mornıng I always make tea.' 
 
c. 
k’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀ neèhtła    nı̨dè  ekaats’ǫ  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨   awı 
morning  get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ always  tea make.1SG.S.IPFV HAB 
 
'Whenever I wake up in the morning I always make tea.' 
d. 
k’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀ neèhtła    nı̨dè  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨   t’ıı̨ ̀t’e ı̨lè 
morning  get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV HAB  PST 
 
'Whenever I get up in the morning I make tea habitually.' 
 
L11. If you wake up early, make tea! If you don't, there will be no tea for others.  
 
a. 
k’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀ nèehtła    nı̨dè  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨   awı  
morning  get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV HAB 
hanı ̀  dàòdı ̀ nı̨dè   dǫ  gogha  lıdı ̀ whela 
thus  nothing NĮDÈ  people 3PL.S.for  tea be.3SG.S.IPFV 
 
'When I get up in the morning, I make tea [habitually]. So, if there's nothing, there will be 
tea for peope.' 
 
b. 
k’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀ taaht’è  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨   hanı ̀-le-nı̨dè lıdı ̀ gǫ̀hłı̨-le 
morning  every  tea make.1SG.S.IPFV or   tea exist.IPFV-NEG 
 
'I make tea every morning or there's no tea.' 
 
CR: 'If I wake up in the morning I’ll make tea or else there won’t be any.' 
 
P1. There probably are a lot of berries now. 
 
jı ̀ı   łǫ  gǫ̀hłı̨   wek’èts’eezǫ 
berry many exist.3SG.S.IPFV know.1PL.S.IPFV 
 
'We know there are many berries.' 
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P2. If there probably are a lot of berries now, we shouldn't wait. 
 
jı ̀ı   łǫ  wek’èts’eezǫ  (ts’ǫɂǫ̀)  dıı ̀-t'ıı ̀  jı ̀ı  
berry many know.1PL.S.IPFV because  right.now berry 
nàts’ehtsı̨ ̀-a     nezı̨ 
collect.1PL.S.IPFV-FUT  good.3SG.S.IPFV  
         
'Because I know there are many berries it's best that we will collect the berries up now.' 
 
P3. If there are a lot of berries now, we better go pick them tomorrow. 
 
jı ̀ı  łǫ  wek’èts’eezǫ  ts’ǫɂǫ̀  hatsǫ  dè  
berry many know.1PL.S.IPFV because  tomorrow NĮDÈ 
jı ̀ı  ı̨whaà nàts’ehtsı̨ ̀-a    na 
berry early collect.1PL.S.IPFV-FUT  PART 
 
'Because we know there are many berries, we will collect the berries early tomorrow.' 
 
P4. If you go picking berries tomorrow, bring a big basket.  
 
hatsǫ   jı ̀ı  nànehtsı̨ ̀    nı̨dè   tǫ  nechàa  
tomorrow  berry collect.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ  bucket big.NMLZ 
 
'If you pick berries up tomorrow, big bucket.' 
 
P5. If you go picking berries tomorrow, there will probably be more berries than if 
you went at the end of the month. 
 
a. 
hatsǫ  ı̨whaà jı ̀ı   nàts’ehtsı̨ ̀    nı̨dè  
tomorrow early berry collect.1PL.S.IPFV-FUT  NĮDÈ 
dıı  sa  welǫ   jı ̀ı  łǫ  lade-a 
this  month 3SG.POSS.end berry many become.LIKE.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  
 
'If we pick berries early tomorrow, there will be more berries at the end of this month.' 
 
b. 
hatsǫ  jı ̀ı  nàts’ehtsı̨ ̀   ha-le  nı̨dè  
tomorrow berry collect.1PL.S.IPFV  FUT-NEG  NĮDÈ 
dıı  sa  welǫ   ts’ǫ̀  nats’eèhɂı̨   nı̨dè  
this  month 3SG.POSS.end to  wait.1PL.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 
jı ̀ı  łǫ-lea ade-a 
berries  many become.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'if we don't pick berries tomorrow, if we wait until the end of this month, there will be not 
many berries.' 
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CR: 'We should pıck berrıes tomorrow or else at the end of the month there won’t be 
much berries left.' 
 
P6. If you went picking berries at the end of the month, you wouldn't find many of 
them.  
 
jı ̀ı  sa  welǫ   ts’ǫ̀ nàneɂı̨ ̀    nı̨dè 
berry month 3SG.POSS.end to wait.2SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 
jı ̀ı  gǫ̀hłı̨-a    nıı ̀le na 
berry exist.IPFV-FUT  be.NEG PART 
 
'Berries, if you wait to the end of the month, there will be no berries.' 
 
CR: 'If you waited until the end of the month there won’t be any berries left.' 
 
P7. If you went picking berries last month, it would have been too early!  
 
ı̨dıı sa  jı ̀ı  ha k’eı̨t’ı̨ ̀     nı̨dè   
last month berry for search.2SG.S.IPFV   NĮDÈ 
jı ̀ı  ı̨łaà  gǫ̀hłı̨-a-le    ı̨lè 
berry still  exist.IPFV-FUT-NEG  PST 
 
If you looked for berries last money, there would have not been berries yet.' 
 
CR: 'If you would have went looking last month there would have been none as they’re 
still not ready yet.' 
 
R1. If she's giving the baby a bath, I'll call back later. 
[context: you're calling a friend, who recently had a baby. Her partner answers the 
phone and says she's busy giving the baby a bath. You say:] 
 
a. 
bebı ̀a k'enaehtse  whaà-le   dè  nets’ǫ̀ gode-a    
baby bath.3SG.S.IPFV long.time-NEG NĮDÈ 2SG.O.to speak.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT  
 
esanı ̀le 
be.okay 
 
'She is bathing the baby, It's okay [if] she speaks to you soon?' 
CR: 'She’s washıng the baby, she can talk to you later.' 
 
 
 
 
 



 297 

b. 
bebı ̀a k'enaehtse   ts’ǫɂǫ̀ 
baby bath.3SG.S.IPFV  because 
 
whaà-le   nets’ǫ̀  gode     -a dı ̀ı ̀-le 
long.time-NEG 2SG.O.to  speak.3SG.S.IPFV  can 
 
'Because she is bathing the baby, can she speak to you soon?' 
 
c. 
bebı ̀a k'enaehtse   ts’ǫɂǫ̀ whaà-le  d è  nets’ǫ̀   
baby bath.3SG.S.IPFV  because long.time-NEG NĮDÈ 2SG.O.to   
goı̨de   nǫǫ̀ 
speak.3SG.S.PFV EVID 
 
'Because she's bathing the baby, she probably [will] speak to you soon.' 
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MAM 9th August 2016 
 
20160809 MAM 
 
P1. There probably are a lot of berries now. 
 
jı ̀e   łǫ 
berry many 
 
jı ̀e   łǫ   dıı ̀. 
berry many now 
 
'[There are] many berries now.' 
 
P2. If there probably are a lot of berries now, we shouldn't wait. 
 
jı ̀e   łǫ  nagots'ıh   ts'ǫɂǫ̀  jı ̀e   ts'ııbe 
berry lots be.now.3PL.O  because berry pick.1PL.S.OPT 
 
'Because there are lots of berries now, we should pick berries.' 
 
P3. If there are a lot of berries now, we better go pick them tomorrow. 
 
jı ̀e   łǫ nagots'e   ts'ǫɂǫ̀ hatsǫ  nı̨dè  jı ̀e  ts'ııbe 
berry lots be.now.3PL.O because tomorrow NĮDÈ berry pick.1PL.S.OPT 
 
'Because there are lots of berries now, we should pick berries tomorrow.' 
 
P4. If you go picking berries tomorrow, bring a big basket.  
 
jı ̀e  łǫ nagots'e   ts'ǫɂǫ̀  tǫ  nechàa  k'ets'ıhtı̨  
berry lots be.now.3PL.O because  bucket big   carry.1PL.S.OPT 
jı ̀e   netłǫ ts'ııbe    nǫǫ̀ 
berry  many pick.1PL.S.OPT  EVID 
 
'Because there are lots of berries now, we pick a big bucket and should pick many 
berries.' 
 
MAM: 'There's lots of berries now so let's take a big bucket and go. Lot of berry picking! 
Make it big!' 
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P5. If you go picking berries tomorrow, there will probably be more berries than if 
you went at the end of the month. 
 
dzı ̀e  łǫ anagòhdzà   ts'ǫɂǫ̀ hatsǫ  nı̨dè   
berry lots happen.again.ar.PFV because tomorrow NĮDÈ 
dzı ̀e  ts'ııbe,    t'ahxǫ hatsǫ  (dzı ̀ı) jı ̀e  łǫ  
berry pick.1PL.S.OPT  maybe tomorrow   berry lots   
ts'eèhbe   dè  sa  lǫ hı̨  ats'edè    esanı ̀le-a  hò  
pick.1PL.S.PFV  NĮDÈ month end and  do.3.1PL.S.IPFV be.okay-FUT  KÒ2 
 
'Because there are many berries, maybe we should pick berries tomorrow, if we pick 
many berries romorrow, even if it's okay to go also at the end of the month.' 
 
P6. If you went picking berries at the end of the month, you wouldn't find many of 
them.  
 
sa   lǫ dzı ̀e  ts'eèhbe   nı̨dè  t'ahxǫ  dı ̀è  
month end berry pick.1PL.S.PFV NĮDÈ maybe  impossible 
 
'If we pick berries at the end of the month, maybe?? .' 
 
P7. If you went picking berries last month, it would have been too early!  
 
a. 
ı̨dıı sa  dzı ̀e  ts'eèhbe   nı̨dè  dzı ̀e  łaa  ı̨lè-le  ahxǫ  
last month berry pick.1PL.S.PFV NĮDÈ berry many be.PST-NEG maybe 
hanı ̀hò  dıı ̀   dzı ̀e  ts’eèhbee   netłǫ 
but  now  berry pick.up.1PL.S.IPFV many 
 
'If we went to pick berries last month, maybe there still would not have been berries, but 
now the berries we have picked are many.' 
 
b. 
ı̨dıı sa  dzı ̀e  ts'eèhbe   nı̨dè  dzı ̀e  ts’ehbe-a  
last month berry pick.1PL.S.PFV NĮDÈ berry pick.1PL.S.IPFV-FUT 
gha ehła  dzı ̀e  netsà-lea  ı̨lè ahxǫ 
for still  berry big-NEG.DIM  PST maybe 
 
'If we picked berries last month, for the berries we were going to pick, maybe the berries 
were still small.' 
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I1. I used to live in Behchokǫ̀. 
 
Behtsokǫ̀  nàehde    ı̨lè 
Behchokǫ̀ live.1SG.S.PFV PST 
 
'I used to live in Behchokǫ̀.' 
 
I2. I used to go back and forth to Yellowknife. 
 
Behtsokǫ̀  ts'ǫ   Sǫǫ̀mbak'è   ts'ǫ̀ et’ǫehda      ı̨lè 
Behchokǫ̀ from Yellowknofe  to go.back.and.forth.1SG.S.PFV PST 
 
'I used to go back and forth from Behchokǫ̀ to Yellowknife.' 
 
I3. When I used to live in Behchokǫ̀, I was happy.  
 
a. 
Behtshokǫ̀  nàehde    hò   sı̨nàà     ı̨lè 
Behchokǫ̀ live.1SG.S.PFV KÒ1  1SG.POSS.happiness PST 
 
When I lived in Behchokǫ̀, I was happy [=my happiness].' 
 
I4. When I used to live in Behchokǫ̀, I slept in. 
 
Behtsokǫ̀  nàhde   hò  whaà  whetı̨   ı̨lè 
Behchokǫ̀ live.1SG.S.IPFV KÒ1  long.time sleep.1SG.S.IPFV PST 
 
'When I lived in Behchokǫ̀, I slept late.' 
 
I5. When I used to go back and forth to YK, I wasn't happy. 
 
Behtsokǫ̀  ts'ǫ   Sǫǫ̀mbak’è  ts’ǫ̀   
Behchokǫ̀ from Yellowknife to  
et’ǫehda       sı̨nàà-le       ı̨lè 
go(fly?).back.and.forth.1SG.S.PFV 1SG.POSS.happiness-NEG  PST 
  
'I wasn't happy [=my happiness] going back and forth from Behchokǫ̀ to Yellowknife.' 
 
I7. Whenever I stayed in Behchokǫ̀, I would be happy. 
 
Behtsokǫ̀  aht’ı̨     nı̨dè  sı̨nàà 
Behchokǫ̀ be.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 1SG.POSS.happiness 
 
'When I was in Behchokǫ̀, I was happy [=my happiness].' 
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I8. Whenever I stayed in Behchokǫ̀, I slept in. 
 
Behtsokǫ̀  nàhde   hò whaà   whetı̨   ı̨lè 
Behchokǫ̀ live.1SG.S.IPFV KÒ1 long.time sleep.1SG.S.IPFV PST 
 
'When I stayed in Behchokǫ̀, I slept late.' 
 
[Same as I4] 
 
I9. Whenever I didn't have to go back and forth to YK, I would be happy.  
Whenever I didn’t have to go back and forth to YK, I was happy 
 
ek’aats’ǫ̀  Sǫǫ̀mbak’è  ts’ǫ̀  Behtsokǫ̀ ts’ǫ   
always  Yellowknife  to  Behchokǫ̀ from  
et’ǫaeht’a-le       hò sı̨nàà     ı̨lè 
go(fly?).back.and.forth.1SG.S.PFV-NEG KÒ1 1SG.POSS.happiness PST 
 
'Always when I didn't go back and forth from Behchokǫ̀ to Yellowknife, I was happy.' 
 
I10. Whenever I went back and forth to Yellowknife, I woke up early. 
Every tıme that I went back and forth to YK, I woke up early 
 
Behtsokǫ̀  ts’ǫ   Sǫǫ̀mbak’è   ts’ǫ̀  
Behchokǫ̀ from Yellowknife  to 
et’ǫaet’a e      dè  ı̨whaà  ts’ehwhı̨     ı̨lè 
go(fly?).back.and.forth.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ early wake.up.1SG.S.IPFV  PST  
  
'I used to wake up early when I was goıng back and forth from Behchokǫ̀ to Yellowknife.' 
 
I11. Whenever I travel to Whàtı,̀ I am happy.  
 
Whatı ̀  ts’ǫ̀   hot’ahtła   dè  sı̨nàà 
Whatı ̀ to  travel.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 1SG.POSS.happiness 
 
'Whenever I travel to Whatı̀, I am happy [=my happiness].' 
 
I12. Whenever I travel to Whàtı,̀ I visit my sister. 
 
Whatı ̀  nàhde   nı̨dè  wets’ǫ̀   
Whatı ̀  live.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 3SG.O.to 
hot’ahtła   dè  sı̨nàà 
travel.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ 1SG.POSS.happiness 
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'Whenever I stay in Whatì, I am happy if I travel to her.' 
I13. When my sister lives with me, I am happy. 
 
Soba   segà  wheda   nı̨dè  sı̨nàà 
1SG.POSS.sister 1SG.O.with stay.3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 1SG.POSS.happiness  
 
'Whenever my sister stays with me, I am happy.' 
 
I14. When my sister lives with me, I wake up early.  
 
Soba   segà  wheda   nı̨dè  
1SG.POSS.sister 1SG.O.with stay.3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 
k’emęę̀dǫǫ̀ t’ı̨  nıı ̀t’à 
̀morning  just  wake.up.1DL.S.IPFV 
  
'Whenever my sister stays with me, we wake up in the morning.' 
 
J1. When I'm tired, I sing songs. 
 
Nèehtsǫ     dè   sı̨  t’à  ehdzı̨    
be.tired.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ  song with sing.1SG.S.IPFV  
beseèhxı̨     ha-lea 
get.sleepy.1SG.S.IPFV  FUT-NEG 
 
Whenever I am tired, I sing songs so I will not sleep.' 
 
J2. When I get tired, I sing songs. 
 
beseèhxı̨    ade     dè  shı̨  hanııı  t’à  
get.sleepy.1SG.S.IPFV become.3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ song such with 
ehjı̨ 
sing.1SG.S.IPFV   
 
'If I become sleepy, I sing songs and such.' 
 
J3. When I was tired, I sang a song [context: it only happened once]. 
 
Behtsı̨ı̨ ̀  k’èhdı ̀   hò ı̨xę̀ę   behseèhxı̨   ade   
vehicle  drive.1SG.S.IPFV KÒ2 yesterday get.sleepy.1SG.S.IPFV become.3SG.S.IPFV
  
dè  ts’ǫɂǫ̀  ehdzı̨    ı̨lè 
NĮDÈ because  sing.1SG.S.IPFV  PST 
 
'When I was driving a car yesterday because I became sleepy I sang.' 
 
MAM: 'Yesterday when I was driving I was getting tired so I started singing songs.'  
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J5. Whenever I was tired, I would sing songs.  
[It happened again and again, e.g. Enterprise to here [Behchokǫ̀], that stretch of the 
road, you’re saying, when I was tired, I would sing songs] 
 
a. 
Behtsı̨ı̨ ̀   k’èhdı ̀    nı̨dè  behseèhxı̨    at’ı̨ ̀    
vehicle  drive.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ get.sleepy.1SG.S.IPFV  be.3SG.S.IPFV.HAB  
dè   ehjı̨ 
NĮDÈ  sing.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
 
'Whenever I drive a car, if I get sleepy, I sing.' 
 
b. Can you add the word yesterday to that sentenceɁ 
ı̨xę̀ę   dzę nàhkò     hò behseèhxı̨   ade  
yesterday day drive.back.1SG.S.PFV  KÒ1 get.sleepy.1SG.S.IPFV become.3SG.S.IPFV 
dè  ts’ǫɂǫ̀  sı̨  t’à  ehdzı̨   ı̨lè 
NĮDÈ because  song with sing.1SG.S.IPFV PST 
 
'Yesterday, when I drove back, because I got tired, I sang songs.' 
 
J8. Whenever I sang, I was getting tired 
 
Someone was with you, you’re explaining how they knew you were tired. They knew you 
were tired because whenever you sang, it meant that you were tired. 
 
behseèhxı̨   k’èezǫ   dè   
get.sleepy.1SG.S.IPFV know.3SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ   
ts’ǫɂǫ̀  ehdzı̨   dè   yık’èezǫ 
because  sing.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ  know.3SG.S.4SG.O.IPFV 
 
'Because he knew I was sleepy, when I sang he knew ıt.' 
 
MAM: 'So, he knew I was tired and he knew I was singing because I was tired.' 
 
J10. If I'm tired tomorrow [which I know I will be], I will sing.  
 
a. 
hatsǫ  nèehtsǫ    nı̨dè   ehdzı̨-a 
tomorrow be.tired.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ  sing.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'If I'm tired tomorrow, I will sing.' 
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b. Can you say somethıng like that if you know for sure that you’re going to be tired 
tomorrow? Like you’re going to sleep super late and you have so many things to do and 
you know you’re going to be tired tomorrow. 
 
hatsǫ  nı̨dè   nèehtsı̨ ̀-a    wek’èehsǫ   ts'ǫɂǫ̀   
tomorrow NĮDÈ  be.tired.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT know.1SG.S.IPFV because   
ehdzı̨ 
sing.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
Tomorrow because I know I will be tired I'm singing.' 
 
MAM: 'I know I’m going to be tired tomorrow so I’m singing.' 
 
J11. If I were tired, I would be singing. [you should know I'm not tired, because I'm 
not singing!] 
 
a. 
behseèhxı̨   ade     dè  ehdzı̨   
get.sleepy.1SG.S.IPFV become.3sg.s.ipfv NĮDÈ sing.1SG.S.IPFV 
ehdzı̨   behseèhxı̨    ts’ǫɂǫ̀ 
sing.1SG.S.IPFV  get.sleepy.1SG.S.IPFV  because 
 
'If I become sleepy, I sing. I sing because I get sleepy.' 
 
b. How would you say, like you’re not singing. So you say oh, if I was tired, I would be 
singing - but you’re not singing, so it's a sign that you’re not actually tired? 
 
Behseèhxı̨-le     dè  ehdzı̨-le 
get.sleepy.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG  NĮDÈ sing.1SG.S.IPFV-NEG 
 
'If I'm not getting sleepy, I don't sing.' 
 
L1. When I wake up early, I make tea. 
 
K’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀  ı̨whaà  neèhtła    dè  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨ 
morning   early  get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'Whenever I get up early in the morning, I make tea.' 
 
L2. If I wake up early, I make tea. 
 
ı̨whaà   ts’ıhwhǫ̀    nı̨dè  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨-a 
early  wake.up.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'If I wake up early, I will make tea.' 
MAM: 'Maybe if I wake up early, I’ll make some tea.' 
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L3. When I wake up, I make tea. 
 
ts’ıhwhǫ̀    nı̨dè  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨ 
wake.up.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'Whenever I wake up, I make tea.' 
 
[L4. In English, we can't say "if I wake up, I make tea"! ] 
 
a. 
ǫhk’è   nı̨dè  ı̨whaà  ts’ehwhı̨    dè  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨ 
sometimes NĮDÈ early  wake.up.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'Sometimes, if I wake up early, I make tea.' 
 
MAM: 'Sometimes when I wake up early, I’ll make tea. So that one’s a past one.' 
 
b.  
K’emęę̀dǫǫ̀ ts’ıhwhǫ̀    dè  lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨-a 
morning  wake.up.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'Whenever I wake up in the morning, I will make tea.' 
 
c. Sometimes I wake up before everybody so I’ll say 
gıkweè   neèhtła    nı̨dè  lıdı ̀  ehtsı̨ 
3PL.O.before  get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'If I get up before them, I make tea.' 
 
MAM: 'That means if I get up before them, I make tea.'  
 
d. 
K’emęę̀dǫǫ̀ neèhtła    lıdı ̀ ehstı̨ 
morning  get.up.1SG.S.IPFV  tea make.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'When I get up in the morning, I make tea.' 
 
L5. If I had woken up early today, I would have made tea. 
 
K’omǫǫ̀dǫǫ̀ ts’ıhwhǫ̀    (nı̨)dè lıdı ̀ ehtsı̨-a-ı̨lè 
morning  wake.up.1SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ tea make.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT-PST 
 
'If I woke up early in the morning, I would have made tea.' 
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L6. If I made stew yesterday, I wouldn't make stew today. 
 
ı̨xę̀ę   tııwoo whehtsı̨   ts’ı̨ɂǫ̀ dıı ̀  tııwoo    
yesterday stew make.1SG.S.IPFV because now  stew   
 
ehtse-a-le 
cook.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT-NEG 
 
'Because I made stew yesterday, I don't cook stew now.' 
 
L7. If I had made stew yesterday, I wouldn't have made stew today.  
Someone walks in and says, oh, I thought you made stew yesterday 
 
a. 
ı̨xę̀ę   tııwoo  whıhtsı̨-le   dıı dzęę̀  tııwoo  
yesterday stew  make.1SG.S.PFV-NEG this day.PNS  stew  
 
ehtse 
cook.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
'I didn't make stew yesterday, I make stew today.' 
 
b. 
ı̨xę̀ę   tııwoo  ehtsı̨    nęwǫ-le     hanı ̀hò   
yesterday stew  make.1SG.S.IPFV  think.2SG.S.IPFV-NEG  but    
tııwoo  whıhtsı̨   ne   dıı ̀  dàt’ı̨     whehtsı̨ 
stew  make.1SG.S.PFV part  now  be.how.3SG.S.IPFV make.1SG.S.PFV 
 
'You didn't think I made stew yesterday but I made stew. Now I make.' 
 
L9. If I were to finish the mitts tonight, I would make bannock tomorrow [but I 
know I won't finish the mitts tonight]  
 
a. You know you’re not going to finish it today.  
 
t’ahxǫ  ası ̀ı  łèt’è ahłe-a-le     nı̨dè   hatsǫ   
maybe  thing bread cause.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT-NEG NĮDÈ  tomorrow  
 
ehtat’e 
bake.1SG.S.IPFV 
 
??? 
 
MAM: 'Maybe if I don’t mix it, I won’t make it tomorrow.' 
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M1. I would make stew, but I don't have onions. 
 
tııwoo ehtse-a-ı̨lè    hanı ̀hò tł’ots’ıı ̀  sets’ǫ  dè 
stew cook.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT-PST but  onion  1SG.O.from NĮDÈ   
 
'I would have made stew, but if I have onions.' 
 
NAN: 'I would make a stew but I got no onions.' 
 
M2. I would make stew if I had onions. 
 
tııwoo ehtse-a-ı̨lè     hanı ̀hò  tł’ots’ıı ̀  sets’ǫ  dè 
stew cook.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT-PST  but   onion  1SG.O.from NĮDÈ 
  
'I would have made stew, but if I have onions.' 
 
M3. I would have made stew, but I don't have any onions.  
 
tııwoo ehtse-a    dehwhǫ   ı̨lè  hanı ̀hò   
stew cook.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT want.1SG.S.IPFV PST  but   
tł’ots’ıı ̀  sets’ǫ  dè 
onion  1SG.O.from NĮDÈ   
 
I wanted to make stew but if I have onions.' 
 
MAM: 'I was thinking of making stew but I have no onions.' 
 
M4. I would have made stew, but I didn't have any onions. 
 
a. 
tł’ots’ıı ̀  sets’ǫ  dè  tııwoo ehtse-a   
onion  1SG.O.from NĮDÈ stew cook.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
dàòdı ̀ dè  tııwoo ehtse    ha-le 
nothing NĮDÈ stew cook.1SG.S.IPFV FUT-NEG 
If I have onions I’ll make stew, if I don’t I won’t  
 
'If I have onions I will make stew. If there's nothing I will not make stew.' 
 
b. 
tııwoo ehtse-a     sets'ǫ  dè  dàòdı ̀ nı̨dè  
stew cook.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT  1SG.O.from NĮDÈ nothing NĮDÈ 
tııwoo ehtse     ha-le  tł’ots’ıı ̀   
soup cook.1SG.S.IPFV  FUT-NEG  onion 
 
'If I have I will make stew, if nothing, I will not make stew.' 
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M5. I would have made stew if I had any onions. 
 
tııwoo ehtse-a-ı̨lè     tł’ots’ıı ̀  sets’ǫ  dè 
soup cook.1SG.S.IPFV-FUT-PST  onion  1SG.O.from NĮDÈ 
 
'I would have made stew if I have onions.' 
 
 
M6. If you're hungry, there's some stew left. 
 
tııwoo whıhtsı̨   ı̨lè  tııwoo naɂà 
soup make.1SG.S.PFV PST  soup 2SG.S.eat 
 
'I made stew. Help yourself to stew.' 
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RM 16th July 2017 
 
1. Offered by RM 
Dechı̨nı   nàts'ede   nı̨dè  hòtł'ò  eghàlats'eeda eyıts'ǫ la  łǫ. 
bush  live.1PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ hard work.1PL.S.IPFV and  work much 
Dzę   t'aą̀t'e  got'ıh  t'à nezı̨ı̨ ̀  eghàlats'eeda  wet'à  
day   every  muscles  by good.ADV work.1PL.S.IPFV 3SG.O.with 
gogha  hǫı̨zı̨.   Hanı ̀-le-nı̨dè  gogha  hǫı̨zı̨   ha dı ̀ı ̀. 
1PL.O.for good.AR.IPFV thus-NEG-NĮDÈ 1PL.O.for good.AR.IPFV can't 
Nezı̨ı̨ ̀  edeghàlats'eeda  ha ne. 
good.ADV work.1PL.S:SELF.IPFV FUT PART  
 
'When we live in the bush we work hard, and a lot of work. By working well every day 
with our muscles things are good for us. Otherwise things can’t be good for us. We have 
to work well.' 
 
2. Offered by RM 
Hòtł'ò   eghàlats'eeda   ha  nı̨dè   detsı̨nı   nàts'ede.  
hard  work.1PL.S.IPFV  FUT NĮDÈ  in.the.bush live.1PL.S.IPFV 
 
RM: 'If we are to work hard, we need to live in the bush.' 
 
3. Offered by RM 
 
Ɂoo   nezı̨ı̨  anele   ha nı̨dè   
bough good.NMLZ make.2SG.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ   
edzǫɂoo   hak'ı̨ı̨t'ı̨ ̀    ha ne. 
black.spruce.bough look.for.2SG.S.IPFV FUT PART 
 
RM: 'If you want to collect nice spruce boughs, you have to look for black spruce 
boughs.' 
 
4. If you pick berries, I will make you jam [from 2016 elicitation] 
 
a. 
jı ̀ı  nı̨be    ha nı̨dè  negha  jı ̀etsàa ehtsı̨   ha 
berry pick.2SG.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ 2SG.O.for jam  make.1SG.S.IPFV FUT 
 
b. Is it okay to say wıthout the ha? 
 
jı ̀ı  nı̨be    nı̨dè  negha  jı ̀etsàa ehtsı̨   ha 
berry pick.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 2SG.O.for jam  make.1SG.S.IPFV FUT 
 
This is now. You have to say it differently, I think. 
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5. Offered by RM 
jı ̀ı  anelà   lah wet'à  negha   
berry cause.2SG.S.PFV FOC 3SG.O.with 2SG.O.for  
jı ̀etsàa ehtsı̨    ha. 
jam  make.1SG.S.IPFV  FUT 
 
RM: 'You had picked berries.' 
 
6. I'm seeing someone and they tell me they lived in Behchokǫ̀, so I'm telling them, "If you 
were living in Behchokǫ̀, did you know J.M?" 
 
a. 
Behchokǫ̀  nàąde   nı̨dè  J.M. wek’èęzǫ  nı ̀? 
Behchokǫ̀ live.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ J.M  know.2SG.S.IPFV Q 
 
b. 
Behchokǫ̀  nàąde   nı̨dè  J.M. wek'èhoǫ̀zǫ  nı ̀? 
Behchokǫ̀ live.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ J.M  know.2SG.S.IPFV Q 
 
'If you lived in Behchokǫ̀, do you know J.M.?' 
 
7. "If you lived in Behchokǫ̀, you must know JM?" 
 
Behchokǫ̀  nàąde   nı̨dè  J.M. wek'èhoǫ̀zǫ  ne  sǫnıa? 
Behchokǫ̀ live.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ J.M  know.2SG.S.IPFV PART EVID 
 
'If you lived in Behchokǫ̀, you must know J.M.?' 
 
8. Sentence from 2016 elicitation 
a. 
Satsǫ  jı ̀ı  kàętła   nı̨dè  tǫ   netsàa  
tomorrow berry go.out.2SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ bucket  big.NMLZ   
k'eętı̨. 
carry.2SG.S.IPFV 
 
'If you go picking berries tomorrow, carry a big bucket.' 
 
*b. 
Satsǫ  jı ̀ı  kàętła    ha  nı̨dè   
tomorrow berry go.out.2SG.S.IPFV  FUT  NĮDÈ  
tǫ    netsàa   k’eętı̨. 
bucket  big.NMLZ  carry.2SG.S.IPFV 
  
Intended: 'If you go picking berries tomorrow, carry a big bucket.' (ungrammatical) 
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c. offered by RM 
Satsǫ  jı ̀ı  kàętła    ha nı̨de  
tomorrow berry go.out.2SG.S.IPFV  FUT NĮDÈ  
 
tǫ-cho   hò  k’eętı̨   ha 
bucket-big  KÒ2  carry.2SG.S.IPFV FUT 
 
If you will go out for berries tomorrow, you will carry even a big bucket.' 
 
9. Offered by RM 
 
eyı  zǫ   t'à  ne 
that only by PART 
 
eyı  zǫ   t'à  ha ne  
that only by FUT PART 
 
RM: 'It’s the only way.' 
 
10. I want to sing Happy Birthday to Leslie in Tłı̨chǫ, so I'm saying, ""If I'm singing, I 
need to know the words." 
 
a. 
ehdzı̨   ha nı̨dè  yatı  k’èehsǫ   zǫ  t’à ha ne 
sing.1SG.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ word know.1SG.S.IPFV only by FUT PART 
 
'If I will sing, I must know the words.' 
 
*b. (ungrammatical) 
ehdzı̨   nı̨dè  yatı  k’èehsǫ   zǫ  t’à ha ne 
sing.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ word know.1SG.S.IPFV only by FUT PART 
 
Intended: 'If I will sing, I must know the words.' 
 
RM: 'If I need to sing, or if I want to sing, it needs to be ha. It's not meaningful without 
the ha.' "If I have to sing, I need to know the words." 
 
11. We want to put a story up on the FB page but I want to write it down first, so I'm 
saying, "If I'm writing the story, I need a pen." 
 
a. 
godı eehtł'è   ha nı̨dè  enı̨hł’èchı̨ı̨ ̀ dehwhǫ    ha. 
story write.1SG.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ pen   need.1SG.S.IPFV  FUT 
 
'If I will write the story, I will need a pen.' 
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*b. (ungrammatica) 
godı eehtł'è   nı̨dè  enı̨hł’èchı̨ı̨ ̀ dehwhǫ    ha. 
story write.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ pen   need.1SG.S.IPFV  FUT 
 
Intended: 'If I will write the story, I will need a pen.' 
 
12. Offered by RM 
  
enı̨htł’èchı̨ı̨ ̀ dehwhǫ    godı deehtł’è      ha 
pen   need.1SG.S.IPFV  story write.down.1SG.S.IPFV  FUT 
RM: 'I need a pen to write the story.' 
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TSD July 24th 2017 
 
1. Offered by TSD 
 
There is a road in Behchokǫ̀ from the church to the graveyard where the funeral 
procession always travels through. TSD's grandmother used to tell them: "If you fall on 
that road, you need to do the sign of the cross before you get up." 
 
eyı tı̨lı  k’e nats'edè     nı̨dè   
that road on walk. PL.1PL.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ  
nàts'ekw'ı   (a)   xò  nı̨dè  nets'ı ̀tła   
fall. SG.1PL.S.IPFV FUT  KÒ2 NĮDÈ get.up.SG.1PL.S.IPFV 
kwe   edezı̨ ̀ı̨ ̀  k’e yats’ehtı 
before  cross  on pray.1PL.S.IPFV 
 
'When we walk on that road, even if we fall, before we get up we make the sign of the 
cross.' 
 
2. Offered by TSD 
TSD’s grandmother used to tell her about the correct behaviour in church: "When we are 
in church, or when there's a body in church, don't be noisy." 
 
lamèhkǫ̀   goyı ̀ı dǫkw'ǫǫ̀   whetǫ    xò nı̨dè  
church   inside people.bone  be.located.3SG.S.IPFV KÒ2 NĮDÈ 
nàgots’eehde-le 
be.noisy.1PL.S.IPFV-NEG 
 
'If there’s a coffın inside the church, we are not noisy.' 
 
3. Offered by TSD 
 
During tea dance or other gatherings, children were not attending, they just watched 
from the windows. TSD's grandmother said: "When there’s a gatherıng, children were 
not a part of it." 
 
dıı hanı ̀-le  akǫǫ̀  
this thus-NEG there 
dagowo-a   xò nı̨dè  chekoa  gıdè    ı ̀le  
dance.AR.IPFV-FUT KÒ2 NĮDÈ children  go.PL.3PL.S.IPFV NEG 
 
'Even if there will be a dance, children did not go.' 
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4. Offered by TSD 
It says in the bible there’s going to be all kinds of sicknesses with no cure. 
 
Įdaà  nı̨dè  bò   whı ̀le  agedı 
future NĮDÈ food  be.none  say.3PL.S.IPFV 
 
'They say that in the future there will be no food.' 
 
TSD: 'At that time in the future' 
 
5. Offered by TSD 
TSD's daughter is young, someone always has to watch her. So TSD says: "If H. is going 
to come with us, someone has to be with her." 
 
H.  goxè  ade    a nı̨dè  
H.  1PL.O.with go.3SG.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ 
aats’ǫǫ̀  ı̨łè yexè  ade-a  
always  one 4SG.O.with go.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
whachoò wheda   -a dı ̀ı ̀  whachoò at'ı̨    -a dı ̀ı ̀ 
alone  be.3SG.S.IPFV can’t  alone  go.3SG.S.IPFV can’t 
 
'If H. goes with us, one always has to be with her, she can’t go by herself.' 
 
6. Offered by TSD 
If  grandma is going to come with us by boat, we have to bring blankets for her, we will 
need to carry blankets for her 
 
Ehtsı̨  elà  t’à goxè  ade    -a nı̨dè  
grandmother boat  by 1PL.O.with come.3SG.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ 
wegha  ts'ò  k’ets’ele    zǫ  t’à 
3SG.O.for blanket carry.PL.1PL.S.IPFV only by 
 
'If Grandmother will come with us by boat, we must carry blankets for her.' 
 
7. Offered by TSD 
If we're going to make a fire in the bush, we need matches. 
 
a. 
Dechı̨nı  nagots'eèhk'ǫ̀-*(a)   nı̨dè  
in.the.bush make.FIRE1PL.S.IPFV-FUT  NĮDÈ 
degèe  ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ    -a 
matches  need.1PL.S.IPFV  FUT 
 
'If we will make fire in the bush, we will need matches.' 
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b 
Dechı̨nı  nagots'eèhk'ǫ̀-*(a)   nı̨dè  
in.the.bush make.FIRE1PL.S.IPFV-FUT  NĮDÈ 
degèe  ts'ı̨ı̨wǫ     
matches  need.1PL.S.IPFV   
 
TSD: 'We are making fire in the bush.' 
 
8. Offered by TSD 
 
When Elders eat, we don’t walk behind them. 
 
a. 
ǫhdaa shègezhe   nı̨dè   gıɂı̨ ̀ı̨   / gıchı̨ ̀t'a     
Elder eat.PL.3PL.S.IPFV  NĮDÈ  3PL.O.behind  3PL.O.behind.back  
k’ets’edè-le 
walk.PL.1PL.S.IPFV-NEG 
 
'Whenever Elders eat, we don't walk behind their backs.' 
 
b. 
ǫhdaa shègezhe   ha nı̨dè   gıɂı̨ ̀ı̨   / gıchı̨ ̀t'a     
Elder eat.PL.3PL.S.IPFV  FUT NĮDÈ  3PL.O.behind  3PL.O.behind.back  
k’ets’edè-le 
walk.PL.1PL.S.IPFV-NEG 
 
'When the Elders will eat, we don't walk behind their backs.' 
 
TSD: 'It means they’re not eating yet, they’re preparing to eat (and it's okay to walk 
behind them then).  
 
9. Offered by TSD 
  
TSD's daughter used to be picked up from school by her step-grandfather (who passed 
away last year). He used to put music very loud, so her ears would get sore. 
 
W.  xàyı ̀hchı     nı̨dè  H. wedzıı ̀kw'ǫǫ̀ eya-at'ı̨ ̀ 
W.  pick.up.3SG.S:4SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ H. 3SG.POSS.ear pain-BE.3SG.S.IPFV.HAB 
 
'Whenever W. picked her up, H's ears got painful.' 
 
TSD: In this sentence, nı̨dè sounds better than dè 
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10. Offered by TSD 
 
Elder Jim Martin once said, when all the leaves fall, it will snow. 
 
a. 
Įt'ǫ̀ą   hǫt'ı ̀ı  nàı̨tł'ı   nı̨dè  zhah ade-a 
leaves  every.one fall.PL.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ snow happen.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'If every one of the leaves has fallen, it will snow.' 
 
b. 
Įt’ǫ̀ą  hǫt’ı ̀ı  nàı̨tł’ı   nı̨dè   
leaves  every.one fall.PL.3SG.S.PFV NĮDÈ  
zǫ  zhah ade-a 
only snow happen.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'Only if every one of the leaves fall, it will snow.' 
 
TSD: Doesn’t quite work because this means all of the leaves have to have fallen, and 
sometimes there’s still a few leaves left when it starts snowing  
 
*c. 
Įt’ǫ̀ą  hǫt’ı ̀ı  nàı̨tł’ı   zǫ   nı̨dè   
leaves  every.one fall.PL.3SG.S.PFV only  NĮDÈ  
zhah ade-a 
snow happen.3SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
Intended: 'Only if every one of the leaves fall, it will snow.' 
 
 
TSD: When the Elders see these things, that foretells what happens next. It’s ready for 
the snow to come. This has to happen (based on watching the signs).  
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11. Offered by TSD 
 
TSD took students on a girls' pubery camp in early spring to Elder Harry Apples' cabin. 
In the morning, just as they finished breakfast, Harry Apples invited the students to his 
cabin. He told them: "It's morning now, it's important that every morning you give thanks 
to God." He said, "None of you here fully understand the Tłı̨chǫ language. When you 
pray at night ask God to understand, only when you ask him, it will be granted to you. 
You need to pray every day, when you ask through prayer you will receive it." 
 
hanı ̀  yats’ehtı   nı̨dè   waahkè    nı̨dè  
thus  pray.1SG.S.IPFV NĮDÈ  ask.2PL.S:3SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ  
 
naxeghǫ̀t’à    -a  ne. 
be.given.3SG.S:2PL.O.IPFV FUT  PART 
 
'If we pray thus, if you ask him, it will be given to you.' 
 
12. Offered by TSD 
 
Elder Joe Mantla talked about how he was raised, said his dad was not easy on him. He 
said about a time when they were out in the bush, "When my dad woke up, he called me 
to make a fire, I made tea and heated the water for him to wash his face. My dad told me 
to wake up early and get work done and be independent." His dad said, "I'm teaching you 
these things so one day you will teach your children." 
 
sek’èąt'e     nı̨dè  ı̨daà  gha nı̨ wet’à  xohwhı̨-a 
obey.2SG.S:1SG.O.IPFV NĮDÈ future for 2SG 3SG.O.with survive.2SG.S.IPFV-FUT 
 
'If you obey me, you will survive with it for the future.' 
 
13. Offered by TSD 
 
Joe Mantla then sat with another Elder and that Elder's son, and Joe said it was early 
morning and he got up and heated the water, and the Elder called his son who was 
sleeping and made tea and served his son. Joe Mantla said, "If he wouldn't have talked to 
his son this way, the son wouldn't have been like that." (The son is today not 
independent). If the Elder was harsh and taught his son to be independent, that son would 
have been more like him. 
 
eyı  ǫhdaa  nezı̨ı̨ ̀  deza  ts’ǫ̀ goı̨de   ı̨lè nı̨dè  
that  elder  good.ADV REFL.son to speak.3SG.S.PFV PST NĮDÈ 
dıı  dzęę̀ edegha  nezı̨ı̨ ̀  la  ıtǫ̀a    ha ı̨lè ahxǫ 
this  day.PNS REFL.for  good.ADV work hold.3SG.S.IPFV FUT PST maybe 
 
'If that Elder had spoken well to his son, maybe this day he would have held a good job 
for himself.' 
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14. Offered by TSD 
 
If we’re going to the barrenlands, we carry the birch tree fungus with us. 
 
hozı ̀ı  ts’ǫ̀ nets'ıdè   (a) nı̨dè  tł’ehtè   dexè   
barrenlands to go.PL.1PL.S.IPFV FUT NĮDÈ birch.tree.fungus REFL.with 
k’ets’ele 
carry.around.1PL.S.IPFV 
 
If we go to the barrenlands, we carry around with us birch tree fungus.' 
 
TSD on using the future: 'In preparations, if we’re going to go so you know you have to 
get some before.' 
 
15. Offered by TSD 
After it's rained, when we’re walking in the bush, we’re extra careful how we step. 
 
chǫh  aı̨t’ı̨   tł’axǫǫ̀  dechı̨nı  k’ets’edè   nı̨dè  
rain  be.3SG.S.PFV after  in.the.bush walk.PL.1PL.S.IPFV NĮDÈ 
dexots’eehdı,   dànı ̀ /  edı̨ı̨ ̀ weghǫ  nàts’eet’à 
guard.1PL.S:REFL.IPFV  how  where 3SG.O.of  step.3PL.S.IPFV 
 
 
'Whenever we walk in the bush after it's rained, we keep our guard, how / where we step.' 
 
TSD on using the future: 'In preperations, you're not there, mentally preparing, you think 
about it and you're not up to it.' 
 
16. Offered by TSD 
 
ekò   nı̨? 
EKÒ  2SG 
 
'But you?' 
 
TSD: 'When someone talks about someone else, the elders tease him and go "And you? 
What about you?"' 
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April 19, 2017

Notification of Multi-Year Research
I would like to inform you that Scientific Research Licence No. 16081 has been issued to:

Ms. Adar Anisman
University of Victoria
4213 Thornhil Crescent
Victoria, BC
V8N 3G6   Canada
Phone: (250) 889-0058
Email: aanisman@uvic.ca

to conduct the following study:
Conditionals and temporal expressions in Tlicho Yatii (Application No. 3717)

This is year 1 of a 2 year project.

Please contact the researcher if you would like more information.

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH
This licence has been issued for the scientific research application No.3717.

This research has two main objectives are to:
1. conduct linguistics research about the structure and meaning of conditional clauses and counterfactuals in Tlicho; and,
2. work towards updating the online Tlicho dictionary with new words, audio for existing words, and additional example
sentences to existing entries.

Participants will be asked to translate sentences from English to Tlicho after being given proper context.
Participants will additionally be asked to tell a fictional story. This story may be based on well-known traditional stories: the
participants will be asked to tell a story that has previously been published in books in Tlicho, and will be given illustrations
from the published books as prompts to tell each part of the story. A second method includes storyboards - these are non-
traditional stories that have been developed by linguists. The story will be told once as a whole by the Principal
Investigator (PI) in English. Participants will then be given illustrations as prompts to tell the story from their memory. A
third method is using cards showing actions or characters, and asking the participants to create their own stories using
these cards. Participants will be presented with a transcript of their sentences or stories and asked to confirm its accuracy.

All sessions will be audio recorded and transcribed. In addition, the PI will be taking notes during the elicitation, if
necessary.

All methods may be conducted in sessions with single participants or in sessions that include 2 or more participants. If
participants agree, they may be photographed to document their participation. Each session will take approximately 1-2
hours, and each participant will be asked to participate in 7-10 sessions. Some sessions may take place at a later date or
over the phone.

Some of the time will be dedicated to work towards the online Tlicho dictionary: recording audio for words that already
appear on the online dictionary and confirming spelling and relevancy of new words to be added to the dictionary. If
participants agree, some recordings of full sentences may also be uploaded to the dictionary to show the use of words
within sentences.

The research will include participation of speakers of the Tlicho language. The topic of the research is conditional
sentences, which are a way of expressing more complex ideas and describing more complex situations about future plans
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or possibilities. The participants may be community researchers who have a great interest in their language. Some of
them may be current students in the Masters in Indigenous Language Revitalisation. Participating in the project can
highlight some aspects of their language and increase their appreciation of the mechanisms behind their language, as
linguistic elicitation often involves reflections on the language.

The results of this research will be published in a PhD thesis. The thesis will be available online after its publication. The
results may also be published in academic linguistics journals.

As a part of this research, the PI will include simple language description of the main points and findings at the beginning
of each chapter, to ensure that the information is accessible to non-academic language learners and teachers. The results
of this research will additionally be shown in conferences such as the Dene Languages conference, which is regularly
attended by community members.

If there is interest from the participants or other community members, the PI will communicate the results directly to
community members either by a meeting or a written report. All recordings and data will be archived with the Tlicho
Research Institute.

The fieldwork for this study will be conducted from May 15, 2017 to November 30, 2017.

Sincerely,

 * original signed *
___________________________
Jonathon Michel,
Manager, Scientific Services
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